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DJSCUURSE III. 
Doily Lesson /. 

Section ( 1 ). 
(Sutras 1-3]. 

The •Suiil is totn.etliittg distinct from tlrn Sen,e-organe. 

Bha,ya. 

Introductory to Su. (1). 

(P. 127, L. 1 to L. lOJ. 

'l'he Instruments of Cognition have been esamined : wa 
now proceed to examine the Objects of Cognition. AnJ the 
Soul beiug the foremost among the Objects of Coguition, t 
it is the Soul that we proceed ~o examine no\V. 

The question to be considered is-ls the Soul (which is 
Hpoken of as • [' ) only an a.g-grega.te of the Body, the S•Jnse­
organs, the :Mind, the Intellect, and Sensations? or is it 
something different from these? '' Whence does such a. 
doubt arise?" Jt arisPB from th" f,wt that f)tJsign<tUor& is 
/01,n,J, to be nf both ki111is.i By 'Designation' here is meant 
the expre[-1sing of the relationship of the Agent with the 
Action and with the Instrument of that Action. rrhis Desig­
nation is found to be of two kinds-(1) In one we have the 
Composite Whole designated by its component parts-i.e. 1 

' the tree stands by the roots,' ' the house stands by the pil-
0 It is doubtful whether or not the connotatioa. of the term ' Soul ' is the same 

as that of the term 'A\man.' But we retain the ordi11ary terln 'Soul,' as it is moro 
intelligible to the Englislt reader, who appliea the tem1 'wheQ refereucc ia made to 
continuity of being beynnd the present,' in such ordinary expressions as ' the Im­
mortality of tho S0111.' 'Spirit' Gr ' Self' would perhaps be a more apt rcudering 

of' Afm•11.' 
t The Soul is foremost, because it is the most important, and also because it ia 

the most loved by man ; 'it ie for the sake of the Sottl that all things are dear ' -
says the Upanitad; and lastly because in the Enunieration alao (in Sil. 1-1-9), it i■ 
Soul U11t is mentioned first ; heuce io the ll:U111ination 1!1& it i1 taken up lirat.­

Bli4fyaclan,lra. 

The Trlfpary• remarks-Tltot1gb it ie stated here that Soni is going to ·be 
e:ramlned1 it is the defi11iti1111 or difl'erentiating cbaracteri■tics of the Soul that i11 go­
iug to bo examined. This will be clear as we proceed.' 

t That tbie sentence wa■ regar4ed, by some people, u a ~Ira ia iutlicated by 

tbo P111riahu4ipii, wbich remarks that this sentence i1 B1&4f,a, nol Srifra. 
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1068 THE NYAYA-SOTRAS OF GAUTAMA 

Jars' [ where what is spoken of as the Instrument, i.e., the 
Boots or the Pillars, is a component part of the Agent, the 
~I.1ree or the House]; and('.?) 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 

.from the 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 iu con­
nection with this, it is uncertain whether in these we have 
the de3ignation of the Aggregate or Composite of Body, 
Iutellect &c. by means of its componentij [i.e., the Body &c. 
spoken of as Instruments are only the component parts of 
the E.r.periencer, Beer &c., which is thus only an Aggregate of 
the Body &c.], or tho designati.on of one thing (the See·r 
&c.), by means of thin~s 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 different from itself 
li,e., the Soul is different from the Body &c.]. 

'' Why so P" 
['l'he answer is supplied by the Sii~ra (1) ]. 

Par/ika. 
Introductory to Su. (1). 

[ P. 338, L. 1 to P. 349, L. 20]. 

The ' O1.ijects of Cognition ' having been mentioned next 
after ' Instruments of Cognition,' now begins the emamination 
of those Objects; so that we are going to examine now those 
things, the mistaken nolions 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 foreroo~t, it is Soul that we pro­
ceed to examine. " What is there to examine in regard to 
the Soul r" What is to be-considered is whether the Soul 
is, or is not, something different from Body, Sanso-organs, 
Mind and Intellect, 
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"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; &.nd in the present case we find t,hat the object in 
question is absolutely unknown; and so long as the Object 
is unknown, wo cannot have an enqui1·y into its qualities. 
Benet, before proceeding with the inquiry, it behoves you to 
establish the existence of thA Object itself." 

There is no necessity of establishing the existence of the 
Soul ;-firstly, because this has already been done under 

Var. P. 339. 
Su. 1-1-10; i.e. it has been proved uttder 
that Su~ra. that there is such a thing as 

Soul ; and this having been already established, the 
subsequent enqniry (as to its being diffe1·ent or otherwise from 
Body) shonld follow as a matter of course ;-secondly, bocauce 
t.here is no diversity of opinion on the point; there is no one 
who denies the existenr.e of the Soul; the difforence of 
opinion arises only in regard to the particular character of 
this Soul ;-such opinions being hold as 'the Body only is the 
the Soul,'' Intellect a.nd the rest are the Soul,' 'the Agg1·e­
gate of Body &c., is the Soul ' and 'the Soul is something 
entirely different from these '; certainly snch diverse opinions 
could not be held.except by persons who admit the existence 
of the Soul; hence (this being alt-eady admitted) it is only 
right that the enquiry as to its oharacter and qnalitiee be 
proceeded with ;-and tltirdly, thet•e is not the least chance 
of any proofs being pnt for\Vard 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. 

"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, 
bec1.1.use no _such thing is ever procluced,-it ~eing exactly 
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1070 THE NYAYA-SOTRAS OF GAUTAMA 

liko t,he Hare's Horn (which being not produced, does not 
. t) " ex1e . 

Oul' answer to this argument is as follows:-

Thll two terms• iiima niis/i '(' 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 ao 
absolute ' non-entity' ; and what is the reason for that P 'rhe 
~ea.sou is simply this :-'l1he te1·1U 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 
is 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 
o~ly at a particular time and place ; the meaning being either 
that it does not exist at a particular place, in the ltouse for 
instance ; or that it does not exist at a particular time, at 
pr1>sent, for instance; so that any such denial, as • it is not 
before a certain thing' or 'it is not above a certain thing,' 
cannot proceed except from persons who admit tho jar to be 
an r.nlity. Similarly, as regards the denial, • there is no 
Soul,' does it deny the existence of the. 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 3imple reason that the Soul does not ocoupy 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? '' 'llhe denial is in tl.e form that there ia no 
S?ul ir& 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 nowher,. " Then does 
it flOI ea:iat at all?" Certainly, it is not that it does not 
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Var. P. 340. 
exist at all ; specially because the denial 
you have urged is in a specific form [ ' there 

is no Soul I being, as shown above, only a denial of the Soul 
in rega.rd to a particular time or place]. 11 What then does 
all this mean-the Soul is not in the Body, ~t is not in any• 
thing else, and yet it ia 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 so.• Nor 
again, is it rigM 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 
f'ntity, none of the three points of time can bear upon it.t 
That the Soul is eternal we shall prove later on under SU~ra 
3-I-rn. From this it follows that there can be no denial of 
the Self with regard to any point in time. 

Further, one who pnts 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 is ,vithout some 
denotation. If you understand the word ' Soul I as denoting 
the Body, eto., even so the inner contradiction involved in 
your assertion does not cease. " How P" Because in 
that case your assertion ' there is _no Soul ' would mean 
that 'there in no Body, etc.' "What we mean by our 
denial is that there is no such thing as that which you 
assume as Sl}ul.'' Rut as a matter of fact, we do not 
ass1tme any such thing as the 'Soul ; • a certain thing is said 
to be 'assumed,' when it is regc1,rded as sornething which 
--------------------------' 

0 'rbere is no such Universal Law th,,t whatever exists must exis, at •ome 
point iu space ; so that the deoial of the Soul with regard to any poiuta in space do• 
11ot necessarily imply ite abeolute non-exi1te11oe.-Tllfparya. 

t We cau speak of a thing as paal, only when it doea not eltidt at present; Wf' 

can speak of a thing as fulure, when it does not exiAt in the preeent ; and we 0~11 

speak of it as being prs,ent, when its previous non-existence has cea■ed, and future 
non-e:s.isteoce baa not arrived. As none of theso three conditions ia :applicable to the 
Soul, it cannot be spoken of aa either 'present,' or 'past' or 'future.'­
'!' •2 f,Krrya, 
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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 of the 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 iii 
as an entity or as a non-e-,itil!J ¥ If we assnme it as an entity, 
what is the resemblanoe betweAn 'entity' and ' non-entity • 
(which according to you, is what the Soul is), by virtue of 
which there is such an assumption of the Soul?• If you 
point out any resemblance b~t,veen the ' Soul' and the 
• Not-soul.' you admit the existence of the ' Soul ; ' as there 
can be no resemblance betweLn 'entity' and' non-entity.• 
"The notion of ' I,' which really pertains to the Bod.I/, etc., 
you a1:1sume as pertaining to the So,d ; and it is in this that 
you are wrong. [This is what we deny when we say 'there 
is no Soul']." Even so, inasmuch as you admit the ex-. 
istence of something different from Body &c. as being the 
object of the notion of I I.' the inner contradiction in your 
assertion does not cease. 

If (in order to escape from all this difficuUy) you assert 
that-" it is by no means necessary that every individual word 
must denote an ent.ity; as for instance, snch words as 1Sli1Jnycl 
'(Void)' and ''famas' (Oarkness)t (do not denote any 

Vir. P. 341. 
entity)'' ;-this also will not be right; 
as this does not sa.ve your assertion from 

,the I inner contradiction ; , r the words you cite are not with­
out denotation]; the de~otation of the word' 8hanya' (Void) 
is as follows : a 1mbstance that has no one to guard or pro-

•The Soul, which ez-hgpothe,i is a non-entity, must resemble the entity, before 
~t can have the oharactf:r of the latter imposed upon it, and hence be assamed as an 
• euU\y ? Now what is that resemblance or 1imilar1ty? 

t At lirat sight it would seem that thro11gho11t this paragraph, ' #am21' should be 
read as 'naM11, ;' bat from 1. a oo P. 141, and 11. ll el.,eq, on P. 346, it i■ clear that 
1 f1,1m1,11 ' is the right reading. • 
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tect it becomes ' fit for dogs,' and hence comes to be called 
' ShDnyr&,' which etymologically means 'shoabhyo hitam.9 • fit 
for dogs; '-as regards the other word c famtJB' (Darkne11s\ 
it denotes such l!ubstances, qualities and actions as are charac­
terised by non apprehension [i.e. ,q,on-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 ' /amas,' • Darkness,' is used, as denoting those 
Substances, etc. Furtl1er, when you assert that the word 
'lamas' does not denote anything, you go against your 
own (Bauc}q.ha) doctrine, according to which famos (Dark­
ness) is that wliich com11rises the four e11tities (Colour, Taste, 
Odour and Touch). From all this we conclude that there 
ie no word that does not denote something. 

'l'hen again, when you assert that 'there is no Soul '­
you make an assertion contrary to your own doctrine. 
11 How so P" [The foUowiug passage occurs in your own 
scriptures] "0 ! Bhadanta, Colour is not 'I,' nor are Sensation 
Faculty, Cognition, I, 0 Bhac}an~; similarly Colour is not 
yon; nor are Sensation, Faculty, and Cognition 'you.' "-In 
this passag_e, the 'SluJ1uJhas' 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) ono of the notion 
completely; one who does not admit the Soul should put 
forward an unqualified denial, in the form 'there is no I, 
there is no you' ( and not that • this and that is not I ' eto. 
etc.) '' By denying each of the:Ska11tJh11s one by one, it is 
implied that the notion of •I' pertains to the .Aggregate of 
these." In that case it behoves you to point out what is 
that ' Aggregate' apart lrom Colour and the other 8kan4has 
or I States', to which (you say) 'the notion '1' pertains. If 
you admit of the •Aggregate' as something distinct from the 
1 States' themselves, then it becomes a mere differ­
ence of name.II;· what we call • Soul ' you call • Aggre-
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sate.' If, on the other hand, the·, Aggregate' is non-differ• 
ent from the 'States,' then it is not pos8ible to conceive of 
it in the singular form 'I,' as we never find a singular 
,vord applied to several things. As a matter of fact, Colour 
pnd 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. 
11 Well, fot 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 berm 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 , Stat.es • is 10ro11g, it 
must be right in regard to sowething else ; and this some• 

· thing else is the Soul j. Further, one 
who does not admit the Soul can never Vir. P. 342. 

make any sense out of the Bamj(jha philosophy. Nor can it be 
said that in the BurJcjhist philosophical literature there is no 
passage (asserting the existenca of the Soul); because we find 
it distinctly mentioned in the Saroabhisamayasfllra. 'rhus it 
is clear that when the Daudc.lha asserts that 'there is no Soul' 
he goes against his own doctrine. 'l'he Si1/ra speaking of the 
Soul is as follows:-' 0 ye mendicants I I am going to point 
out to you the burden as well as the carrier of the burdon : 
the five 'states' a.re the burden. and the Pu,Jgala is the 
carrier of tl&e bu,-den ; be who holds that theN is no Soul is a. 
man with false notions.' 

As regards the reason, ' because it is not produced ' 
(which bas been put forward by the Opponent on P. 339, L. 6, 
as proving that there is no Sonl),-w hat it does mean is the 
denial of something totally different (from the existence of 
the Soul ; as it denies only:. the fact of its being produced). 
Further, 'produced' and ' not prod.iced ' are properties of 
things; now what thing is it that is •produced• and what is 
that which is' not produced•? 'rhat thing is •produced' 
whose existence is due to a cause; and that thing 
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is • not produced' whose existence is not d ne to a 
c:iuse. [So that all that your promiss 'because Soul is 
not profoced' mea.ns is that the e:cistence of thf3 Soul is 
not due to a cause, and not that there is lio .existence of 
it]. "Why (should the term 'not produced' be taken 
to mean this)? '' For the simple reason that the 
negative particle denies p,·odu.r,til)n; in the term I not pro­
duced' an that the negativo particle signifies is the denial ot: 
' boing produced,' the meaning of the whole term being that 
the thing spoken of has no production or birth; so that tho 
statement I the Soul is not prodncad' doas not deny tile 13oul 
(but only its 'being prodlrned '); just as the ex:pressiou 
1 this vessel is without w-ater' (does not deny the oessP,l, but 
only 'its containing water'). If the· term 'not produced ' 
means the dAnia.l of the very P-:ni.1tMtJe (of the Soul), thon tho 
premiss beconrns the same as the P1·oposition [the Proposi­
tion being that I there is no Soul ' and the Prerniss meaning 
that 'the Soul has no existence ']. Further, 'being not pro. 
dnced' is a property ; and no property, except S,,mavaga or 
Inherenco,' • can exist by itself; and the only thing in which 
it can subsist (according to your Premiss) is the Soul. Hence 
your Premiss becomes ' contradictory' [inrlicatiug t,he e.ai11-
t8nae of tho Soul, and hence contradicting your Propo• 
sition that • there is no Soul']. Even if you hold that 
" though the Property (bein!J not pro,luc,ul) is there, the thing 
with that property does not exist," -even thJu you do not 
escape from the incongruity that a property can nev Jr subsist 
by itself. 'l'hen again, what is the meaning of the express­
ion 'because it is not produced ' ? If it mean that tl,~re 
is no fJirth, then the said premiss becomes impossible ; as the 
Soul ha~ its birth. '' What is the ' birth ' of the Soul?" 
The 'birth' of the Soul consists {even according to the Bau<J-

•samavaya is admitted to subsist by itsolf, becan~e if a dUbtrat11111 were ncccs• 
sary fo1· it, it woulcl subsist in that 111bstrat11111 ouly by the Samaviya-r11latio11 ; dlJ 

that there would be au cmllcss s1;:rics of' Samavaya~? 
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dba) in its becoming connected with a fresh aggregate • of 
Body, Organs, Intellect and Sensation. '' What we mean 
by the Beul 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 'Co11tradictory' (prov­
ing the contrary 0£ your Proposition) ; as tlia thing that has 
no cause is etdrnal; so that in setting about to prove the 
ron-eaiistence of Soul you prove it.s etern.alitg ; 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• 
ne,d ellistence of the Soul ; hence, inasmuch as one asserts the 
'11911-eziat,mce of the Soul, and the other its 6;eistencB, there 

Vir. P,!'43. 
is clear contradiction between yol\r Premin 
and your Proposition. 

The above reasonings also serve to reject all premisses 
(put forward in support of the Proposition that 'thero is no 
~oul '), such as-(a) ' because it has no hllu,' (6) 'because no 
cause of its birth can be ,pointed out,' (c) ' 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 • ). 

NO\v as regards the ex:a.mple that you ha.ve cited-" like 
the Hare's horn," this also is an example that is impossible 
(not applicable to the o~se in question}. "Why so?" 
The term' ha.re'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 thR relation of th, Har, and U., Hom.,. That; 
also will not be right; (i.,.1 it, will not suit your reasoning}; as 

• The term ' Nik,,a,' tran.alated here 11 'aggregate,' haa been e1:plained by 
the 'J'tlfparga a■ a technic•l term atanding for llDCh corportal encu,ment of varying 
1rad11s1 1&1 th<Jile beloogiug to gods, w,o, aniwal1 and so forth, 
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at sometime or other it may be possible for the Hol'n to hn.ve, 
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 denies is the relation of 
ea.use and effect; what people mean is that the Horn is 
neither the ca·use nor tbe eff'rr.t 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; t 
and certainly the denial of the relation of cause and effect 
does not mean the denial of the very e:sistenoe (of the Hare's 
horn); for when one thio'f is neither the cause nor the effect 
of another thing, ~t does not mean that the thing does not 
exist; for instance, '.J)evacJaHa's jar' (which <:~ists and is yet 
neither the cause nor the effect of J;>evacJat~ ]. Then again, 
when one a~serts 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 (tl1e negation of all Horns, in 
relation to the Hare), then it would mean that the Horns of 
the Cow and other animals also do not exist; and this would be 
absurd; as certainly the Horns of other animals are not 
non•existent.t If, on the other band, the statement be meant 
to be a particular negation, and what is meant be that some 

0 \Vhen the Horn of some other anin1al may be place<l upon the hea<l of the 
llare1 the Horr. will have the relationship of Conjunctio11 with the Hare. 

t If the Hom were a part of lhe Hare's body, then it would be the constituent 
cause of the Bare ; if on the other band it were only an excrescence, like the wool 
and naila &c., then the Horn would be the effect or product of the Hare.-f4fpa;•ga, 

:I: The denial of all Homa in relation to the Bare would mean that tbe Hare 
has no eort of relation with any horn■ j and thi1 would not be right; as between the 
Hare and the Horn of tbe Cow, there i, at least thi1 relation that both exist at the 
11101: time, 
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pnrticnlar Horn is denied in relation to tho Hare,-so that 
what the deuial means is that there does not exist any Hora 
of which the Ifare is the ~{!Mt, ancl of which the Hare is the 
cause;• and it is this relation of ca1u1e and effect (between 
the Hare and the Horn) that is denied ;-the meaning of this 
would be that the relation of cause an1l offect, which hr11J been 
seen ,tlaeniliere, is now denied ; and this would thus not bo 
an example in support of absolute non-,;iiistenr,e, 

'l1lrnse same arguments ahm serve to set a.siue such 
examplt>s as the ' Sky-flower' and tho like. 

Y:'ir. P. 344. 
Another argument put forward by the 

Atheist is-' tl1ero is no Soul, becaµse no 
sneh thing is apprehended'; bnt this also is open to those 
objections against the Proposition and the Example that l.tavo 
htwu urgfld agninst the above-discn;;sed argllment [' there 
is no Soul, because no such thing is born, as we find in the 
case of the Hare's Horn' J. (As the Proposition and the 
Example are tho same in both cases]. Then as regards t,he 
Promise, ' because no such thing is apprehemlecl,'-this also 
is not l"ight; it is not true that the Soul is not apprehended, 
because as a matter of fact tho Soul is actually apprehended 
hy means of Perception and other Instrnment:1 of Cognition. 
rrhe Soul is apprehended by means of Perception.-" Ho,v 
so? "-The cognition of ' I,' which is independent of the 
remembrance of the relation of auy major or minor terms, 
nnu which varies with the variations in the character of its 
object (~onl), must be regarded as p!!rceplional, just like the 
Cognition 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 ' pe1·cept-ional,' when you at·e called upon to explain 
w!1y it is ' perceptiona!>' the only explanation that you can 

0 .Botb editions read ~~ Vffl =r llmf fflf ~ =r ~; which meana 

that that of which the Hare i~ not the effect, is not the c1111ee of the Hare, But we 
h:we ndopted the re11ding ffl m =r ffl ~ 'if m If ~~. 
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give is that it is a Cognition independent of the remembrance 
of the rel,Jtio1i of any mfJ,jor and m.foor 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 Soni." 0 ! if that is so, then please point out what is 
the object of that Cognition. " Colour and such things are 
the ohje,:ls 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/mrm (S0111) because they are the originators (lit.!the cause 
of the origination) of tho Cognition• of 'I,' "-this can not 
be accepted ; as it is not trnl3, and also becan'le it has been 
denied (by your owu teacher}; as a matter of fact, it has 
been denied by your teacher th'3.t the notion ~f ' I ' pertains 
to Colour ,&c, in the paesage-' 0 Bhik!jln, noithor I nor you 
are this Colour.' Hence it follows th<\t, Colour &o., can not 
form the objects of the notion of 'I.' .Nor have we ever 
found the notion of ' I ' J.ppcariog in regar<l to Colour and 
snch things; there navel' hi any such notion as • I am 
Colour,' ' I am Sensation,' and so forth. '' But there are 
such not,ions as 'I am fair,' • I am dark' l where the notion 
of ' I' appears in regard to the Body]." '!'here are no 

_ such conceptions, we reply. ",vJrn,t do you mean P" 
,vhat we moan is that when one h:is the conception ' I am 
fair,' it does not me,m that the observer looks npon his fair 
crnnple.-cio,, ash is ' Soul'; in fact the stateme:.it 'A ham gaura~•, 
' I am fair,' denotes po,;w~s-iion. [ st:l.nding fo,• ' A.ha,n gat1.ra­
rllpa11lln' or ' M,,ma rupam 9,wra1n,' th9 posssssive ending 
being dropped.• " But how do yon know that it is as yon say, 

0 The Trllparya explains the term 'Al,w1ba11a' U8 .if.lambyafe a11e11a ,· hence 
equivalent to j1iiina, 'Cognition.' 

t The 7-'llfparya uotes that the Bku1ya, in its introuuctcry remarks to Adhyi­
ya III, has spoken of the concept.ion 'I am fair,' in thci senae that fairness ia attri­
buted to the Soul ; and the presont denial of the conception by the V clrfika. would 
appear to be contrary to the Blaafya. But the fact of the matter is that the BhrlfY" 
bas ,lot cited the conception as II 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?" 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 fa.et that the conception 
represents the• I' _co-extensive with the 'my'; that is to say, 
in the conception I I am fair,' the term I I • is found to be 
used in reference to that (Body) which is also regarded as 
' my' [i. e., we speak of the ' Body' as I mine' ; and the con­
ception 'I am fair,' applies the term 'I' to the I 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 eqniva1ent to 'my body is fair.'J " But in actually usage 

Viir. P. 3-15. 
we have found the term 'I ' used as co-ex-
tensive with 'my,' even though the two 

refer to rea11y different things,-where one is a great bene­
factor of the other ; thitt is to say, ;hen one person is a great 
benefactor of another (and as such fit to be spoken of as 
'my benefactor,' 1 he is my friend'), we find the latter using 
the expression I he is what I am,' where 'I' is co-extensive 
with l' he' who should be spoken of as] 1 my.'" Our 
answer to this is that we have already explained that thii 

from the Body. 'l'he applying of the term ' l' c,111 be cxpl11ined either as in tho 
possessive sense, or in a figurative aense. As regAr,ls the notion of' my Soul,' whore 
the 80111 appears as distinct from 'I,' it is explained 011 the analogy of the notion of 

'Rihu's head,' where the head is uot-tliffureot from R.i.hu, 'l'he Parlsliu1,tl,i 
atld,i that thon_;h we havu IJ ,th kind,i of uouceptio;a,i-(a) 'I kno\v' (whe1·e the 'I' 
appea..s as the k,1ow.J1'), an,1 (b) 'myaelf' (w'1ere the Self or Soul appears as dilfereut 
fro,n 'I'), yet wo &ro j•1aJtilfo I in accepting the for1ner as true in its literal sense, 
and in regartliug the latter a,i tl'lle only in a. tigurati vo or indirect sense ; because in the 

case of the former, we never find auy s11bsorp1ent notion sublating it; that is, 

we never have any such notion as that the knower is different from the 'I' ; while as 

reg•mle the notion ' myself,' there is this against it that; the Self or Soul is different 
from the' I,' that' I' also m"y be spoken of as' 111y' by nnother; an,I so on and on, 

there would be au endless series of 'I's'. lo view of this undesirablo contingency, 

we are juatified in reguding tile notio11 ' my-S~lf' as only indirectly or fig11rativ~Iy 
true. 
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notion of •I 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 establit1hed that tbe Soul, being the object of 
the notion of ' I,' is something apprehended by direct Per• 
ception itself. 

How a.gain the S0111 is apprehended by means of Inferenct1 
has been explained undo, Su~re 1-1-10. There is Authori­
tative Word also (in the shape of scriptural texts declaring 
the Soul to be a real entity). 

r11hus it is found t-hat all these three Instrnments 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. 

~•urther, the premiss-' b,ecause the Self is not a ppro­
honded '-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 
duo to the (ahoence of the) Apprehender, or to that of the 
.Apprehension, or to that of the Appreh(mded 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 t certainly the Proposition cannot 

"'!'bat is to say, we Jo not kuow of auy ■ ource of valid coguitiou providing a cog­
nition contradicting aud aublatiug the notion' there is S•Jul '; this notion, vouohe•l for 
by all three Sour.:ea of Knowledge, could be sublated only if a fourth more authorita­
tive source of kno,vledge gave rise to the uotiou 11.iat ' there is no Soni' ; inasmuch 
there is no such source of knowleJ;.:e, the validity of the co;,;uitiou ' there is l:loul ' 
renmi ns unshaken .-Pariahut!,t!,hi. 

1 Yon ■eek to prove your proposition 'there is no Soul' l,y the premiss' beca'.IH 
Smil is not approhe11Jed' ; and you now s11y that this 'non-ap1>rehe11~ion of the Soul 
is due to the tlo11-11.:i:isto1ic1 of lM Soul'; hon~e your pre1uis~-• because the Soul is not 
apprehemled ' means the ,ame as ' because the Soul does not exi~t' ; anil your rcaso11-
i11~ thi.& re:1olves itsolf into the following form-' there is no Soul, because there 
is no Soul.' · 
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prove itself; hence your prel!liss does not prove anything: 
Further, you are pntting forward 'non-apprehension' as the 
Probans proving tlrn non-e;IJistence of the Soul (the Subject of 
your syllogism) ; but what is the substratum of this 'nor1-
apprehension '? If you admit that the Soul is its substratum, 
[as yon should, in view of the fact that the Probans, to be 
effective, mnst subsist in the S11bject], then yo11 stultify youl'­
self; holding that tho ' SJul is the substratum ' and yet that 
' it does not exist ' ! If, on the other hand, the Soul be not the 
substratum of tlrn 'non-apprahonsion,' then~ what woulJ be 
the use of your Pro/J,rns? Cerbainly a Probans without a. 
substratum can not prove anything at all. "But mm­

apprehension also doPs not exist (i.e., it is a negative quality, 
and as snob, need not lrn.ve a. positive entity for a sub~t1·atum, 
which can be necessary only for a positive quality].'' In 
that case (if 'non-apprehenRion ', does not exist), what is 
the meaning of the premiss ' because of non-apprehension ' P 
Certainly tha,t which does not exist cannot be a probans. • 
"The non-apprehension (is a real entity, and) is a p1·operty 
subsisting in the S,ml, whfol,, ilf as1mmed,'' It behoves yon 
to explain in what form the Soul is assum11tl? Do you assume 
the Soul as a nonentity? Or as an e11tity? If you assume it 
as an entity, then' non-apprehen;;ion' cannot belong to it; fo1· 
example, when the Post is assumed to be the m,in, t,he pro• 
perties of the Post are not peroei ved. (Hence when the 
non-ezistent Soul is assumed as an e;»iHtfog tkin!/, there oan be 
no conception of its ' non-apprehension,' which id a proporty 
only of the non-existent thing]. If, on the other hand, you 
hold that ' non-apprehension' is the property of tho Soul 
which is assumed as· a non-entity,-then it is true that you 
succeed in proving the I non-apprehension • as the property 
(of a positive entity), ; but your tl1eory of I assumption' is 

0 Floth editions read ~Rt Out the right reading . is •«il 
ffl-...fnrf'~,rifw I 
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rP.ndered futile. '' Why 1:10? " For the simple reason 

Vii. P. 346. 
that • assumption ' is always false ; that i■, 
• assnmption • always represents a thing aa 

what it is not; hence when you say that the Soul is <JSBumec/. 

a, non•P-ll!istent, it means that in reality it is not non~e11ic­
lent; and if the Soul is really not non-ea:isf."nt, your propound• 
ing of the 'assumption' becomes frustrated. Then agaia, 
for what purpose is the Soul <Jsis1on~d to be non-ea:iate,it ? If 
it is so assumed for the purpose of (providing a subtra.tum 
for) the Probans ('Non-apprehension'), then, it may be that 
the Probans, for \vhose purpose it was assumed, becomes pro• 
vided with a substratum ; but the desired conclusion is not 
established ; for ,vhen a man assum1H, in the Milon, the 
qualities of the Post, and then puts forward those qualities 
as bis ' Probans ' (for proving the Maii to be the Post;, the 
fact of the Man beiag the Post is not proved thereby. • 
'fhus it is found that 'becaus!) it is not apprehended ' also is 
not.a.valid premiss. 

l The SicJ,<jhan~in puts forward an argument in proof of the 
E>xistence of the Soul].-'fhe term ' Soul' m11st have for its 
denotation something distinct from the denotations of the 
terms •Colour-state' (' Name-state,' 'Sensation-sta.te ' and 
'Cognition-state '),-because it is a single term, and not the 
same as tho terms 'Colour-st.ate ' and the rest,-like such 
words as •Jar' and the like. 'l'he same holds good rega'!'ding 
the notion of • I.' t '' In this reasoning the Instance cited is 

o Y tJu aB1u111e the existent Soul to be non-ea:iste1it and then put forward 'non­
apprehension,' which is a property of the 11m1-e.r.iale11t thing, to prove tliat the Sool 
is 11m1-e:1Jisfent. This ia Just like the case where one aseumee the man to be the Post, 
anrl then puts forward aomc quality of the Poat to prove tlmt the Man is the Post.­

flllp111·u11. 

t The Pa,·ishn44hi formulates this reaaoni11g thus :--The 11oti~11 of' I' must 
pertain to an object- distinct from Colour &c.,-because it is a notiou d a character 
distinct from that of the notions of 'Colour' and the rest,-like the notio,, of the 

'J -Ar· and auch ulhcr things. 
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not true." • We have already answered this argument by 
pointing out that the thing possessed of the quality must be 
■omething different from the quality itself. (So that the 
Jar, which is possessed of the quality of '0olour,' cannot be 
the same as • 0olour ']. "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 oase with the tnm ' 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 • corn priser' (of Colour, 
Tastv, Odour and Touch). t So far as we are concerned, we 
cio not accept the view that the term 'Darknesli' does not 
denote anything [ so that this cannot vitiate our premiss]. 
11 If you regard the term 'Darknes8' as denoting a certain 
thing, then you contradict the ( 'Yaishi1ika) Sii~ra, which 
,declares that •Darkness' is mere negation nf light, because 
it is entirely dissimilar in its nature to Subst,ance, Quality 
and Action' (Vai. Sii. 5-2-19)." i There is no force in 
this objection, we reply ; as yot1 have not grasped the mean • 
iog of t~e Sii~ra quoted i what the Siitra means _is that 

• That is to say, according to ue, Baur.Ji;tha1, the 'Jar' is not anything distinct 
from Colour &c.' all objects being only maniteetationa of the 'State' of • Colour,' 
• Senaatioo ' &c. lien® if the case of the term ' Soul ' is analogous to that of the 
term 'Jar,' the Soul t•annot be soruething different from the said •State,' of Colour &c. 

t The reading i• ~ , as fonod in both editiona and also in the Tlllparya ; 

but the latter pointa out that 111T!{111' atanda for ~- See in this connection, 
· abon Tnt, P. 341, where alao a reference is made to the eame Bau4,;lhadoctrine. 

:t The Oppoaent urge■ this objection und'er the impresaion tmat, when the 
Bi#],flnfi11 usert, that the term •Darkness' denotea a certain thing, he means that 
the term denotee a po,itiw entity ; and thi1 certatoly would be contrary to the Siltra 
quoted, &CIJOrding to ,vhioh Darknesa. ia only a negative entity, mere negation of 
light ; i.e., negation of all connection with 1111ch light II is endowed with mani.feat­
,d Colour. 
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'what are denoted by the word Darkness are such Substance, 
Quality and Action as are devoid of all connection with 
light.'~ Thns there is nothing in our theory that goes against 
the Sll~ra. 

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 righ~; becat:se none of the alternatives 
possible under this is admissible. For instance, what is the 
meant by the Living Body being' not with Soul '? (a) If 
it means that the Blldy does not se1·ve any useful p11roose 
for the Soul, then there can be no corroborative instance 
(snch as would be accepted hy both parties); as (according 
to us) there is nothing that does not ,erve a useful purpose 
for a Soul. (b) If again, the meaning is simply the aenial 
of the Soul, the meaning of the Proposition being that ' the 

· Soul is not the Body/ then our answer is-
Var. P. 347. 

who is there that regards the Body as the 
Soul ? [ i.e. We also do not hold the Body to be the Soul; so 
that the denial is futile]. Then again, the negative preposi­
tion 'nis' [110, in the term 'Nira/1n(ikam,' 'not with Soul' J 
signifies the negation of what follows it [i.e., 1 not with Soul' 
means the negation of something witl• Soul]; so that it_ be~ 
hoves you to explain what is that \Vhich is ' with Soul' ; for 
iu no case do we find the negative preposition '11is' prefixed 
to a term denoting a non-entity ; for instance, in the term 
Nirmaskakam ' [ the preposition '·11is • is prefixed to the term 
'Mashaka,' which denotes a positive entity, the mosquito]. 

0 Het1co there is nothing in the S.lfra to, justify the vie,v that the term 
'DarkneBS' denotes nothing. 

The 'f4fp,ir'!J" remark~-It ,vould have been a much simpler answer to tho 
Opponent's objection to point 011t-{l) tlut even a! Jenoting a neiaLive entity, the 
term 'Darknea1 ' cannot be ■aid to denote nothing, and (2) that when we aay that 
the term denotes· a certain thing, wo do not ueaessarily mean that it denotes a po,itfoe 

e11lily. But the V-lrlik11 b.11,1 met tbe Ononont or hia own gro1md, thereby shaking 
bi, ·n,11ity, 
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(£-)If again the statement I the Body is not with Soul ' is meant 
to deny the Soul i,a th11 Body, then the reasoning proves what 
is already admitted by all; for wh() is there who holds 
that the Sonl subsists in tlu~ Body? (cl) 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 oonneoted in some way or 
other, with the Soul]. Lastly, all the aforesaid four oases 
would mean the denial of a particular oharaotar in regard to 
the Soul; and this would imply the admission of the Soul 
itself, in a gener!ll w11,y ; so that what was sought to be 
denied becomes admitted ! 

[ Another argum':lnt 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 h'ansie11t), tbe premiss of the above 
reasoning is found to be untrue; and secondly [the term 
'Soul' in your reasoning, can stand either for the Body &c.; 
or for something other than Body &o.]. If the term I Soul ' 
stands for the Body &o., then your argument becomes super­
fluous [as it proves only that the Body tc., are transient, 
which, as admitted by all parties, does not require any proof]; 
nnd if the term 'Soul' stands for something other than the 
Body &o., and your Proposition declares it as denoting 
something transient, then the existence of something other 
than the Body &c., becomes admitted; and this goe11 against 
your doctrine [by which there is no entity apart from the 
Body &c.] 

• The argument is thus atated in the 7,'cifparya-" Every word composed of 
letters denotes something tranaient ; as w& 6nd in the case of such words a, 'Jar' 
and the like'; and if the Soul is somethiug transient, it must be a mere Idea; ao that 
the argument proves that the word ' Soul ' stands for ld4a, and not for aoy lasting 
111,tity. This therefore comes to be a denial of the Logician'■ 'Soul.' 
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Thus it, is found that. the more we examine the doctrine 
of there being no such thing a.s Soul, the more incapable 
we 6nd it of bearing the force of reasoning. 

[One of the main arguments in support of the existence 
of the Soul is the oue put, forward in Sat,khyaklirilei2, that, 
inasmuch as all composite objects are found to be for the 
sake of something other than itself, and JS 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 other organs are composite objects, they 
must be for the sake of something othor than themselves ; 
as we find in the case of sur,h composite things as the Bed­
ding, the Seat, and the like: but even so the said organs also 
must exist for th'e sake of some other r,omp,>site 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; b11t 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 SeQ.t &c. (which exist only for the sake of the Body that 
uses them, and the Body is only another composite subs­
tance J," -our answer is that the very admission of the 
1 Composite' (as di~tinct from the oomporwit, Colour &o.J 
involves a self-contradiction on your part: You (BaU<}dhas) 
do not admit of any •composite' apart from the 'states' of 
Colour and the rest; and unless some c other composite' is 
admitted, H cannot be asserted that 'composites 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 tha.t-" We do not admit of_ 
another ' Composite ' ; all that we mean to point out is that 
the premiss of our Opponent 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 a.l ways a composite 
' substance,"--our answer in that case is 
Vir. P. a,s. that this is not true,--(a) hecause it involves 

self-stultification, and (6) because what has 
been urged is not admitted. That is to say, in the first place, 
(b) according to the philosopher who holds the Soul to be 
sometning distinct (from the Body &o.), no oomposit-e subs­
tance serves the purposes of aMther Composite Substance, 
[e.g., the Bedding serves the purpose, not of the Body, whioh 
i11 a cQmposite substance, but of the Self ensouling that 
Body]; a~d the pointing of an invalidating factor can be 
effective only when what is pointed out is accepted by both 
parties ;-and secondly, (a) what ha.s been urged implies 
self-stultification also: that is to say, when a reasoning is 
pnt forward in words intended to convey a certain sense, if 
it were really iuva.lida.ted by imposing upon it a sense entire­
ly at variance with what the words were originally meant to 
convey, then, such a process wo11ld put an end to (and invali- • 
date) all Inferential Reasoning. " Why so P" Because 
io this wa.y,,even that inferential reasoning whioh is accepted 
(by the Bau<J,<J,ha) would beoome 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 P • Being a product,' beiog invariably concomi­
tant with • non-eternality,' proues non-eternalily; and it also 
proves the character of ' being solhething devoid of pain' ; 
and just as it proves this charaoter 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 reRsoniug • Sound is not appre­
hended by the audito1·y organ, because it, is a. product, like 
the Jar &c.', (and this will be regarded as really shaking the 
validity of the original valid inference • Sound is non-eternal, 
because it is a product like the Jar &c.'] 1 • "But in the 
last reasoning put forward, [' Sound is not apprehended by 
the auditory organ &c. &c.,'] the Proposition itself is opposed 
to a fact of Perception : t so that no premiss put forward in 
support of tha.t Proposition can ever be valid [ and as such rea.­
sonings cannot invalidate a.ny inferential reasonings, the 
method adopted by us can not put an end to t,he entire 
inferential process]." Well, in that case, the proposi­
tion that ' the Eye &c., are for the sake of other com­
fJOBite things,' (pnt forward by the Ba.u(jcjha) is opposed 
to Inference and Scripture ;-and further, when you poi.tulate 
the • other composite' (for whose sake the Eye &o., accord­
ing to you, exist), that also ram::i.ins a, Oomposite; so that 
that also should exist for tho 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 Logioian makes the atatemt1nt ' the Eye &c. are for the sake of · 
others,' all that he means to prove ia that the 'Composite 'cunaiating of the Botty, 
the Organs, Sensation and Cognition is for the sake of something dietiLot from 
these ; and t10, tb at they are for the aake of another Composite. So that whe11 he 
puts fonvard his premiss, it must be taken in the sense in wbicb he intends to take 
it ; and there is no d•>ubt that when taken in tbal sense the prerui11 doe1 prove the 
proposition it is meant to prove. If however, bis opponent imparts to tbe premiaa 
a 1Y1a11oing not intended by the propounder bi maalf, and then linda in it element, of 
ir,validity,-and this were taken as really invalidating the original premiss, then all 
influtntial reasoning would come to . an end, as by imposing upon the premi111" 
meaning that is not intende<!, an.v numb3r of invalidating factors may be found in 
every reasoning, 

t The te:st usea the term '.A11u111Jlftl' ; but what ia me~nt is a faot of Percep­
tion ;-that Sound is perceived by the auditory or1an ii a faot of perception, and 
thi• is contradicted by the Proposition that ·, Sound ii HOe approhended by the audi­
t~ry orgau.' 
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be a 'non-composite' thing. It follows from this that if 
there is no I non•c;'>mposite' thing, then in the absence of the 
'non-composite' thing, it is not possible to aocount for the 
existence of the' Composite'; [as, in the manner 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; I\S without admitting a ' non• 
composite,' it is not possible to admit the • Composite.' 

If the Opponent sho11ld take up the position that he does 
not admit of Inference [if every instance of it is liable to 
rejection in the ma,nner shown above ],-he should ba askecl 
why he does not admit of Iuftmnrne. If he says that "there 
can be no lnf (•ranee, because every Inference is found to be 
soblated by Inference,"- he puts himself beyond t!1e pale 
of reason, and is also himself eonfronted by an Inference.• 
Then again, if there is no Inference, how is there a Cognition of 

Vir. P. 349. 
things beyond the reach of the senses ? 
That is, if there is no Inference, by what means 

is a supersensuiJus 'thing to be cogoised? It will not be right to 
aasert that II S11persens11ous thing;i are cognised by means of 
Scriptures ; '' because there ard many such things as a.re not 
dealt with by Scriptures. 11 How so?" There are 
several things which form the subject of Inference, and 
which are not dealt with by Scriptures ; for instance, 
we in/er the cause of the rumbling of clouds ; and there is 
neither Perception nor Scripture bearing upon (affording 
any id0a of) such cause. 

It has been proved that tl1ere is such a thing a.s Soul. 
Now,· in regard to this Soul, there ariae, a Dou.lJt from the 
faol ll&at Ds,ignatio11 i, fo11nd lo IJe of /Jot/, kinda (Bhflfg<J, 
p. 127, 11. 4-5). 11 What· is this Ds,ignation ? '' B11 

• 1afer1noe-either of Oompcieitea, or of the e1detence of Pri9a &u.1 Hay• the 
TllfparytJ, 
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• Desi111&t1Uon' here is tne(mt tl,e ea1pressing of the relation• 
ship uf the A.ge11t witl, tl,e .,d.l)tio11 a11d with the Instriunfmt of 
tltat Action-says the Bhafya. The 'action' is of SP.eing, 

. the ' instrument' is tho E11e ; and relatiouehip of these­
action and instrument-is designatea by the expression 'be 
sees with the Eye.' Such designation is of two kinds:­
( A 1) In one wa h.ave· t1,R O,rniposite whole designated bJI it, 
compon,mt parts ; e.g, ' 'ke tree st(inrld by tl&fl toots•; the term 
• Composite whole' stands for the Tree ; which is made up 
of several component pal'ts ;-(A. 2) in some cases we have 
the designation, by one part, of other parts ; that is, in the 
case of a thing which is composed of several heterogeneous 
component parts, the percepti"n of one part leads to the 
cognition of the other p:1rts, we have such designation as 
'the house stands.by its pillars.' •-(8) We have design11tion 
also of one thing by something tot ,lly JiOm,mt f ro1n it ; e.g., 
' he cuts with tho axe• ; whero the A.JJe is the ' instrument,' cut• 

ting is the 'action'; and the relationship of these with the 
Agent is expressed by the words' he cut11 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 ditlerent from it (B)1 or of the composite whole by 
its component parts (A 1), or of om, part by. other parts 
(A 2). Or, the 'designation • meant m:iy be that of the 
relationship of the Agent with the ' action,' Lha 'instrument' 
and the 'objective•; as we find in the expression' he Bees 
the tree with the Eye' ;-and such designation u.lso 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 as to what is the truth. 'J'he truth is 

0 To the e:a:amplea cited in :be Bhifya thi11 hsa been added with a view to 
include the cue of the designation 'the houee ata11da by its pillars,' where tlie ho11se 
ia not a 'composite wholi,,' in the true aeu~e of being comp.>aed of ho1Doge11eou1 
parta ; composed, as it is, of hcterogcncou1 pillars; and beLerogeue.:,ua things cannot 
1:onstitut11 any single cOIDl'OBita whole. 
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that in these ezpre11sions we har,s tli,i designation uf one thing 
(llte Agent) by tNmething different from it-says the Bha1ya. 

11 Why so?'' 
(The answer is given in the next Sii~raJ.-

Su(.ra (1). 
BtWAUSE ·rHl!l SAME 'J'BING IS APPREBENDED BY SroaT 

AND BY TOUGH. 

Dlidf!J" on Su. ,t). 
[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 'J.1ouch also; [the idea in the mind of the 
per·ceiver being] 'that thing which I t-aw with my eyes I 
now touch with the organ of touch,' or' that which 1 touched 
with the or-gan of touch I now see with my eyes '; which 
tne11.ns that this latter idea recognises, or recalls, the two 
perceptions as apprehending one and the same object and 
l1aving (belonging to) one and the sama Agent; -and this 
one agent cannot be either the Composite or .Anregate [com­
posed of the Body and the Sense-organs] or the Sense-organ.• 
Hence that Agont,-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 asap­
prehending the same object, as having an Agent and as 
brought about by different lnstruments,-is somethingt en­
tirely different (from the Composite or the Sense-organ); ~nd 
this is the &nd. 

"Why cannot the two perceptions be regarded as having 
their 'one Agent ' in the shape of the Sense-organ?" 

A Sense-organ can recognise or recall only . tbat ap­
prehension which has been brought about by itself, and not 
the apprehension of another thing, brought about by another 
Sense-organ. 

u Because the Agent muat be different from the Instrument 1-aaya the BA/Jf1Jfl• 
chan4,rtJ. That is to uy, the Sense-organ, being lhe Instrument in the perception, 
cannot he the Agont of that perception ; nor can the Composite or Aggregate bo the 
Agent ; aa the Senee-orgaa, which ie the Instrument, forma a component of that 
Composite, and the Instrument mu■t be quite different from the Agent. 

t 'Something,' ' bhrifa,' here 1tand1 for a real thing, eomething vouched for 
by Valid mean, of coguitiou,-Bht1fyacAa1uJra: 
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" Why cannot the two perceptions be regarded as having 
their • one agent• in the Composite or A.ggregat11?" 

As a matter of fact, the Agent must be one who remains 
t.he 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 Aggregate cannot be such an Agent. 

"Why?" 
Because what we urged above in connection with Sense­

organs-t.hat 'one sense-organ cannot recall the apprehen­
sion brought abont b.v another Sense-organ '-does not CAa!le 
to apply, with eqnal force, to the case of the A.!l!Jregat1J 
also.• 

Vih'lika on Su. (1). 

[P. 350, L. 2 to P. 35 l, L. 18]. 

Because tlie sam; tiling is app1'e~entled by Sight and 'I oucl, 
[ we conclude that in the expressions referred to we have the 
designation of one thing by something different from it]. 

The term ',Jarshana' (Sight) in the Su~ra stands for that 

Vir. P. 350, 
bft means nf which one sees, i.e., the organ of 
Sight, the Eye ; similarly ' t;:p,Jrshana,' 

'Touch,' stands for that by means of which one toucheR, i.e., 
the organ of ~rouch. Having perceived a thing by Sight, 
one recognises when he perceives it again by Touch; the 
the recognition being in the form 'I am tou::hi,.g what I had 
seen,' or' [ am 81Je-ing what I had touched,'-here we find thl\t 
two perceptions of the same thing are recall,!d; a thing is 
said to be• recalled, or' recognised• when it is found to be 
perceir,ed and remembered at the same time. t 

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

0 The ' CompoHite ' is only a name· given to several things combined together ; 
and what is 'several' cannot be one.-B1&iJfyachanif,ra. 

t Jn the case in question having ,een the thing previously, when one comes to 
touch it subsequently, anti at the same time remembers it as having been ,een 011 a 
previous ocoasion, ho hnH the I recognition ' of the thing, 
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forth is irrelevant." If yon mean by this that-11 the 
perceptions of sight and touch pertain to (have for their 
objects) sach 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 snb~ist in (bas no 
connection with) it (the Sonl),"-then our answer is that 
what you say is not right, as yon h-we not understood the 
meaning of our Sntra : What the Siltra means to pnt for­
ward is the fact of t,he p'.'rceptions 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,-thi::1 following a!-1 a necessary 
corol!ary (from the fact of the Self being the A_~ent (in the 
sbape of Bodg &c.,) of both perceptions]. Bnt it is not 
true that the thing is different from its qualities." We have 
already shown that the object e,l<lowed with qualities is 
something different from the qnalities theimelves. 

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

This has already been am~wered by us nnder Sii. l•l-10 
[where it has been pointed ont that there is no such recog,ii. 
tion of two things as being the same, in cases where the 
causal relation between the two is quite clear; ,.g., we never 
have such recognition as I the cloth is the same as the yarns ']. 
Further, as a matter oi fact, we do have recognition in oases 
where there is no sort of causal relation at all ; and hence 
your premiss is not true. 

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



BHA~YA-VARTIKA 3-1-1 1095 

Or again, the Sutra may be taken as putting for-ward the 
fact that every act requires an actor; the sense being that 
' sight,' the act of seeing, and 'touch,' the act of touching, 
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 born, and not in that which gives it 
birth)." This however is not right; for we find certain 
acts even in the absence of their object11; e.g., there is the 

act of rememberfog, where the object (remem­
Vir. P. 351· bered) is non-existent; and certainly what has 
ceased to exist cannot be the substratum of an act. Hence 
we conclude that th'at which forms the substratum of ihe acts 
(of seeing and touching) is the Soul. 

[Another objection to the Su/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 
t.hings [so that it is not correct to say even that they have 
the same ubjecl, and all the less so to say that they have the 
same Agent]." · 

This is not right, we reply. Because in actual experience 
we find that, even though there is no perception (by Sight or 
'l'ouch) of any such qualities as Colour and the rest, t,here is 
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. pieoe of rook•crytital is placed over 
the blue colour, even though there is no perception of the 
blue oolour, [as the reflection of the colour in the crystal noes 
not fall in the line of vision], there i, perception of the crystal 

_ itself; and similarly when a line of cranes fl.ies along in the 

• Read wfc"1tllN4: for wfcftt111,44: 
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sky at eight, even though their white colour and such other 
qualities are not perceived, yet there does arise the percep• 
t1on of their being 'birds.' Similarly then, we can have the 
perception of the Jar without the perception of its Colour &o • 
.And because there is ' recognition ' (of the thing as being the 
scame, though the perceptions are different, in a case where 
the Jar, oq the former occasion, was 11ee1i, and on the 
latter occasion, is touched), it follow~ ~hat the ~gent must 
be different (from the perceptions, the thing perceived &c.); 
but there oan be no donbt tha.t the objP-ct of the two peroep• 
tions is one and the sam~ ; for there could be no such 'recog­
nition' if the objdcts of the perceptions were different ;-as a 
matter of fact, Wd do have such ':.·ecognitions' as, • I 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 Composit(' 
(of Body &c.) for their Agent [so that even though it may 
be admitted that the perceptions hava the same .Agent, it 
does not follow that this Agent is something different from 
the Body &c.]". Beci:i,use there is nothing to contravene 
the notion that the Composite is dii·er118 (and not one) ; the 
'Composite' is made up of 'Components,' and the 'Compo­
nents ' are certainly diverse ; and it cannot be right to 
regard what is itself dioerae as the cause or basis of 'Recog­
nition' (which must be based on unitg); 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 tl1an one object. '' But the two 
ct.gnitions 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 th&rt 
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whiob 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 I had ae1m '; and it 
cannot bring about any recognition in regard to 'l'ouch, as 
Touch is perceptible by an entiraly different organ (and not 
by the Eye). l So that any single Sense-organ could not 
bring about any such recognition as ' I arn seeing now what 
I had touched']. If 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 
singld Sense-organ were capable of J"ecognising several 
objects, then tlu~re would be no need for the creating of 
several Sense-organs (for the perceiving of the seyeral 
objects ; the singla Sense-organ being capable of providing 
the perception of all) ! • 

St1{ra (2), 

I Says the Opponent]-" WHAT HAS BEEN POT FOB• 

WARD IN 'J'HB: PREOKDlNG Sit'fRA. IS NOT RlGHT; J!'OR THERB 

18 BESTRJCTION AS •ro on.JEO'J'S," t (Su. 2). 

lJhal}ga on Sii. (2). 

[P, 129, L. 2 to L. 11]. 

u The intelligent perceiver need not be someLhing differ­
" ent from the lJomposite of body &c.-' Why? '-Because 
" ,here is restrir:tion as to objects. 'l'hat is, the Soose-organs 

o According to tbe fllfpary!I and the P,1ris/1u.q,<J,l1i, the portion of Varfika, 
p. 352,"1.16 to p. 3531. 8 printed in both editions at tho euJ of Sii. (3), should 

come here. 

· t 'Sil, (1) has put forward the fact of '.Recognition' aa proving the conolu~ion 
that the perceiver is the Soul, ilomething different.from the Body and the Sense-organ• 
&o. lu thia Biltra, the Opponent, while admitting the fact of Recognition, demurs 
to the conclueion · the sense being that, Recognition doe■ not neceaaarily prove the 
ui1tence of 1om;thing different from the Senae-orgaua ; £01· even if such a Soul were 
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" are restricted in their scope of things (perceived by their 
•• instrumeutalit,y); e.g., Colour is not perceived without 
" Visual Organ, while it is perceived when the Visual Organ 
'' is there ; and when between two things it is found that one 
"appear11 wl1ilo the other exists, and does not appear when 
'' the other docs not exist-it follows that one is of (belong11 
" to) the other• ; hence the perception of Colour must be 
" regarded as belonging to the Visual Organ; that is, it ia the 
" Yiaual 0rgrn tl&,1,t p11rceioea tl&e Oolour. Siniila.rly in the case 
11 of the Olfactory and other organs. 'rh11s· then, inasmucl1 
'' as it is the Sense-organs that perceive their respective 
" objeot,s, the:ie (and not anything else) should be regarded 
11 as the fotP.l/igeni Perceiver; for the simple rAason that the 
11 presence and absence of the perception of ohjccts is found 
'' to be in strict accordance with the pt·esence and absence of 
" the Sense-organs. Such being the case, what is the use of 
" postulating a distinct Intelligent Being (in the shape of 
" Soul')?'' 

t The answer to the above is that the premiss put forward 
being doubtful, the reasoning becomes fallacious. What has 
been put for\vard is the fact of the presence and absence of 
perceptions being in aooordanoe 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 Percaptions ; the said fact can oertain)y be accounted for 

there, it would not be 01nnisoic11t, it could perceive only a few things, not all ; and aa 
■uch it would be limited in ih scope in the same manner as tho Bense-organs are. 
What advantage then ran be gaiued 1,y postulating. a distinct entity iu the shape of 
1 Soul,'-P11ri11&u4,p,i. 

This ia eomawhat different from the explanation in the Blii.ifya, 

• So that in the case in question wbeo it is found that perception appear■ 
whil-, the Benae-organs exiata,'and does not appear that while the organs doee not 
e:d■ta,-it follows that the Perception belongs to the Bense-organ ; i.,., the Sense­
organ ia the pirc,i,,r.-f aeparya, 

t The l'ari1k"44ki remark■ tl,at this answer ia of the.PurMl'"f" argumeut 
preaeoted io the BlatJfya ; the an■war to the arg11ment in Sil. 2 is given in 811. ll ·'J.'he 
F,hlfyac1&ai'4m eaya that tbia ia the Bhifyakira's own answer to the Pllrvapakta 
argument, 
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also as being clno to the Sense-organs being r.n.,ue., of Percep­
tions, even t hon/!h only ad l1111trume11ts belonging to an Intel­
ligent percl:'iver. • 

V,11·/ika on Sn. (2). 

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

It i• not n'ght, as tl,ere ia resfricfion as to objer.ls, sny11 the 
" Sn~ra. That is to sa1, it is the Sense-organs that should be 
" regarded as intelligent (agents), /Jrca "Be tltet·e is restriction 
" as to ol,jecls; the meaning of this last clause being-be­
" cause the connection bl:'tween ,,/JjPcts and inst,·,,mnits is 
" reliltricj;ed; as we find that there is perct4ption of On/our (tho 
" object) when the Visua.l 01·,7an (t.he Instromt\nt) is prt•sent, 
" and there i1-1 no perception of Colour when that organ is 
" not, pre&en_t; ar.d wheu /Jetu:een two thi11g11 it ie (oun,l tlu .. t one 
'' "lipears w/,il" tlte otltt1· ereists a,,d does ,,ot "['pear wliil" tl,e 
" 11tl1er d0Ptt1wt e;eist, it fullou:s t1tat ,me is of (belungs tu) tl1e 
" oil,e1· ( Bl1ii~ya) ; so that when ,rn find that the perception 
'' of Colour appears only when the Visnal Org•m exi~ts, we 
" conclude that the perception belongs to tliis organ. Simi-
11 larly in the case of other Se11se-organs. Such being the 
" case, what is the use of positting an intelligt:nt agent, 
" distinct from theee organs?'' 

['fhe answer to this argument, given by the Blta~ya 
ie as follows ]-'£his cannot be accepted ; as the premiss p11t 
forward being doubtful, the reasoning beco,n,•s fall ,cio,,R i 
the doubt boing n.s to whether the saiu ' re:1triction 11s to 

objer.tsc' is due to the St>nse-orgaus being the intelligent agt•n1s, 
or to the fact of these 01·gans being instruments belonging 
to some intl'lligent agent, The said 'rest1·iction' is possible 
also on the bat-is of the postnlate that the Sense-organs are 

• All th1&t the foot of the presence and abae11ce of ono thing Lciug in nccord­
ance with tt.e presen:e and abaence of another thing, provea ie that the latter is the 
c11u1e of the formrr ; and it cannot prove any such conclusion us that the latter ia 
tho lnt~lligent agent or the former, or that there can be no other iutclligeut age11t.-
Bluifvacl1an~lra, . 
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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 tho 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]. · 

Bhii1Ha on Sii. (;1). 
[P. 129, 1.J, 11 lio P. 130, :h. 7]. 

As regards tho argument urged (in Sil. 2)-" beoanse 
there is restriction as to objecls"-the answer is-

~~ii(ra ~3), 
IT IS m:n.\UE!.R THF.RE IS UE~TRtc'rlON AS ·ro nJUR(Tl'R 

THAT TEl~lrn MUST BI( A SooL; llENOR 'J'HIS CtiNNol' llK 

D!lNlED, • (Su. ;~). 
If there weru no 'rt~Rtriction' in regard to the objeots 

perceived by any single Senso-orga.n (a.n:l that alrmo we1·H to 
perceive all objects], thi~ wot1M maan that that 8ense-or!{,m 
apprehending all ohjeots is the omnisicent and intelligent Per• 
ooivor; and (nnder the cirennst:\nC·JiJ) wll'.> could evar infer 
the exi:!tence of any int'3lligonce apa,rt from tho sa.i1l organ ? 
So that, it is h•Ci\U:!e there is restriction as to obj .. cts appre­
hended by the stiveral Sense-organs that we a.re l,·d to infer 
the existence of an intelligent Agent, distinct from tho 
Sonse-organs, who is free from the ~a.id' restriction RR to 
objects,' and (henc~) omniscient, (i.e., capable of perceiving 
the objects perceptible by all Sense..organs). \Vo now put for. 
ward insbrnces roprtlsenting the functioning of the Intelli1~ent 
Aaent, which irresistibly p:1int to the said conclniion phat. 
th~ Intelligent Agent is ilistinct from tlie Sense.orgl-'ns)t i--(a) 

There is restriction as to obj11Cta ,-orie org._n briug~ al><mt the perception of 
only a few objects, not of 11,ll ,-tlii1 shows that the orgo..1\11 must be non-inlelligenC; 
this th1:reforo render■ it neceaeary to po1tulato the cs;i~tcuoe of the Soul as the iutolli­
geut agent, operatiug on the organs. Hence what baa hoen 1,i:geil b.y the Oppoileut in 
proof of the organs being intelligent ageuta, point11 to a conclusion entiri:ly to the <'.OD• 

trary.-foiffaryca B1'011a.1iltu4,a. 

t The printed text re&db «:ll~il'li(, which does not suit the oontezt ; the 

f4(poryca aud the Bht21ya.,:hsnl,ra. both read ~il=tll;, 1'he 'f~ifparya conatruea the 

\wo 1:lausea ll~\il~lifiiilNl44qi( auu --Mf.il!i<if\lffl as one sentence ; thi, ie 

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



BHA!jYA-VA.R.TlKA 3-1-3 llOl 

The lntelligent Agent, on perceiving Cololll' (of a. cert.a.in 
fruit for instanct') inferg the Odour and 'l,aste which he has 
perceived in the past; or on perceiving its OJour, he infers its 
Colour and Taste; and so on in regard to other o~jects ; 
-(b) then again, having (at ono moment) seen the Colour, 
he smells /at another moment) the O,l11ur; or having smelt 
the Odour, he sees the Colour; all which goes to show that 
the Perceiver recalls (and reviews) tho porcrption of all 
objects, without any fixed order of sequence; and all thiR per­
ception subsists in tbelongs to) one Intelligent Agent,• and 
not to anything else (in tho shape of the Body or the Sense­
organs &c.); and (and this is so not only in connection with 

perception through the senses, hut] the same 
Perci:,iver also recalls and recognises various 

such cognitions a:i PertPptio11al, Inferential, Yerb,1.i and 
]Joubtful, bearing upon several ohjects; e.g., ( 1) ho hears tho 
Sciiptures, which be11.r upon all things,-and appralwnds the 
meaning lof t.lu, S~riptures), which is not perceptible by the 
Auditory Organ (by which ho hears the syllables prono:111ced 
in'a certain order),--(2) he reviews and recognises the syllablds 
o.s forming words and sentences,-l3) and he recalls t,ho laws 
bearing upon the denotation of the words ;-which shows that 
the single Percttiv"'r cognises a number of s"veral objects 
which are not capable of being apprehended by any single 
Sense-organ. Now this 'absence of restrict.ion as to th!J 
objects appt·ohen<le<l,' ,vhich p\.lir1tg to a singlu Peroeiv.1r of 
all things, cannot b:, turned a.side (to prove the intelligence 
of Sense-organs) t 'l'hus it is found that tho a.ssertion-

Bhii. P. 130. 

1 the Sense-organs being the intelligent Agents, what i~ tho 
use of postulating a distinct intelligent Age11t? '-is not 
right. 

what we hn.vo follo,ve,1 in tho tr.111slati-Jn. Th3 Bl1cl!:fa:h11.lra take:t tho two 
se1mrntely ; l\ccording to this, tho transle.tioo w.iul<l rnn th11~ : What bl\9 been j111t 
sl\id irrosi111ibly poin s to tho ooncln~ion that the Soul is something quite distinct i 
and we now proceed to cite an inste.nco of the functioning of the Cntelligcut Agent.' 

• As is shown by snch well re1.og11iaed notions as-" I, Who had seen the Colour, 
now amell the Odour.'-Bl,ci!yachan4ra, 

t The Bhc'ifyrickandra reads ~ for ~~ and exple.ina it as I distinctivt 

feature' ; tho passage in that case would m'l3n that the aforese.id distinctive fee.tu re 
of the e.11-porceiving Agent cannot be attributed to the Senee-organs. 

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



1102 THE NYAYA-SOTRAS OF GAUTAMA 

Yiir/ika on Sn. (3). 
[P. 35J, L. 10 to P. '3~3, L. 8]. 

Further, the reason put forward-b3::,a.use there is restric­
tion ns to objects-proves a concl11:1ion quite contrary to 
what it has been put forwa,rd to prove; and it is with 
a view to show this contrary conclusion that we have the 
3n~ra-/t iit be,:.,1,sP. there i" restrictfor& a11 fo ol>ject11 thtJt tl,era 
must be a Soul, liene.e tMs cannot /Je dtmied (Sil. 3). That is, 
just because the Sense-organs are restricted as to their 
objects, it is necessary that there be sorn~thing, distinct from 
them, which is not so restricted; if there wero any single 
Sense-organ capable of apprehending several kin1ls of objects, 
and it were not restricted as to its objects, then, who could 
l1ave any j11stific1•tion for inforing the existence of an intelli• 
gent Agent other th1m that organ ? 

•Asa matter of fact, (a) lntelligonce must bolong to the 
Soul,-bocauso boing independent, it is not, like tho Visual 
and other Sense-organs, restricted as to objects ;-(b) the 
Soul cannot bo non-intelligoat,-because if it were so, it 
would, liklo the Visual and other organs, not be indepen­
dent t "'rhoso arguments cannot be right, as they are not 
based upon n.ny affirm:iti"e premiss.'' If you 'mean by this 
that--'• tho rdasoning does not state anything to indicate the 
positivo concornitance (with the Probandum, lntellig11nce) of 
the a!Js,mr,e of rf!Rtrictirm ,,,, trJ object,, which has been put 

" According to the T•ifparya and 1he l'ari•hrt(l,P1i, the wholu of this pa.mgm!)h 
ahould be at the end o! Sii. ( 1 ). But we have retained it here, aa both editions print 
it here, and tbe arguments here pllt forward are connected with the I reatrictioo of 
objects,' which forma the subject-matter of Siitraa 1 and 3. 

t The Tafparya atatea thesearg11mentsas follows :-(a) Tbatabould be regard­
ed aa intelli.;011t which is 11ot11111ly foun,I to bo connoctffll with, to parmeate through, 
all kinds of Cognitions, Right, Doubtful, WronJ and Remini1cooaial,-becau1e it i1 
only auch an entity that ia indoponrl<mt an:I 11nro:1trictoJ as to objecta,-illl that ia 
non-intellii;ent i, found to bn 110! in,lependenl and rcatrieted 81 to ita objecta,-aa we 
find in the cue of the Vi~ual and other organa.(6) (Which ia based upon independince 
only)-The Soul,-that i,, the one entity found permeating through all kinda of 
Coguition-caunot ba llon-iutelligent &c. 
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forward to prove the Soul to be lhe 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 

Var. P. 353. the infallible or inva1•iable indicative is the 
negative ooncomitance ; that . is to say, the 

Proba.ns put forward is a negative, and not a positive, one; 
an<l the force {capa.biEty to prove the conclus,on) of tl1e 
neg..t.tive Probans c.Jnsists in the infallibility or invariable 
character of its nega,tive concomitance (i.e., the universality 
of the negative cnncomitance between lll'6llige,w, and Bes• 
tric1io11 as to olJjects); and this Uni\fersality of the aAgative 
relation is clear from the fact that everyU1ing that is 1&on•fotelli• 
gP.nt is found to be restricled a, its object, " But in that 
case l,P.ing OJ,m1u1 might be put forW'J.rd as proving 
the JIJter,uJlit.11 of E,,rth." If yon mean by th'1s that; 
-" if even in the absence of positiV'e concomitaoce, a 
pnroly negative Probans were really effective, thon, why 
could not we have being O,Jorous as an effective probans 
in the proving of the tJternality of earth 1 [as in this 
also we would have the true universal negative concomitanoe 
in the fact that everything,-\V11tor, Air &c., that is -not 
o•f orous, is found to be not,.eternal],"-our answer to this is 
that such a probans could not be valid, ns it is precluded from 
bot,h ; that is, Od1,rou1111eu is precluded from (i.e., not invari­
ably concomitant with) Pternality as well as n,m.eternalitg 
l hence it cannot prove either] ; such ho\\'ever, is not the 
case with the 11or1-1·e1trictio11 a, to objects (which we have put 
forward as our prob ins); hence while 1'011-restriction is a valid 
P" ~bans (in proving the intelli!fe,,I. cl,arar,ler of tho Soul), 
Odorousnesa is not so in the proving of Eternality of Earth) • 

. E1trl of Sectior, ( J ). 
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8ealion (2). 

(Sli~ras 4-6]. 
The Soul is dislin.r.t from the Body. 

Bhl11ya on Su. ( 4 ). 

(P. 130, L. 7 to P. 181, L. 3]. 

• For the following reason also the Aggregato of Body 
&o., is not the Soul ; the Soul is something different from 
these:-

Sll/ra. (4). 
fb THR DooT WERE 'I'HR Sour,, TB!i:N] THERR wour.o 1H: 

NO SIN ACCRUINO FROM TBPl BURNING {KtLl,INO) OF A LIVING 
Boor. t-(Sti. -~). 
• 'fhe Pariahu,J,!,hi int.rod11ces this section WI lollowd :-The 8rst 1ectio11 hav­

ing established the cunclusi,m that the Soni is something disth1ct from the Scn~e­
organs, some pe,1ple might urge 1he followin;; argllment.-" Wu ndmit that, b~ing 
restricted as ~ their Objects, the Soosc•organs cannot ho regarded as iutelli9e11I ; Lnt 
the Body could -very well be regard~1l ns the iutclligont Agent, because there is no 
such restriction i11 regard to the Body; as is vouched fur hy s11ch uotiona as 'r, 10ho 
am/at and/air, am, 110w iu my old age, touching what L had seen in my youth ' 
[wherefatneaa,fair11u11 oldne11 and youtl,1 all belong to tho RodgJ, which shows that 
the Si~4hi11\11 argument put forward in 8ii. (I) is applicable to the BoJy.'' 

It is with a view to meet these people that the A11thor proceeJs with this secoud 
18Clio11, 

t The BMfyackan4ra, construes the Sii,ra thus-(a) the term Shar:ra11Jhi 
may be taken to mean tkll bur11er of b0tl!J ; Sharira<],tJh ,kJ ; or as Sharira~.Jhs sat i 
fafkorfari, 'on the burning of the body, to ~he person doing tho bur11i11g •. 

The Pariaku4,4,hi remarks that 'burning' here stands for destroyi11g, killing, 
and 'sin' for all such qualities as would be carablo of pruducing their results in tho 
future; the eense of lhe argu,nf:nt being that if the Body is the Soul, then there 
can be uo such things WI Virtua a11d Viel!, qualities which are believed to sohsist in 
the Soul1 only with II view to acconnt fur the experiences of onr present life, which 
are believed to be the results of the Virtue and Vice accummuiated by ua during our 
previous e:d,teucca ; if the Body were the Soul, it must perish at death ; hence it cau 
have 110 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 ftllparya adds that tliis arg11ment can have uo force against the thorough• 
going Materialist, 1vbo admits of no Virtue aud \'foe i but it will be elfective again■l 
the Bauc;lijha,, 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-organii, ]ntellects and Srnsa­
tions. Wlwn this ' Body' of a living- creature is burnt by a, 

person, there accrues to him the' Sin' of killing a living 
creature; and it is this sin that is called (in the Su\ra) 
'pll/ak,t.' Such 'sin ' there could not be, as the1·e could be 
110 connection between such 'sin' and the Agent who did 
the act,• and what the 'Sin ' would be connected wit,h 
[i.e., to whom itA results wonlJ accrue] would not be the 
Agent who did the act. Fur (Recording to the Opponent) 
the Agent bPing nothing more than an Aggr11gate or Com­
posite, a series of (momentary) Bodies, l::iense-organs, Intel• 
lects and Sensatious, the Composite or Aggregate that is 
destroyed (disappears) at one moment must be ~otally 
different from that which appears at the next; and inasmuch 
as you regard the 'series ' ag consisting of mere appearances 
mul clisappearanum,, you cannot .get rid of the fact that 
(according to yon) tlil.!re is a difference (between tlrn two 
Aggr(1g11t1JS in thCJ series); as tho Aggregate of lfollJ a!ld 
the l't'St (which appears later] w,mld ba the sub:itratum of 
differenc.:ti (from that which has gono before J; t for (accord .. 
ing to you) thi::i later Aggr~gato i:5 held to bo q11ite different 
(from tho preceding Aggregates).t Such being the caso 

'!'hat the ahove is the a~use of the arg11111e11ts prol)·.l:l111leJ in the s~,ra i,; clear 
from what followR in Sil. 5 et. ,eq. If Sii. 4 1,n,I Htol}tl alone, it would have been 
much si11111ler to exvlain it as-' If the Body were the S,1111, thc11 the b11rni11g of the 
dead bocly wo11IJ involve n sin ; but o.s a m11tt.,1· of faot it ,!,let not ; hence the Bo.!y 
cn1111ot be the Soul ;' or ns-1 the b01ly hnviug been b11rnt away after death, nothing 
in the shape of Virtue or \'ice could rewain behind to lead to re-birth'. 

0 As the Boily, wh:oh is the only Agent, has, according to the Opponent,"cel\8ed 
to elist the very moment !hilt the net. ha, btlen .June; so that it does riot exist at the 
time that the I sin' mnnife~ta itself or its results. The rePulta of sin accrue to 11 

person after death, or ut II timo other than that nt which the act has been done; 111-

ooriling to the Opponent, the Body being the only Agent, ar,rl it having only a momen­
tary exiateoce, to 1Yboin ooulil the sin or its re~ultA accmo? ll~nc➔ 1111, 'Hin' cannot 
be re::arJed as aubsiating In the Agent; this, Hay11 tl;e B4if11acl1a11rJra, is wli11t ia 
inea11t by the phrHe • there coulJ be no sin.' 

t Thl\t wbich appears later being that to whom the Sin and its result• would 
accru~, anil th11t which has gone before being that by whiuh the act waa doue.­

BA4f1JGCha111/ra, 

t The Blia~yacAGn~ri reads 'lf,t..:qNI~ etc., accorJiog to which tbe passage 

would mean-'Though such is your view, yet as a matter ofa fact, the Aggregate to 
whom the result, acorue is actually recogni■ed to be the aubatratum of flOll-diff,rence 
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(according to your view), that oreat11re1 oon~isting of the 
Aggregate of the Body &c.1 who does the ldllitig, does not 
hl\ve any connection with the result of that killing, 11.nd what 
is connected with the result is not that by whom tho killing 
was done.• So that, the two (the doer and the e~pfriencer 
of re1ult1) being entirely different, it comes t:J this that one 
(the preceding 'Aggregate') ,vho did the act becomes dis­
sociated from what he rlid (and from its conseq•1ence•), while 
one (the later Aggregate) who did uot do the act, becornei 
Kaddled with it (a.ml its conseqnences). And if the said 
'Creature' is one that is liable to birth and destruction [ as it 
inust be, being only an Aggregate of the Bt.>dy &c ], the birth 
of such a.' creature' could not (acoorJing tll the view of the 
Bhi P. 131• O~pouont) be due to his pa:1t actions; t a._nd 

· tins wonhi ffidlLll that there can btl uo p,,m~ 
in leading the life of a ' Religious Studt:mt' fot· the purposes 
of Release (from birth and rebit-tb).i 

Thus then it is found I hat if the living creature were only 
an Aggregate of Budy &c. there would be no sin accruing 
from the killing of a Ii ving body; and this certainly is most 
undesirabltt; h-oin whioh 1t follows that the Sonl must ba 
something ddierent from the Aggregate of Body &c. 

from the preceding Aggrtgate.' Rut by the interposing of this remark, the connection 

between the presentation of the Oiiponeqt's viewe and the .contingency urged h1 the 
Sd\ra and pointed out in the ne:r,t aeqtence of the Bhifya-qit ~ &c,-becomes 

lo1t. 

• This, says the V,lrflka, is put forward, not as a proof of the Soul, hut only 
u indioating the objectionable fealure in the theory of thoB8 who deny the Soul. 

t Toe only plausible e:r,planation of the birth of man and the diversity of hia 

conditione during life is that all this is due to the necessary coD1equence of his aot■ 
during previoua livea. If the 4 man' ia only a I bundle of bod.y, organs 11tc.,' thia 
e1pl11nation would lose ite value; as this' bundle' &c., ie fouod to perish entirely at 
di,ath ; ao thatt one to whom the conditioqs of next birth ,yould accrue would not be 
that same ' bundle' which did the acts leading up to tbo■e conditions. 

t Accordiug to tho Bau\tcjha, if 011e wi-hea to be released f,om rebirth he should 
lead the pure life of the Rtiligioua Student. But if the man tt nothing more than the 
bundle of body &c., hie e1.iatence would naturally come to an end with his death ; 
and tbie would be 11, total Release from Rebirth ; a, the Body &c., born 1ubaeq11ently 
will, in no caee, be fhe same a1 the precedhig ones. \Vl1y then should one undergo 
&IJe rigorous diaeipline of the Religioua Stude11t P 
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V111•f,'~·a on Hii. (41. 

[P. :1M, L. 9 to .P. 357, L. 16] 
For th" following rea110" al.,o the Soul must /Je somelliing 

differentj',-om tl,e B"'Jy. Jc.; it r,,,r.not be the mare Augreg,ita 
of the11e-' tl,ere would be ,io sin, ar.cru,ing from the killing of 
o lioing Body.' T/1,c ttirm 'body• lttire -~lands for the ' living 
creaturP,' the Aggregate rf Body, Sense-organs, /11trllecls <tnd 
S,maations; wltPn tltis 'Body' of a lioi,,g creature is burnt bJ/ 
a person, Jltere accr11es to him. the· '.,i-n, • of killing a livirig 
c,-eature, aiu.l it is this &fo tlt,,t is c,ille,l 'pil/11/ta ' ; sucTt ' sm' 
there could not be, a!J tltm·e conU be no co1rnecfdo1& bd10,um siu:h 
','li1i' ,md t/1,8 A9ent ·who dii. the act, and what the 'sin ' 
toauld be connect,itl with tt"U,tld ntJ4- be the A.ye"/. who tli,l llrn 
thr. act. (S1~ys t,he Bhil§!/<11). " Why so?" B,•causo ac­
cording to the pa~.ion who doos nrili aJ"mit of the 'S,ml' as 
something Jistiuct, lilrn Aggregate of Dody, &o., thn.t does t:1e 
aet is differont from that which ex.periuucm1 the rt-suits of that 
act; and thus this theory involves the al,surdity that for the 
pet•son wh,, did the act, it becomes com.c1letely losli (ilis results 
not lleeruing to h-irn ), while it falls tipo.n ono wh<J had nothing 
to do with the aut; and this would ce1·taiuly uu a most 
unclesirable contingency. Heuce it must be hcl.1l that that 

c:,oe entity which is boLh the doer--{.of th.o act) 11.n<l e~pe,·i• 
enc11>1 (of i-.ts. resnHs) is the ' Soul'.• 

'l'his Sup·a is meant to point out an ohJection ag11inst 
the view of those parsons who do not atlmit of the So:1\; it · 
is not m•.•ant to pnt £orw:J.rd a. pr..,of fu1· th.o exiiltcucu of 
the Soul. 

l The Opponent saysl-" [In the case of tho Body being 
'~ regardtd as the intelligent .Agent] the couci;ptions of 
cc of •doer' (of acts) a.nJ 'e.x.perieocer' (of their result.s) 

" with regard t,o it can be ex.plained as being due t:> liho faot 

• The f cilparg11 remark• that though in some cases the result, of an act do accr11e 
to a person ditforcnt from one wbo did the act,-e. g. the resultd of the ShrcJ",f.litJ 
rites tJerformed by lhe Son accrue to the Fatber,-yet the common rule is that it i■ 

the. doer of au act who experiences its results. 
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11 that there is the 1·elation of cause and effect (between the 
., preceding Body which did the act and the succeeding Body 
" which experiences the results); juBt as we have in the case 
'' of Remembrance. That is to say t in the case of Remem• 
" brance it is found that there is a single series of conceptions 
" wherein one concept-ion is the cause of the other,-and 

11 in this same series we have [the perception], \'ir. P. 354. 
" the :resultant impression, as also the subsequent 

•• Remembrance (and yet the whole forms a single Serie,]; 
11 and exactly in the same m~nner, 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 ea.me Series we have the Body that does the act as 
"also tl1a.t which experiences its results ; so that both the 
" doinJ and the f'Wperie»cing 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 wh.J had nothing to do with 
'' it: There would have been suoh a contingency, (a) if the 
" act brought its results to a ' Series• different from the 
11 'Series' that did the act,-or (b) if yon were able to prove 
" that the e:rp.riencer is actually tin ,ame indioid11,,l (and nob 
" the Series) as the doP.r, As a matter of fact, neither of 
" this is found to be the case. Hence our theory cannot be 
"said to involve the said absurdity.'' 

'l'here is no fol'ce 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 oonetitu~iog the Series are differerit fro1a 
one another. Then as regards the assertion (of the Opponent) 
•hat doing and e;,perieucfog are not found to belong to the 
,ame indioidual, we 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 belon~ing to that same Agent. 11 Bllt 
it might be as in the case of the Paddy and its seed."-The 
meaning of your argument is as follows :-u 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 and so forth, due 
to the fav011rable effects of several things (the earth, water 
&c.), R.ll which. leads (llltimately) to the appearance of the 
Seed again (in the shape of the corn growing out of the 
plant); i1t this case there is no on.e individttal thing permea.t• 
ing through the entfre Series of phenomena. (from one seed 
to the other) ; a.nd yet there is this restriction that the 
paddy-seed can grow only out of the sprout tha.t grows 011t; 

of the paddy-seed [an,J, the former seed is the cause of 
the lattol' seed]; ela.ctly in tl1e same manner (in the case· 
of the doing of acts and experiencing of their results) we 
have a ' Series ' of causes and effects, and the act having 
been done by one member of th.e ' Series• ,-this is followed 
by certain modificatiolls in the inner mind (,vhich a]so 
forms a member of the Serie.:J),-from which follows thi, 
result of that act [so that even though thet'e he no single 
entity permeating t.hronghout this Series, yet we may havo 
tho rtstriction that tha result belongs to a member of that 
same Socies which also includes the doer of the act]." 
This is not right; as there is continuity of the constituent; 
particles of the Seed. Wha.t 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 {gro,ving into 
the plant) is that the constituent particles of the sa.me Seed 
renounce their former composition or arrangement, and 
take up another composi1,ion; and in this modification of 
the form of composition, what happens is that the particlets 
of earth (in whilh the Seed has been planted), combining 
wiLh the water-particles, and heated by the internal heat, 
brin6 about a eertain juice; and this juice, operating upon 

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



lllO THE NYAYA-SO'fR.AS OF GAUTAMA 

aud along with the constituent particles of the Seed, be­
comes modified into the form of the sprout &c.; so tl1at 
th(lre is a cont.in11i1y of the particles of tlie Seed thronghout; 

and it is not right to sny thnt-" from ll1e seed that has 
been etllirelg deHtroynd thoro grows out the sprout• &c., 
and yet thero is recognition &c. &c." " B11t the fact 
of the matter hcinJ that the Seed is reduced to atoms, 
what has been urgod agai11st yonr view still remains in 
force." Your meauing is as follows:-'' Even admitting 

Var. P. 355. that the Seed re11011ncos its former composi­
tion and takes up anot.her,-what happens is 

that the Sded is reduced to atom:'!, and all that remains of 
it aro only atoms; anu cortiL;nly tho atoms of one kind 

(of Seeds) do not differ from those of another kind; 
r. g. the atoms of the barley seed do not in any way differ 
from the a.tome of the pad<ly-seed ; so that even thou!.{h the 
atoms (to which the paddy-seed has IJeon reduced) are not 
possessed by any distinguishing peculiarities (that would 
dif!'erentiate them from the atoms of the barley-seed), 
yet, by roason of the fixit.y pertaining to their causal relations, 
they become tho precursors of, and bring about, the sp1·out 
of paddy on1y (and n-ot tLa.t of the b11rley); and exactly in 
tl10 same manner, in the case in question also, the lixity 
(of the • recognition of perceptions' belonging to the same 
• Series' of Bodies) will be duo to the relation of oanse a.nd 
tiffect (as holding between the present llody and the Body in­
to which it becomes modified at the next moment."-'fhis is 
what you mean; but it is not right; as what you have urged 
is not admitted ; we do not admit th.at the seeds in sprouting 
are reduced to atoms ; because as a matter of fact, seeds 
(when sprouting) are actualJy 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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seeds (in the plant that has grown out of the former seed), 
there is a whole series of products of the growing seed tin 
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 thei seed had ever been reduced to 
atoms, there would be some point {during the growth of the 
seetl into the plant) at which it would be imperceptible (as 
atoms cannot be per<'cived by us). " Jf what you say 
is true, and things are never reduced to atoms (and are not 
bnilt np out of~atoms', them, inasmuch a.11 at the beginning 
of creation the whol1:1 Universe is in the form of atoms, there 
would bo no creation of things at all; for at the tiri1c that 
the Uni verso is in the form of atoms, there do not exist 
a?:y such particular classe::1 as the' paddy' and tho like; 
arnl as regards the bringing about of such particular classes, 
it will have to bli 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 011 all foturo occasions also, 
it must be the atoms to which the spro11ting seed has been 
reduced (ont of which the next Cl'Op of seeds grows).''• 'l'his 
argument has no foi·ce; as it is answorod by what we 
have alrea.Jy said: tho answer to this also is tlmt as a matter 
of fact, there is perception of the growing seed in all forms 
aud conditions thl'ough which it piJ.sses. At the hogin•ning 
of Creation what bring about the pa1·ticula.r c!.,~ses or kinds 
of things like the paJdy-seed &c. is 'a p:ulicula.r Unseen 
forlle; this Unseen Force (in the shape of tho D,!Stiny of the 
beings going to be born) brings about the paddy and other 
things for the benefit of the buings; through this Unseen 
Force, God brings about the combination of the Atoms 
in such a. inanne1• that v:~riom1 kinds of compounds, 
in the shape of the. paddy eto, come into existence. 
'l'his same ex:planat;•'.:>n applie.:1 also to such (compound) 

0 This nrgumeut of thH Opponent is bitse<l upoa the miscouccptiou thnt what tho 

s:99hantin hail urgeJ is lhi\t things can never grow out of atoms. 
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objects as the Jar &c. What we lay stress upon is th:i.t (later 
on) seeds (in growing) are not destroyed and reduced to 
a~ms ; and one reason for this is that we aotnally see the seed 
(growing into the plant) in all forms and conditions (through 
which it passes). 11 But it is impossible that modi6ca• 
tion should set in at an intervening stage.''• If you mean 
by this that-" whenevt!r substances, that aro found in the 
form of constituent causes or finished ,rod11cts1 undergo a 
modification, this modification cannot set in them at an 
intervening stage, for the simple reasor. that the heat that 
brings about the modification, cannot get at tho entird subs­
ta.nce at that stage [ only the points at the upper surface 
coming into contact with heat, which therefore, could have 

no effect upon the inner particles ],"-our an• 
Var. P. 856. 

swer is that this is not right; as th~re is nothing 
to prevent (the entering of t.he heat-particles into the inner­
most parts of substances). What you have urged wonld 
have affected onr position if the CC'mpound substance (the 
finished product, as distinguished from the component atoms 
in their micombined state) had obstructed 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 
perceive such to be the case in the percolating Jar: when we 
see the entire Jar with water percolating through its pores, 
we find tliat the Jar does not offer any obstruction to the 
fluidity (of tlrn water), and this fluidity, brings about the flow 
of water, with0t1t obstruction ; this a fact that we actually 
sec, with our eyes. If the entering (of the Flnidity) into the 

•This objection comes from tho philosopher wlao hold■ tha.t wheu a thing under­

goes modifioatiou, tho modilicatioo sets in in the atoms thomselvee, aud these modi­
lied ato1111 theu combiue aod briug about the 1oodilied 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, e:l-hypothesi, would have been destroyed); and tho 
percolating jar having been destroyed, all the water contain­
ed therein would cease to be hell by it.• Further, if corn• 
pound substances wero destroyed, tho perception of things 
obstructed and u 11obsilructad would be simultaneous ; that is 
to say, if one thing (Heat or Fluidity) entering iuto another 
thing were to destroy the latter, then at tlu, time whon the 
rays of light emanating from the Kye eater into the rock­
crystal, or such transparent objects, (tl11·ough which objects 
on the other aide of the crystal are see!l), that transparent 
object should be destroyed, and ( this intervening object 
l1aving disappeared) the thing on the other side of (obstruct• 
ed by) the crystal should be porceived at tho S,llll'-' mo:uent 
as tbe thing on this side of ( not obstructed by) it [which is 
absurd]. For these reas0ns wo conclude that the analogy 
of the Paddt1-seed does not hold good iu the case under 
discussion. 

[A further argument against the Opponent's theory is 
put forwat'd]-U nder tho theory of tho philosopher according 
to whom a. new set of sk,u&(lh•s or• states' 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 ~o ' karma,' the acts (of the preced­
ing entity);"and if the appdarance 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 acoor,ling to the view that the water enter.i mto the pores of the jar 
and doe■ not destroy it, only tl,at much of water trickles oot as enters those pores; 
IO that in this manner all th11 water would ll-ow out in this case alaJ, but only after 
a long time ; while if the jar were destroyed, all the water would lfow out at onoe.­
ftfparg,a. 
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idea in the mina of the doer being ' may I be happy hy 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; aoi (by 
your theory) the ha.ppino:i!s is not experienr.}o<l by the entity 
that does the act. As a mattor of fact, when some one 
entity has actually experionced ploasnre (resulting from a 
certain o.ct), and thn.t sam9 entity al:Jo remembe1·s the rela­

tionship (of cause and effect) between the pleasure and what 

had prodl\ced it,-then alone can tlmt same entity take 
up or employ (11t some future time) ~hat which had brought 

about the pleasure ; when ho\Vever [the entity itself has but 
a mom iutary oxiittmce, and] tho impression!! of t-he entit,y 
are snch as underg l destruct.ion in a moment,, the entit.y 
can have no rome111u1·,mcM of tho connection between the 
pleasure and what brought it about; so that it is not possi• 

ble for such an entity t.o undort.ake an act \vith the motive 
of deriving pleasure from it. Nor, under this theory, would 
it be possib e for any effort being put fort,h for Final Re­
lease;' as such ' H.elea.so ' will have been aacomplished with• 
out any effort; t that i to say, the entity na,turally becomes 
'released ' (by reason of its existence having entirely 
ceased) the very moment that it comes into existence; and 
henco it would be entirely futile to lead the life of a. l'eligious 
student (as laid down in Buddhist. sct'iptures) for the pm•pose 
of obtaining 'Release'; nor is there any need of 'ea.ta• 

_ 57 chism,' such as we find in the Buddl1ist scriptures, 
Var. P. 3 . 

where the Buddha is <lescribd as questioning the 

mcmdicants)-' I expect you h!!.ve been d11ly instructed by 
0 The Bau~l~lha view being that though the 'Aggregate-o.f States' which does the 

art apeaks of itself as 'I,' it is in reality a plurality of momentary entites,-yet 
und.ir the glamour of ignorance am! illuisio111 it regard& itself as a eingle entity, aud 
expects that by doing a certain aot it would be happy or free from aoo1e unbappi­

neu.-fll!parya. 
t When the entity i1 deatroyed iu a moment, it is relea,ed from all future 

experience, 
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me,'-when they answer-' we hRve been dnly im1trncted '; be­
oanse the reformntion or the refinement (du3 to training)c11.n­
not accrnA. to the paRt, present, and Fntnre entities (which, a.c• 
cording to the Bamjgha,, are what consUtnte every 'per­
Ron ') ; the said reformation cannot I\Ccrne to the future en• 
tities, sirnply because they do not exi.st at the time (t.hat 
the instruction takes place) ; Ri.milarly with the paRt entit.ieR; 
then as regards the fH'P.Rtml entities, it is impossible for thetn 
to undergo any rt1formation ;. for the very character of the 
•present' is such tl,at the present thing cannot be affected 
by any reforrm\tion ; as (according to the B,\ucJ!J,ha. theory 
that everything perishes as soon as it comes into a-ristencP) 
there can be no point (of time when the thing actually exists), 
at which the reformation or refinement could accrne to 
it. ,. But tlrn Nfinr.ment woultl b0 posRihle hy rea"on of 
tl,& two things, the ,•e(i,11,r and tho rP.fi1wl, coming into 
t>xistenco at the same moment." 'l'his also is not right; 
as if the two things came into existence at the same mo­
ment, th.ero conlrl be TIQ. restriction as to which is the rtfiner 
and which the rennAtl ; that is to say, between the two thing,1 
there wonld be nothing tll d11torm,in.e that ' this one m,Bt 
be the rtfiner and that one the ,.,,_fi.n11d.' "What happAn!I 
m that., th.rough the· help of the refine,. tho rP.{i1wl thing i!I 
enabled to bring about 11, pa.rticnla.r kind of effect ; · anrt 
it is this capahility of bringing abo11t a. particlLlar kind of 
effect that is called • vefi..nement.' " 'rh.is a.lso can!lot be 
aecApted ; as the very name I refined ' being imposRible (for 
yonJ, how cont.I yon assert that this is the • re6:ner' and that 
the 'refined' P Unless one thing produces a peenliarity in 
anor.her thing, the former cannot be called 'refiner,' nor 
the latter the •refined' [ and no 1n1.0h producing of peculiari• 
ties is po!'lsible unless th.o thing continues to exist during a 
certain t.ime.] U it be held that,-" what the instruction 
(of the •reacl1er) does is to bring a.bout the non-produc­
tion (non-appearance) of such (worldly) tendencies as had 
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not come into existence (were still in the futttre),"-this 
also cannot be right; as the ' non-appearance~ of what hae 
not come into existence is already there ; that is to say, the 
111st.id non-appearance of suoh evil tendence-is as have not 
eome into existence, being already there (i.e.~ not non-exis­
tent), what is there of it that could be brought about (by 
the instruction) P • From all this it follows that it is not 
right to say that 'itbe leading of the life of t.be Religious 
StudE>nt is for the purpose of Final Release.'' Such is the ob­
jection against one who does not admit of the &ul as some­
thing distinct (from the Body &c.). 

Sil/ra (5). 

[Tlte Op,,,on-ent s,1ys]-" EVEN ON TIIB BURNING 01' 

'l'HAT (AaaREGATlll oF Boor ETC., l wmoH 1s ACfloMPANIP.:Di 

BY THE Sou1, THERE rouw Bill NO SIN; AS THIii SoVL 1s. 

IIOMETHING ETKRNAI,." {Su. (5). 

Blia1ya on Su. ~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 th@ 
"act of burning, to the burner. "Why? n BPeause 
''the Soul {postulated by him) is eternal; and certainly no 
u one can ~ver kill what is eternal. If it could be killed, it 
'' would not be eternal. So that, while according to one 
"theory (that there is no such thing as Soul) the killit&g 
•• (not beim~ sinful) does not lead to e.nything,--according 
"to t,ha oth.er (that there- is snch a thing ad Soul, and it is 
'' eterna.IJ, killing is. i1upoasihle." 

rar#ika on Si. (5-). 

[P. 3o7, L. 18 to P. 360, L. 19]. 

" 'Fl-ren °" the burning of that !tc.,-se.ys the Sutra. The 
11 uieaning is that the philosopher who holds that there is such 

" At the time that the teudeocie■ have oot Ol)Dle halo niateoce, tbelr 1101t-•i• 
.,'", ie already tbere ; aod we do oot oeerl a.ny ioetruction. to bring about thia non­

nti"411"• 
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cc a thing as Sonl and it is eterna.1,-for hi1:n also there can be 
" no killi,,g and (hence) no results from killing. There can be no 
" killing, for the simple reason that the Soul is oterna.1; nor cau 
c, any results accrue to the Soul, beca.use (by its very nature) 

"the Soul is something that is not modifiable (by 
\ 7ar.P.368., }" . ")P ' anyt ung accrumg to 1t. eople quoto the follow-
u ing verse, which embo.dit1s the ea.me idea :-'By rain and heat 
u what effec~ can there be on the AkilshrJ P It is leather on which 

c, their effect falls; if t,he Smd is like leather, it is not eternal ; 
" while if it is like the Akilah.a, then results cannot accrue to 
" it. '-So that we find that, iohile according f.o on.B thUJrJ 
'' the killiNg tloe, ftot lead tn a·n.gtl&ing, according to tl&e other · 
"' killing is imp-0ssible (Bhi~ya). 

,. 'Bttt,' the up.bolder of the Soul says, 'killi1tg is possible, 
" under the theory of the Saiikhya (who do admit the Soul);• 
., as according to them B11,rJ,jhi is modifiable; so that for thdm 
" the Body., which is only an aggregate of causes and effects 
" (in the shape of Bu(jrjhi, Aha.1ikara &c.), being modifiable, 
'' is liable to <ledtruction ; and it is this sa.rne a.ggrega.te that 
11 experiencea the results (accruing from the sin of killing a. 

" body,J as it is in this that the results becom:-J manifested. 
" (So that a.ocording to this theory, the killing is q11ite pos­
'1 sible, and so also is the aocrlling of the results of· that 
41 killing to the agent that did the killing].' 

11 This is not right, we reply ; as there is no abandoning 
11 of the preceding ooll(lition; tb.a.t is to &ay, just as the Soul 
" does not abandon its p1·ecoding coudition, and on that ac­
" count the res11lte of actions are not heldlto appear in it,-s<t 
" the BuiNhi (of th, SiJnkhyfl) also, being eternal, can not 
•• abandon its former condition (so that the results of actions 
" cannot appear i11 this either]; if you say that Bar/,J!1i does 
'' abandon its former conditions, then (our answer is that) 

• The fiJfparya remarks that the author i11Lroduce11 this diacuaeion for the 
purpoae of ■bowing tliat on tbi■ aubject the 84iklaga is in the aame boat with tb• 

N11i;;t1Jih. 
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" this would be incompatible with its eternalitg; i.e. ; the 
" • abandoning of former conditions' cannot be compatible with 
" • eteroality.' With a view t.o escape from this difficulty, you 
11 may say that what you mean is that there is variat.ion in the 
•• condit.ions (of Bu~cjbi ; and not in tho Bu«j«Jhi itself). But 
•• even so the • Self-contradictiou' or • iuconsistenoy' will not 
11 cease; as a thing ia:1 not differtlnt ft-orn ita:1 • condition '; so 
11 that there being no ditf1Jrence btit1vtle'l tbe •con<lit,ions' anJ 
11 the thing to which the couditious bt!long, variation in the 
"ounditious would mean variation in thb thing itself [so that 
11 the Bu<J«jhi, by undergoing variations, would cease to be 
11 etemal]. Hence iuasmncb as this theory involves 
" the notion of momentary mo.Jifications (of Bu,J.11,i), it is 
" open to all the objootioo.:1 that can be urged against the 
11 BurJ<Jl,a theory of • Sa11takiJras,' • lmpressioua:1,' whioh 
•• "ndergo destruction every moment. ' But it is like 
.. 1traigl&tM1111 aad o•roat11r1J.' ,vha.t yoll mt>a.n is that 
11 -• when the finger is curved a'ld agd.i11 straightened, 
11 even though ther-, is difference bet\veen t,he straightness 
•• and the cul'Vature, yet, the finger remains the same ; and 
11 t.hey ai-e not something different. from the finger; in the 
11 sallle mauner, even though the conditions might, vary, the 
.. Bm}.,jhi wo11hl rem~,iu the Batlle.' But what you say is not 
.. trutl i at1 the two are en~irely diff~rent; that is t.o say, the 
" 11trai!Jl,b,ea11 and curuaCure are something entirely different, 
•' fro1r. the finger ; and it is only natural that while one thing 
" (the Straightness or Curvature} undergoes variation, a. 
1• t.otally different thing (the ltinger) remains the same. As 
•• regard11 the case in question ou the other hand, there is no 
11 such difference between the thing (Bu~<Jhi) and its own 
.. oondiLions. Hence the aualoiy (of the Finger) does not 
•• !iold good. 'fhen agaiu, what is 'Straightness' and what 
11 is •Curvature1 P 1'he 'Curvature' of the Finger is the quality 
.. of its being contracted, and 'Straightness' is that of b iog 
" extendc,d again; and it has already been shown that qualities 
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Var. P. 359• "are something different from the Substance to 
" which they belong. [Hence there can be no doubt 

" as to •straightness' and 'curvat11re1 being something different 
u from the finger]. 'The same is the case with Bu4dhi 
" also.' If you mean by this that when the conditions of 
" Bmjdhi uodt:rgo modifications, the Bu4~hi remains the 
"same, while the oondiLions go on changing, and Bu4cJhi is 
"something different from the cooditioos,'-ouranswer is that 
11 this is not right; as it goas against your doctrine; according 
" to your tenets there is no difference between the property 
" an1l the thing possei:1sed of the property ; so that when you 
'' asst:rt that there is difforenoe (between BmNhi• and its 
'' couditions), you renounce the said tenet. From all this 
'' it follows that, just as you ,lticline to attribute Pleasure and 
u Puiu to the do9l, on the ground that, being eternal, the 
'' Soul could not really experience pleasures and pains,•­
,, in the same manner ButJ,~hi being eternal, .Pleasure and 
" Pain cannot be atLribnted to it, for the simple reason that 
•1 the ground of I eteroality ' is the same:• 

[ Hat:ing tluu di,po,ed of the Biltikl,ga, thtJ Opponent nea-.e 
put, tlie fallowing q1te1lion fo the Naiyligika] -" What is it 
that is done for the eternal Soul, by Virtue and Vioe (morality 
and immorality) P" 

.Anawel',-They bring Happioess and Unhappiness.· 

Q1,"Rtio11.-" What do these latter do for the Soul P'' 
Answe.r.-They bring about cognition; that is, there ap• 

pear in the Soul the cognitions of Happiness and U nhappi­
noss ; and it is this cognition that ma.y be said to be brought 

0 Tbe S.iiikhya view is that, tbere beiug no dilfo,re11ce between a tbing and ita pro­
perties, if Pleasure and Pain really belonged t3 the Soul, there could he no nrialion■ 
in them, u tl1d SJul itself i11 ao,nething eternal and hence not variable ; 10 that we 
could not aocouut for tbe apparent diversit1 i11 the pleuur811 aud paioa Hperierced ; 
1111d for tbi• rea110n Pleasu1·.i a11d Paiu ah'lul.J be regarded u belonging to, and being 
tho moditicalion of, Primordial Matter, Pralerfi, which ia, by it1 "fery nature, mlldi-. 
liable. 
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about by them ; and it is such 'cognition ' that goes to cons­
titute the Soul's I experience.'• 

As regards the argument urged (p. 3M) by the Oppo• 
nent in the verse beginning with-' What efftlct of rain and 
heat is there on the .lkuaha, '-our answer is that rain 
and heat do to the Ak,isluJ exactly what they do to leather. 
What do they do to tl;o leather P 'fhey bring about it-s 
connection with themselves; an<l the Akiisha also becomes con• 
nected with the rain and heat in the same manner as leather 
is. "But if the A.kiialia is connected with rain and 
water, in the same manner as lt>ather is, then, like the le.'\• 
ther, i't should be non-eternal", If you mean by this 
that-" .l.ka11ha should underg:> modifications by being 
connected with (under the influence of) heat aml rain, in 
the same manner as leather is changed by counection with 
beat and rain ",-our answer is that U1is cannot be, as the 
premise (urged by you) is not true; what is connected with 
rain and heat (in the case of the leathei·) is only the atom 
(composing the leather), aud certainly the atom is some­
thing eternal. t Further, when you call the leather I non-

• Virtue and Vice belong to the Soul, and are something di11linct from it, aud 
variable ; and they bring about llappi11ess and U11h,1ppiness, which also are pro­
perties of the Soul. The sense of all this is a• follows :-The 'help' tbat cuu be 
accorded to ao eternal thing cau consist only iu tho bringiug about in that thing 

of eome variable properties; and not in the producing of some change iu the thing 

itaelf ; as this woultl be incompatible with its eternal character. There ie 110 

doubt that the property i1 something different from the thing lo which it belongs; 
and i1 not of the aamo nature as thia latter. Anti in ordinary experience we 6nd 

that though there is as much di n:~rcnce bet weeu Smoke and Fire, as behvceu Smoke 
and Camel, yet there ia ca11Ral relation het.ween Fire and Smoke, and not between Fire 

and Camel; a11J this is due lo the very nnure of things; similarly, even though there 
ie aa much difference between Soul and Virtue-Vice, as between Soul and .ilk<Jaha, 
yet there is the relation of qualitg a11d q1udijisd hctwLen the Soul and Virtue-Vice, anci 
n.,t oetween Soul and llmha, nor between lk«iaha aocl Virtue-Vit\e -Tatpa,ya. 

t The fa!pGrya remark■ that this answer has been given by the l'dr{ika fri>m 

the point of vi,w of tl1u Naiyiyika biiuself ; it has no force against the BanMha, 
who doe5 uot 11cfmit of the ,urnal ..4 lom. Hence he puts forward another auswer, 

ia the 11ext pasnge. 
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eternal', do you mea.n that it is destroyed by connection 
with rain and heat, or that there is destruction of its subs­
t1·atum due to the disruption of its Ctlttses (in the shape of the 
component particles)? What 1oe 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 Ak1ls/i,1, th,m~ is neitlwr 'disr11ption of par­
ticles' nor ' desLruct;on '. Thim again, even in the case 
of things that are connoctotl with rain and heat (and are 
11111.de up of component. particles) [snch as stone, fo1• instance] 
wo find that thoy continue to exist (even uuder the influence 
uf rain and heat); so that it is not right to regard the connoo­
tion (of heat and rain) ae a cause of destniction ; if the 
connection of rain and heat were the cause of <lestrnction, 
things under their influence could never continue tc exir.t; 
nnd yet such things do continue to exist until there ap­

Vir. P. 360, 
pears some other cause of destruction. If 
(by brir:.ging forward the case of leather) 

you mean that-'' while in the leather, rain and heat bring 
about its expansion and contraction, thoy do not do so in 
Jil,a11!ta,"-our answer is that this also is not right; as noue 
of the alternatives possible i::J really acceptable : For irs­
stance, what is the meaning of the expressiou • e1:pan11ion 
und contraction of the leather• P Does it mean (c,) that it 
becomes forge and small? Or (b) that it undergoes con• 
junctions and disconjnuctions? (a) It cannot be tho former; 
'expansion and contraction' cannot mean becoming largtJ 
,111d small; for the dimension of a thing must remain the same 
so long as the thing lasts. So that so long as the thing 
(the leather) remains the same, its dimen3ion (whatever it 
is) cannot change [ so that any amou11t of rain or heat cannot 
alter tlle dimension of the leather, which cannot beco:oe 
larger or smaller]. (b) If on the other hand, the' expansion 
and contraction ' of the leather be regarded as ' conjunctions 
anJ disjunctions,' this also cannot be right; as the leather is 
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a single thing. a.nd there can be no conjunctions and disj11nc• 
tions in a single thing [i. ,,,,. unless there are two things at 
Jeust, there c.,an be no conjunction or disconj11nction]. •1 Why 
is it then that pPople speak of the leather undergoing expan• 
sion and contraction P •• Well, ( when the leather is said to 
1 contract 1) what actua1ly happens is this :-when heat is ap• 
plied to the leather, its component, parts, without losing their 
character of ' prod net• (i.e., without being reduced to atoms), 
combine amm:g themselves, bnt even though these combinations 
finally settle down to the form of an object, this object is not 
anything clifferent from the leatl1er; 10 that the new combin­
ations really subsist in the component pa,rt1_,1, which have 
combined among thAmseJves; and th('ly are attributed to the 
leather only indirectly,-this attribnting being dne to the 
fact tl:at the leatbl'r sub11ists in (is ma.de np of) the BR.me 
thing (i.,-•• tl1e 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• ; though 
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 substanoe,-this. disjnnction among the 
parts com~s to he spoken of as the ' expansion of ,he leather.' 
Tben again, there is DO instance of modification; that is to 
say, there is DO instance of a thing undergoing 'modi&oation' 
without being destroyed; in fact the very term • modifica• 
tion ' means the appearing of a different tl1ing (in place of 
the thing said to be modified). If however you call that; 
'modifi.cation' when a thing changes its colour and such 
other qualit-ie11,-wben for in"stance, the Jar changes its colonr 
(from blaok to red), if you regard the Jar as ha,ing under .. 
go"le • modi&cation,'-then such 'modification• appears in 
the Soul also; for in the Soul also, there is disappearance of 
Ba.ppintia, followed by the appearance of Unhoppinea, or tl1e 
disappearance of the Oognition of Hoppin,., followed by the 
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Oc,g11itio11 of unhappin,e,a [and Happiness and Cognition are 
only qualities of the Soul]. 

'rhus it is established that the experiencing of Happiness 
and Unhappiness belong to the Soul, wbioh is itself eternal 
(uncbangin,g). 

SrJfra (6). 

[ The t1111wer of tke Sitjtjh/Jnlir& to the Pilroa­
pakfa a,.gument in Sa. 5 ]-NoT so; {A) BB• 

O.\USB THB I KfLLING' IS OF TRl!I BBCBPTAOLl!I OP 

EFFECTS AND OF THAT WRICH BRINClS ABOUT TdOSB 

UPBOTS. [(8) ·oa BEOAUSR THII I KlLLtNG' IS OP 

l'HB BBOIIPrAOLIIJ OP BPPJCO'l'S, WRroB IS WHAT 

18INOS ABOUT TIIESB EFF.BOTS].•-su. (6). 

Bha1ya on Sil. (6). 
JP. 131, L. 10 to L. 24). 

(A) What we say is, not that 'Killing' consists in de­
stroying the eterna, entity, b11t that it consists in the destroy• 
ing of the' receptacle of effects '-i.e., Body-and of • that 
which b,·ings abont those effticts.' in the shape of the ap• 
prehenaion of their respective obj'!cts-i.e., tbe Sen,,,•organs,­
both of these (Body and Sense-organs) belonging to a living 

• 'l'he Ohrlfga has 111pplied two expla11ations of the Siitra, the dilferenoe heing 
due to the different ways of construing the compound ifit4N44id, Under (l) it is 

treated as a :,;>van_cjva, which gives the meaning 'lh• r•~•ptacl, of efecti'-i.e., the 
Bo<ly-a,rlll llttJI aoltich bring• aboul the eff•ct,-i.,., tlu, Sense-organs ; while u:1dor 
(B) tbe compound i1 treated as Karm11j11dray11,-the sense being-• the receptacl, 

of effects, 111l1icl ia ,vbat brings about those eft'ecta,'-the Body. 

The N grlya,4 frauioara,a reads the S~\ra as ""1tt'lf~-aucl 

explaioait to 1ne11n that the killiag of the body d<>H not <IJ away with the Unseen l!'1>rce; 
•effect' in the Siltra standing for the I Unseen Force of Herit aud Demerit,' the 
• reoeptaole' 'lll"lq and ' bringer about • ~ of that Force i11 tlui S<1ul ; a11Cl th-::re is 

~-c·•·• no11-deilr11clion of that 801tl, It adda that the Sillra cannot mc:111 
that I It is not right to say that tbere can be no sin even on the ' Killing of tho 
Body with a Soul ; u there is Deatruction of the Soul, which is the bringer about, 
'Rl,of the connection, 1ffl1lr of the Body, ifiR. 

Vit1&NIIJJN accept, tha aecond (8) esplanawon given in the Bh.a1ga. 
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entity wlaich by its very nature, is indestructible; and t.hi1 
1 destroying' takes the form of ah·ilrin!I or causir,g p,,i,,, 
i.e., di:1organisinr1, by bringing death or by lea,·ing ir. o·ut u/ 
it, bea1·ing1. • •Effect.' here stands for the feeling of p1B,,111rt1 
a,1d pofo; and of this the Body is the 'receptacle,' i.B., the 
abode, the substratum ;-and the Sense-organs are ' those 
that bring about' the apprehenRion of their objects ;-ancl 
it is the dest1·oying of both these (as belonging to the Soul) 
that constitutes • Killing;' and not of the eternal 80111 it­
self. Consequently what l1as been urged by tho Opponent 
in Su. 5-that '' there could be no sin even on the bnrning 
of that which is accmnpanied by the Soni, as the Soul is 
something eternal "-is not 1·ight. 

It is onlJ the person holding the view that 'Killing • 
consists in dest,roying the entity itself that is open to the 
charge that his theory involves the absurdity of an net 
being destroyed (ineffective) for him who did it, and falling 
npon him who did not do it (a,s urged in the Blvif!J" P. l:i0, 
L. 16). 

In regard to the point at issue there are two nltPJ"nativo 
theorieR-viz. (a) the 'Killing' consists in t~ total destroying 
of the f'Dtit.y itself, or (b) 'that it consists in the destroying of 
the ' receptacle of effects nnd that which bri,1g~ about tho 
effects, ' these two belonging to the entity which is itself 
indestructible ~'-there can be no third alternative. OI these 
the view that there is destrnction of the entity itsl:llf has been 
negatived; what remains is the other view, which has been 
found to be true (in ordinary experience). 

(B) [The Bha~yn. puts forward a second explanat.io11 of 
the Siit,rn]-We can also construe thE, term 'Kilryashra!J"• 
l-ar(riv,u/l1t1t' as follows-' Karyilshra11a,' 'the receptaclo 
of dfects, ' is tlie aggregate made up of tl,e Bod.I/, tlte Sens-.­
organR a1,d lnte/1,-ct '-because it is in this aggregate that tho 
eternal Soul feels pleasuro and pain; it forms its ah,1d11 
'receptacle,' because it is only in thd eairl Aggregate, and in 
nothing else, that the feeling appears ;-this same aggregate 
is aho regarded as the ' Kur/ri, ' the • bringar about,' of 

••Bringing dentb' refers to the Body; and 'taariog it ont of ita bearing11 • 
to tl,e Scose-orgnn. ' Praba11~l10,:hchM~a'I} is explained by the BhiJf!}1Jr:1lt1"4N 
as 'deitroyiog ile ca11:nc:ian~, • ,a,nbanJhochckhif Ii~ ; and the fllfparya adda tbat 
wo cau1ca pain by 1triki,1.;; tbe IJo•ly, as aldo by tearing tho Eye out of ita BOOkelL 
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tl10 feoliug; as it is by reason of, thr()ngh, the ea.id .A.ggre­
,111.t.0,-:10d never without. it-that, th1:1 foeling come::i ahollt, ;­
:nd it is tl10 striliing or eausing pain 01· disorganising of 
this Aggre.ga.to that constitu~cs ' Killing, 1 aml not the de­
stroying of the etPrnal Soul. lionco wha.t ha.s been urged 
in Su. o-th11t ' 1 there could be no sin even on the killing of 
the body ao:.,ompanied by the Soul, because the Soul is 
eternal "-is not tme.• 

P'tir/ilc,r. on Su. (6). 

[P. 361), L. 19 to P. 3ti:!, L. 1]. 

1'ho Opponent bas said :-" Inasmuch as tlle Soni ii 
eto1·n,1,l, the1·0 can be 110 answer to tho •>hje:.:tiou that no 
killing is possiblc.''-Bnt this is not right; as the •killing' 
cau be explainecl in a different w,iy: That is tll say, even 
t.hou.~•: 11 the Soul is eterna I, the po!'sibility of • killing' can 
he otherwise cxplain,ed. In order to show this explanation we 
have the Siltra-Not 1111 fMJ1Hm~ the lcilliu!] is 4">1. ,~·>1.-Whrll ws 

\".ir. P. 361. 
aay is, not that '!.·illiny' cansists in destro11fog 
tl,6 t:l6nrnl t!11lity, bnt t!rnt it consists in the 

causing pain to, disorgauising, l.11·inging death to tlrn Body and 

t.he particular Sense•orgaus that 11.1·e the i11,:1trmneots of the 
feeling of pleasure and pain,-both of tlrnso (llo.!y arid tho 
So11s3-01·gans) bolonging to the Soul, which ii, 1,y its vet•y 
nature, indestructibl~. 

(Tito O1tponont, the B:m:J,Jha., l1ol1liag t110 vi,,w that; so 
long as it is possible to tako tlrn t.erlU' killi11g' in its ordinarily 
aocoptod connotation, there can be no j11sWicati011 for impoe­

ing upon it an indirect or figurative connotation, asks}­
" How is one t,o know this (that the torm 'killi11g' moans :u 
described, ? " 

Well, it follows from t.ho faci t.hn.t both parties admit of 

t,be • ~illing and the experienc·ing of its rt-suits'; as a mattm• 

• The Aggregate of BuJy &t·, ia calleJ thu 'recepll1~!e' in thu s1111de that it i~ 
as flivouroble to the appearing of t!Je feeling as tlie very container of the fe1:li11g. 
Hie called 'Karfri' the bringer about, of the feeling, in lhe ~en~e thRt it Corm, an 
aioncy in th~ bringing a11out of the feeling.-BA4f,Vac11an.fri. 
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of fact, both parties admit that there is ' killing' (of thing~) 
nncl that the results of the act of killing have to be ex• 
pel'icnced ; and su:}h ' killing' can be explained only on one 
hypothesis (of an eti,rnal eutity, iu the shape of S,Jul). As 
regards the other hypotl.esis, whereby there i, nothing but 
m-,mentar.11 imp1·e1sions (111ensations),-u11der such hypothesis, 
what is there that could be ' killed' ? And (nnder this liy• 
pothesis) the destruction of all things is 11pontaneom,, (evory­
thing being destroyed the very moment that it comes into 
existence), and does not stand in need of any cause t.o bring 
it about; so that whose operation wonld bd required (who 
could be regarded as doiug toe killfog) ? •• But one is 
said to kill auother when he becomes the cause of hi1 
appearing in a form entirely different from his former form.''• 
Even so the use of the term 'killing' is only fig,m,tive or 
indirect, and not in its dirtict connotation, since yon apply it 
to the /Ji,•t,'& of another form [and certainly birth is very fBr 
from being killed]. " 'fhis argument has no forcP, as it is 
equally applicable to both of us; as under your hypothesis 
also the principal thing (Soul) t is not killed." True; for 
me also the 'killing' is of the 'receptacle of effects' and of 
'that which brings about these effect.a ' [ and this use of the 
term is pnrely figurative]; but thero is this difference (bAt.­
ween us) that under my hypothesis, the Soul that undergoes 
the experience of the effects of an act is the same that 
brought a.bout its own body &c., and did the act; so that thi.i 
does not involve the absurdity of anyone undergoing the 
efft'cts of what he had never done ; while under your hypo• 
thesis [as there can be no one entity having any continued 
existence), it mu11t, involve both absu1·dities-that of the 

•The Nihili1t, for whom enrything has a momentary e.i:istence, the only form of 
1 killiog' poaeible j9 when one thing become, the direct ca1J■e of tbe other tiling loaing 
its one momentary fc:,rm and taking of a'lother. 

t 'PrajhfJ11a' m11y be taken aa 1tanding for the 8.Sl\kltyca ' prakri\i,' Primordial 
Matter. Dut fom1 what follows, it appears better to take it u above. 
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effects of an act being lost to one who did the act, and that 
of their falling upon one who had nothing to do with it. For 
thest:1 reasons the only alternative left to us is to admit that 
•killing' is possible only under the hypothesis that there is 
such an eternal entit.y as the • Soul.' 

In the Sa f ra, the term ' receptacle of effects ' stands for 
the Body, as it ii through th1:1 HoJy tlu,t; experieuceti ars 
undergone;-' those that bring about the tiffects ' are the 
Sen,e-organB, as it is through the instrumentality of these that 
experiences are brought about. Or, taking the compound 
as a Kt1rm,,4l,araya, we may take th1:1 Bodg itself as denoted 
by both the terms-• receptacle of effftcts' and • that which 
brings about the effects? In reality, Soul is the real doer 
(of acts) and ezperiencer (of their effects). "What do you 
mean by being tl,e doer or by being the ea,p,,riencer P" One 
is regarded as the • doer' lof an act) when the knowledge, 
the wish to acl and the f'jfurl p1.&t forth, all three subsist in 
him; and he is called the I experiencer ' when there inheres 

Vir. P. 862. 
in him the !Aeling 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. 

Section (8). (Sil~ras. 7-14). 
Bdutati,,n of the Pie,o that tlu, P'i,ual Organ 1°11 on" only. 

• There i■ m•1cb c mfusiou i11 regard to thi1 eectiou. A■ a matter of fact, 
up to Sil. 27 we have the same pr11kar1111a, dealing with the S.1ul, and proving, by a 
number of reasoning■, that the S.ml caonot be the earne as either the Body, or the 

Sense-organ-, or the Mind, or a mere af(gregate of all then. But Commentator■ havo 
made 1ub-divi1ion1 of the pr11kar11,11, in view of the natnre of the a, gumenta put 
forward. Hence the Ng<ly,,-1aclalniba11,la11 makes one pr-,kar11,a of Siitru 7-1', 
wherein it iuhown that the Vi~ual Organ i1 not 0111, but two, and hence the Soul, 
which i ■ one, cannot be thi1 or any other organ. So al■o the f 4fparg11 and the 
BA4w11cli1111,Jr11 ; though the latter i11 aot very preci■e u to it■ prakar11t111-divi1ion1, 
and deal■ with the whole 1ubjtd of the Soul being di■tinct from th• Body &o. ae under 
a ,ingle 1irakar11,- ; but in ite e:a:planatioa■ it accepta the nme ■tage■ as the Nyty11-

14c1a!11ih1141ut aad the f4fpa,,a. 
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Bhn,ya on Salra (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 io the printed Bhifya-text assert, that the V,irfik11 does not accept 
the B1&4,ra interpretation of this pr1d:11ra1,-1 ; it aaya'that the fact of the S01tl being 
■omething dilferent from the Sense-organs having been alr.i.,dy eatalt!ished, there 
wauld be oo point io introduc:ng the B&m'I aubject over again ; hence it olter, another 
e:i:pl1natioo-taking Sli!ra• 7 to ll as embodying the view that 1/ti Vi1u11l Urga11 
i, on, only, 

The BltllfY/1 proceeds on the baaia _of the assumption tlut the orgM~ are two ; 
while the Vir\ika denie, tbi, at the very 011t,et. It ia clea1 the BhcJ1y11 has been led 
to procnd oo the B&i,I assumption, by reaaoo of the ene with which it 111pports the 
argument io favour of a 11i11gle Soul operating though eeveral organs. According to 
this Yiew, Sil. 7 embodies tlu, argu,nent that wbeo we aee a thing with one eye oo 
the flr■t occaaion, an•.t then 111b3eq11ently with the other eye, we have tho reco9ni­
lion of the thing in being the H111e as that ■aeo oo the prnio111 occasion ; which 
,iowa that there has been a co,nm\ln par.:,ir,.,-, and thi■ is 801d.-Ti1i1 i, answered 
by the Opponent in S•l. 8 by the arguruent that the Eye·ia one and the aame in the 
two eocketa ; hence on both oeca~i,m-t parceptioo being by the 111rn11 Eye, it ia only 
natural that there is Becog11itio,1.-This is eoawered iri Sil. 9, which tria. to ehow 
that th• fact urged io 81. 7 can n<>t be e:i:plaioed otherwisa Lhan 011 tho basis of a 
single intelligent !Soul.-Sl. 10 contains the Opponent's rejoinder.-This ia finally 
dispoaed of in Sil. 11, where it ie concluded thAt the Eyes are two, not one, hence 
the argument of Recogllitio11 remain11 unshaken. 

The Vir\ika and Viahv1ni\h11', Vrif!i take 811. 7 u embodying only the argu­
ment b11sed upon Recognition in general, and then ohJect to its introduction on the 
ground that this matter has already been dealt with in the foregoing A«jhikara,;ia. 

The V<Jrfika, and with that the Vrilfi of Vlahva.ni\ha, takes S1i\ra 7-ll II put 
in for the purpose of de1noli1hing the view that the uietence of Soul is proved by 
the fact (urged in Sil. 7) that there i1 recognition by the right eye of what ha■ 
been aeeo with tho left eye ; and in course of the refuti\tion of thi~ view there come■ 
in the aul,ject of the Visual org111 being one or two. Rii\ra 7 is npl11i11e.f, by 
the Bhitya, as also byth,1 V.irlika, as embodying the argument thilt the-.exieteuce 
of Soul is proved by the R1100;11iti11n urged in Sii. 7 ; but while the 0hi~ya and the 
f .Jfpary11 and the BTaJf!f'ICTa11ni;fra, accept it at Si\lcJhanta, and so carry on the 
Prakaral,la to Si. 16 [and thie appear■ tu be the rational ioterpretatfon of the SQ\ra, 11 

they 1tami],-ll1e Vtlrfi.b, hulding to the view that the Visual organ is one only, 
could notaccept tbia interpretation of 8'1. 7-11. Hance it regard■ the argument 
propounded in Sil. 7 as put forward ■imply for being refuted. · The V4rfiko 
propound■ thie refutation from P. 362, L. 7 onwarde. lo course of ibi1 refutation, 
the uoit7 of the Vi1ual or.ran being put forw-ard, the opponent a,kl (P. 363, L. 6) 
what esplanation time i• of the ordinary idea that there are two eyu.-In Sil, 81 
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~1lfra (7). 

BW.\US~ TIIEIUJ rs RKOOONITION WITII TRl!l OTEIER 
En OF WIUT HAS BE&N SEEN \Vl1'II TUR LEFT En .• 
( Su. 7). 

,vhen one applies to, or connectR with, the 11ame objec~, 
two Cognitions, which appear at different times (ono appear­
ing ofter tha other),-there is what is called ' ltecognttion '; 
this 'recognition' appearing in the form ' I see now what 
I had cognised (seen) previously', ' this is that Bame object'; 
nnu there is 11uch' recognition' in a caso where the former 
cognition was wit.h the left eye and the suhsequent one 
with the right eye,-the recognition being in the form • that 
same thing which I saw on the provious occasion (wit.h the 
left oye) [ am now Reeing ( with the right oye).' Now if the 
Sense-organ itself \Verd the intelligent perceiver, no such 
'recognition' woulJ be po3sible, for what is seen by one 
cannot be recogni11ed. (or remembered) by another. 'rhere 
is no_ doubt however that there iK such 'Recognition'. Hence 
it follows that the intelligent perceive1· is eomethiug different 
from the Sense-organs. 

the 8,r!,r!,h1Jnti11 explains tbis.-Thie explan11tion is objected to in Sil. 9.-Tha real 
answer to this objection is given by the YdrCika in P. 363, L. 161 el. Mq.-Sil. 10 
i1 ei:plained u the an•wer giv~n by 1 101oe people' to the objection urged in Sil. 9 ; 
and then Sii. 11 is explained aa refuting thi■ au1w11r of I ao1ue people ' a11 also the 
original Par~apakfa. 

The weak point• in this interpretation of Sillras 7-11 by the Var(•ka and the 
Yriffi are a■ follow-( l) Nowhere elso do we 6n,l the Sii!ra ■tarting a ■ection with 
a gratuitous arg11ment in support of the Si~\lirin!a view,-simply for refuling it; 
and (2) according to this esplanation, the author of the Siltra fails to answ~r the 
0ppoueut'a argua,ent in Sii.11 ; and the only an■wer that he put■ forward (in Sii. 10) 
he himself refute■ in Sil. 11. 

From tire abon it wili be ■een that on Siltraa 8-11 there can be no agreement 
between the Bltclfga and the J,'firfika. Hence we are not placing the Virlika on 
each of theee Slltraa below its BA/J!ya ; we ■ball place the whole Var\ika on 
Sl'ltru 8-1 l after the BA/Jrya on then, 

e The concln1ion derived from tbia I becauae &c, ' i1 that there is a Soul who 
I, the 1ogent of the Ming and the r,cogni,,ng. But according to the N11/J11a.fJl•a11i­

•,..!P" the concln■ion deduced i■ that the Vi111al Organ i■ one only. Sea preceding not,. 
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P'or/ika on Sn. (7). 

(P. S62, LI. 2-6.] 

For the following reason also the Soul is something 
distinct from the Body &c.-Be,:awJP. tl,ert' ia recognitio11 
~" fo. (says the Sii~ra). What the Sii~ra means is that a 

man recognises with his right eye what he h1~11 previously 
seen with the left eye. This recallin.!/ of cogniti,m or Recogni­
tion must proceed from (be preceded by) remembrance; from 
which it follows that the several cognitions involved io it 
(the first perception, the second perception, the remembrance 
of the foriner 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 on') agent 
is the Soul]. 

(This argument is not sound, according to tho Vclr/ikr,, 
as is clear from its Introduction to the next Sn~ra.] 

Sl11ra l8). 

[ Say, '''"' Oppon1mt]-" THl!l ABOVB REAl!ON• 

JNG IS NOT RU1H1'; FOR THIii ORGAN {IN RKALITY) 

IS ONE ONLY, AND THE NOTION OF DUALl'l Y A RISKS 

FROM THB ON!il OHGAN HING DlVIDKD DY TRII 

NASAL DONB."-(Sii. 8). • 

Bhiisgo on Sn. (8). 

[P. 132, LI. 9-10.] 

rsays 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 riso to the notion that there are two org11,ns ; just as 
it happens in the case of any long object (like the :Uamboo 
for instance). 

--rhe f4lpa,.y11 say,-' This Sii\ra objects to the reuoning of Stl, 7, OD &be bui■ 
of the view that the \'iaual Organ is one only.'-The BA•Jfpc,1111ln1 MJ■-1 What 
the Opponent 111ean1 to 11rge in Sil. 8 ia as followe-' Wbat hu beeu urged la BG, 7 
would be right if there were two diatinot viaual orgaoe ; but according to ou Tie• 
it i■ not IO ; for tbe vieual organ ia one only.' 
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Sa#ra (9). 

[An,roer.]-Tm1 ORIJAN CANNOT BE REGARD• 

ED AS ONm ONLY i AS (WB JIND THAT) WHEN ONE 

(Eu) 18 DESTROYED, THB OTHBR, IS NOT DBS• 

'l'ROUD (86. 9), 

Bt,a,ya pn Sn. (9). 
(P. 132, LI. ll-12.] 

1131 

As a. matter of fa.et, we find that even when one ey~ is 
destroyed, or taken out of its sooket, the other eye remains 
intact, as is clearly indicated by the perception of things 
(with the remaining eye).• From this it is clear that it is 
·not right to say that a si11gle orga11 is divided (by tb.e nasal 
bone). · 

81/ra (IC). 

['l'l&e 02po11enf1 rejoinder,]-" TIU: ABGU• 

MENT PUr FORWARD HAS NO F0R0E i AS EVBN ON 

TBB DBSTBU0'flON or A FU'[ THB WROLB 19 BTILL 

FOUND (Bl'P'.BOTIVE).'' 

BhiJl!lfl on SU. ( l O}. 
(P. 132, LI. 14-15.] 

•• The reasoning,-that • because one eye is not destroyed 
on the destruction of the other eye (therefore the t1vo eyes 
must ba distinct)' ,-is not right ;-beoa.nse, as a matter off aot, 
we 6.ud that even when some branches of the tree e.1·e out off, 
the tree itself is actually found standing. [Similarly, on· the 
theory t.h11,t the Visual Organ is one only, even when one 
pa.rt of it, in the shape of the one eye, is destroyed, tile 
Organ itself will remain intact and effective]." 

Stl/ra (11). 

[ ~nsu,er ].-INASMUOK TIIB EXUI PLE CITID IS 

NOT TBUB Loa, INABHU0R A.B THE OPPONENT's 

VIEW IS 00NTIUBY TO PBR0BIUD l'A0TB], THE 

DBNIAL (IN Su. I 0) CIANNOT BIii BIGHT. 

111 All Mas. read. ,-,.qae4R114., whiob baa been adopted in the tran1l1tion. 

The Vir\ilr.a reads ,-,wa" Rlw4., which mean& that the romaioing Bye is the Afll' 
the io1trumont, of the perception of tbinga. 
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Bhil1ya on Sn. (11), 
[P. 183, L. 1 to L. 9.) 

rThe Bh:l~ya supplies two interpretations of the Stl~raJ­
(A) [The Opponent has urged, in Sii, 10, that the fu.ot of the 
Visual Organ continuing to be operative even on the deetruc• 
tion of one Eye may be regarded ne analogous to the case of 
the whole tree continuing to remain even when one of its parts, 
a branch, has been out off]-As a matter of fact however, it 
is not true that the Composite Product continues to exist 
even when there is di'!ruption of ilis component particles; for 
if it did, then it would have t.o be regarded as eternal ( which 
is absurd). [What really happens in the case of the Tree. 
cited in Su. 10, is that] in a case where there are several 
compoaite wholes (making up a composite object), tho:10 wholes 
are destroyed whose component i,a.rticles are destroyed, 
,vhile those oontinue to exist among whose component 
particles there is no disrnptioD, • 

(B) Or, we may explain the term 'dri1t1Jnlavi1-o<Jhal}' 
of the Stl ra to meon being cDnt,a,y to (incompalible with) a 
pe,·ceived fact: tl1at is to say,-(a) In the case of the dead 
man's Ekull we find that thero are two holes, separated from 
each othe1· 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 nasi.l 
bone ;-lb) ,eoonclly, as a matter of fact, ao itis found that there 
is no certainty as to the destruction of one eye (necessarily 
leading, or not leading, to the destruction of the other), the two 
must be regarded as ent,irely distinct; and inasmuch as the 
two eyes have their own distinct obstruction and destruct.ion 
(and the obstruction and de3truction of one does not necessarily 
mean the obstruction and destruction of the other), it folloWl!l 
that they are distinct tbingi-1;-(o) thirdly, when ono eye h, 
presaed with the finger there is a divarication or aberration 
in the oontact of the perceived object ,vith the rays of light 

• Several co111po1ite wholee go to make op the Tree ;. when a branch is cut off, 
there i1 di■ruption of the comp:>nent part& of thi■ Tree ; hence the Tree cannot bot 
be regarded a, deatroyed; what remains behind is only a part of the Tree-one of 
&h• 11veral compositBI that made up the Tree ; it ie recognised aa tbe same Tree, 
and Dot ooly &1 ite part, because of it, aimilarity to the original tree.-BllOtyacAa"(lra. 

Bence the caee of the Tree does not meet the m,,u,,,a argoment pot forward 
Iii Ba. 9, 
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emins.Ung ft-om the eyes, and (as aoonseq11enoe) we perceive 
a div<11·sity in tile object; this could not be the case if 
the1•0 ,vere only ono Vis,ul organ; specially as on the cessa• 
tion of the finger-pressure the objoct is again peNeived as 
one ooly. • J!'1·om all these well-known facts it follows that 
it is not right to regard the orgn.11 as oue only, simply bifLu·• 
cated (by the nasal bone). 

YiJ.r(ika on Sii\dls (8-10). 
[P. 862, L. 7 to P. Sti4, L. 9). 

[Si\~ra. 'l lus beea explained to mean that., ina.smuoh as 
there is recognition with the right eye of ,vhr,t lrn,s proviou~ly 
been seen with the left oyo, it follows that the several 
cognitions have a, single Agent]-This ho,vever eannot be ac­
cepted as riglit; siace thi11 has alrda.dy b~en establiihed bafot·o 
(in the foregoing sections), therd w,,s no neeJ for taking it 
up aga.i11. Under Sn. 1 it luu alrea.,ly been establislied that 
tile Soul is sornethiog didtinct; and as this has been alreti.dy 
establiitheJ, there was n> need for rest1rning tlie sa.~ne st1bjacl; 
again. 

[There mri.y be two answers to this ol>jaction]. (,,) s~mJ 

people point out th'lt tlte present saotioa i3 inten1fod to prov.J 
tha.t. the Soul is something distinct / rorn the Sens&orgflns; 

0 Tbe meaning of thid paseage, according to tho Bl&,Jrva1haniJrr, is as follow•­
, When we closo one eye and proSt the other with our liu~3r, wo eeo tbe object, thc­
la1np, as lioo ; and when tho pres\Ure is rernwed, we perc11i vo the object a1 one only 
or we hs.ve the recog11itio11 in the forn1' wl1c1t I 81\W II twu is one only'. 

811t the case moant to be cite,l app~11r11 lo han notl1in.l{ to ,JJ with tlia olo1ing 
of any eye. It refera to tb~ well-k11u1v11 pho11on1enon tl1at ,vhe:1 ,ve loi>k u;,on a 
thing with both oye1 open in th,J u1nl way, we perceive it as an,, but whon we 
pre11 one eye with the D.nger, we perceive th11 thing as two; this ie due to the faot 
that in nor1nal vidion the raya of li!Jht e:raan!l.liu,c froa1 tlie oyH coalescl when they 
fr.II upon the perceived thing, and this provides a single image of the thing, which. 
cornea to be perceived as an, ; but when one eye ia pressed with the linger, the ray1 
of light from that eye bee,11no divorte,i fNan their natur.il course, and he110e 
fail tl) coalesce with the raya procee.ling from the other eye ; a-:, Lh"t the light frl)an the 
•1• not coalesciug, there are h,o imagoa of the thing,·,nd it ia porceived a■ two. 
All thie cannot be explained 11:cept.oo the basit of the theory that the two eye, 
constitute two di1tiuct Vi1u1I organa. 
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they declare that the preaent aeotiou serves to show that tbe 
Soul is diliertmt from the Sense-organs. But this explana• 
tion is not right; as this also follaw:1 f rolD the same section ; 
that is, it has been established in the foregoing sections tlut 
the Soul is something distinct from the Body and the Sen,e­
organs. (b) Others put forward the angwer that the preseot 
Sll~ra is intended to be cumulative; they explain that' reaog•· 
nition with the right eye of what has been by the left eye' 
is put forward (in the present Sii~ra) as 11.n additional n.rgn­
ment (in suppJrt of the oonch1sion arl'ived at in the foregoing 
section that the Soul is eomet.hing distinct from the Sense-­
organs). 

As a matter of fact however, though other kinds of ouma-­
Jative proof may be possible, what is said in the present Sii~ra 
is not eo admissible; 168 it involves an incongr11ity. That is-, 
one who ,vould put forward 'the recognition with the right eye 
of what has been seen with the left' (as a reason for regard­
ing the Solll to be different from the Sense-organs) would 
be contradicting (going against) reason. 11 What incon-
gruity, or going against reason, is there P" It is this :-lf 
the organ in question is several (as the argument pre-sup­
poses), it is not p<M!sible for both to be controlled by (or 
connected with) anything (in the _shape of Mind or Soul) 
simultaneoosly. That is t.o &'ly, the M.ind is atomic in its 
nature and ono only ; and if there are two Yisual organs, 
both these organs coul 1 never be connected with the single 
atomio Mind at one and the same time ; and if one of the 
Visual organs could apprehend things even without such 
oonneotion (of the Mind), [as Sil. 7 presumes], then it would 
imply that the other organ operates (is effective in appre• 
hending things) without" being conneoted with the Mind; 
and this would mean that t.he connection of the Mind is no, 
essential;. 11nd if the organ is operative without such con• 
uection or control, then it ceases to be an instrument at all ; 
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for no instrument 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 {imperfect) one ; • 
that i11, inasmuch as 110 uncontrolled organ can be operative, 
and the controlling Mind is one only,-it is only one of the 

Var. P. 863. 
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. L11ostly, the view put forward would be con­
trary to what has gona before ; it has been declared, in a 
preceding section, that the number of Sense-organs is floe 
only ; so that., f if it is now asserted that there are two Visual. 
organs, it would make the number of Sense-organs si11, and] 
that conclusion beco~e& contradicted (by what is s&id now). 
It may be aske4-u If then the Visual-organ is one only, 
how is it that it is actually seen aa two P '' The explana• 
tion of this perception of duality in connection with the 
Visual organ is supplied by the following Su~ra (8), 

'l.'he Ot'gan i, on.., onlg ~c.-says the Sil~ra. As a matter 
of fact, the organ is one and the same, but with two substrata 
(physical bodies). ' What do you mean by the BU61tra,a of 
the organ ? ' What is meant is that the Visual-organ, 
whioh is fiery (or luminons) 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 inflioted on the pnpil, it reacts 
upon tho organ also; that is, it continues t•J 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 I substra• 

• While 11 matter of faot we know that the man witb one eye, or with his 
eyH cloaed, i■ unable to ■ee thing■ u olearly a, the man with both eye■ open,-fclf· 
parga. 
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tum' (of the Visual orga_n). This is wh11t has b~en exp111,ine,l 
under Sa.. l-1-11. When the two ends of the sam3 or~>111 
are peroeived, they give rise to the notion of D11a.lity; just 
as in the 011,se of a long object intercepted by som:ithing in 
its middle, when one sees its two ends, he mistakes iii to be 
two objects. 

Yilrlika on SU. (9). 
r P. 863, L. 15 to L. 20]. 

The Opponent raises the following objection in Sil. \9)­
., 'Rhe organ c,111not be regtJ.rded a, one onl9 !f'o.-3ays the 

Sll~ra (9), That is, 11hen one sye i, deatroge,t, or t,JkM o"t of 
it, ,ooket, U,1 other llye remain, intact, still capable of serving 
as the instrument of the perception of things." 

This is not right, we reply ; as the fact put for;vard i, 
capable of another explanation. In fact no person actually 
perceives th!\t the second 01·ga.n rerna.ins intact; all that we 
know is that Visual Cognitio·1 still takes place ; and oertainly 
this can be explained a,i brought alnut by meni of the 
remaining substratum (the second physical bod1 of the 
organ);• this substratum (or physic,,l body) is not the Org,1,n; 
the Organ (of Vision) is that one thing which operates through 
this 01· that physical b,Jdy. The ca.:1e is analogo;1s to that of 
a room with several windows, wh;3re one window being closaii 
things are seen through the other window, (Simil=~rly in the 
case cited, what happens is that one physical outlet 
of this organ being destroyed, the Viiion t,Lke,i plaoaa t.hro 1gh 
the other outlet]. 

To the Opponent's ohjection (in Sil. 9) so:ne pJ:>ple have 
offered the answer that sue11 on tl,e destruotion of a pa.rt the 
tDhole is still fuu.nd e,O'ecti7Je (~il. 10). But this nns,rer cannot 
be accepted a.s the right one, for reasons given in the next 
Siltra (11): '1,hnL is, inasmuul, as tl,e e2ample cittd tc, 

• Tbe Vi1ual orgau i■ really oue ouly, but it operate• through two physical bodie,, 
the two eye, ; to when the one-eyed m;1n can ■ea, what happens is that, tho11gh one 
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Says the Sntra, the meaning of this is as follows :­
.As a. matte!' of fa.et, no composite prodL1ct remains when it, 
component causes (parts) are destroyed. If it does not remain 
then how is it that the composite is actna.lly peroeived, even 
after the components have baan dditroyod ? " Who says 
that a composite is actually perceived P Wh11,t happens 
is that of the severa,l co:nposites ( of which a certain object 
consists), that one is destroyed of whose component particles 
there is disrupti<Jn, while th11,t, of whose components there 
is not disruption, (continues to exist, and) is perceived. 

The redt is clear in the Bhll1ya. 

B!iii,ua OU Sil. (12).• 

[P. 133, L. 9 to L. 14.] 

That the Intelligent Agent is something distinct from the 
Aggregate of the Body &c. is also inferred-

PROM 1'Rlll EXOlTATlON APPEARING IN ANOTHER Sr<:NSR• 

ORGlN (THAN THE ONE TH.\"r BROUOIU ABOUT THR PBEOBDING 

PERORPTION) (Sil. 12). 

When a person has tasted a sour fruit and found that its 
taste is concomitant with a certain colour and emell,-if, 
at some future time he happens to perceive its colour or 
smell, by means of a. sense-organ (of vi~ion or odour,) there 
appears an 'excitation' in the org,1.n of Tastll, which is totally 
different (from the organ that has apprehended the oolL>Ul' or 
smell) : that is to say, there is remembrance (through asso­
ciationJ of the Taste of the frnit, 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. 'rhis pheno­
menon would not be possible if tba Sense-organs themselves 

of the two bodies of the organ has been destroyed, it ■till works through the olher 
body. So that the phenomenon pu& forward does not prove that the number of the 
organ iteelf is more than two. 

• According to the Bh4111a, Var!i~, fiJfparya and Bh4fyac1aan4r.J, the Biltra 
resumes now the eubjeot-matter of proofa for regarding Soul aa aornething different 
from the Body &c, The fafp11ry11 goes on to remark-' Having proved, on the 
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were the Intelligent Agent; as an agent ca.n never remain• 
ber (or recall) what has been perceived by another.• 

VD,·/ilea on Sn. (U). 
[P. 364, L. 11 to P. ll6li, L. 4.] 

That the Intelligent agent is something distinct from 
Body &c., is also inferred from lh6 e11citation &.,,, (Sn~ra). 
When a. person has tasted a sour fruit a.nd 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 l:\ppea.rs a.n excitation in the organ of 
Taste. '' What is t1a,citatign ? " Following on the re­
membrance of the Taste, there appear~ a desire, a longing, for 
that Taste,-and this ·longing brings about in the organ of 
Tast8 a flow, or connection, of the liquid from the teeth ; 
and this• flow of liquid' is what constitutes the • excitation• 

1trongtb of Recognition, the 1ound11e111 of lhe notio11 of Soul a.a aometbing distinct 
(and al10 haviug, by the way, refnnid the theory that the said Rcoognitio'I c11n b& 
explained on the basis of tho conception that thcrn ie only one Visual org1111 operat­
ing through the two aocketa}, tho A11thor now pr,1ceeda to put forward in[el'ential 
rea■ouiugs in a11pport of the aame theory. lt should be borne in mind that the 
Author has, in Sil. 7-1 t, put forward the phenonenon of rucognition in support 
of his view, 11irnply for the purpose of convincing the opponent ; in reality the 
existence of Soul ia proved by ordinary cognitions by inference &c. 

The NvJya1rJfr1111i1JGr4'}11, which took Sil. 7-11 a, putting forward the view 
that the Visual organ ia one only, takes S!l irae 8-15 also aa dealing with the 11me 
■object ; and according to this the pre3ent Sil. (12) me ,ns that II what happens in 
the oaee of men who have lost one eye, ia th11t his former Viaual organ, which 
operated through two physical bodiea, is destroyed and another organ i1 produced, 
operating throu6h a 1ingle opening." 

• The whole prooeu of inference involved here is thu1 explained by the ,.,,pa,,a-
Tha man perceivei the o.,lour and emell,-he remembere the Taste which be 

bu auoeiated with •uch oolour and amell-he then desire, to experience the Taete 
&bu remembered-thi1 deaira excite■ the organ of T11te,--thi1 excitation appearing in 
&be form of the ftow of ■aliva ;-on 1eeing thi1 Hchation appearing in the mouth of 
a oerl&in person, we infer from thia that the man haa been moved by a duire ;-nd, 
from thl■ deaire we iafer that the man ha.a had a re1aembrauce (of the Taite), 
Thie remamembrance would not be po11ible1 unle1a.there were a aingle Agent, perceiving 
thing■ through the uve1al aenae-organs. 
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referred to. Now, the' remembrance' herein involved would 
not be possible if the Sense-organs themselves were 'int43lli• 
gent agents,' becanse the impression (left by perceptions 
throngh the Sen~n-org.ms) hating but a momentary cxi8tence1 

{and hsnce it baing i111possible for o.n;v impressio,u to con­
tinue from the moment of perception to the moment of re• 
membranoe,l any suoh rame1nbrance wmdd ineft.ll that ,vha-t 
has been originally percefoed by one (orglln) is re119,embore,t 
by another (orga.n); and this is impossible. 

[ An objection is raised against the inferential reasoning 
put forward in the 8ii~ra. 1-" firn e.llcit.,tio,, of the othe,­
Sense-or!Jll" is a. property s11bsi15ting in th:1t 'otb.er organ ' ; 
and not subsisting ia the •Soul; '-how then ea.a it provi, 
tne 'Soul being different' P" • 

,vhat brings a.bont the inference of the S,ml bci,ig different 
is not the ' excitation of the other org,rn,1 bat tho Romam­
brance (involved in the said phenomenon ot excitation;. No 
Remembrance is possible unless there is a single Agent 

concerned with the original pllrceptio11 (and 
Var. P. 365. h b ,. ) I t e su sequent re11eem11rt.mce ; t rn re:tsoniug 

therefore is that Remembrance being an ar,t, must st.ancl 
in netid of a.n actor (a.gent), j11st liko the act of b,~in!l prl)• 
d1tced. And inasmuch &'I, withoat R,mrnmhru.nc9 tho s:J.iu 
'excitation. 1 is not possible, - tbis directly p:3roai vod 'ex.ci­
tation' has been p11t forward (in the Sii~ru.)1-the premis:1 
actually intended (by tile mention of tl,e 'excitation 'J being 
in tho form ' because tbere ca.n be no exait1tion in the organ 
of a person who has not originally perceived tha Taste'; :tnd 
this is an entirely valid negative premiss. 

• The 81110k, pcrceiverl as subsisting in the ,Jlou11taill pruves the existcucc uf 

fir, in tl1at same Mo1.11dain ; it canoot
0
prove the existence of anything iu somcthiug 

different from the Moaotain. Hence in the present caee, the 'excitatioil • pcrccivecl 
in the organ of T,11te can prove the existence of something in that samo organ ; 
it cannot prove anything-the character of bei11g 1Uffer011t, for indl.1ace,-in l'Jg:id 

to the Soul. 
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811/Tfl (13). 
[Objection]-" Tea ABOVB BUSONl1'G IS NOT BIGR'l'; 

RBHEMBBANOl!I BAS l'OB ITB O&JEOT 'lBAT WHICH IS 

BEJUMBBBED. '' 

B"il,ya on Stl. (1 S). 
[P. 133, LI. 16-UJ. 

[Says the Opponent]-" Remembrance is a quality and 
proceeds from a certain cause;• and its object is that ,ohich 
is remembered ; and the 'excitation of the other organ ' (pill 
forward in Su. 12) is due to the said remembered thing,, and 
not to any such thing as the Soul."t 

Yar/ika on Sn. (18). 
[P. 365, Ll. 6-9). 

" The retJB<ming i, not right, for Bemembrance ha, for its 
object lhat which i, remembered,-says the su,ra. Remem­
brance is a property ; and its object is the remembered thing; 
so that, proceeding from its proximity (relationship) to the 
remembered thing, Remembrance cannot prove the existenoe 
of any such thing as the Soul, whose capacity (of bringing 
about Remembrance) has nowhere been perceived. JUBt as. 
for instance, the Sprout, proceeding from the proximity 
(operation) of its own peouliar 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 rememberltl thing-adds the Bh~!/JtJcTiar,ef.ra. 
t ' \Ve do not admit of the Soul as that in which the Cognition or Remembranee 

!lubeists ; for us the Soul is none other than OognWon itself '-such iit the aenea of 
the Opponent.-BhllfyC1Choni,r11, 

Remembrance could be regarded as indicating the Soul, either as its caun· or 1111 

ita object; the Soul could not be regarded as tire ca11•, as the ca11se of Remembrance 
ia the impression left by its previo11s cognition ; nor could .the Soul be regarded 11 

the object, aa the objB'Ct of Remembrance iiJ the .reimnnbered tlting. And further, 
:since the 'excitation of the sense-organ' may be.explained as due to the rememb,r,4 
thing, it can not pro'l'8 the e:sistence of the Soul.-flllparya, 

The Nyay(l1llfra11i,ara'}tl explains the Siitra to mean that all that Remembrance 
points to is the thing remembered, and not to the fart of its being due to the nmo 
1e•1H•org1n that hild brought about the original cognition. 
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SR/ra (14). 
{Ans10,1r]-TNASMUOR AS REMEMDB.ANOE IS A QUALITY Oi" 

TRB Sour., THB DENlAL {01 SouL) 1s NOT 1ua11T. (Su. 14), 

Bha1ya on Sn. (14). 
(P. 134, L. 2 to P. 185, L. 9.] 

InaFJmuoh. as the act of Remembering is found to be 
suoh as appeara only as a quality subsisting in the Soul, the 
existence of the Soul cannot be denied. As a matter of 
fact,• Remembrance is possible only as a quality subsisting 
in the Soul; and certainly one does not rem11mber what h11.s 
been perceived by another.t If then, Intelligence belonged. 
to the Sense-organs,-inasmnch as the several apprehen• 
sions of t,hings would be by diverse agents (in the shape 
of the Sense•organs), either there contd be no B~cognitio11 
at a.It, or even if Recognition were possible (even when Per• 
eoption and Reme1t,brance belonged to diverse agents), there 
could be no restriction as to objects (perceiV"ed through the 
Sense-organs): [there is no such incongruity nmler the view 
that there is a single intt1lligent Agent for all cognitions and 
remembrance ; for] the fact of the matter is that there is 
one intelligent a.gent (in whorn the cognitions subsist), 
perceiving the several things, through the diverse instru­
mentality (of the several Sense-organs)§-who remembers 
the things perceived on some past occasion ; so that the a¥• 
iatence of Remembrance is possible only as a quality subsist• 
ing in the Soul, when perception and recognition both belong 
to the eame Agent, who is capable of peroeivi ng several 
things; and it is not possible under the contrary theory (of 
there being no such single Agent). And the entire business 

• • Ya,Ji ' here signifies certainlg.-Bh4f1«clt1111,Jm. 

t A.ny mere momentary 'Soul,' or the mere object ' In,' cannot bri&g •bout 
a re,nembrance in itself ; for perception and re1nembrance can not appear •• the 
1&me moment of time.-Bh4!yachan,Jra. 

i Thero could be no eucb restriction as tl1at the Eye should apprehend Colour 
only, and not T.,"6 ; and yet &uch restriction is accepted by both parties.-Bhllffll• 

c1&a11,Jra. 

§ Tbe Bholf11acha"4ra explains '6Trinnanindf la~' as!me11ning • subsisting In 
several bodies ( during the several lives on Earth)'. But ita appears simpler to take 
it aa above-' through the diverse instrumentality of the IIO'Y'eral seoae-or11:aos,' 
wbicb the B1&111vachanjra talm as implied in • .4.nikcirl71ai.far1hl.' 
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of living beings, which is bn.sod upon RememlJranee, 
indicates the existance of the Soul ;-the ' excitation of another 
sense-organ ' being cited only by way of illustration. 

' l;'urther [ tho assertion of the Opponent cannot be accept• 
ed], beca·uwe. it does oot t,,46 into accou11t the r~at obj,~ct of 
Rememl•J'Unce. • As a matter of fact, thE" assertion in Su. J 3, 
that II Remeffibrance has for it& object the remembered 
tLing,''-has been made without due consideration of what 
forms t.be real object of Remembrance. t As a matter of 
fact., Ilt!memlwanae, which appears at the time wlum the thing 
(remembered) is not actuaJly apprehended, and which appears 
in the form-' [ knew thu, thing_r or 1 1 had cognieed tha& 
thing,' or 'that thing had been cognis0d by me.' or 'I had a 
cognition in regard to that thing,'-has for its object, merely 
t.111, thing alone by itsolf, l>ut the thing aa preoiou.sl11 cog11ist•d 
and a, along 1oith tlir, taotiOll ,,f the cogniaer,-the above f0111·fold 
statement, which indicates the exact nature of the object of 
Remembrance, serves one aud the sarue purpose ; all of them 
compreheud the cngrdser (' I •,, the previous co1rnitio,i (' knew 
before') and the tJ,ing (• this ').t Theo again, as a 
matter of fact., the Remembrance (or Recognition) that appears 
in 1•f'gard to a perceived thing comprehends three cognitions 
in conueetion with the ~amo thing, and E~ll these cognitions 
fo\ve the same cognising agent; they do not have severa\ 

• The printe,I tut printd this 1H Sa. 15. But there i11 no 111eh Butra io the 
Ngaga,ach'niban!,ha, mu in tin S'i. Mff, T,1e 8'1:l!!f1chan}ra also doee not treat 
it as S-j!ro.; an,I th9 N9.,y,za,lfl'11oioararr, call~ it B11Jzyak~riya111 S:ifram. H it only 
Viahvaoilha who reads it as Sii~ra. 

tllaviug shown ahova tb"t with,,ut s.,ul ,tbero can be oo Rornembraoce, the 

nMna n•.hV proceillld to rufnte the Opponent's Meortion that " Remembrance hu 
fur its oujdct the remo,uber13J thing, a11:.l Mt the &ul."--T,lfparya. 

i Of the four st&tcinents, in the eac.:>nd-jlli#a11tl1ukmo111u111arlha.'II, tin, 
Cogniseri■ espresso<i hy the verb.11 a!lh: in 'JiUla11l11; '-in tire thirJ 'aya,narfho 

magtJjiUfa~' the thi11g coinise:.l ia oxpreased by the verbal affix io I jlll(a~ ;-in the 
fonrth 'auiin,wrfhi ma,11<1 Jii in.1nra~.\!lf' the aot of cogniaing ie expreeeed by 
tho verbal alfiit in 'jM,n-n ; ' an,I in the 6rltt, the co.3ni11r i11 espreued by the 
1laujngatiom1l a!li:t in 'ajii:lllfa•n. ' The BhiitY• us811 the eiugular number ia 
ii do4kg.1111, i11 vie•.f of tbo f<1ct tl1.1t tbi! a.;ont iu all i11 one and the 11&1ne.-BA111,a­
chaff4ra. 

All eorve the ■ame purpose of inJic:1ting the cog11iur, the cog11Uio11 and the 
c:ogni1ed.-f llfparya, 
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agents. Nor are they without agents; they all have one 
and the same Agent.• ['fhe Recognition of a thing is always 
in the form] • What 1 see now I had seen before;' in 
this the tel'tn '1 had seen before' implies seei·ng (in the 
pasta!! also the ,·ecullul cm1ceplio11 of tliat seeing ; so that 
the statement ' I have seen this befor~' could not be made 
if the selling referred to were not of that same pereon (who 
makes the stateme'llt) ; the statement ' I }iavo seen this 
before' involves (as we have seen) two conceptions (the 
,wfog and the recnlled notion of it), and the statement 
• wbat 1 SPe now' repreRtmts a third conception; thus the 
single act of Recognition, involving as it does tlu·ee concep­
tions, cannot bnt belong to a single Agent; it could not 
belong to several Agents ; nor could it be entirely without 
an Agent. 'l'bus we find that when the Opponent makes 
the statement-• there is no Soul, because Remembrance 
has for its object the rememberecl thing,' (Sil. 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 mel'e • Remembrance ; ' nor has it for 
its object the • remembered thing • only ; t in fact it involves 

a recognition or recalling of the direct cognitioH 
Bha. P. 135 (the present 8"ein!!) as also of the remembrance 

(of the past 1etingl,-a11 this belonging to a single cogoiser; 
that is to p.ay, a single cognisor, being cognisant of all the 
factors (involved in the conception under consideration), 
rec11lls the several cognitions as belonging to (and subsist­
ing in) himself; for instirnce, be it is who lms such notions 
as-• I shall cognise snch and such a thing, ' • I am cognising 
the thing,' • I have cognised t~e thing;' a~d lastly, not 
having cognised for R long bme, and having an intense 
desi1·0 for cognising it, hi=i comes to have the notion • I have 

• 'fh~ pr~cc,ling pa9sa,;a haviu ~ ah,Hv11 that th11 Pi1rvap:1k,a view is agaioet 
verbal u8:1ge, tho Author now ahowa that it ia ag:1in1t a perceptiLlc fact 11110, Hertt 

• RememLr11111.'e' • Smrifi' atande for &cognition ; the name: being applied to U1i1 latter 
on the ground of it■ re11111bla11ee to Remembran<'e.-Dlt,l!JRrltan4ra. · 

t The B l&dt,aclaa"4r, explaii11 thi■ aen te11ce to me■u. that ' 1l1e recognition 
ia not mere Remembrance u,illloul an o'f/jecl, nor baa it ·t1ie remembered thing alooa 
for its ohJect.' But from what follows, it appears better to take the sentence 11 

tranala:ed. TA, BAtJtyacAan~ra hne it,elf pointed out tbat in the present contest the 

term' Smrifi' 'Ren:cll.lbranee' generally ■tanda for R,cogniliOft. I 'Etnfaaqc.,.fi.,wq~c·· 
the rendiug of throe Mss. and of lbe Blra!yt1cAan4ra, givea better sense. 
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discovered the real character of the thing' [So far in re~ard 
f;o the recognition of the cognition which has been sho,vo 
to be pertaining to all three points of tim13J. Similarly, th8 
same Agent also recognises or reoa.lls the Remembrance, 
which also pertains to all three points of time, a.ad is ao• 
companied by the desire to ,·emember. 

Now if the Being (who is the Agent in all tltese several 
cognitions and recognitions) were a mere ' serie~ of im­
pressions' (as the Opponent holds),-inaRmuch as ever1 
• lmpre:.sion' would (by its nat.ure) disapp~a.1· as soon as iii 
has come into existence, there could not be a singl-3 'Iin­
pression' which conld do the apprehending of the Cognition: 
and the Rernt>rnbrance,-which apprehending ha➔ been 
shown to pertain to all three points of time; a.1111 without 
such comprehending (by a sigule Agent) there could be no 
Recognition (or Recalling) of Cognition or of R,mernbrance; 
and there would be no such conception as ' I ' lR~11, slu,ll see and 
kri-o, seen) or ' l\Iy' (c 11g11ition is, w u and shall b,1) ; jnst in 
the same wn.y as we have no such conceptions (as 'I' and 
• Mine ') with regard to tho bodies of other persons • 

From tho above we conclude that there ii a. single Agent 
c,lgnising all things and subsisting in all the b,1dies ( with 
which n person is endO\ved during his "nnrnerons lives on 
Earth), who recalls nnmerotu cognitions n.nd remembranceJ; 
and by reason of whose abience in the bodies of other per­
sons, there is no recalling (of the cog,1itio11s an.l remem­
brances of other persons). 

1'i1r{iL·1, Oil Su. (141, 
(P. 3651 L. 11 to P. 3601 L. 11). 

1,,asnrncl& ,.u BP,mrm~ra11c1J i11 f,:.-aays the Su~ra.. As a 
matter of fact, Remembrance do~ not prooee 1 from tb& 
reme,n6ered tl,ilig only; for if it did, then in a ouo where the 
man has the rem13mbrance of a thing in the past, t,his 
remembrance would. be entirely baseless (having nothing to 
subsist in, as the thing is not present at the time) ; and yet 

• The BA4f1111CM111iro1 11:plaina 'iaAl11luN1111f' dilfer1111tly ;-• It ahould 
not be forgotten that in the put 1nd present bodie■ (of an individual) there runa 
the aam, Soul, ' But it appeara much sfmpler to take the phrase a, in the tnn• 
lation. 
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it is not possible for it to be baseless, being, as it is, a 
quality ; as a matter of fa.ot, no quality is ever found to be 
without a substratum. It could not be held to subsist in 
the 8BRBB•organ, as the origina,l cognition was not apprehend­
ed by the Sense-orga.n [which, u-hypothelli, boiog a tran• 
aient thing, could not, at the time of remembrance, be the 
same that did the original apprehending l ; 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 person to 
whom the body belongs as Wdll as to other persons [ while 
the Remembranr,e of one m:i.n ili not cognised by another 
person]. And yet Rem13mbranoe, being a quality, cannot 
exist without a substratum; nor can iii be said that there is 
no such thing as Re,me,nbrance. 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 Soz,l. 

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 su9stratum 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 Baucjcj.ha)-" Any such entity in which 
Var. P. 866, C . . ld b . . . h . og01t1on wou su s1st, exists ne1t er 10 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 neither 

• Acoording to the BaulJIJha, any aubetl'Jltnll! of Cognition, i1 .tprafieanil\11,a, 
ilid.,,rmi11Gl>l,, yon oannot determine what it i1 and where iL i&; QOr- whether it is an 
entity or a non-entity, 
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e;oisla nor is it non-eziatt,d is a contradiction in terms. Nor 
can this Kari/ea be taken as denying the fact that Cognition 
is something that must subsist in something. " Why 
so?'' Becanse it denies only particulars; as a matter 
of fact, the denial-' it doea not subsist in the Eye or in 
Colour '-is only with regard to certain particular things. 
If Cognition were such as subsisted absolutely without 
a substratum, then any auoh particular denial as is cont.ained 
in the statement-• it does not subsist ira U,e Ege to.,' -
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 P In fact, 
when we come to consider the denial of substratum for Cog• 

nitions (as put forward in the Karika), 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 supposition that 
Cogn1tion subsists in the Soul. 

Or, the Suira may be ta.ken 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 Bl1a,y11, 

Seolion ( 4, ). 

fSiitras 15-16,] 

The So"l is someU,ing diJerent from tl,e Mind. 

Bfl/ra (15). 

[Says the Opponer&t]-" Tua coNOLUSION or TIU 

S1ppHANflN OANNO'r BI AOOBPTBD i AS THIii BBASONS AD• 

DUOEO IN SUPPORr 01' TBB NOT[ON 01' 1 SouL' ARE ALL 

APPLIOABLI TO THIii MIND.• (Sil. 15,) 

Our numbering of the Sil!ras should now be one less than that of the printed 
edition of the Bhif,Y& ; aa we bave not taken aa ' SGtra,' what figure■ there aa Sil. 
(16). 
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Bh11111a on Sil. IS. 
(P. UIS, LI. 11-14.] 

1147 

" There can be no s11oh thing as Soul distinet from the 
".dggngate of Dody, Mind and the Sense-organs, (severally 
e1 or cotlectively).•-Why soP-Becauae tfie rea,ona adduced 
" in aupport of tF,e notion of • Sonl ' aM alt applicflble to '"" 
11 Mind. Inasmuch as the reasons that havo been put 
"forward in Su~ras 3-1-1, et ,eq., in proof of the existence 
11 of the Soul, are applicable to the Mind,-o.nd as a matter 
11 of fact, the Mind is actually fouad cafa.ble of apprehending 
" all things,t it follows that the Sou is notbing different 
•• from t-he Aggregate of Bctdy, Sense-organs, Mind and 
•• Sensation." 

VarliA-a 'OD au. 15. 
(No. P. 866, Ll. l 3-15.] 

11 Tl&e CtJncluaiora oa,uaut be acceptetl /c. tc.-says the 
•• Sillra. The 1aeaaing is th&t, the reasans that have beea 
" adduced by you in proof of the exiritence ol the Soul are all 
,. applicable to the Mind. Consequently it is not proved 
" that th.e Soul is something dilferent from tile Mind,'' 

8ntrt1. 16. 

[.dnBIDllr ]-INASMUCH AS Tftl!l INSTRUMENTS of 
OOGN(TlON CAN BnONG ONLY TO TRB CoaNIHRK, II' {S 

IIIEKELY A DIFFERENCE IN N.UIBS. (Sil. lo). 
Bha,ya on Sn. 16. 

(P. 1'35, L. 16-L. 23.] 

(The Si44hlntin a.nswers]-It is a well-known fact tha.ti 
the Inatrumenta of Oo,p,itio11 belong to the Ougniaer1-a fact 
which is vouched for by sucli expressions as ' he sees witll 
the eye,' 1 he smells with the nose,' • he toaohes with the 
tactile organ.' -Similarly the Mind a.lso is known to be only 

• The reading ~'11'1"1 givea better aenRO, though tbe two Puri ltl1111. and 

the BA41yacll11"4ra read simply ti,mJ. 'Severally or collectively' ha■ been adde• 

by way of ez:plaoatioo, by the BMfl/tJCA«n,lrd. 

t' latemal tllioga' like Pleasure, Pain, &c., and 'ell.cmal things,' liko the Ju 
t.lld the reet, are all foun:l to be amenable to the cognitive action of the Mind; 
witliout tke acUou of Mind, no cognition of any kiu·t is possible. 
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an• Instrument,' by means of which the Conceiver (the Agent 
who does the aeeing &o. with the Visual and other organs) 
does the co11cei11ing of nll things ; and on that account this 
Instrument also Dlturally operates on all things; and it is 
IJg means of thia Mi-n,l that ihe Oonceioer does the conceioing. • 
Such being the case, it appears to us that while admitting the 
existence of the Oogniser, 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 inatrument n/ conceio­
ing, you cannot bear its being named 'Mind,' So that 
it turns out to be a mere question of names,-there h.eing 
no difference of opinion as to the thing, the Cognising Soul, 
itself.t lf, 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 Conctiiver ofall things there 
belongs an instrument which brings nbout the conceiving 
of all tbings,-and hold that there is so such inetrument,­
then n similar denial may be made in regard to the instru­
ments of the cognition of Oolour &c. also, and this would 
mean the tot.al denial of all Sense-organs. i 

" None of the readings given in the printo,I text is satisfactory. The b~st re11n­

ing is 1upplied by the two P11ri Mas.-~: d~~: ~ d, 
ftq filllffl 4'•11 q.:q,w '(ffl'. 

The fiifpar1111 says-The term' mali,' 'co11ceiviog,' Htauds here for remen1branC11 
and ln/1ren1ial Cognition; and even tho11gh &be immediate ca1JBe of theee consisl 

in t11e impre1~io11s left by previous Percvptions, yet being cog11ilio11a, 1;ke the cognition 

of Colour, tbev must be brought about by the instrumentality of an organ ; and as euch 
cognition, are fouud to appear also while the Vi sun I and uthe-r organs are in opl:l'ation, 
it follows that the organ by whicll thOile cog11itio08 are brought ab~ut is differen& 

from those organs, 

The Parish•,f,,f,hi adds-Even though the term 'ma!i' is ■ynonymous witb 
'inllna' and 'bu,f,tllai'-all three atanding for Cognition-yet what is me11nt by• mafl' 
in the present oontext is dir,d cognitiu11, such as is preceded Ly a dt1ire lo cognl,e ; 
and such n cognition cannot but be brought about by the inetrumentality of some 

operative substance in contact with the body [1111d this substance is the Mind, the 
organ of conception]. 

The Blt.tlf11achanjra takes 'ma\i,' ' conceiving,' as atanding for the oognia­

ing of l'leas11re and Pain, iu which Lhe Mind is the only organ ooncerned, 

t For 'lif, the Bbii.fyachandra and the two Mia. read 11R1lf.r, 
i The or,an of 11idio11 is postulated for the e1:pl11ining of colonr-oogoition ; 

the organ of smell for that of amell cognition; and aimiiarly the Mind is postulated for 

the Hplaining of the con<.'eption of Pleasure and Pain. All theee •organs' tbua 
1tandi11g on the eamo footing, if you dcuy one y.:iu moat dtny all. 
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P'iit•/ika on Sii, 16. 
[P. 866, L. 17 to P. 367, L. 8] 

You admit the existence of the Cogni11ing .tlge1,t, and 
hence also that of the Instruments of Cognition, in thA sbape 
of the Eye and the rest ; exactly in the sam1:1 manner, yon 
can admit of the existence of thq Conceiving .Age11f, and 
hence also of the fosb-1tment of Vonc:Rption ; and this I instr11-
ment of Conception I is the Mind. So that it is a more 
question of different names. If (with a view to escape 
from this) you wore to hold that the Ooiiceiol4r (which 
according to you is the Hind) does the conceiving withou~ 
an ins~rument, then the Oogniser also could do the cog1&i1-
i,19 without instrum1:1nts ; which would mean the d1·opping 
out of all Senso-orga~s. 

Sa/ra 17. 

Tlil!:RE IS NO REASON IN SUPPOttT OF ANJ DIF'FEBEN• 

r1AT10N. (Su. 17.) 

Bltii~!Ja on Su. 17. 
[P. 131;, L. 1 to L. 9.J 

(Botwoen tho organs of Vision &c. 011 the one hand 
and the organ of Cllncoiving on the other] the Opponeu~ 
makes a distinction : whilo he admit:1 that for the Oog­
tiise,• there a1·e instruments or organs for the cognisi11g 
of Colour &c., he denies that t-here is any instrument for 
the conceioing of all thing!i. And there is no reason, or 
iueti6.cation, for any such differentiation; there is· no rea­
son on the strength of which ,ve could accept any ench 
differentiation (between tho two sets of organs). As a 
matter of fact, Pleasure &c. a.re objects (of Cognition) 
different from such objects as Colour and the rest; so that. 
it follows that for their cognition there should be a.n organ 
different from the c)rgaus for the cognition of the latter ; 
tho fact that ~moll is not cognised by means of the Viaual 
Organ leads us to conclude th~t there is a.· distinc,t organ 
in the aha.pa of the Olfactory Organ i the f aot that Taste 
is not oognised by means of the Visual and Olfactory Organs 
foads us to oouelude that there is a di11tioct organ in the shape 
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of the Gestatory Organ ; and so on with the othe:r organs 
of Perception ;-exaotly in the Bame manner, the fact that 
Pleasure &o. are not cogoised by mean:, of the Visual and 
other organs, should lead us to oonolndfl that there is n 
distinct organ (for the perceiving of Pleasure &o.); and 
this organ is the one whose existence i:1 indicated by the 
non-sim,I1ta11eity of Oo(?nitions (see Sil. t. J. 16); that organ 
whioh serves as the instrument of the Cogni-tioo of Pleasure 
&o. is that one whose existence is pl'Oved by the foot that 
110 two cognition, appear at the same point of time; that is 
to say, it is only by reason of the foot that at one time 
the said organ is in contact with only one Sense-organ, and 
oot with another, that no two cognitions are founcl to appear­
at the same point of time. From nll this it is clear that; 
what ha& been asserted in the foregoing Sll/ra-that I the 
reasons adduced in support of the Soul are applieable to 
the Mind '-is not true. 

rar/iia on Sti. 17. 
[}•. S6i, L. 5 to L. l 9J. 

Tl1ere i, 110 ,.,aso>1 in ,uppo,t of any cli[fere1ttiatioR-sa.ys 
the SQ~ra. The Opponent makes the distinntion that• while 
the net of conceiving is done without an instrument, the 
act of cogni1ir1g is not so"; but there is no reason justifying 
suob distinction. On the contrary, we have the following 
reason in support of the view that as the act of cognising, 
so that of cmweiving also is done with an instrument :-As 
a matter of fact, Pleasure &c., as object, (of Perception), 
are different (io nature) from Colour &o.; so that them 
must be an instrument wheroby the Perception of them 
is bl'Ought about; for it is fouod in the case of the cognition 
of such things as Colour and the rest, that no cognition of 
any object i:1 ever brought abo11t without an instrument;­
l while there is this argument in support of the view that 
the t'erception of Pleasure &o. stands on the same foot.ing 
as the perception of Colour &o.] Ulere is no reason in 
support of any differenLiation1 sw,h as O the perceptiooa 
of Pleasure &o, are broughli about without an instmment, 
and not so those of Colour &o. 11 
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Says the Opponent-'' If every cognition should be 
lu1ld to have an inst,rument, thl'n the cognition of the Jlind 
also should have another instrument, as the Mind is the 
rJf,jecl (of that CogniLion)."• 

Our answer to this objection is-Yes, tl1ore i6 an inatro• 
ment for th& Cognition of Mind also. 11 What is that 
instrument.?" Jt ia that whereby the Mind is cognised. 
11 By what is the Mind cognised P" Jt is cognised by 
(inferred from) the impossibility of cognitions appearing 
simultaneonsly.t Jn the case of one who has the direct 
perception of Mind, the instrument (of that perception) 
consists of the Mind-Soul C(Jtatacl as aided by certain 
faculties born of yogio practices ; and the exact character of 
these f.aculties being beyond our ken. we need not atop to 
consider in what manner they aid the Mind (in its per• 
caption) i This same explanation also applies to the 

• "And it will not be right to regard the Mind itHlf •• the inetrament of It. 
own Cognition ; a■ no in1tra1111nt i■ ner found to operate upon it■eJf. If then, 
another in~trument ia postulated, then for the cognition of that it11trument al10 w~ 
■hall require an inatrument; and ao on ad inifnilu,n. Jn Yiew of"" lhi■ It 11 beat 
to reglll'd the C\lgnition of Pleaaare &o. a■ being without a11 inalrument."-Tlfparra, 

t l'tlind ia cogniaed, not b:, percoptioo, but by i11f,,..11c,, aud thi1 inferenc• l't 
from the fact that cognition■ do not appear eimultaueoualy (■ee Sil. I. l, 16). 

When an effect ia prod11ced by the preaenco of the Cau■e, that elleot briaga aboal 
Iha cognition of tba cauae. Similarl:,1wben the cognition of nat inclica,., 11t, Milli 
(i. e. the non-■imultaneity of oognitiun1) ia brought about. b:, the preaence of 
Mind, the cognition o·f Mind obtained by 11111101 of tbe ■aid indicalir, i■ one 
that muat be due to the esialence of Mind. Nor doeti tM• inYoln the coutingeoc7 
of the Mind operating upon itaelf ; for Mind ie not the in■troment ill the oi,,.,,,. 
of Mind ; nor ia Mind the in1tru1nent in the cognition of Milld ; and it i1 only in 
th68e two cuea that the Mind could be Aid to operate upon itaelf. The fact i, 
that in tbe Cognition of Hind the in1trumeut con1i1t1 of the Jlind along witA IA. 
cogniliOII of ill indicatin : and certainly the Mind ,o 1ualvf,d i1 not the um■ 11 

the Kind,alone by ihelt.-filfpa,-,-. 

i The Pari,la"4'4i i1 not Atie8ed with tbie nplanatiou. It aay1-Som1 p■ople 
han held the view that facultie■ born of yogio practioell are beyond our 11:en, But 
thia la not right. No amount of yogic power oan relieYe an abeurd coutingeacy of It■ 
iiicongraou, oharaoter,. The only dit!erence between II ordiDU'J men and the 7ogin 
11 that while oar powers ara:be•et with dillcultie■ and oblllruct■d by obataclta, tho■e 
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case of the C'og11ition of the Soul,-in which also Mind-Soul 
contact forms the iustrument. 

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 
1md the same thing is apprehended by touch and vision '(SU. 1 ). 

(b) • Wh1J.t is seen by one is not remembered by another', 
and (c) • There would be no sin accruing from tho burning of 
a body ';-all this becomes explic11ble on the theory that 
there are aoveral Souls. 

S11ction (5). 
The Soul ia eter,ial. 

(Sutras 18-26.) 
Bliafga on Su. ( 18.) 

[P. lSo, L. 9-P. 137, L. 2]. 

[The question now arises]-The Soul, which has boen 
proved to bo something distinct from the Aggregate of the 
Body, &c.-is it eternal or non-eternal r " Why should 

of the yogin are not ao obstructed ; but that does not mean that tho yogin cnn go 
agninat the nature of thinga. [ Ilence eveu with the aiil of yogic powers tl,o 
Mh1d could not ■erve a11 the instrument in its own cognition]. Other people have 
offered the explanation that one Mimi is perceived by the iuatrnmentality of another 
:Mind ; thie ie ho,v we can avoid the contingency of an instrument operating upon 
iteelf. But this view has been clearly rejected liy Vachaapati Mishra. The real 
e:1planation therefore of the cognition of ltlind li11e ill this that in tho caea of 
ordinary tnen, whilo what forma the obj1d of cog11ilion is the Mind by ita,lf, that 
which forms the in1frummH11 the Mind a, along with the 11olio11 of ill indicafi11,,­
and in the caae of the yogin also the Mind by il1elfia the ohjecC of cognitir,n, while 
the Mind III aid,d by facullie, born nf yoga is the inslrumenf. So that in both cuea 
we have the eamc explanation that the Jli11d by ilaelf i ■ not the same aa tho Mind 
111 accompanied or qu11lift,,rl by 1omethi11g ,z., ; and hence there is no operating of 
any tbiog upon itsalf, Jt further goea on to coutrovert the very conc~ptiou. 
that one and aame tlling cannot be both object and i111lrument. There ia no incom­
patibility batwasn the two : a thing ia called ' instrument' when it ia operated by 
tbe Agent ; and it ia called 'object' when there bears upon it the effect of an 
action not 1ubsi1ting in, or belonging to, itself ; and certainly there is no incom­
patibility between the■a two : a thing can· very well be operated by an agent, 
and yet bear upon itllelf the elfect1 of an action not sul>~isting in itself. 
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there be a doubt on this point P'' This doubt arises 
from the f11;ct 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 q11estion is that those same 
arguments that 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• 
gono by this body (during all which the Soul's personality 
is recognised to be the same) ;•- and this l:foul must exist 
also after the perishing of this body. " Why so P" 

Sn~ra (18). 

BECAl'SE THE NEW•BORN INFANT EXPERIENCES JOY, 

FEAR AliD l!OllROW,-WHICH C11lTJ,D l!'OLLOW ONLY FROAI THE 

CONTINUITY OP REMEMBRANCE OF WHAT HAS DEEN BEPEA'l'• 

EDLY GONE THBOUGil BEP'ORB, (Sil. 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 

•'l)Jl1abhJ~(I!' has been explained hy the 'fcl,parya as follows : -The continuity of 
the S mi's previous existence we deduce frnm the fact that during pre,cnt life, while 
tho body is se~11 to be changed, from childh•lod to youth and from youth to old 
nge, tho cnsuuling porsoMlity is recog,1ised to be the same ; so that the I Recog­
nition,' which has been found to supply the principal a1·gume11t in snpport of the 
Sonl's existence, is also found to anpply the argument for its existence prior to its 
being e11dowe1l with the present body. 

The DM!yachan4ra offers two explnnations-(1) by one it makes p,iJ.g4iha­
bhl4al as ono compound, meaning 'because the present body (in youth) is differ­
ent from the one that preceded it (iu childhood)'; and (2) by the rec(lnd it sepa­
rate■ 'prilk' and takea it aa qualifying 1a11111fhcl11a1n .' The eense of the reasoning 
is ths ■ame In both cases; which ia in keeping with the cxplenation supplied b;y 
the fd!parya. The second 4ificlbhl4clf refers to the perlshi11g a/the Body. 

The Pari•~~4hi suggests also another explnnation of ~•h4bhed,1' : 'The 
fact of recognition proves the existence of tbe Recognising Agent, beca1111 Iii, 
Bod11 iuomcthing dl.fertnl from tbat Ageut.' 
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experioocea these is inferred from certain clear indio11tives; • 
-these experiences could proceed only from the continuity 
of remembranoe, and not from any other source ;t-this 
• continuity of remembrance' again could not but be due to 
previous repeated experionoe; and the • previous experience' 
could be possible only during a previo_us life ;-so thBt 
from all thizJ it follows that the pursonality continues to 
exist even of after the perishing of the body.i 

Va,·(ilca on Sn. (18). 
[P. 868, L. 1 to P. 869, L. 15]. 

The question arises-is the Soul, which bas been proved 
to be something different from the Aggregate of Body &c., 
eternal or non-eternal P (An initia.l objection is ra.ised against 
the whole seotionj-11 'rhe A11thor of the llha,ya bas 
explained this doubt as arising fri>m the fact that 6otla ar, 
,sen. B11t suoh a d.Jubt appears to be wholly unjusti6able. 
The arguments that have been adduced to prove that the 
Soul exists and that it i:I something distinct also prove 
that the Soul oonLinues to remain the same while the Body 
obanges ;-and this having been alroady established, there 
ia no need for proceeding with the present section."§ 

• Theae •indicative■' are in the form of '1miling' and • crying.' The infer­
ence ·being In the form-'the state of infancy belong■ to a 80111 e:rperieucing 
joy, fear and 10rrow,-heca11se it ie accompanied by 111nilea and oriea.' 

Inferred from inch in,1ication1 aa closing of the Byea, throwing up of arm■ 
and lega, and crying '-JJAt111aclta11,lrc, 

t 1The infant's feeling of joy oan only be accounted for II being dua to bis 
remembering the ple11ant uperiencea of hi■ previous life. 

i The fact, adduced prove that the Soul in tbe infant'■ body ie one that 
llu had a previo11a life and body ; 10 that it i■ pro,ed that after th■ perishing of 
that pre,ion■ body, tb■ Soul has continued to ui■t. 

I" The Si\li)hintin hu proved that the S,,ul i■ ■omething dil!erent from tl1e 
Body, the 8e1111e-organ1, and the l\lind, he hu aleo proved that while the Body 
change■ frorn infancy to youth and from youth to old age, the eaaonling per■on• 
ality ooatinue■ to be recogni■ed a■ the eame ; and from thi■ it follow■ u a necea1ary 
corrollary that even on the perishing of the Budy, tho Soul would Odntiane to 
remain. And aa thi■ is the eols purpose of the present ■action, thi■ ■action need 
ao&have been proceeded with at all, "-r•f11arp. 
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{.Jnszoer]-Cerainly it would not be right, not to prooeed 
with the present sootion. " Why ? " Baoause while 
(it is true that) the arguments a.dd11cod prove the continuity 
of the Soul fro1n birth to d,3a,th, they do not prove that iii 
continues to exist aho on the perishing of the Body. And 
it i:1 with a view to proia this tha.t we h:ive the next 
Sii~ra-' beoa11·:e th, neio-bor,i iu,(tmt ezpe,·iences Joy &c. 

The moaning of the SiHra is as follows :-When tha 
infant is j11st born, his s,mse-org:ias are it1oapa,blo of appre­
hending things ; and yet he is fomd to be experiencing 
joy, fear and sorrow,-these being inferred from suoh 
indicatives as sm.iling,.trembling ancl crying {rospectively);­
thoso can arise only from the· continuity of remembrance, 
and there oa.n be such continuity of remembrance only 
if tT1ere b:is been I\ proviot1s body. The 'bii·tb' (of a 
person) consists in his becoming connected with Dody, 
Sense-orgam, Inteliigence and Sens.ition,-all those appoa.ring 
in a11 ugg1·egated form.-1 Joy ' consists in the feeling of 
pleasure at the obLaioing of a desired object after a deep 
longing for it;•- ' Fesr' is the feeling of helplossno~s 
that one has when he is anxions to gei rid of the caust•s 
tending to bring about undesirable _ thinis, and finds hirn­
self unable to do so.-\Vhen one h11s beJoorna separ:,ted from 
a desired thing, and be finds that he is unable to roga.in 
it, the foaling tha.t he hai is o,illod 'S1Jrro\v.'--It is tho 
e;eperi1moi119 of these feelini:3 that is sp,Jkon of by the torin 
c a1unpratip ,ew (in tllO ::3u~ra.). 'rhora is wha.t is called 
C abhy 181&, , C rep-3tition, J whsn tl1ar1 are savi!ral cognitions 
of either the same tl.t.ing or the same form of thing ; e.g., 
it is said ' he has had a rap1ated bite of pa.ddy ' [ where 
it is not the same individual paddy that has been ropeitedly 

• 'The term p,.rf1&11114, 1 Zo11gi11g' h11 been added, because there is Joy, not 
ao much at the obtaining of a de1lred object, o.J at obtaining it arter one h:i.s 
had a deep longing for it '-'1'41,-rrt.1. 
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tasted, but the same kind of paddy]. We have what is 
called •remembrance,' when1 aher direct perception bas 
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 

'\'ir, P. 369 
•continuity' is meant the faculty or impression 
which brings about the remombrancl'. 1Srnile' 

consists in the joyous expression of the Eyes &c. following 
on the rem.3mbrance 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 tbe arms and legs. ['rhese are 
indicative of the continued Existence of the Soul]. 

An objection is raised-11 Inasmuch as Smiling and Orying 
subsist in entirely different things, they cannot prove 
the desired conclusion," If you mean by this that­
., Smiling and Orying subsist in infancy and infancy does 
not belong to the Soul1 hence subsisting in a totally different 
1ubstratum, Smiling and Orying cannot prove anything in 
regard to the Soul, "-then, oor answer is that this is not 
right; because what is meant to be proved (by Smiling 
and Crying) is tht, presence, in i,ifancy, of a Soul affected by 
Joy and Sorrow ;-the form of the desired conclusion is­
• the ,late of in(atacr, i, endowed toith Cl 8oul affected IJy joy and 
sorrow, ~c., because it i, accompanied /Jy ,miling and crying, 
and 'infancy ' i1 a certain condition or property of age; just 
like • youth,' 

What bas been said above applies also to the conclosion 
in the form that-' infancy is endowed with a Soul possess• 
ed of remembrance, faculty1 previous cognitions and connec­
tion with a former body.' "How so P '1 Just as the pree­
ence of amiling and orying proves that infancy is endowe4 
with a Soul affected by Joy and Sorrow,-similarly • the p~• 
sence of Soul affected by Joy and Sorrow 'prove• the_ ezi■• 
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tenee of the Soul possessed of remembrance ;-the presence 
of the Soul possessed of remembrance proves the presence of 
Soul endowed with fac\llty ; this latter fact proves the pres• 
ence of Soul endowed with previous Cognitions ; and the 
latter proves the presence of Soul endowed with connection 
with a. former 8ody. In each of these, 'youth • serves as 
the corroborative Example; since Youth is accompanied by 
••iling a,ad oryi11g and it is also eridowed with a. Soul affected 
by joy and sorrow, &c.; a11d so with every other form of 
conclusion noted above. 

Stcfra (1~). 
[Ohjeot,,111]-11 \VRAT RAS BUN PUT FORWARD IS 

Ol'U.Y A V"8UTION (or THE TRANSUNT Soot), RESEMBLING 

TUB V.\l&UT[ON-i OF Ol"KNINO AND CLOSCNG UNDHGONB BY 

TRB Lows AND o·rJIHFLOWRBS."-(19.) 

Bhilfy, on Su. 19. 
[ P. lS~'. L., to L. 12]. 

[Says the Opponent]-"ln the case of suoh transient 
things as the Lotus and the like, we find that ther undergo 
such modifications as opiming and closing ; in the same 
manner the tra111ient Soul may be sa.id 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 t1rnre is no reason. That 
is to say, it can11ot be shown that-" for such and such a 
reason the experiencing of joy and sorrO\v by the Sou) is to 
be regarded only a~ 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 Sutru 1, I, M-36 it bas been 1howa that a Rea■on that can prove 
a concl111ioa mu■& be baaed upon •ell-known corroborative ia1tancee,-tbcse i11-
1ta11ca■ being eitber p,r 1iinil11rity or p11r di-■iinilarity, and a■ matter ot fact, in 1up­
port of the a1aertion p11t forward in thi1 Sutra, by the Opponent, th-ero can be no 
Rea,oo of either of tlieae two kind• ; and the mere citing of the Hample ( of 
Lotu■) cannot prove anything. [Ao example i• effective only a■ pointing to au,I cor­
rebon1ting a Beuon or Prerniu].-BAafy«cAn~ra. 
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So tbnt, in the nbsenco of a Reason, what ha.s been urged 
can only be regarded as irrelevant and fotile. 'l1hen 
again, the instance cit,ed does not do away with what we have 
put forward as the cause of the Joy, &c. ; that is to say, what 
Ima be<m pointed out is that i-n the case of evePy ordinary 
(grown-up) person it is found that in connection with objects 
nlre&.dy expet·ienced in the past there are feelings 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 cnse of ordinary grown-up men] it 
cannot bo denied in the case of the new-born infant also.• 
Further, the • opening and closing• of the Lotus consist only 
in certain • conjunctions and disjunctions• of its pet:lls, which 
are brought about by a ceFtain actiont; and action must have 
a cause7 as is clearly inferri1ble bom the fact that it is an 
action [similarly the action of the child's smiling, &c. must 
liave a cause, and this cause can only be the remembering of 
past experiencesJ.i Such being the ease, what does the 
citing of the instance ( of Lotus, &c.) serve to set aside ? 
[Since it is found only to tmpport the view of the SitJdhan&in ]. 

Pllr(ika on Stl. (J 9). 
[P, 869, L. 17 to P. 370, L. 16). 

"Wkat has been ptd for1oard, is onlu a variution, /e. /c.­
., says the Su~ra. What the Sll~ra means is that, inasmuch 
•1 as we find. variations appearing in lransidnt thfnga nlso, 

• Tbie appenrs to be the 11imple meanh:g of this Aeatence. But o.ccor,ting to 
the Bha-,ac/liandra it meaue as follows ~-• JIJ8t ae it cnnno& be deuied that the­

•~1ion of cl•>&ing, .i:c. of the Lotua i1 due to a certain c&111e, eo also it cannot be 
denied that the infani•, action of 1mi~11g ia tiue to a certain cause.' Tlai■ argu­
ment, howe•u, i■ cle11rly put in tbe ne:r.t 1e11teace of the B'1&4fga. 

t The reading of the printed text is unsatisfactory ; the right reading is­
■npplied b7 the two Puri Mas., which ia also supported b7 the Bht21vachan4,a 

f•l41Cilldi,t'fl (4q1a1fa4111r: lf~M. 
i Thi1 passage ia a little obscure ; all man\Jllcripta, ncept Puri B, read 

~II' lilq1iqq: • in the printed tut ; Puri Ma. D, reads ~iiitllt4iiil• 
which mean■-' tllat there ia ■uch c&oae in the 1hape of Action, (for the ■aid coo­
junctions aud disjunction■), i■ clearly inferred from the fact that theH are actually 
.,rought about, [and nothing can be l>rought e:a:oept b7 the foroe of an aotion].' 
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"what has been nrged (in tho tlio preceding Sii~ra, as prov­
" ing the eternalit.y of t.he Sonli does not necessarily prove 
" the de-1ired conolusi,Ju, ' What is opening nnu what is 

" clr1Ring?' When there is dh1j11nction among the parts 
" of tho flower-petal11 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 
" conl,inue to constitnto tho flowor, there is what is called 

" ' closing '.'' 

'l'hore is no force in tho Opponent's argumont pnt forward 

(in the present Siitra); becauso none of the 
Vir. P. ll70. 

alternatives possible under it is admissible (as 
an effL•ctive argument againRt t,ho SirJt!han/a). The reason­
ing put forward is tlmt 'what have been urged by the Si~Q­
lia,qin are only variations of the Soul like the variations 
of tho lotnR in tho shnpo of its opening and closing';-now· 
is this oxarn!ila meant to provo conclusion {contrary to tho 
Sid~hanta)? 01• is it mHant only to show that the premiss 
put up by Sir/,rjhfln/i1• is not true ? If it is meant to prove 
a conclusion,-tho mere citing of an example cannot prove 
anything, unless soma lto3son 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 Si<Jdhiint,a argument),_-then, in that case, (al is it meant 
to deny a perceptible cause (for the infant•~ smiling &c.) ? 
(b) Or i:t it meant to show that, there are other causes (than 
the one suggested by the Sicj.qhiin~in) ? (c) Or is it meant 
to embody an inference in support of tl10 view that the 
Soul is liable to birth and destmction? (d) Or, Jastly, is 
it meant to show that the smiling &c. (urged by the Si<.t­
,jhlln tin) are merely fortuitous (like the opening and closing 
of the lotus) P (a) If it is meant to deny a perceptible 

cause, this cannot be right; because what tho Siggbintin 
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has put forward is actually qualified as being perceptibl~; 
that is to say, what he has put forward ia that-• ioas• 
much it is: perceioed !in !the case of the Cgrown-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 perc,ioe smiling and crying io 
the new-born infant, there must be present a Soul affected by 
joy and sorrow ;• and certainly there is nothing objdCtionable 
in this. (b) Seco11dlg, if the instance is cited with a view 
to ■how that there are other caust>s,--eveo that would not 
be right ; for the very same reason that what has been 
put forward by the SicJ,Jhiin~in is what is actually ,,,,,,., 
(c) Thirdly, if the instance is cited with a vie1v 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 A.kii1h1J, it must ho 
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 baa a cause; all products are fonnd to have 
causos. (d) La,Uy, if it is meant that the opening and closing of 
the Lotus are fortuitous land similarly the smiling and cry• 
ing of the infant must also be foi·tuitous),-the answer t? 
this follows in the following 8'1lrti. 

• \Vhen you eay that you are putti11g forward the caee of the opening and 
clo1ing of the lotn■ with a view to deny the perceptible cauae,-you admit the 
pre■ence of a p,rceplibl, cau■e ; and a1 a matter of fact, tb e Si~i,lhiratin 11110 cloea 
point out perceptil,le cau■e. Nor can the Opponent d1my the force of what is 
actually perceind ; for &his. would involve a eelf-contradiction oo. bis pan and 
al■o 11lf-1tulti6cation, says the Parichui,li,lbi ; f.,r if what i■ perceived cannot prove 
anything, what point i1 there in citing the ca■e of the • opening aad cJo■iog of the 
lotllS ', which al■o i1 only 101oething that i1 perceived. 

t Inaemuch!11, there i1 tlai1 valid argument in aupport of the coacluaion that 
the Soul i• without beginning or end, no amount of mere example, can ■bake that 
cooclueion. The inference i1 in the form-• The Soul must be witb,ut begioning or 
eud,-becauae it i1 an ever incorporeal aubatance,-like lki1ha.' 
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Bha1yt1 on Su. (20). 
[P. 187, L. 12 to L. 21 ]. 

1161 

If it be held that what we mean is that the opening and 
cloE-ing of the Lotus are variations without any cause, and 
similarly the Soul's feeling of joy and sorrow also ;-this 

CANNOT • BE RIGHT j BICAUSB AS A IIATTBB Of PACT, ALL 

VAllUTIONS OP THINGS CONS'rITOTED BT THI llVl!I RUDJMEN• 

TABY SUBSTANCES ARE DU! TO sune CAUSBII AS COLD, BEAT, 

AND THE RAINY SEASON, (Sn. 20.) 

In the case of things made up of tl1e combination t of 
the five rudimentary substances,-such as the Lotus &c.,-it 
is found that their variations appear when heat, &c., are 
present, and they do not appear when these are not presentf; 
and from this it follows that the said variations cannot be 
without cause (fortuitous). 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 co11tiriuUy 
of remembratice of wliat ha, been reJJeat"dly 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 8ou1.§ 

• Puri x ... A and B, and the Bh•Jfgacla"4,a make thi■ 'I' part of tbe pre­

ceding Bhtlfga; while Siit~:i M1. D, Pnri Siifra l\b. the Ng.Jy•-••i.ch niban4ha and 
Vil!Avn4Jha make it part of the Sillra. 

t • Anugraha' ot the 1ubslance11 cou■iet in the combining tog11ti,er of their 
component particle1-uy1 the Bhllrgachan4ra. 

l The Lotu■ opens when touched by the heat of the Sun's ray1 ; it cloee■ when 
touched by the cold of the 1\10011'1 rRya ; and the lf.11.loja plant llowera when the 
rainy 1ea1on i■ on.-Bh4fyachan4,a. 

f Such an inference cannot be right; a, the eternality of the Soul (and lienee the 
impouibility of it■ being produced or de■troyed) is proved 1,y the phenomonon 
~f Bemembraoce, which cannot be esplained e&cept on the ba,i11 of the etemality of 
Soul.-B7iilfgaclaa"4ra, 

. The Bhrl,ya ha■ added this in anticipation of the following argument-" You 
ha•• prayed that the nriation■ of the Lotus, and also thoae of the Soni, proceed 
from a cau■e, and are not fortuitou1; we accept tbat ; but what do you ■ay to tbis 
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From the above it is clear that Joy and Sarrow &c., 
cannot appear without a cause; and it is not possible to atti-i­
bute tl1ese to any such other causeH as Heat, Cold &c., (except 
the Continuity of Remembrance &c.) So tlmt the view set 
up of the Opponent cannot be right. 

P"iir(ika on Su. (20). 
[ P. 370, L. l 9 to P· 371, L. •1.] 

What the Sii.~ra. means is that the variations of open­
ing and closing in the Lotus cannot be fortuitous. Anu 

Vir. P. 371. 
hence tho citing of the inst,ance cannot be nn 
effective denial of anything at all. 

The term 'pfliit:l&11{makavikari11}ii.m' (in the Sii~ra) does 
not mean that the Lotus is n. five-fold object.;• what it means 
is that the Lotus comes into existence when thore is oom• 
bination of the five rudimentary substances; and it is on this 
ground that it has been· called 'pa1ir:liafma.ka '; in reality 
there is no object that is ' fi vo-fold' (in the former sonse); 
as we shall explain later on. 

BliiltJga on So.. (21 ). 

[P. 137, L. 21 to P. l':!8, L. 8.] 

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

Suf,·a ( 21 ). 

[TnB Sour. MUST nm REGARDED As ETEr:NAr.l mwAUf:E 

01!' THE DESIRE FOR :&IJU{ FROM THFl MO'J'lllm's BREAST, 

Wlll0£1 IS EVINCED (oN DIRTH) AF1'ER Dl(A'J'II, f AND WUICII 

CAN ONLY BE DUE TO REPKArnD FEEDll'rn (in the pnst).­
(Su. 2l.) 

inference-' the Soul nm~t he something produced 11ml llcstroycd, bccallNO it undergoes 
variation1,-like the Lotu11'?"-Thi1 has been met by the Dhilfya by pointing ont that 
the citing of II mere esample cauoot prove 1111ythiug 11t 11111 ae all'cady pointed out 
(P. 1371 L, G), 

* qfaittiifilA i11 the hotter reading. 

t 'Prl!ya '-after de11th ; i. e., iu II pcrnon who, after b11ving diod, ie just boru 

again.'-BluJfyacharc,ira. 
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In the infant just born we perceive a desire for the 
mother's milk,-the prese11ce of s11oh desire being indica.ted 
by the child's activities (in the sliape of the moving of its 
l1ands and mo1,th towards the mother's braa.'3tR). Thi .. 
desiN could not ari:ie except from repeated experience i11 
the pa.st. 11 For what reason (should tliis be accepted) P" 
In the case of all living persol)S we find th·,t when they 
are afhicted by hunger, there appears in them desire for 
food, which de.➔ire a.rise9 fonn ol>11tim1ity of rdmembrllnCt, 
due to repeated experieRch~s it1 the past; U'l\V iu tile case of 
the new-born infant, t,he a ppe,,ra.noe of slrnh de.iil·e c,rnn >t 
be explained except as being d111:1 tc, rapea.tocl e1:periences 
in a previous body ;-an i from this it i-1 infemid that the 
infant had a body previous to hii:1 preseat one, in whicll 
body he had gone throagh repeated ex-perieuces of feeding 
(which ha.-s given rise to his present desire fot" milk). From 
all this it follows tlu,t what ha.ppens is that the 80111, having 
(at death) departed from his previoas body, lrns becJ111e 
endowed with a new body, a.ml 011 being afflicted with 
hunger, rernernher.s his repeated feddings io. the p11st, and 
(accordingly) desires the milk from the breast. Hence it 
cannot be true t.ha.t there is a different soul to e1Lch of theeo 
bodies ; it is the sa.me So11l that continues to exist, even 
J.fter the pet·ishing of its former body. 

Var/ika on Sil (21). 

[P. 871, L. 6 to L. 11>.] 
B,.catue of deaire for mill# 4"0.-Sa.ys the Sllira. 

In the newly-born cltild we see certain activities; anti 
from this we infer the presence of desire for the mother's 
milk. Thus the desire is inferred from tha actirity, 
-the desire leads to tlte inferenca of rernembranoe of 
the past,-this ra1nernbt•anoe 18:lrli to the inferdnoe of 
impressions,-the impressions to that of previo11s oogni• 
tion,-and from this cognition we infer the existence of the 
previous body ; the arg11ment being forrru.lly stated as before .. 

u Why sho11ld this Sii~ra bave beeo iotrodltced, wheu 
is herein put forwa.rd has beeR already dealt with ia 

S II. 3. 1. 18 r " 
Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



1164 THE NYAYA-SCrfRAS OF GAUTAMA 

There is no force in this objection ; as the present Sntra 
explains in a more particular manner what was indicated 
only in a general way in the preceding Su ire.. • 

Sutra (22). 
[Objection]-" Tea AOTlON or TBl!l OBlLD 18 ONLY 

I.IKB TH ltOVJNO or TBB IRON TO THI MAGNET." (Sn. 22). 

BhafyiJ ou Su. (22), 
[P. 138, L. 10~11.] 

u lo the c,aee of the Iron it is found that it moves 
•• towards the Magnet, enn without any repeated ex• 
., perience in the past ; and similarly the desire (and con• 
"sequent activity) 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 
'' neceHarily prove past esperience J.tt 

Yar{ika on Su. 22. 
[P. 871, L. 10 to P. 372, L. 2] 

The present Su~ra is meant to show that mere 'activity' 
of the child is not an infallible indicative (of the coaclnsirm 
that it is meant to prove). 

[The Vilr/ifta offers its own answer to the Objection 
urged in the Sil~ra 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 ? Or is it without, cause P If itis due to somo cause, 
how is it known that it ia so P Well, as a matter of fact it is 
found that Iron moves up to the Maga et only, and not to stone, 
and it is Iron alone, and not stone, that movos to the 
Magnet; now from this restriction in tho effe:,t (i.e., in the 
moving) it follows that there must be some restriction in 
the cause [i.e., the movement of the Iron must be due to a 
definite cause). This reasoning does away with the view 

• In the previoua Bntra we pointed to Joy &o. only aa iodioatiog deaire h1 
(ltneral ; while the pr,•eeot Sdtra, poiota out oot only a particular form of deeire, but 
longi11g.-f afp•r,a. 
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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 ea.use), is the case.of the movement Var. P.372. 
of 1 ron put forward with a view to deny the 

possibility of the child's action being due to a. visible ca.ose P 
Or is it pot f01·th to show that it is due to other causer. 
(than the one to which the SiJ<Jantin has attributed it) P 
Or is it p11t forward with a view to propounding an argument 
in support of the view that the Soul i~ lia.bla to being 
produced and destroyed P And to all this WtJ would offer 
the same answer as before ( V t1rlika, P. 370, L. -:L, et. '"q). 

Bl,ll,ya on Su. (23). 

[P. 188, L. l l to P. 139, L. ,]. 

[In answer to tbs Opponent's argument in the preceding 
81111"", the Si<!tJl1ih1tfo asks]-Is this • moving up of the 
Iron' (thu.t yon have put forward) without any cause P Or is it 
due to a definito causer Without a. cause 

IT OANNO'r Bl!l, BEl'AUSl!l 'J'llfiJH.E IH NII SUCII ACTION IN ANY 

OTHER THING (EXCEPT fa >N, AND TIJ.\T TOO IN THB PilOX• 

nIITY or NO OTO:lm THIN(] RXOP:P'l' M,lGNETS)-(Su. 23). 

If, in the case cited, tbe moving up of the Iron ,vere 
without any cause (entirely fortuito11s) 1 then it wo11ld be 
possible for stone and other t.hings also to move up to t~te 
Magnet, and tbere would be no ground for any such res■ 
triction (as that Iron alone, ancl no other s11bstance, 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 e.ver 
perceives any such cause P (All that is perceived i~ that 
the Iron moves up to the Magnet], As a matt.er of f11,ct, 
the sole indicative of tha c1mse of an action is the action 
itself, and (consequently) any limitations in the Aotio11 
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 limitati,Jn in 

• \Vlult i■ the ca,ase of the anoviag up of the lro11 to the 1hgnot placed near 
it i■ itl oontaot with the i111peroeptible rays of light emanating from the 
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the Effect,-tl1:.t tho moving appears only in Irou, an<l 
not in other s11b11tancee,-we infet' that tlu,re must be, o.nd 
this restriction must be due to, some corresponding limita­
tion in the cause of the Motion J. Now in the cnse of t.hs 
cl1ild also tlro Rc~ion (of moTing thi, mouth &c.) is found 
to be rt1str-ic1.ed tin the sense that 1100h actions appear in 
the child only, and .thaJ; nlso 011.ly wheu near its mother, 
and so fortl1); (all parties being agreed a~ to thi~ aetion 
of the child being due to the desire for mothor's milk], 
the only cause that can be indicated by the child's desire 
for tl1e mothi-r's milk consists in the 'eo,ntmuity of remem­
brance d11e to repeated feeding. in the past, '-Rnd ,ho 
instance cited by the Opponent {thBt of the m'>ving of tho 
lrou to tll8· Magnet} cannot point to ony other eauso. • And 
no effect can appear unless. its 0ause is present. F11rtlwr. 
the instance t cited by the Opponent cannot set as-Ide what 
is actually perceived (by nit sentient beirrg:3) to be the cau:30 of 
t.he said desire [ e g., everyone pe1·ceives in bis own case that 
when he sees sugar, hi.t desire for it is due to his remernberiug 
its swe('tness tasted by him in the past.} Fl'Om all tl1is it i& 
clear that the citing of t.he instance of tbo 11·on 1:noviog to 
the Magnet is entirely futile. 

[Anothe,• e.1planRtion of the e,spressfon n1t]Jt1/ra pMr,,ri(­
fyabhiJvafi, in the Su-im is suggestedJ-1'/u, 11tooing of ths 
J,-011 alHo ia /~u11d t.J up11ear i,, Ute p1·011imilg of no otl,er thing ; 

_ . tlia~ is, the hon is never fotlild to move up 
llha: P. 139. to :Sto11e l nor does it move up to a mngnet 

far removed from itJ;-now, to wlint is this 
restric~ion due~ If it is dne to the limitations of its cause, 
and such limitutions in the cause a.re indicated by the limita-

Magnct. If thia were 11ot 110, and the moving were d11e to something i11 the natore 
af the Iron itself, then every bit of Jrorr in the world would be constantly moving 
tow•ds the l\fagnet that liew l11uicd 11111for the Se11,-Bh,ifgaclla11i,ra. 

• The printed' text with its wrong punotnation, is miuteiligibTe. The paRsaga 

1houlJ react thus- ll"'ii,EfM41N&lliilfill1tiQcc(ICl(ii,ql(tiftleEii«QiS+'"llt.nrw·~­
~ f which is to he construed as follows WCl(li,ql(ttwli'l_'Eit(clll!◄•~ 
•• ~t¥iwm• < ~ri fwi~ffi\} flsfqw• \riif < ~ w.h > 
II~ ( lqqj(f11( ~ ) I 

t The C&!e of the opening and cloaing of tl1• Lota, ctted under Sil, 20-say, 
l'IM 111'4,vacAan?f'U. 
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tions in the action (dne to that cause),•-tben, in the cose of 
the Child also, the de:1ire, appearing in regard to a restrict­
ed object (like the mother's milk, for inRtance), 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 else, 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 experi1,nce. 

Ya,filta on Su. 23. 
This Stl~ra is meant to show that the child', desfre (or the 

moving of the Iron) cannot b.3 entirt!ly fortuitous. 

Bl,n,ya on Sn. (2,1). 
[l'. 139, L. 4 to L. 11). 

Fol' the following reason also the Soul should be reg11rd­
ed as eternal. " WJ1y r " 

81<:0AUSltl PBBSONS PlmE FROM LONGINGS AltE NF.Vl:R 
FOUND ·ro DE DORN. t (,._(ilQ, 24). 
What is implied by the Si1~1·a is that onl11 p111-.1011a besei 

tuW, l,mginga are bo,-n.i As a matter of fact, when a per­
son is born, he is born as beset with longings; this 'longing ' 
conld 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 tha Soul, 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 lb11, read ◄f\,til(ccf.Nq: ~q1f.t4qfa1 ; ,vhich also 
give■ the same sense ; but tlte rea,ling of the printed text is clearer. 

t Vi■l.vaniifha, 1u1pecting this Sc\lra to be a mere repetition of what ha11 been 
■aid in Sil, 22, in connection with~the child's du11ir1 for milk, offers the following H• 

planation.-In the former Siltra the child'i desire was put fonvard ns brought about 
by the remembMi11g of the milk having been found, in.the previou1 life, to be the 
means of a desireJ end ; while what is put fof\vard in the present S11\ ra is the .f11ct 
of the eaid desire being due to I attachment,' a condition tbat is applicable, not only 
to human beings, but to all kind■ of animal,. 

l The B111,fYachandra rightly remarks that thia implication ia doe to the h·o 
negative■ in the 8!\lr1-Penoo1 u,iflaouC allacl1me11l11 are no, 6c.ni ; wliieb meana 
that per1on11 that «N born are only tbo1e in whom attachment i, pra,nl, But 
it become, over-refined when it goe■ on to explain the 11imple expression I arflalff 
clpa~yaf•' to me11u ' arfla4palf y4 anuml,af i,' 
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the connecting link between his two lives; there are si,nilar 
links between his previous life and bis life precPdina that, 
aod between that and a life preceding that, and 0 so on 
and on (to in6.nit,y) ;-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 I beginningles~ series of at.ta.chments -and consequent 
bodies) it follows that tha Soul is eternal. 

"P',1r/ika OD Sn. ~4. 
[ P. 372, L. 6 to L. 18J. 

The l:loul must be t-ternal1 lJeca,;se pertfln&B free J,-om 
longing, ar8 never fo1md t-1 lJ11 born-says the Sutra., At the 
moment that a perdon is born, he is not found to be born 
without longings ; and because persons free from longings 
are not born, it follows that thuy are born beset with attach­
ments. What is meant by I birth' we have ah-eady e.xplained. 

11 What follows from the fact put forward in tha Sii~ra ?'' 
Longing is brought about by the recalling of previously 

experienced things; and no 'longing' is possible unless the 
Sense-organs are capable of app1·eh1.rnding their objects; a.ud 
no • recalling of things previously experienced' is possible 
without remembrance. 

Bl,lls11a on Sn. 25. 
[P. 139; L. 11 to L. 14]. 

['l'he Opponent asks]-'' How do you know tha.t the 
•~ Longing of the new-born child arises from tbe recalliog 
11 of previously experienced things, and not 

11 THA.T IT IS PBODUOBD IN THE SAMB MA.5NEB 

11 AS SUBll-rANOKS AND THBIB QUALITIBS P" ,sn . .25). 
u In the cl\Se of ordinary substances that are capable of 

•• being produced, their qualities are found to be produced 
11 by certain causes (in the shape of fire-contact and the 
11 like),-in the same manner, in the case of the 8oul, wl,ich 
•• i, capable of lJeing prurluoed, its quality in the form of 
., Longing may be produced by certain causes (in the shape of 
"Time and Place &c.)".• 

• Viabvaoitha e:a:plain, tbi1 Batra 10mewbat differently: 1 Ju•t "an ordinary 
■abatance, like the Jar, i1 produced along with certain qualitiea ; 10 is the Soul al10 
l:orn, a■ alol'lg with the quality of attachment. ' 
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The assertion put forward (in the present SQ~ra) ia 0011 
a repetition of what has already been said before. 

Yar(ilca on Sii. 25. 
[P. 373. LI. 1-2.] 

This Su~ra is meant to show that the facts adduced by 
the Sicjcjhantin do not necessarily prove the desired conclu• 
aion. 

'!'bis contention however has DO fot·ce ; as the answer 
to it has already been given. 

Sntra l26). 
[...:fnswt11·]-lr IS NOT soi BECAUSE LONOINO (ANO 

A.VERSION) ARE .lJUE TO ANTICIPATION. {Sil. 26). 
Bha1ya OD Su. (26). 

[.P. 140, L 2 to L. lll]-
The Soul's longing cannot be said to be produced in the 

same manner as Substances and their Qualities.-" Why P"­
BecauBR .Atr.aehment and ..doersion are 1ue to 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 pnin] ;-this 'anticipation• arises 
from the recalling to Mind of previously experitmced objects; 
-and from this fact it is inferred that in the case of the new­
born child aleo, the Longing must arise from the recalling to 
Mind of the previously expct·ienced object t On the other 
liand1 for ;tpersons who hold the view that the Soni is produced 
(or brought into existence ane,v1 at each birth), the appearance 
of Longing mnst be explained as proceeding frorn a cause 

• The argument here urged ia the 1ame as that urged in Sufra 22 ; there the 
argument waa baaed upou tho instance of tbe Iron and Magnet ; aml in the pre■eol 
Sdtra, it ia baaed upon the e:rample of such ordinary thinga aa the Jar and the 
like. 

• What the Bhitya meana by this remark ia that the answer to thi1 argument 
i, alao the 11me aa that ot!11red to SG. 22 '-fa fpar,a. 

t The child recall, to JDind the fact that the mother.', milk w111 a 1ource ol 
pleaeure ; and hence bi■ longing for it, 

i In plm of \diNl(I~~ read iii~INl\~llmlii◄i•\, wbioh le the 
reading of the two Puri 1111 i and al10 of th• BA41,acA11"'N1 wbioh ezplain1 &he word 
ISij~I --•«l'l"J: fmr(N~d. 
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o~her than the~· s&id • antioipatio11' [as no such anticipation 
from past experience is possi!Jle nuder this theory] ;-j 11st 
as the coming into existence of substances and their qualities 
[which is due to cauKes other than.• anticipation']. As a 
matter of fact however, it is not yet proved that the Soni is 
actually produced ;• D01' do we find any ot.J1er cause for' Long• 
ing,' than the said ' anticipa.tion.' 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 i11to 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-Dtimerit.' But even so 
(under this theory alsp)the Soul's connection with a previous 
body cannot be denied. For the said 'Unseen Force' (of 
•Merit-Demerit') could have nccrued to the Soni only during 
its connection with a. previous body, not during its present 
life. t As a matter of fact however, ;J: it is ,vell known that 
Longit,g p,·oc11ed1 from compl11te abdorption in. the tliing; and 
this I absorption ' is no other than the r11p1!11te<l. ezperiP.ticing 
of tl&s abject, which )Hads to the convict.ion or anticipation 
(that such and suoh a tbing is the S•lurc\3 of plan.sure). What 
particular kind of Longings will appear in a now-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 • Ka.rma.' 
(good or bad acts of the past); and the personality comes 

• The printed tut wrongly put■ a ■top afte1 111tihNt(: 

f Ac in tb1 pn■Ht life the n1w-bori'1 pe111on baa dona no acts that coulil bring 
to him .{>T&canRII or A.41&ar,111•. 

t Tb1 author cite■ here a popular 11yi11g.-BTallfyaclia111lr1J. 

§ Thie bas been added in view of the following objection :-" If the Lo11giug1 
in the new-born child are the reeult of the remembrance of past experienoea, then tbi■ 
would mRn ·that, even in a oaH where a Soul, that occupied a humau body in it■ 
put life, happen■ to be born in 111 elephant'• body, the de1ire1 of thi1 elephant oub 
would be for 1ach tliing■ 11 are aoagbt after by hu111a11 being,." The aaawer to 
thi■ i■ &hat th• character of the child'■ longinl{I depend upon that of the bod7 
occupied b7 bim at the time; and the longi11g1 in tbe elephant cub wi>ald be tbOH in 
aeaordance with the e:a:perieocee gone through by that Soul in some remote previou■ 

life in an alepbant'■ body.-f4tpar)'11, 
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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.• 

l1'rom all tliis it is clear that it is not possible· for the said 
•Longing' to be du1:1 to any other cause, mi:cept 'anticipa­
tion.' 

'Pa,·t ilta on Su. 26. 

[P. H73 L. 4 to L. 'l, also P. 372, Ll.11-18].t 

'l'he Opponent's contention is not ri•ght ;_as Lo11ging aristM 
from ,mticipation. ' Anticipation ' stands bore for the wish 
that one entertains for previously oxperienced things. 

"'I'he Longing llll\J ba due to an Unseen Force.' If 
you mean by this t.hat-" Longing does not necessarily imply 
previon11 connection with a body, as it may be due entiroly 
to an Unseen Force,"-this can11ot be regarded as an effec}tivo 
answer ; it shows that yon havo not understood the meaning 
of the Sii~ra: the Sil~ra does not mean that connectiora with a 
11revio111t boilg is the only ea.use (of Longing); all that is meant 
is that the Soul's pr,-violls co1mectio11 lcith a bodg is provod 
{by the presence of Longing) ; and cortairily 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 ab11orptio11 in tl,e thing ft:. 
-says the BftiJrya. 'rhe Body comes to be known as the 

• The new-b,nn per1onalit7 is known &s' 111a11' or' elephant,' not ,because tbe 
Soulia man or elep1ianl, but becauae the Soul happens to bu e•1uirped with a l111niau 
or an elephantine bod7,. This meaning, in jiu, case of learue,I 1110111 iajigurali11e; 
while in the case of ignorant people, it ie a niieoooception-BftrJ1yac.\a114ru,_ 

The Viftika reads~ ~ffl which means that the Dody come■ 

to be known II the ' peraoo ' because it ■ervee the purpolld of the Soul. 

tThe matter appearing as LI. 11-18 011 P. 372 of lhe Bib. Ind. E,Iition clearly 
forms part of tbe explanation of &Ira• 26; though the lle11arc1 E,lition also puts 
them on.tier Sii. 25, as in the Bib. Ind. Bdition. \Va have however tbought it right to 
reatore them to their proper place; uuder Sii. 26. 

t A■ the 8i\llTia11Ci11 also will admit this. 'fhe operation of the Unseen Force 
i■ not in any way inconaietent with the \"iew tlmt the Soul had several bodies iA 
the paa&. 
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per,on, because it serves tho purposo of the Soul ; •-just as 
the reeds (bhat go to mako up the Mat, are called ' Mf.'t '). 

What has been said before in regard to the Soul being 
endowod with-a previous budy, previous experience, reme1n• 
brance a.ml anticipation t may bo b1·ought in here also. 

Sealion ( 6). 
Phe E:ract Nature of the Body. 

[Sn~ras 27-29H 
Bhu~ya on Sn. ~,. 

[P. UO, L. rn to P. 141, L. 6]. 

It has been explained that tho connection of the intelli• 
gent Soul with the Body is without beginning ; this Dody has 
its source in the acts done by the Personality, and becomes 
the recoptaclti§ of pleasure and pain. In regard to this Body, 
we proceed to examine whether, like tho Olfactory and other· 
organs, it is composed of a single substa.nco, or of several 
l!IUbstances. "Why should there be any douut on this 
point P" '!1he doubt arises from difference of opinion 11s 

•though the llha~ya iu all Mss. readH 6i(IC.:Ul'dl'-~i'(~, both crlitioua of tl1e 

Var\ika rend~ &c. 
t' Anticipation' indicates I romcmbrance,'-1 rcmembmnco' i11dic11tes 'previous 

experience,'-' previous P.xperieuce iiulicntes 'previous body.' 

t The Paris1iur!,r!,hi mentions ShrI•vas\a as rniaing the question why Ibis section 
does not form part of tho foregoing scction,-inasmuch ns this also explains the 
-tilference of the Soul from tho Borly. The answer given by the Parishu,j,!,hi is 
that it ia necessary to have the I dctaiil'II esamination ' of nerytbing that ha11 
been I mentioned ;' and since tho clistinction of the Sun! from tha Dody hns been 
already explained in the previous section, it now behoves us to examine in dctaii 
the exact nature of the Botly. The real motive for this procedure has been ex­
plained by the T4fpt1rya, which points out that when one knows the exact nature 
of the Body and its appurtcnancC11, he losee all regard for it, and benco acquires the 
aeceaary degree of dispa88ion1 which i11 necessary for Release. 

§The Body is the I receptacle ' of pleasure and pain only in the sense tha& 
they aerve the purpose of qualifying and differentiating it; it is the Soul tha\ is tho 
actual ' receptecle ' of pleasure. and pain ; a, a ' receptacle ' of a thing, in the 
proper sense of the term, muat be suoh aa forllUI its eubatratum, that in whioh the 
lbing 1ub1iat1 by inbereuce; (and not merely tho conlain,r,)-Bh4fgaclian,Jra. 
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well • (as from the prosenoe of di.verse properties) ; people 
have l1eld the Earth and other material substances to be the 
components of the Dody, in varying numbers; t and the 
question naturally arises-wliat is the real truth? (The 
answer is supplied by the next Sn/ra]-

TnE BoDY MOST BE REGARDED AS COMPOSED OF THE 

EARTII; lll\:CAUSE WE F[ND IN Ir TRl!I l'ECOLIAR QUALITY 

(m' EARTH).:t-(Sii. 27), 

'rhe hnman body must be regarded as composed of Eari,h ; 
-Why ?-hecliuse we Ji.rid in it tl&e peculiar quality of Earth, 
'l'he Earth is endowed with Odour, and so is also the Body; 
-and inasmuch as Water arid the othe1· material substance~ 
are odmu-less, if the Body were composed of thorn it would 
bo without odour. B1~t 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, 
&c.; hence the Body should bo regarded as being built up 

0 Both Puri manuscripts have a 'cha' here, and the Bhtlfyacl&a,i<!,ra remark& 
that this I cha,' ' also,' is meant to include the 'preeonce of diverse properties,' 
which is one of the principal sources of douht (1!id11--Sii. l. 1. 23). 

t Some philosophers regard the Body as r,omposcd of a Ringle material suh­
stance ; othe~11 of two, others again, of thr€e, others of four, aud others of five 
aubstances.-Bh4fyachanr!,1·a. 

i The Pariahu,f,,f,hi reads' fa,f,iyabishiifagu'}opal,.ibr/,l&e1},' which, not being fonn,I 
in any mannacript, we take as the paraphrase of the phra~o 'gu'}ii.11farropalabr/,hth.' 
This I peculiar qnality' of tho E;uth is ' Odour '-Hays I he Bhdfyach,mr!,ra, which 
ia in keeping with the Pari~huc;l~lhi ; it ir ouly O,lonr that forms the ' pecul'iar 
quality' of Earth. But Vifhvanatha would include all such qualities ae dark colour, 
aolidiCJ and 10 forth. · 

'l'he Pari,hu,f,,f,hi raiRea tho question-In reality the Body ia the recept• 
of the activities of the Soul ; and it is on the basis of this character tl111.t ita 
examination 1hould proceed ; what bearing bas the composition of the Body got 
on it, examination ? What does it matter wh1>ther the Body ie composed of Earth 
or of Water? The answer given is thal when it becomes ascertained that the 
Body i1 composed entirely of material eubstance~, it becomes compar;1tively easy 
to prove that intelligence cannot belong to it; fro:u which it woulil follow ,lult 
-(11) It is tho receptacle of the activities of which the contact of the existing 
Soul is the non-constituent cause,-{b) that it i, the 111betratun1 ,if the Senae­
organs, the developments whereof are due to ~e developments af the Body 
under the influence of food and drink,-and (cl that it forms the receptacle of 
the experience& of the Soul related to the Body. 
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by the mixture of all the five material snbstauces; 'l'ho 8iltm 
does not deny the mutual coutact or mixture (in the Docly) 
of the five substances.• 

Bodies r,omposC<l of Wat.er, Firo an<l 1\ir are founr1 in 
other regions; t and in theso also t,ho preaence (by contact,) 
of the several material enb~tances is in accordance with tho 
character of the experionces to bo nndorgone by the person• 
ality ensonling n particnlm· boily. In the case of all such 
ordinary thingA as the Dish and the like, it is found without 
the least doubt, that they nre not built np \Vithont tho con­
tact of Water and othe1· substances.: 

Par(ilm on SO. 2_7. 

[P. 373, L. 8 to L, JfJ]. 

'l'he 80111 luiving bei,n described, it i11 now thn turn of th0 
Uody, which tho Sutra now proceuds to c:rnmiue; or (as tho 
11/tiil!!I" say8) the Botly is next exBmined, be.cnuso the connec• 
tion of tho Soul with tho Body is without boginning; and when 

the Dody hns been examined, the troatment of the Soul will 
be completed. What ha~ got to bo examinml in regard to 
----------·----------------------

0 'fhe Si\l\lluin!a s11yH that tho Rody is m1111pose.l of, coustitntcd by, tho Earth 
only ; the Earth nl,rne forms it1 component cause ; thongh the presence, by 
coutnct, o[ the other four subst11m,-e1 alPo is necessary i11 its formation ; b11t 
this does not make tlicse four the c11111titue1II c11u-, of the Bocly. 'l'hc Jar has 
for its component cam,e, only the Cluy ; 111111 yet the presence of water iii ncccs­

~ary. 'l'h" Dh,i!!lt1Cha111Jra tnkett the ltmn • bl11l(a111111yf>1Ja' as a I k,1rmacJ,l1arau,1' 
compomul, mca11ing ' well-recog11i,ed pre1e11ce; the meuning bei11g-1 the mere 1•rc­
senco l,y cr.ntnct of tl1e other four, which (contact) i'I duly re,:og11isecZ (bhu!a), 
ci\nnot be uenied '-\be Bh,lfy11cl10.11Jro. e~i1\ai11ing 'ni,i1}1)hn~' as '11iljli1}1}\111m 

~\1\\\,s\\'l}: 

\ 'rhe oqueou1 body is founJ in l\1e regions nf V nrut}I\ ; the fiery \,oily in 
the region~ of the Sun, l\lld the aerial bo,ly in the regions of Viyn. Ak4,ha doee 
\lot fonn tho component of any body ; hence thcro is 110 lk4,1aic or etltere11I 
bu,ly,-1\CCllrlling lo the Nyay11. 

t The Bl11JiuiJc/1a11ira, al.,ng with nearly all 111nn11scripl11, rends ni~10111,Aaya~: 
hnt 11i~411mshay,1, nppenra to he the right rea,ling. 'l'hc only wny of con1trning &he 
f,mn '11i~sa111.,hayt1~' ia to take it, ns tho Dl14fyachan,}r11 d0et1, along with 
• /,liiifa1,1myng,1{,' of the precc,Jiug ecnt~n~e ; othenvieo (if we do no& read 
t1ili1nm,,l,11a114!, aml tnko it ns qualifying '11iu,af!i~ '), the only form that could 
be 111lmi1ted wonM be 11ih1amalwyam, 
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tha Body is-whetlter like the Olfactory and otlier organ,, 
it is compoRetl. of a single sulJstance, or n/ Bi''IJtral 1ub1tance1; 
there is doubt 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-U,e human 
/)()rly is co-mpoard of l!J,,rth. 

'' Why docs the Bha1y,, add the qnalif ying tor~ 'liu­
man' P" . 

Since thi, Bodi('ld in othor regions are not made of En.rth, 
it is only ricJ1t that tho qnalificntion should be added. 

[The human body should he regarded as composed of 
Earth] because it has Odom·,-like the Atom (of Earth). In 
the case of the Atom we find ·that having Odour, it is of one 
uniform natme ; a~d findiug that the Body also has Odour, 
we infer that the Body also should be of one uniform oaturfl, 
of one kind, (i.e., composed of a single substance). As a 
matter of f uct the 11udJI could 11ot form tl,e ,·er.eptacls ,if the 
Sorit's activities if it we,·e built up of lltA Ea,·tl, only, witltorit 
being miJ:ed with water, ~c.; and this moro mixture of several 
substances is not denied by us. 

So{,-a 28 (A, B, C.). 

(A)--" T1rn UooY 1s MADB UP or EAnrn, WA·r1m 

ANO J!'rn.F.1 BEOAUSE WE FIND JN IT 'l'RE DIS'l'INOTIVE 

QUiiLl'fJES OF 'l'IIJSE, f i.e., ODOUR, VISCIDl'l'Y AND Hsu].'' 

(B)-" IT IS MADE UP OF FOUll SUBSTANCl(S (EAi,nr, 

WATER, FrnB AND Arn), DEOAUSE WE FIND IN IT IN•DllEA'l'U­

JNG AND OUT-BREATHING (IN ADDI'i'JON '.l'O TIIE .A}'ORISAID 

QUALITIES OF EAR1'R, &c.).'' 

(0)-" IT JS IIADB VP FIVE SUDSTANCES1 EARTII, 

WATER, Fme, Am AND AKlSHA, DECAUSB WE FINL JN 1·r 

ODOUR (oF EARTH) OU.IIIDITY (oF \VATER), HEAT (oF FIBi}, 
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BREATHING (oa ClRCUi,ATJON OF TH~ JUICES) (or AIR) AND 

CAVITIES (OF AK.ISIIA), "• 

Blia1ya on Sutra 2H (A, B and C). 
[P. Ml, L. 8 to L. 12]. 

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

Question :-In what way are they inconclusive?" 

A.11swer :-As a ma.Uor of fact, the presence of tlie 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 more pre&ence by 
contact of these substances in any object is possible-(a) 
when tho.se suhst:i.nco,1 form the constituents of that object, 
and also (b) when they <lo not form the constituents, anti 
are only present in it by contact; which presence is not 
denied (by any p:i.rty) ;-for o.mmpll-1 in the case of the 
Dish we find that Water, Air, Fire and .Aka~ha are all present 
by contc1.ct l even though the dish is composed of Earth only, 
and not of these four]. [1'hns it being found that the 
mere fact of the qualities of :i. cert:i.in material substanco 
being found in the Body does not necessarily prove that 
the Body is actually compo~od of that substa.nce,-tho 
re:i.sons pnt forw;Ll'U in the th1·00 sn~ra~ mnst be r~gar<leu 
as inaonclw,ine1, 

If tho hnma11 body wcro compos·cd of several substances, 
then, by reason of tho pl:lculiar chara.clor of its (multipln) 
constitution, it wonhl be without..odour, without taste, with­
out colour and without tonch.t As a matter of fact however, 
the Body is not so (without Odour &c.). Hence the conclus­
ion is that it sho11ld be rrgardetl as compose1l 11/ Eartli, 
bl'!caw:e ttM fittd in it tlte pP.c11liar quality of ffla,·tl,. 

0 All thmic three are S-i!ra1. Thay aroJ fonn,I iu the Nv,iya,,,ehi'}iban,llia, 
and nlso in the Pnri Sl\ra manuscript. Visba11<'1tha aml the Bh,lfyachan,lra hoth 
explain them as propounding the dilforent opinions in regard to the composition 
of the human ho<ly. The edition oE the pl'inte,l lcitt hns been misle,l by the fnct that 
thcso opinions have not beeu refute,! by the Sil\rn, But this omi~sion ha■ been 
ealiHfactorily explained by the JJhtlfga, which a11y1 that tho Author o! the Siitra 
hllB takeu no notice of the,e viow,, becau~e thd rea1on1 put forward by thorn are 
of doubtful validity. 

t This has b11en expl!iine<l iu detail by the V4rlika; see below. 
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P'arlika on Sil~ra (281 A, Band C). 

[P. i731 L. 19 to P. 375, L. 3]. 

1177 

What has been said above disposes of the three viows 
that-(A) 11 the body is ma.do up of Eat·th, Wator and Fire,,. 

Var. l'. a74. (B) "it, is made up of Earth, Water, Fire and 
Air, 11 and (C) 11 it is made up of Earth, Water, 

Fire, Air and .A.kii,d1a ; "-because as a matter of fact, 
tho qualititis porceivl3d are those of substances that are 
simply present in the Body by contact. 

If the hum m bodu were cornpo.~ed of Btveral aubstances, 
then by reaaon of the peculiar cl,aracler of its constitution, 
it would be witlwr,t odour, without ttJ.ste, witho1tt colour and 
wit!ioitt tm,ch,-saya the Bltafya (P. 141, Ll. 10-12). 

The oxpla.nation of this pas:i:1.ge is as follO\vs :-!n 
object compo8ed of ffi,,rth an•i Water would be without 
odour, becausu the odour subsisting in tho single constituent 
atom could not produce odour in the product.• Similarly 
an object composed of Earth and Fire would be without 
odour and without taste; becanss the odonr and tast9 of 
the single component atould could not bB productive of any• 
thing ;-a.n object composed of Ei\rth and Air would ho with­
out odour, taste and colour; because Air is odourless ;~an 
object composed of Eart,h and .lkasha. would bo without 
odour, taste, colour and touch ; because A.kasha. 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 be odourless and tasteless ;-that composed 

• The f4fparya ■applies the following expl1illation :-Iu tho first place no 
1iogle Diad (Bi-atom) could be produced out of one Earth-atom 1111d one Water­
atoru ; aod even if such a Diad could be produced, it could not llc endowed with 
odour ; because in the Diad there would be a single odourous atom, that of Earth, 
and a ■iogle atom caooot produce any effect ;-aod the Diad being odourless, all 
11ubeequeot products would be devoid of odour, 
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of ,v ate1· and Air woultl ho odourless, tasteless a11d colour­
less ;-that composed of \V a.ter an,l Ak;zs/,a would be otlour­
loss, tasteless, colonrless and touchless ;-that composed of 
Fire and Air would ho odourless, tasteless and colourless ; -
that composed of Fire and ..lkaal&a would be odourless, taste­
less, cnlo11rless and t()nchless ;-similarly also that <iomposed 
of Air and Akii,h.a; as al:m that composed of Earth, Wat<ir 
and ll'iro,-of E,irth, Water and Air,-of Earth, Water and 
.J.kas/1,, ;-that comµosed of lllarLh, Air and Fire would be 
odourless and tasteless ; so also tha.t camposed of Ea.1·th, 
Air a.ml 1.kaslta ;-that composed of E ,rth, Air and &kasl,,,,. 
would be mlourless, tasteless and colourless ;-that composed 
of E,,rth, Alr and J.kll.sl,a wouhl be odourless and tw~teles9 ; 
so al,m tha.t composed of W J.t,er, Fire and .dk11sl,,, ;-that 
oJmpoied of \Vater, Air and A. kasl,a would be oJourless, 
tastel"'ss and colourless ;-so also that composed of Fire, Air 
aud A.l,c1.11/,11,; that composed of E,,rth, Water, 'Fire, and Air 
would be odourless ; so also that composed of Earth, Water, 
tire and ,dl,,ash,,, aud that composed of Earth, Water and 
A.1'a11lta ;-that co1npoi1tld of lllMth, Air, Fire and .Likilsha 
would bo odourles~ and colourles:\;-30 also that composed 
of Water, Air, Fire and A.l.i.Z11l,a ;-that composed of Karth, 
Water, Fire and Air would be odourless; fo1• the simple 
reason that the quality of a.ny single constituent is incap­
able of producing any effect. 

If any singld component (atom) wore the productive 
cause of anything, tho11 there would be either constant 
proJuction, or. constant non-production,-and the product 
woultl be etemal; as we have already explained above.• 

• A single atom being by itself suffidcut to produce ita effect, 1md it being 

ctcrn11I, it wo1dJ go on, without ceasing, producing its elfect; [or if it wore nor 
active, then the lllfect would never be produced] ;-nod the destruction of an 
effect can be brought ubout either by the clestructioo of the cm1btitueot eauBC, or 

by the disruption of its scvea·al compooents ; and iu the event of a single atom 
being the cause, nc;ther of these contiugenoies would lie po88ible ; being eternal, it 
cannot be ,leatroyod ; and bcing:single, tl11,ro can be no disruption of ci>mpouents ; so 
that 1he product would be inJcetructilile, ctcroal.-faJparga. 
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8Dfra (29). 
Ar.so BBC.\IJSB OF TIIB AUTIIORITT or SORIPTUBB. 

(Sn. 29.) 
BliilfY" on Sn. (29). 

[P. Ul, L. H to P. U2, L. ~.] 
In the ma11fr,,•-• May thy Eye ~o to the Sun' (1/,igvl<J", 

10-lri-3), we findtr,he words-•M,y thy body go to the 
Earth'; and wba.t is referred to here is the absorption of 
the product (tl1e Hotly) into its con11tituent element. Again, 
we find another ne1111/rt1 (recited in the cotu•se or the l'ites 
of consecra.tio11 performed in connection with child-concep• 
tion) beginning with the w,>rds-' I cre"te thy Eye out of 
the Snn '-and going on to say-• I create thy Body out 
of the E 1rth' (Sit ,.,,1pa,1&a-8r,1h.ma1JtJ, 1 l-~--C-6); and what is 
referred to is only the productio 1 of the produot ( Body) ont of 
its constituent element. In the ca!le of the Dish and suclt 
other thing~, we find that one prodnct 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 senral 
heterogeneous constituents. 

Ya,·/ika on Sn. (29). 

[P. 375, L.:, to L. 12.] 
.A.1,o 6,c,u.s, of 11,,, a.sthoritg of ,criplr.&re-says the 

Su~ra. At the end of the mantra-• I create thy Eyo out 
of the Su11,'-we find tl1e \fords-' I create thy Body out; 
of the Karth'; and what iii meant by this 'oreatio-o' 
is the production of the Effect from its cause; the meauing 
being that the Sun is the constituent cause of the Eye and 
the Earth is the constituent cause of the Body. Siinilarly 
at the time of the after.death rite, the ,nanlra recited 
is-• may thy Eye go to the S11n1 ............ may thy Body 
go to the Earth'; and the meaning of this man~ra, also is 
that everything becomes absorbed into that out which it 
was prod11oed; that ia, the Product becomes absorbed in its 
constituent cause. What is meant by • absorption ' here 

•Thil auantra ii Reitecl OYtr the dead llody, ia co11re1 of it■ consecration 

b7 llre. 
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is that the oanse is reduced to a condition wherein the pro­
duct has ceased to e:1ist,-nnd not th11t the product merges 
into the Cause; so that the theory referred to (io the ma.n~ras 
quoted) is that before it is prodooed the Prodnoe is noo­
existent, and that having come into existence, it is des­
troyed. (And they do not snpport the S5rikhya view that 
even before it comes into existence the ProJuct bas e.1i&te:I 
in a latent form, &c. &o.] 

.Section (7). 
[Sntras S0-60). 

The 8A1e-orgt11&8 and their Material Oh,iracler. 
Bhllfga on SQ. (:lO). 

In accordance wit.h the order in which tire ' Objects of 
Oognition' have beeo "'"ntioraed, it is now the turn of the 
8etise-organs to be e.1amin11,I; and in reg.trd to the Sense-or• 
gans we are going to consider whether they are the modifica• 
tions of Primordial Matter (n.il held by the Sinkhyas), or they 
are made up of elemental substances ~ Earth &c.)• 

11 Whence does this doubt arise P 1 

[We have the answer in the following Sii~ra]­
Siilra (SO). 

THIS DOUB? ARISIS l'BOM THII Ji'AO'l' THAT TBHB 18 

PBBOBPtION {WITII TBB En) \YURN THI PUPH, JS TBBBB, 

AND TBEBII IS PHOBPrlON ALSO WHBN TBHB 19 1'0 OOMTA0'l' 

WITB TBB PUPIL. (Sil. 30,) 

• It i■ iutereatiog to note that whil11 the Bhrlfya con&new the dieoul9ion between 
the Sinkhya anti the Naiyiyika, the fatp,arya bring■ io b11re tnoontronr17 betweea 
the Naiyiyika ·a11d the Baull/,,1 who hold• that tba. orgao ia nothing apart from 
the outer phyaical body; i.e., the Vi1nal-organ conti■ta oo1y of the Pupil, and not of 
a LnminoDB Sllbata11oe undurlyiog lhe Pupil, a, the Naiyiika bold■, The 'fOlparya also 
add■ that accordiugtotheSliikhya aleo, the Senae-organ ia not nactly a 'modiBoatioo 
of Primordial Matter' itself ; bot it ia the direct prodnot of. • AltaAHna,' • Egoity ,' 
which ie the produot of Bn,J\fhi, which i, the direct product of Primordial Matter, 
Bven ao, lnumach u Primordial Matter ie the root-oalJ88 of all maoifnted tbinge, ii 
11 quite right to aay that according to the l!iilllbya, the 8enee-organ1 are 1 '1lodl8ca• 
tla111 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 orga.n made up 
of elemental substances, remains intact, and there is no per­
ception when the Pupil is dest.royed [ which would indicate 
that the Visual-organ consists of the Pupil only, which is 
made up of elemental substances]; while on the other hand, 
it is also found that when an object is befora 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 Senso­
organs cannot.operate effectively without getting at, coming 
into direct contact with, the object perceived; and in realit.y 
this latter fact (of an object being seen without coming int,o 
cont.ant with the Pupil) can be explained only on the basis of 
the theory th11,t the Orgirn is not ma.de up of elemental soh­
Rtances and is all-pervading in its character [and it does not 
consist of the Pupil).• So that both characters being found 
to boloilg to the Organ, the aforesaid doubt a.rises. 

P'ilr/ika on Sil. (30). 

[P. 370, L. lo to P. R76, L. 10]. 
I,a accordance toitk the order Je.-sa.ys the Bha, ga. The 

question at issue is--whether the Sense-orgn,ns are modifica­
tions of Primordial Matter,-i.e., products of .A.l&ankilra,­
or they are made of elemental substances. The Sii~ra serves 
the purpose of explaining the cause that gives rise to this doubt. 
The Pupil is made up of elemental substances, and it is fo~nd 
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 ;-11ow this character of bringing about the perception of 

• The orgcua can he all-pervading in charac1er only if it be the pr0<luct of 
.dla11tihlra, vthich heiHg all-pervading in ita character, its products are also such, and 
hence unhnpeded by anything, can come into contact with anything and everything; 
10 that even though tl1e ohject ia uot in physical contact with tho phydi.:al Eye-pnpil, 
it would not matter ; as tho Vi111al-organ, b8ing all-pervading in it■ character, 
would be in contact with it all the ume; and hence relidcr it perceptible, If, on 
the otl11r hand, th8 Vi•ual-organ wore m11do up of Ele111entlll Sub1tancee, it could not 
get at t11iug11 bebind any phy11ioal obetructiou whatsoever, even in the ahape of 
transparent thinga.-frl fp11r,a. 
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things without actnal contact can belong to only snch an 
orga.11 as is not made up of elt,mental substances. 'l'lms t.hen 

Var. P. 376. 
both charact"?rs being fonnd iu l'egai·d to the 
Visual-organ, there arises a doubt. 

['l'he Bo.uijcjhs view is as follows J-11 The Visnal-orgn.n 
'' cousists in the Pupil; as it is only when this phy11ioal pupil 
u is there that there is perception of Colour; that is, as a 
•• matter of fact, there is peroept.ion of Colour ouly when ti,o 
" Pupil is there, and there is no peroeption of Colour in the 
11 absence of the Pupil ; and as a rule a phenomenon mnst be 
'' attributed to (be regarded as belonging to) · that in whose 
•• presence it comes about a.111.l iu ..,hose absence it does not 
•• l'Ome about; as we find in the cnso or Colour and othe1· 
•• prC1pe1·tit>s l>t·ing attri".>uted lo only such substances ns are 
11 products." 

'rI,is Tiew is not 1·igl,t; as tl1e premiss upon wl1ich it i11 
based is invulidated by such instances as those of the Lamp 
anu the liko ; tl1at is to say, it is found that the perception 
of Colour comes ubout wlaen the Lamp is there,-and yet 
this perception is not attributed t11 the Lamp ; so that the 
general premiss stntad (by the Bau,J.J,ha) i:t invalitlatetl. 
Further, for one who boltfa the vie,v th!lli the Viiu-.1-org,m 
organ consists only of the Pupil, there should be eqnal 
perception of near as well as remote things; that is to say, 
the Pupil never gets at (comes into direct contaot with) the 
tl1ings perceived,-aud inasmuch as this abiena, of cor&tdcC 

could he equally present in the same dl:'grPe in lhe case of 
both nea1· and ramota things, the percept.ion of both should 
be of the same kind and degre.e. 11 But there would be 
difference duo to perceptil,ility." If yon mean by this that 
-''while the near objt-ct is perceptible by the l,npil, the 
remote object is not so, and hence there would be a diffor­
ence in the perct-ptiou of tlie two things,"-tbi11 ia not 
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riglit; ns it bas been already refutod before, under the Sn~ra 
(1, 1, 4) embod1ing the defiuition of Sense perception. 

Bl,a,1111 on so. (31 ). 
[P. U2, L. 8 to L. 13.] 

[In refutation of t11e above-mentioned BanJ«Jha-thE'ory tl1at 
tlu:i Visunl Organ consists in llut Pupil onlJ ], the Sii1iL·}1gt1 
asst't·ts as follows :-

,, 'l'lu, Sense-organs are not made up of Elemental Sub­
stances;-" Why r-

Br.:c.,u8Jt: 'IHEU IS PEICCEl"J'JON OP LAROE AND tl)itAJ,I, 

TlllSGs,"-(Sii. 11). 

"'l.1he ter·m ' large' includoi also the larger and the l,n·g• 
'' f.81; and what is ruennt is that as a matter of fact, all things 
"of various dt"grees of muguit.nde are perceived; e.g., the 
11 (lurgt1) Banynn b-t'f', as also the (large,·) mountain, and so 
"forth ;-similarly the term 'small' includes also the s,n,il/er 
'' and the sm,,,lle,t ; and tl1e meaning is that as a matter of 
"fact things of various degrees of sm11ll11e~s are perceived; 
'' such as the Banyau-set.-d and so forth. '1'}1i11 fact of both 
" kiud:1 of things being perceived sett1 ttside the possibilit.y of 
11 t.he Sense-organs being made np ol Elemental Substances; 
" as n matter of facL, that which is m11,de up of Elemental 
·• Snbstances can pervade over \BtHI operate upon) only such 
11 things us are of the same magnit ncJe as it:wlf; while that 
•• which is not so mnde up is nll-penading, and ns 1mch earn 
"opt•rate upon all thi11g15 (of all mugnitndes).''• 

Y,1rfilra on SD. (31). 
[l'. 376, L. 11 to P, 879, L. 1.J 

Others (the 8iinkhyas) have held the fol1owing theory:­
,, The S1Juse-org11ns are not m,,de up of Elemental Snbstan­
,, ces,--b1JCC11t18 there i11 p1Jrceptit>n of l1Jrge oncl ,m,,ll tl,ing, 

• The SJriklay• arg11111ent is thus ■tated hy Vish11anifl11, :-The Physical 
Eye-hall cannot btt the or;;an ,,f Yi1io11 ; !or if it were, than tt would mean that 
the organ is opernlive witbo11t getting at the Object ; whiuh i.■ open to objection. 
'l'hen, it might be htld that if the Eye-boll i■ not the organ, it iti ■omething tl.a 
1111do1 np of Elemental Sub.itances which i■ the org1m ;-but thi■ alto would not 
be right ; as tho or,tao of l'ision apprehends thing■ of lar~e a, well as small 

mai;11i1111l"a ; which would not be po11ible, if it were ma1le up of Elemental 

Sub1t1mce1. 
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er (Sil.J. The ter11& 1 large' inoladt11 cj-o. !Joa., saya the Bhil1ya. 
11 This fact of parcaption by tbe Viiua.l Organ seta aside the 
" view that the organ is made up of Ele1nental S11bsta.noes ; 
11 for a thing ma.de up of Elemental Substances can operate 
11 upon only such things as are of the same magnitt1de as itself; 
" while what is not m:1.de up of Elemellta.l S11bsta.nces is all• 
' 1 pervading, and is connected with all things." 

(The Pilr/ika. offera the following criticisms aga.inst the 
8iilkl&ya view and the argument urged in its support, in the 
Sii~ra, 31.]-

The argument put forward cannot be accdpted, as what 
h,,s baen urged is found also in the case of snob things as the 
La.rnp and the liko, which a.re (admittedly) made up of Ele• 
mental Substanctis; the Lamp and several other thin,gi, 
which a.re made np Elemental Substances, are found to illnrni• 
nate {render cognisa.ble) 1 large and small things'; so that the 
premiss (pnt forwa1·d by the 8dnMya, that ' what brings 
about the perception of large a.nil small things cannot be 
made np of Elemental Sub3tances) cannot be trne. If the 
fact of the Lamp, &c.,,being so illuminative be not admitted 
(by the Sanlclty,,), then, in that case, inasmuch as the Visual 
organ wonhl be the only thing to which the character of rander­
ing perceptible large a.nd small things would belong (accord­
ing to the Sa,ikl&yo.), the premiss put forward would be f11ll11,0 

oious, as being too spt?aiji :,-the said character being one 
that is precl11dt:ld from both kind• of tbings-t.bo~e made up 
of Element.al Substance~ and t.hoJe not so ma.de up.• " But 
Cognition is actually found to be such a thing III is illa11iina­
eiot1 of l,1rge antl small thing,, and it is noC mGd" "P of Ele-

• If the aaid character bclonge to the Vidual organ ouly, then there can be 
no corroborative instance either way ; i.•, no other thiusc-eilhor made up of 
Elemental aubs\a111:es, or not 10 made up-coulJ be cited a11 poase1111i11g that 
character ; so that the Raid character of the Vis1111l or"ao coul,t n,,t pr1Jve either 
that it ia made up of Ele111e,1tal S:1IMtllQCH or that it ia not 1010111lll up. 
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mental Substances.'' Oertainly, no suoh thing is found; 
as a matter of faot, Cognition does not illumine Vir. P. 877. 
large and small things; Cognition is illumina• 

lioe itself, and not ill1'mit&alor; what Cognition does bring 
about are only the ideas of abandoning, acquiring or ignoring 
the thing th11t has been cogni!ed [and certainly these idea, 
are neither ' l11rge ' not • small ']. So that there is not a 
single thing whioh, being not made up Elemental Substances, 
is the ilh1mi11a.tor of large and small things • 

.. Bot there is the Mind." 

True ; but Mind is neiLher made up Elemental Substances, 
nor not so made up. 

The same nppliea to the Soul also, whioh 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 t.I.1e 
Sense-organs being made np of Elemental Substances and the 
Mind being not so made up, becomes. discarded.'' 

Certainly not ; For ' not made up Elemental Hubstances' is 
synonymous with' not of the nature of Elemental Substance'; 
what is meant by saying thafi ' Mind is not made up 
of Elemental Substances' is that Mind is not of the naiure 
of Elemental Substance i in reality the Mind is neither 'made 
up of Elecneutal Substances,' nor • not made up of Elemental 
Substances.' 11 This does not help you; for the same may 
be said in regard to the Sense-organs 1'1so ; that is to say, 
what is meant by the Sense-organs being called • not made 
up of Elemental S11bst11.nces ' is that they are • not of the 
nature of ElemeJtal Substance'." LOur answer to this is 
that) the person (i.e., the Sa,lkhya) who· regard, the Sense• 
organ as • not made up of Element.al Substances ' and as • all• 
pervading• should be asked the following question :-Why 
is there no perception of this hidden by obstructions P "What 
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ie tbe purport of this q 11estion ?" Well, ( what i:1 meant is 
· thllt) if the Sense-organ is all-pervading, the wall or any 

s11ch obstruotion can have no power of obstruct.iog it. 
••What is o~tructed is the PriUi (organic furictioning) of the 
Sense-organ." If you mean by this that,-" while it is true 
that the Sense-orgll.n itself is all-pervadfog, what is ob:1tr11cli• 
ed by the wall and such obstructions are the organic func• 
tionings which go forth from the Sense-organ when it is 
moveJ hy the causes that tend to accomplish the purpoite 
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' apa,·t from the s11id I functionings ' ; as a mat• 
ter of fact there no proof for the existence of any • St1nde• 
organ' apart from the ' functioning,' whiob is what brings 
abont the appreheo.sioo. of thingit; ao.d until there is sorn, 
proof for such a thing, it cannot be accepted. And, on the 
other hand, that, (i.e.1 the Sense-organ)' which is not oba­
tru.ct11 l (hy obstructions) and that (i.e., the functioning ') 
wliich i, ofJ3/.r,,r.t~,l cannot be one and the same; if they were 
the ~ame, then tl1ere would be no sense in Hyin~ tha.t " it is 
the sam1 •functioning' which goe3 forth (from the Sense• 
organ) and is ob~tructed.11 Farther, if both were the same, 
then (like the functioning) the Sense-orga.11 would be liable 
t3 produotion and de3truction ; i. •·• if the Sense-org1Ln 
be not something different from the functioning then, jast as 
there are production and destruction of the .Functioning so 
wonld there be of the Sense-organ also. "But of the 
Functioning, there i3 only rn~rai/eat,dinn, and not pro,l1.&aCiora." 

Vir, P. 378. 
If you mean by this th,t,-1• I do not admit 
that functioning is prod1.&osd, it is only mtJRi• 

/e1"8d. nor is it J.e,trogtjd, it only di,appe11ra,11-thi1 explana• 
t.ion cannot serve n.ny useful pnrpose; as it, is only a parti0t1• 
lar form of prod"cliora; i.e., • manife3tation ' is only a parti• 
cular kind of • produoUoo.' ''. How 10 P" For th~ 
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simple 1·e.1son thrlt tbe1·e is no 'manifestation ' of a thing 
uuloss some pecuJiarity is prod,1,ced in it. If you tbi11k that 
a thing can be m•&nif eded without any peculiarity being 
prod,,ced in it.-then s11ch ma11i/ e1t,:itior1 should be incessant 
(eternal), 'fhia sa.me remark applies to de1truotio11 also : 
for sa, kypothP-1Ji, when there is what you oall •disappearance', 
it is not that something that exisied has oeased to exist; 
Rnd unless some peculiarity of the thing has ceaBe!l. it cannot 
cease to he peMeivetl. 1l'hen again, for one who regards 
all things aa uternal, it is not right that thero shonlc.l be per­
ception and non-perception i for unless there is produc/io,, of 
some pee11liarity (ir1 it) thet'l" can be no perception or it; a 
thing (not percept,ible before) ; nor ca.n there he non-percept.ion 
of the ,hing (hefore perceptible) unless there is tl11st,·nctio11 
of some peculiarity of it. 

'l'hen ngain1 for one who regM·ds the Sense-m·gan as eter­
nal 1111d nll-pervading, the na.me • ca\'1.se' would be meaning• 
less: As a matter of fact, whe11 one thing comes into exis• 
teuce after a.notlter, the fatter is CI\Ued t-he ' Cause;' if 
both t-he Cause and the Fffect be eternal (a.s they m11st be for 
one who regard11 all things as eternal), the11 ,vha.t wouhl 
'come into exist.enoe aft.er' wha.t P And both beirtg equally 
etl"rna.l, how c~nlJ there be any c.111 ➔al relation bet,reen 
the two? It behoves you also to explaio the meaning of 
the term, 'Kara/ea,' 'Agent.' "The Karaka or Agent is that 
which brings into existence." It is true that the J(iJraka is 
that w bich brings into existence ; but for one who rega.rds all 
thing• to be eternal there can be nothing that is brot1ght 
ioto existence ; aqd when there is nothing that can be brought 
into existence, we do not find any use for the Kr1raka.. " •r h., 
use of the K/Jrak,, lies in manifesting things." But what 
we ,have said above applies equally to t11ard/ eda.tio11 also: like 
thl'I manifeste,l thing, the ntsnift,talioH also is eternal; so that; 
for the la,ter also thera woald be no need for the .Karaka. 
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Further, the theory under review in.plies the absurd con• 
tiogeooy of sevarnl thiugs being perceived simultaneously : 
That is, if the • functioning • is not somt-tbing different from 
thnt (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; 1md ioasmnch as there would be 
@everal functionings of each Sense-organ, the lBtter, which 
is one, would become many r As the Sense-orgnn is e:a hypo• 
thesi non-different from its F11nctionings1 you will perhaps 
say that what you me:m is that the Fnnctioning~ are 
not different fro1n the Sense-organ (and not that the 
Sense-organ is not difforent from the F11nctionings). Bnt 
in thnt case there would be only a &ingle Functioning (the 
Sense-organ being one only). If, with a view to avoid these 
difficulties, you say that yon do not accept any of the two 
viewa (either that the Sense-organ is not different from tbo 
Functionings, or that the Funotioniogs are not different from 
the Sense-organ),-then it means that the t\vo are different, 
the Functioning is different from that to which it belongs. 
There is n_o third alternative possible. 

From all this it follows that it is _not right to regard the 
Sense-organ as all-pervading and eternal. 

Blaa1ya on 811, (82). 
[P. U!:?, L. 18 to P. US, L. 4). 

[The Dha,11a answers the Sankhga argumen~ of Sil. SI 
as follows 1-From the mere fact of there being apprdhension 
of large and small things it cannot be inferred that t.he Sense• 
organs are nol made up of elemental ,ubdance,, or that they 
are all-psr11<1ding; 

TBB SAID APPBBBBNSION (or L.tROB AND SMALL THINGS) IS 

DUB '.rO 'lBB PEOUUABITY OP TBB OONTAOT BITWBBN TBI 

LIGBT•BA.18 (EMANATING FBOII TBB VISUAL OB\JAN) AND TBB 

OIJ.EOT (P&ROUVRD). (Su, 32). 
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As "' matter of faot, the I apprehension of lal'ge and small 
tl1ingit' is bronght about by the peculiRrity of cont,aot 
between the light-rays emanating from the Visual Organ an,l 
the object perceived• ; jnst as there is by contaot between 
the light-rays frum the lamp and the object. 

That there is s11ch contact between the light-rays (from 
the Visual Organ) and the Object perceived is proved by the 
phenom,mon CJf ob~trnotion; that is, when the rays of light 
emanating from the Eye are obstructed by such things as the 
wall and the like intervening between the Eye and the Object), 
they do not illumine land render per.-:eptible) that object ; 
this huiug exactly wlu,t happens in the case of light etnR.nnt­
ing from a Li,mp. (And this goes to prove that for the per­
c1•ption of objects, the direct contact of light from the .Eye 
with the object is ess3ntial; for if this were not so, and if the 
orgau were au all-pervading one, the perception wo,tld not us 
obstrncted by au intervening object]. 

Var/ih on Sn. (3!). 

[P. 879, L. 1 to L. 14]. 

'l'he I perception of large and small things,• beiug due to 
other causes (otherwise explicable), cannot be accepted as a. 
valid ground (for the idea. tha.t Sunse•orga.ns are no, niade 
up of .Mlemenlal S,,bstncea). 'rhat is say, the Siidkbya. has put 
forward the I porception of large and small things ' as a rea:io11 
for the conclusion that I the Sense-organs are not made u.p 
of elemental substances ; but as a matter of fact, the 
said perception is due to other causes; so that from Lhe ' per­
ception of large and small things' we cannot deduce either 
the fact that • Stinse-organs are not made up of eltHnentu.l sub• 
stances.' or that they are Rll-pervading. 

• The light-ray■ em,maling from the Visual org,m which •r" d1woi,f 
of any manife■ted colo11r, form the con1ti111ent parts of the organ, w:1ich, acc"rJ­
ing to the Naiyiyib, ie ma,le up of the Ele:uentlll a11hatance of Light ; th,1 O;gan, 
con1i1ting of tha ligbt-r11y11 iseuin!f f"rth, come■ into direct c,m1a,1t with the 
obje11t; and whether it ia I large or a 11nall object perceiveri Jepe111te lljlon the uac& 
nature and utent and force of the light-raya e111anati11g from the organ. The 
esample cited I■ that of th■ Lamp, becauH the ligbt from the lamj) 11101 like that 
from the Vilual Or1an, i■ cl■Yoid of manife■ted colour.-BA4,rcrc1uan(ira. 
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u Why so?" 

Because the ,cqi,I pe,•~ttpfio,a i11 JuA to th11 petu1iarit!/ nJ f~lf 

co11lact betw~e,1, ~-c,, 4"c.-says tbe Sn~r11, 'l1hat is to say, the 
perct1pt.ion of large and small things is b1·ought nbont by the 
µecnliar character of the contn.ct of the rBys of light fro1n 
tht' llJye with the object perceived ; from mere contact in 
general, there follows only a vagne general sort of perccp• 
tion ; while from the specific kinds of contact follow specific 
forms of perception. "What is the 'peculiarity ' or • specific 
character' of the contact? 11 The • peculiarity ' comiists in 
the concat.onation of the several contacts of the comp?nent 
parts (of the object and the 01·gan concel'llt!d). • As n. matter 
of fact, the cont,tct thut brings ah mt n. p11rt.ic11lal' perception 
is aideJ l>y several contacts of cornponont part:1; and • the 
contact of the Serue-01·~an with the object,' aiued by the 
several coutacts of thei1· several componeut parts, constitutes 
what is called the ' poc11liarity of the contact.' And inas• 
much as this pi,culia1· contact operates equally in the case 
of large 111111 11mnll thing~, tho saiJ I perception of large an,l 
sm;1ll thing, ' is found to be explicaultJ ot-httrwisa (than on the 
hasi~ of tha assnmption that ~ense-orgnns are not made up 
of ~lement,,1 S11bstances). 

'l'liflt th,ird is auclt conlrlct /J11hoeen the light-,·,1111 au ,I th, 
obj11ct i:1 proo1!1l by thtJ p1111,&1nnl!11on of 1JbdmtJtiu11-eays the 
. Bl~ii1y11 This oust,ruction is una to the fact that Ruoh things 
ns the w1Lll anu the like Bra not of the n:,tnre of light (11re 
not t1·,msp:1rent). If the Sense-organs were capable of 
opera.ting upon(rlimdering perceptible) things without aotually 
getting at them [ wl1ich they would be only if they were 

• That i~,-(1) lhe ·contact of lhe oomponent parta of the organ with tho 
component parts of lhu ohject; (ll) the cont110& of the componrml part• of the 
ori;a11 with the object aa a whole; 13) the contact of tbe organ aa a wbnle 
wi h the compo11e11t pana of the object; 111d (') U1e coutao& of the whole 
or1a11 with the 1,ject.-f,lfparia, 
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not made up of Elemental Substaucrea, and hence all-penad• 
ing],-anch things aa the wall and the like could not have the 
powe1· of obstrnctiug (their operation); hence we conclude 
that rays of light emanate from the Visual Organ, just aa 

they do from tbe Lamp. 

Bha,ya on Su. (SS). 
[P. 148, L. 4 to L. 8). 

The Si«JcJliantin having pnt forward the view that the f11ot 
of the Vi1111al Organ consisting of light-rays can be inf1wre1l 
from tho phenormrnon of obstruction,-the Opponent urges 
the following objection :-

Su/rti (33). 

•• JNASMUCR AB NO sunn THING (-'8 VISUAL I.TOHT• 

tun) 18 BVICR PllmOIUVlm, \VHAT HU BREN PUT Flll,WAKD 

OANNO'l' Pl&OVB ANY'J'BING. 11 

11 ln11smuoh as by its very natnre Light is endowed 
11 with col,•ur aud touch, the Light of the Visual Organ, 
11 if it exi11tud1 should be purcuived,-just in the same manner 
•' as Lhe Light of the Lamp i11 perceived,-acco1·ding 
" to the principle that • the perception of a thing is due to its 
" being possessed of large magnitude, bting composed of 
11 Eeveral component particles, and being eod01nd wit.h 
u colour'.• [And since the Light from the Wye is nevt1r 
11 per·ceived, it follows that no such Light exists]. 

P'a,·/ika on Su. (!3). 

(P. 379, L. 14 to P. 880, L. 3J. 

Tl&o Si<J<Jhantfo h•ving p&d Jonourd 4'0. jc.-says the 
bh'iiffa· The view p11t forward in the Su~ra is that there 

• Thi, principle ia enunciated in tbe Vai,hll1ika-Stl\raa, thou11h the form of the 
Sil!r• (4. l. 6) is 1omewhat different from what is quoted here. The Su\ra i1 worded as 

r,c,441h4'4!1iili( @=Ci◄iilliiJJ """": 
The Tlllpar,a esplain■ the ■111111 of &he Opponent'■ objection thu■ :-" When 1 

tMnr, 'l\'hich is capable of perception, is not perceived, the only right conclu■ioa 
i, \hat it dot11 not esi■t ; and i& would not he right to 111111 it1 ui1teac1 oa the 
,rroond of merely infer111ti1I rea1on1. If tbi1 were permitted, thea it might be 
permi11ible to 111ert lbt 1:ai1tenc1 of nea 101:h thing■ 11 the horn, of a maa ", 
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is no such thing as LigM from the Visual Organs; and the 
grounds artt as follows :-" Inasmuch as Light ia some­
" thing q11ite amenable to perception, it is not right to base 
11 its exi:1tenoe upon mere ln/ere"ae; when a thing that 
" is pe1·cept1 ble fails to he perceived, the natural conchasion 
" is that it does not exist ; as we fiud in the case of such 
11 things as the Jar and the like; the Jar and such other things, 
11 being possessed of large magnitude, being composed of 
11 several oomponentsubstaoces and being possessed of Colour, 
"are perceived (whenever and wherever they exist);­
" now, inasm11oh as the Light of the Bye also is possessed of 
" large magnitude, is compo11ed of sevaral compone11t sulJ. 
11 11tances and is endowed with Colour,-why is it not per­
" ceived? 'l'hat Visual Organ is possessed of large magui• 
11 tudtt is due to the large magnitude, multiplicity and aggre• 
11 gation of its constituent elements ;-that it i11 composed 
11 of several component substances is due ouly to the muHi­
" plicity of its constituent elemeuts; and lastly, sinoe light is 
" endowed with Colour and Touch, the Visual organ (if made 
" up of light) caunot be without colour. 'l'hus then, all the 
" conditions of perc~ptibility being present, if the Light of the 
u Visual Organ £ails to be perceived, it follows that it does 
" not e.xist.'' 

Sll/ra (84). 

{..4,iau,er lo the abar,e objeoiion]-Mimi NON•PBR­

CEPTION OF TBAT WH[CB CAN BIii DEDUCED BY INHBINOI 

IS NO PROOI' 01' ITS NON•IXISTINCB. (80. 34). 

Bha,ua. on Sn. 84. 

[P. lU, Ll. 10-12.] 

The existence of the light-rays (of the VisuRl Orgnn) bein~ 
deduced by Inference from the phenomenon of • obstruction, 
which shut.s off (makes impoasible) the contact (of the objE>ct 
with tbe Visu11l org11n,)-more non-apprehension of thmn by 
Perception does not prove non-existence; just aa in the 
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oaae of the upper anrfaee of tha lnnRr disc and the lower 
1trata of the Earth (both of which are deduced by inference 
and not ~pprehended by Perception, and yet not rt>garded 
as non-e:r1stent). 

Yarfiia on SU. (84). 

[P. 880, L. 5 to L. 16.] 

Jlef'B nun-ei1i11tenat, fc.-says the Sil~ra.. When a thing is 
not apprehended by Perception, if it happuns to be deduced 
by Inference, it is not right to say that it does not exist ; 
as we find in the case of the upper surface of the lunar disc 
and the lower strata of the Earth ; -even though these two 
things· fulfil all the conditions of perceptibility, yet they are 
not apprehended by Peroeption, but since they are appre• 
bended by 10eans of Inference, they are not regarded as non. 
existent. 11 What is that Inference P" It consistJ in 
the cognition of both (Earth and Lunar Disc) as lmving au• 
other side (than the one that is seen). 8imila.rly in the caso 
of the Light-rays of the Visual Org;m, the Inference is based 
upon the phenomenon of obstruction. 

Others (some Vaishetiko. teachers) have explilined that 
the conditions laid down (in Vaishe,ika-S11. 4. 1. 6i-vi,., 
that of (a) being endowed with iarge magnitude, (b) bi'ing 
composed of several subst,ances and (o) being possesRed of 
Colour-are meant to refer to the act of Perceplio11, and not 
to the Pe,-aeived object. 11 What is the moaning of this ?" 
What we mean is, not that whichever object fulfils the said 
conditions is perceive,1,-but that whatever object is perceiv• 
ed does fulfil the said• conditions. So that the said Yt1ish~1ika-
8ntra (\lndcr this e:1pll\nation) cannot be accepted as contain• 
ing the description of the Conditions of Perception ; aa 
(according to this explanation) Perception would be absent even 
when the conditions are present·; that is, even when an object 
is endowed w!th the characters mentioned, it may not be 
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perceived ; from which it would follow that the ea.i,l coniti• 
tions cannot form the caus, of Perception.• 

Satra (H). 

Tlll!llil!l BEINO NO UNIJ!'ORKITI' BBOAIIDING TUE CH!RAO• 

TER (or PBROEPTIBILITY OR llrlPBROIPTIBILl'l'Y) AS HLONG• 

ING 'l'O SUBSTA~CEB AND QUALITll!l81 TBERB O.AN DB NO O&K• 

l'A IN'l'Y IN BBGAID TO ANY PART100L&B TRING HING ACTUAL• 

LY PKROEIVBD. {8i1. 35.)t 

Bh111yt1 on SO. (85). 

[P. 143, L. 14-18]. 

The so.id character (of Perceptibility or Imperceptibility) 
is diverrie, inasmuch as it belongs (sometimes) to the Snb• 
stance and (sometimes) to the Qualit.y; for instance, while 
the S,,!J11t,inc6, in the shape of the molecule of Water 
(hanging in the atmosphere) with its constituent partioles 
actually in contact ( with our organs of perception), is not 
perceived (with the Visual organ),-its q1,alitg of cotJl,111111 
is perceived; and it is from the continuous presence (in the 
atmosphere) of such a.qneous molecules that the two (Winter) 
seasons of Blmanla and Shi11hira derive their character;­
similarly while the s11bst1Lnce in the shape of the molecule 
of light (hanging in the a.tmospher~}, with its colour unmani• 
fested, fails to be seen, along with its colour,-its warmth 
is actually perceived ; and it is from the presence of this 
substance that the two sea.sons of Spring and Summer derive 
their character. [All this goes to prove that the more non­
perception of a thing iA not a proof of its non-existence]. 

J7'artika on Su. ( 35 ). 

There beiag no uniJormily, fo. 4'c.-saya the SO~ra, The 
rest is cleat" in the Bl,ifya. 

• 'l'he fdlp11r11a ba■ taken tbia ■eotenco Al pointing outthe we11k point io 
the explanation. It i1 certainly a weak point, if the Siilra ie really meant to 
eounci11te tbe CIJIIIN of Perception, 

t The printed text of the Siitra reada ;qt1fiqf.t4111 10 also tbe Nv•va11JcAirii­
lJan,p1a. But we 611<1 the realting ;qt11r4f)j4q: in the BA4fy11cli1111i,ra, in the 

Puri SQ. 1'11., in Sutra 11,fs. D; 11 aleo io the Puri lh,i1ya M■■• A and B. The 
tranal11ion adort8 1hi1 latter readillg. 
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BhilJYtJ on Sn. (:lo.) 

[P. 14:-J, L. 18 to P. 144, L. 8.} 

Where it does come l\bout,-

1195 

PK1w1P·r10N or Cor.ous {AND OOLOIJlllD SuBSTANOB) 

18 TBB RESUL·r OP TRI INKBBBNOI 01!' SBVBBAL COMPONENT 

SUIISTANOBII, AND OJI' TIii PRBHNOI Of A PABTlOUr.A.R OH.A.• 

RAOrE& or Oor.ouii:• \Slltra 86). 

That is to 1111y, it is so whenever Colonr and the Substane@ 
in which it subsists are apprehended by Parception. The •par,. 
ticula1· character of Colour '-by reason of whose presence 
colour (aod cololtred substances) are percttived, a.od on account; 
of whose absence, a Substance (118 endowed wi~h colour) is 
not perceived,-consista in what has been called its ; ml:\11ifested 
cha.racter.'t It is for this reason (of perceptibi-lity depending 
upon the man if e,tation of colo11r) that the Light-ray from the 
Eye, having its colour 11nma11ifeiltd, is not perceived with the 
Eye, [ and certainly this non-perception does have not prove 
that the ray is non-excellent]. lo connection with Light, we 
find that it posse11sE>s a diversity of character: oiz: (a) some• 
times it has both Colour and Touch m11,nifested, as in the Sun's 
rays (whioh is perceived by the Visual and 'l'aotile organs); lb) 
in some cases it has its Colour manifested but Touch unmani .. 
fested; as in the rays of light from the Lamp (which are 
perceived with the Visual organs); (c) in aome oases it has 
its touch manifested and colour unmanifested, as light io. 
contact with (heated) Water and such other things (whic_h is 
perceived by the Tac1.ile Organ only); and ld) in some c1tses 
it has both Colot1r and Tot1ch unmanifested and is, as such, 
not ,ercepti6bt, (either by tbe Visual or by the 'raor.ile Organ) 
-e. g., the light-rayd emanating from the Eye. 

Ylirlik• on Sn. (S6). 
[P. 880, L. 19 to P. 381, L. 16. J 

Que,!ion.-" Why is it that the Light.rays of the Visual 
C,rgan are not perceived P" 

• Thie Safrs ienot found in Vi■hvanatba'• Yrifll; nor in the NycJ,adf,. 
wNf'lltlJ, nor in SIi.ira Ma. D., nor in Puri 811tra Me, But the J,"tJrfika, tile 
N,.,.,a.w~ and the BA,Jf~ra treat it •• 81Zfrs. 

t That ie, Colour and (loloured object au peroeived 00l1 when the colour i1 
aanifeul. 

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



1196 THE NYAYA-SOTRAS OF GAUTAMA 

Answer.-Because the conditions of perception are not 
preseut, P,esence of large magnitudl!, prese.nce Vir. P. !81. 
uf seoe,·al co,nponenl substances and preumce 

of Oolour are not the sole conditions of perceptibility; bnt 
what is meant by I Colour r (\Those presence is necessary for 
perception) is not merely colour, but a particular charactel' 
of colour. 'l'o this effect we have the following Sut,ra-Per• 
ceptfon of Oolour, !f-1. !f-c. By the term • particular charactor 
of Colour' what is meant is that paculiarity of Colour which 
is called I 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 'p,,rlicu­
lar character'; just as the mere character of • Brabma11a.' 

is not a 'parLicular character of Brahmaoa.' So. that it is 
ouly what sel'ves to diffdrentiale things of the same kind from 
one another that is called a ' particular character.' 

The I manifestation' (or a quality, like Colour) is inferred 
from its-effect; i.e., 'manifestation is that particular charac­
ter, by reaqon of whoile absence the Aq11eous Substance and the 
Luminous Substance (hanging in the atmosphere) with theil' 
component particles in 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 a1·e perceived, 
And inasmuch as this ' particular character ' of Colour is not 
present in the Light-rays emanating from the Eyas, these rays 
are not perceptible with the Eye. 

Such diversity of character has been found in the case of 
Light, That is to say, Light is of four kinds: (a) That which 
has both Colour and Touch manifested, e.g., the light-rays of 
the Sun ; (b) that which has its Colonr manifested but Touch 
unmanifested, e.g., the Light from the Lamp; both these kinds 
of Light are perceptible (by the Eye), because their Colour i, 
,nanifested ;-(c) that which l1as its Touch manifested, but 
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Colour unmanifested, e.(]., the LigM iu (heated) Water; and 
(d) thi,t which has bllth Colour and 'L'ouch unmauifosted, e.g. 
the light in the Eye, both of tbese latter kinds of Light are 
imperceptible (by the Eye), because their Colour is not 
t1rn11i/e/jted. 

L'rhe cau~e of the said 'diversity' is expl,,ined in the 
following SOtra]-

Sii(ra (:37). 
'l'IIR FOHM:A1'[0~ OF '1'1111 8l(NSE•ORGANS, DIHNG DUE TO 

tfoarr AND D1rn1mtl', IS SUBSltVIRYT 'l'O • 'l'IU l'URPOSES 

o~· MAN, (Su. 37). 
B/,,;~!la on Su (37). 

(P. IH, L. 10 to P. 1-15, 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 thd perr,eptio,1 of thing• 
and the Pl!periexai11.g of plearmre an,J pnin ; so tl1at the 
generatioo of the light-ray in the Eye is for the purpose o( 
get.ting at (and operating upon) the object perceived;t 
and the fact that the Colour and Touch (of this Light in the 
Visnal Organ) a.re not manife ➔ted is deduced from (and 
assumed on the basis of) certain well-known usages [snch, 
<~.g., as the dictnm that 'the 8ernrn-organs are themselves 
heyorul the senses,' and so forth].; Similarly it is from 

" Thu Blltlfymchanr!,ra explains ~,nff~:, as ' Lrought ab011t by man'e pm·­
roije,' B11t from the BhifV" it is clear that it means 'subservient to man'• 
purpose.' 

t l'rorn the general principles enumerated in the Sii\ra, it followa that, becauae 
objects are perceind witb the Bye, aud the Eye-aocket or Pupil ia unable to 
got at the object,-and Senee-organd cannot apprehend things without getti1tg 
at the 11,-1ve co11ch,1"1e that the formation of the Rye m■a,t be 111ch that it is 
aule to get at the ollj11ct ; and hence we cornc to the concl■sioo that the Eye i1 
compoaed of Light, au,l it is the ray ot light, that iH11ing &om the &yo, fall11 up·,n 
the ohject that i11 seen with it. 

:t The Blti1fyaoltanr!,ra explains ' Vyot•aldN' aa ' Vg,wula ira~l,.\i,a~,' 
Vicl&l f r11j ii411111f111~apr11g1tg ir aprlr.li~ .A f in,rigm 111i"4ri 11a111i f 114\li~. 'l'!uire are 
certain well-know11 uutiuus in conoectiou witl1 the Sense-orgo11e; one of theee 
being that the 8en11e-'or[;an1 them1elve1 cauuot he perceived hy the 8e111e1; aml 
in 1he c1He of the Eye, this w.oald be true only if the Eye coosi11ted of such 
Light aa ha■ its colour and touch unmauifeeted ; if it conaisted ef the Papil oul7, 
the Bye c:011ld DOl be ilflp ... 61,, 
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usage (and experience) that we deduce the fact that in regard 
to certain objects there is hindrance (to the operation of the 
Visual o.-gan), which indicates the presence of obstruction. 
lo fact, as the Sense-organs, so also the rna.nifold and diverse 
formation of all thiogR, is • due to Merit and Demerit (of Men 
being born into the \Vol'ldJ,' and is 'subservhmt to the pur­
poses of Mao.' 

The term ' Karma ' (in the Sii~ra) stands for ' Merit and 
Demerit'; which serves to bring about the expe1·iences of the 
sentient being. 

The said 'Obstrootion ' can belong only to a mat13ri"l 

Bbi. P. 1'5, 
substance, because ther13 i!I uufailing concomi­
tance. • '11hat is to say, thtt obstruction that 

we 6nd as hindering the operation of the Sanse-org m upon 
certain substances must be regarded as belonging to 1, mate­
rial aubstance, for the simple reason that it neve1• fail~ in 
its oonco1nit.anoe with ml\terial su™tances; for we have never 
found any i,nrraal61•i11l snbstance (a,s Aknslu:1 an l the like) 
appearing as an • obstruction.' [ It is trne that ·1wn•ubstr11c­
tam, is fonnd in tha caie of certa,ii1 m,aterir,l s11bsta.noes also, 
e.g., gl11ss, rock-cry11tal ari.l the like, which do not hinder the 
operation of the Vi11n11l organ; bnt] as for nor, .ob,truuirm, 
this is not unf,,ili11g i,i its crmcoinit,w,:e, either with material 
or with imm.11t•ri,,l &nb:ttances, -being found, as it is, along 
with both, l Hence non-ob~trnction cannot prove either the 
material or the nor&•matuial character of the Sense-organs.] 
S01De people argne as follows : -" It come.Ii to this that, be­
C."luse there is •cr11ctfon, the Sense organs must be material, 
a11d bect1use thera is 11oi.-o611lr,41:tfon, they must bo non­
m11te,-ial ; •non-obstruction' (of the Sense-organ) also we 
find when things, hidden behind the glass, or mass of white 
olo111ls, or rock-crystal, are clearly perceived." But this 
is not right ; because there is 11011-ob,tru.ction also in the case 
of m111,,,.ial ul>at111,cP.1; e.g, (u) there is1ilh1mina.tion, by lamp­
light, of things hidden behind glass, clouds and rock crystal ; 
wbioh shows that there is no ob,tractio,a, of Lamp-light (which 
is admittedly m4terial); and (6) there is r&o ofJ1tr1.felitJ11 of the 

• Tbi■ sentence b11• been printed at • sa,ra. 811t neither Ba. Ms, D., uor 
tbe N,a,a.'lcllm6a11}/a1J, nor the P,ui 81. Ms., nor Viebvanitha, nor the 
N1J,a,ifraoioara'IIJ, nor &be iJUfl"*"~l'G read any 111ch SQlra. We do 
not, therefore, treat it. u a Ba., &he 8:ltra-na1oberi11g therefore, here onward', 
,,m not agre, with that of tbe pri11ted t.eat. 
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heal of the cooking &re opera.ting upon things placed in the 
vessel (placed upon the oven) (aod the cooking fire is also 
admitt.edly tnate,·icil]. 

'Yarlika on Sil. (37). 

[P. 381, L. 18 to P. 882, L. ld.] 

Th, formatiota of lhe 8en11-organ1, jc. 4'0.-aays the 
Su~ra, 'l'he rest is clear in the Bha1ga. 

Says the Bha1ga-7'he fact thtJl lhe Ouluur anil 2'1.1uo1& (of 
tl,i, light in th.s r;.,,,.,l O,-gan) a.r, ,.,,t mu,ife,ted i, dedur.,tl 
from (llml a,aumed ma th., ba,i, 0/1 c11rt.&i,a 'IDell-ler&oum ,.,,,.igs,. 

Vir. P,382, If the Visnal Light had its colour ma.nifeated, 
then, at the time that several snob light-rays 

fall upon any perceived object, that object would be bornt 
[as on the contact of 6ra; which is the only light in which 
colonr is mn.nifest~J] i and when sav~ra.l light-ray:1 ,vo:tld fall 
upon the object at one and the sama time, these say11 {being 
snbsta11ces with m11nifested 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 
Sun fall upon an objact, it does not obstruct the rays of light 
isKuing from the perceiving Eye (and the object does not fail 
to be perceived) ; and in the same manner, there need be no 
obstruction to the Visual rays by the several light-rays falling 
upon an object (which would thus not fail to bd perceived).'' 
But this is not right·; the perception is brought abont aft.er 
piercing i that is to_ sa.y1 in the example cited by you wbat; 
happens is that the rays of light issniog from the Rye pieroa 
through the solar rnys and then become connected with the 
object. As 1"ega1·d11 Vism,1 Light however, if it bad its colour 
nncl touch manifested, then the light-rays frum the Eye of 
ona pdraon having falldn upon aln objdo_t, it woulu become 
hiduen under those rays (\Vhich having their colour and touch 
manifested would not be tr.,nsparent), and would not be per­
ceived by any other pe~son. 11 But when several light-rays 
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impinge upon an object, wha.t happens i:'J that out of these 
rays there is produced a. new substance, of the saine natnre 
as these rays, in the aha.pa of another Ray."• If st1ch were 
the caie, then the perceptio11 of things by a man with an irn• 
perfect Eye (Visual Organ) would bo of the same kind as that 
by a man with a perfectorg1m ;t and thia ca.nnot be accepted; 
as such is not found to be the case. As a matter of fact, 
well-known usage shows that th~ light-rays from the Eyo do 
not have their colour and touch manifosted. 

'l'l,a manifold and dioerse for1n,1.tio11 of all tl,inga ia due lo 

Jlerit and Demerit a1&d ia B!lba,rvie,,t to tlu~ p1,irposes of Jlan; 
the term 'K!umri • atani/11 for Me,•il an,l /Jemeril; which serve, 
lo fJring about the erperiences of the sl!nl.ie11t bd11g-says the 

Bhilfya. 

The ea.id • ohstruation • mnst belong to a mriterial sub­
stance; because it never fails in its concomitanco; that is, 
the Visual Organ must be a material substance,-b~cause we 
find its operation obstructed by such thinga as the wall and 
the like,--as we fin,1 10 the case of the Jar and such other 
material substances. 

" But by_ renson of non-obstruction, it should be regarded 
as non-material!' If you mean by this that-11 If on the 
strengtb of its ob.1tr11ction the Visual Organ is regarded as 

•alerial,-then on the strength of its no11-ohstructio,,, it 
sl1ould ba regarded as non-material; a.n,l such non•obd1·uction 
qf the Visual Organ is actually met with,.when we find that 
there is perception of things hidden behind glaAs, clonds 
(vapour) and rock cry:Jt11.l,"-our answer is that this is not 
right; IL8 the premiss is not true ; in the case of the Lamp­
light, we ffod that of the materi,,l li~ht, of the Lamp also there 
is noti~o/J11lructio11 (by rock-crystal, &:,. \ ; Rnd there is rion-

• That i11, out of tho eenral co,np1111e,11, ,,f CA1 Vi,uai Orgrir1, there ie 
· JNMluce<l &ha 1i11gl, eompt11ih in the f<>rm uf the Vi■ual Organ '-'frJfp•rga. 
. t Aooordiog to the Pur,vapakft, io both c11ee1 tho co111po1ill org11n would be 
fqually produced out of a number of component light-rays. 
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oTJalruclfon also of the heat of the cooking-oven over things 
placed in the cooking pan [both which go to show that there ia 
necesFary c,ncomitance batween ob11truction and material 
cha1·acter]. 

Bhn~ya. on Sn. (381. 

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

As regards the non-percop~ion (of tho Ligl1t-rays from 
tho Eye), this m11,y be duo to Rpecial reasons. [For ex­
ample]-

8f1(,·a (38). 

ITs NON•PF!IIC'!F.l'TION IS 81!\lll,AI£ TO 'l'llfll NIIN•PEBOEP.. 

'l'ION OF Tlrn LIGll'l' OF 'l'IIE SY.\RS AT P.IIDD,\\Y, (Sii, 33), 

'The general principle i:! that there is perception of a 
thing when tl1erll is 'iuht>rence of several component sub­
stances' and al~o·• a piirticular colour' (Su. 361; and yet 
in tho case of t.ho light of the stars, we find that ~ven though 
the said conditions of perception are present,, it stills fails 
to be perc -ivecl at midday, because it is suppressed by the 
(fierce) light of the Sun ;-exactly in tho same manner, in 
tho case ot tlrn Light of the Visual Organ, even tl1ongh the 
con<litions of perceplion-in the shape of the presence of 
• several component substances• a.nd of 'a particular colour' 
-are present, it fails to be perceived, for certain special 
reasons. \Vhat this special reason is has been explained above 
(in the /Jhii~!/a on SU. lJ61 P. 14 l), where it ha1,1 been pointed 
011t that there is no perceptional apprehension of a substance 
11Jhich does not luwe its Vulour and Touch manijeatr.d. It ia 
only when there is absolnto non-perception, f i.11. when the 
thing is not perceived at all, and its non-perception is not 
duo to any special canses], that it can he rightly regarded as 
proving the non-existence of the thing [and inasmuch as such 
is not the case with the Light of the Visual Organ, its merely 
accidental non-perception ccionnot justify tho conclusion that 
it does not exist]. 

Yar/jka on Su. l ~8). 

[P. 382, L. 18 to P. 383, L. 6.] 

A.a regards non-perception, lhia may be due ,0 • •pecial 
f'Ba1on1--1ay1 tl1e Bli1Jfltl. 
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ll1 non pm:eptlon. e«o., etc.-says the 8iifr11, In U1e cnse 
of the Star-light, we find that, enn though it fulfills all the 
ooilditions of pereeptil>ility, it fails to be perceived at mid­

Vir. P.323. 
day, by reason of its suppression; in tlrn same 
manner, even though the Light of the Visual 

Organ fulfills all the conditions of perceptibility, it f1tils to 
be perceived by reason of the non-manifestntion of it!I oolonr. 
That the Stair-light is not pei·ceived at midday is due to the 
Light of tl1e Sun. 

B1,i1ay1& on Su. (ll9). 
[l'. J-\5, L. U to L. 18]. 

Some one might here argue tliat-" On the same analogy 
we may say that there is Light in the piece of stone al1101 nrul 
jt is not perceived at midday because it is snppressed by the 
Light of the Snn." And in answer to this we have the 
following Sii~ra-

Si(ra (89). 
TBB SAID ASSERTION OANNO'r Bl!l AOOIPTl!lD; DRCAUSE 

TBBRJ!l IS NON-PBROBP'l'[ON (oF TBl!I LIGHT OP S·roNBs) ALSO 

AT NIGHT ; (So.. S9)-
and also because there is no cognition of it by Inference 
either ( whioh there i, in the case of the Light of the Visual 
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. Snoh 
however is not the case with the Light of the Visual Organ 
[ which i, apprehended by means of lnf11renco]. 

Ya,tika on So. (39). 
[P. 388, L. 6 to L. 17 t, 

Says the Opponent:-" It is not right to say that the 
non-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 tht, case, 
then any such thing as stone and the like might be regarded 
aa possessed of Light. If it be aaked why the light of these 
things is not perceived ?-the 11nswer 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 
S1l~ra-f'hu a11,rtion cannot be accepCed, &o. &c., &c. If 
atone and such things were actually possessed of Light,­
and the non-perception of such light during tho day were 
due to its suppression by scrn-light.,-then it, would oertainly 
be perceived at night. "At. night also it is not perceived 
because at night its manifester (in the shapo of Sun-light, 
whioh would render the light of the stono visible) is absent." 
But the supp, asor of a thing cannot be its manifester [and 
the Opponent Ting declared above that Sun-light is the suv­
preBBo,· of Stone-light during the day, he c•annot rightly say 
now that that same Sun-light, which is absent at night, is tho 
mani/BBter of stone-light]; and it behoves yo11 to explain why 
there is no perception of the light of stone, &o. at night. 

Then again, the egistence of Light in such things a~ the 
Stone and the like is not vouched for by Inference either. 
This is whE.t is meant by the particle '1api,' 'also' (in the 
Silra). 

Thus then, alJ the means of cognition having failed to 
provide the cognition of Light in Stone, &c., the inevitable 
conclusion is that there is no Light in these things. On the 
other hand, such is not the oa.s0 with the Light of the Visual 
Organ ; it is not that its existence is not voncbod for by In• 
ferenoe ;-the fact that there is effective obstruction (of 
vision) by such things as the Wall and th0 lik0 leading to the 
required inference [that io tlw act of vision rays of Light 
emanate from the perceiving Eyo and reaoh the object 
peroeived]. · 

BM1ya on ~ii (•tO). 

[P. 14l>, L. 18 to P. 146, L. 4]. 

The view propounded by us is supported by reason also. 
[For] 
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TBK PBBCBPTlON OF 'l'lilNGl:l BKING BBOUOBT ABOUT BY 

THE AID OP BXTEBNAL LIGHT, THE NON•Pl!IBOBPTION (oP THE 

VISUAL Lma•r) M IJST DE DUE Tt) NON•MlN[l'BSTATION (o, 
OOLOUB). (Su. 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 in which that touch subsists, li,e., the 
particles of Water hanging in the atmosphere) fails to be 
perceived with tha Eye; for the simple reason that its 
Colour is not manifested ; thiti shows that there is non• 
perception of an object endowed with Colour by reason of 
its Colonr being not manifested • For these reasons we con­
clude that what the Puroapak1in. has said in Sii. 33- that 
'"inasmuch as no such things (as the Visual Ligltt-ray) is ever 
perceived, what has been put forward cannot prove any 
thing "-it not right. 

Var/ika on Su. 40. 
[P. 383, L. 17 to P. 3841 L. aJ, 

Even though the Visual Light is present, there i, no,•• 
perception of it, hy reason of the non-m!lnifestation (of Oolour) 

Vir. P. 384. 
etc., eto.-says the Sulra. This 8iitra is in­
tended to oite an illustration. The sense is 

• In the caae of the \V alor-particle hauging in the atmosphere, what happen■ 
ii that its Colour nut hoiu;; 1111Luife61.t:J, it iij uot perceived with tbe Eye; and 
that this ie so we infer from the fact that in the perception of Water we 
require the aid of external light; similarly, tho Visual Light al10 requiring, 
for its peroeptiou, the aid of external light, it follows that the non-perception 
of this also must l>e due to lbs non-rnauifeatation of its Colour, It _is a gen­
erally recognised principle tl.•at a tbiug, wb.icb requirca for its perception the 
aid ofe:1:ternal light, fails tu be pol'cuived only when it.I Colour id not manife11t­
ed; 10 that the non-perception of such a thing 1UU11t be attributed to the 
11011-1111111ffs1tation of iCs ,;olour, and not to its suppn,rion by ,eronl/ff' ligM ; u ill 
found to be the case with the light of ,tars, whiob, not requiring the aid ef 
auy uternal light in its perception, ba11 its non-perception at midday due to 
1nppre■1ion by the light of the Sun,-VtlrfU:cl1.J11cl ftlfp,ar,a. 
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as follows-Any thing that requires external light (for its 
perception), h11s its non-perception dne to the 1&on-m11nifeata­
Uon of Oolaur ; B.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; Airnilarly, the Visual Light also standinff 
in need of external light, its non-pr-1rception also should be 
due to the non-manifestation of its Colour. 

Bha1ya on Su. (41). 

[P, 146, L. 4 to L. 10.] 
Question-'• But why is s1JpprP.asion not put forward 

as the reason for tho non-perception of the Visual Light p• 
[The answer is given in the new Suira]. 

Sfl/rt1 (41), 

BEOAUSE TBER.E Ci\N TIF. SUPPRESSION (OF COLOUR) 

ONLY WHEN IT IS MANIFEST ALSO; (Sii. 41) 

-and also when it is not dRp6nd11nt if or its perr,eption upon 
e~ternal light; this is the implication of the particle I cha,' 
•also.' As a matter of fact, there is sappression of only suoh 
Light as is manifested-i.e. 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, suoh conditions are 
absent, {1'1.g,, in the ca~e 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 i1t not per­
ceived (with the [4)ye) by reason of 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 doea 
exist (and is endowed with a particular form and character). 

YiJrlika on Su. (41). 
[l'. 384, L. 4 to L. lo.] 

Qnution- 11 Why is not Suppr11s,ion · held to be the reason 
for the Visual Light not being perceived P " 

• This question emanates from thoMe L11gioi1111e who hold that Vi111al Light 
haa it, Colour 1011nife~te,l, like any ordinary Light ; and it ia not perceived be· 
oa11111 it ia 111ppralld~b1 the mon., litJbt of ibe atmoaphere. 
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Answe,·-It is not so held-6eca.,,e thers oan 6e "'Well• 
ion etc. Bte.-saye the Sflfra. Only that Light oan be 'sup• 
prf'esed' which has its colour not manifested and whioh 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 
require~ the help of external light; and the Colour that u not 

manife1f.ed cannot be ' suppr~ssed •; "•0·, the aqueous sub• 
stance with its component particles closely knitted together. 
Again, even that Uolour which is manifested,-if it is one that 
requires the aid of external ligbt,-cannot be 'suppressed• ; 
e.g. such things as the ,Jar and the like. Both these kinds 
of ' suppression' • are imvossible in the case of Visual Light. 

[The Var{ilct1 formulates two arguments in support of the 
pt·oposition that Visual Light exists ]-(a) 1 The thing in 
question-the Pupil of the Eye,-possesses Light,-because, 
being a snbstance, it forms a necessary factor in the special 
set of causes that bring about the perception of Colour,-like 
the Lamp ' ;-or (b) 'The Visnal Organ is possessed of Light, 
because, being a substance, and being something that is 
endowed with a special aptitude, it illamines (renders visi, 
blti) things hidden behind rock-crystal and such (transparent 
things),-like the Lamp.' 

8R(ra (42). 

Ar,.so BKOAUSE WE ACTUALLY PE"OEIVR ·rea L1oe·r IN 

THE EYES OF NIGHT-WALKERS. (Sn. 42.) 

BhiJfya on Sn. ( 42). 

[P. 146, L. 12 to L. U.] 

As a matter of fact, we actually see rays of light in the 
eyes of I 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. 

"Tlmt i~, thti Hll!Ji)teHSUIII of Light, (1) which liaH its Cul<>ur manifested and 
(2) which clocR not require foe Rid of externRI light. 
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11 But. just a, the genus (of the Cat) is different (from that 
of Man), BO would their sense-organs also be of different 
characters l so that the mere fact of the Cat,'s Eye possessing 
rays of light cannot jnstify the inference of the existence of 
Light in the Eyes of Man].'' 

There is no justification for the assumption that there 
is such differenct1 of oharaoter (bAtween 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 fact is what forms the main ground for the 
assnmption that the Vi1mal Organ consists of Light].• 

Ylir/ika on Sil. (42). 

[P. 384, L. 17 to P. 385, L. 5.] 

Al,o bP-cau11 cf'~.-says the tlii/ra, citing an example in 
support of what bas been said above ; the full argument 
being-' The human Eye consists of light-rays,-because, 
while not being of the nature of Contact, t it forms a factor 
in the cause of the percept.ion of Colour,-like the Eyes of 
night-walkers/ 

"But just 118 th11 gfn&U8 (uf the Oat) is diff'eretit (from that 
of Mt1n), so would their Se1&1e-orga1t8 al111 lJe of different 
oharaoter,." 

The sense of your argument is as follows :-" 'l'he genus 
•Cat' subsists in the Oat, but not in the M.zn; and in the 
same manner, it may be that it is only the Cat's Eye that 
consists of Light, and not the Eye of Man." 

• The mere fact that while 11e aee ligbt-raya emanating from the Cat's Eye, 
and not tbOl8 emanating from the Man'• Eye, cannot ju■tify the aaanruption that; 
the two. are not of the eame kind of ' ■enae-organ' ; in the oaae of the Sun and 
&111 Moon, Lhough the former is felt to be hot and the latter cool, yet both are 
nprded ae • lumiuone ' ; hence uaere difference in some detail of character d08I 
DOt prove divertity of' genue.'-8114,yac:laa"f"G- · 

t Thie qualifying claoae baa been added with a view to exclude CotdacC itaalf, 
wblch alao i■ a faotor in &be cau1& of perception of Colour ; bat u it; i■ of the 
DMllfl oJ eo-c:1, the qualifying clau11 eir.clude& it, 
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This, however, llannot be accepted ; in view of the force 
of obstructions ; t.hat ia to say, even though Vir. P. 386. 
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 1u·e obstructed exactly in the same manner as 
those from the Eye of the Cat. 

For the following reasons also the Sense-organs should be 
regarded as made np of material substances :-(a) because they 
Ort capabl~ tJj ruistunoe, 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 contact with it,-like the Olfac­
tory organ, &c. 

Ba/,sy,, on Sa. ( 43). 
[P. 146, L. to P. 147, L. :q 

(Says the Opponent]-'' It is not right to regard tl,e Oon­
ac,t of th,a 8enire-organ with tlu, Object as an instrument of 
Cognition. Why ? 

'' BECAUSE (AS A lllAT'fER OF FACT) THERE IS PBBOEP• 

1'10N WITRoU1' (THE ORGAN} OETTING AT ('fHE OBJECT) ; FOB 

(WE FIND THAT) TRBRE HI PFJROEPTION OF 'l'HJNGS BEHIND 

GLASS, VAPOUU AND ROCK•CRYS'rAL." -(Hu. 43 ). 

" As a mRtter 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 one 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 
contact is obstructed. Such being the case, if the cont' act of 
Ligh~rays (from the Eye) and the Object (the straw behind 
the glass) were the cause of its perception, tben,-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 
rook-crystal ;-all which goes to prove that the Sense-organs 
are operative without actually getting at. (coming into· oontaot 
with) the object. From this it follows that they are non­
material in their character ; because all material things (suoh 
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as the Arrow, the Axe and the like) have the charact.er of 
being operative only by getting at their objects." 

YtJrlika on Sil. (43). 

[P. 885, L. 5 to L. 1 B.] 

Says the Opponent-" It is not right to nrge that; there 
is perception of an object only when there is contact of the 
object with the Light-rays (from the Eye) ; beoaose as a 
matterof fact, there is perception otherwise also.-1'/aere is per• 
ception 111ithout the 8e1&1e-organ getang at tl,e Objer:t etc. 11tc.,-
says the Sllra. Wl,en aftving piece of strata etc., ek.,-
says the Bha,ya. If the Light-rays from the Eye were 
the illominator of the object got at by them, then they could 
nner illumine (render visible) things hidden behind glass, 
vapour or rook-crystal. But they do render visible such 
things. Hence it follows that the Visual Organ is not opera­
tive only by gettirag. at its object. And from this it follows 
that it is not made up of ma.lieria.l substances; as all material 
things are found to have the character of being operative 
only by getting at their objects." 

s,,,a (44). 

[A'1&8108f' to ths abovtt]-TBB ABOVE &BASONING BAB 

NO roBOB AGAINST oua DOOTBINB, BBOAD'BB THBH 18 NO 

PIBOBPI'lON or THINGS BIBIND A WALL.• (Sil. 44). 

Bha111a on Su. (4•i). 

[P. 147, L. 7.] 

If the Sense-organs were operative ,vithout getting at 
their objeot,a, then there would be nothing to prevent the 
perception of things hidden behind a wa.11. · 

• Ja the priated tut and in l'ari .A, the BAlffG hu a '111.1' preceding the Blltra. 
I& la aot ia Puri B; aor i• it 1npported by the BAclfpoAalllln.1. And u the denial la 

already oontained in the 811frt.1 itaelf, in the term I aprdfifi~••• an additioaal '• ' 
woalcl be IDperllaou, 
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Vllrfika on SO.. (44). 
(P. 885, L. 13 to L. 15.] 

The above contention of the Opponent is not right; 
because the t"l!tJB01,ing hrJB no fo,·ce &o.-says the Siil ra. 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 11ot have the power of hindering their 
operation. The rest is clear in the Bha,ya. 

BhiJfya on Su. (45). 
[P. 147, L. 8 to L. 11.J 

(1'he Opponent retorts ]-11 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 rook­
crystal.'' 

['l'he answer to this is as follows]­
SPJ/ra (45). 

INASMUCH Al.I THERE 13 NO REAL OBSTBUOTION (BY 

suoa THINGS AS THl!l GLASS &o.), 00NTA01' DOBB TAICB 

PLACK • (IN TBIC OASES CITED). (S1i. 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. 

TTarlika on Su. ( 45 ). 
[ P. 385, L. 18 to L. 19. 1 

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 tbe Object (bidden behind 
the Glass or the Vapour). 

Bhafga on Stl. (46). 
[t'. 147, L. 11 to P. 148, L. 3.] 

Ooe who holds the view t,hat "thore oan be no non-obstruc­
t.ion of what is purely material" t-il5 not right;-

• The Blt4!!/f1Cl&a"4n1 and Viahvaoit.ha read Wffir: for ~ 
t Puri l'tlaa. A and B and- the Bla<ifgacl&c,nfna read 'M'IS II' · ll"'M &o., which may 

be oou11UUed to give the 1111oe ·•eu11e t.hua:-' If one· duee not. admit all tbie, and la• 
llieta upon Uie view that. there ouulcl be.ul) abaeuce of obillruotioa1 if &he a. .. 
•IU• were material in ubaract.llr,' 
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BBOAUSB (AS A MATTER OP FAOT) TRHE IS NO OBSTRUCTION 

OP TRIii SUN'S RAYS,-IN CONNEOTION WITR THE OBJECT 

BEHIND" PIECE OF BOOK•OJnsTAL,-AND IN CONNECTION 

WlTR THE OBJECT TO DB BUBN'r.• (Sii. 46). 

1211 

The view that has been held cannot be accepted as 
right,t-(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 (c) because there is no ob­
struction in regard to the object to be burnt ;-the· sentence 
in the Sii~ra is to be split up into three clauses by construing 
the term' because there is no obstruction,' 'avighafat,' with 
each of the other three terms ; and the meaning assigned to 
the Sn~ra 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. 

(b) 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. 

tc) When the thing is plact:id 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 beat (of the Light) is operative only by con­
tact, 

The term 'ar,igha/iil,' 'because there is no obstruction,' 
may also be taken by itself (as propounding a fourth argu­
ment): " What would be the meaning of 'avighaea,' • non-

• Such is the translation of the Sutra a■ interpreted by the Bhi~ya, which ( see 
below) analyses tho Sii!ra intu three factul'tl, The Himplc meaning uf the Sii!ra 
appears to be that 'there id 110 obatrnction of the Sun's-ray11 even when the object 
burnt by it is behind a pieco uf rock-crystal.' 

t 'fhia repetition of the 1111 appears to be &uperR11ou11;-having already appeared 
before in the Sa\ra. But it i11 only Puri 13 that 01niL1 it; it i11 found in Puri A, in the 
Vcirfiia and alao in the Bl11l,v11chant}ra. It may be taken a11 reiterating the denial 

of the Opponent'■ view. 
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obstruction ' (in this caso) P " l l would mean that there 
is 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 them); • i.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 
latter t ]. And there can be no perception of the touch 
(warmth or coolness) of a thing nuless it is got at by the 
Sense-organ ; and we also Ree (in the case of the Water in 
the Jar) that there is percolation, as also flowing out :j:, 
[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 glaes, &c., and they get at 
the object by passing through the intervening glass, &c. 

Yar/ika on Sn. (46). 
[P. 386, L. 1 to L. 14,] 

Some people argue as follows:-" It is not possible for a 
material substance to be not-obstrl4cle,J.; all material substances 
are by their very nature, liable to obstruction." 

This however, is not right; bPcaim1 ll&ere is 110 nbsttuation, 
&c., &c.-says the 811/ra. 'l'lu1 vi~w that ltas been lteld can• 
not b6 accepted; (a) beca.use tltere i, t10 obstructi,m of the sun', 

• The term' "Yiihyama11n ' is use,l hero in a peculiar sense ; it has been explained 
hy the 'fafparyn as 111ea11ing 'dismcmbermeut '; the Hense being that when the tbing 
in the frying pan is burnt by the heat of the &re in the oven, the heat passing 
through the pan does not teud to the diRmembermeut o[ the pan'ij component particles; 
•· c., it does not so happen that the pan is broken up anti another pan appears in its 
place. And this permeating of tke rays of light aml heat-without dismembering and 
traaaforming the intervening ■ubstanco, is what is meant by I non-obstruction.' 

t This parenthetical e1pla11atio11 iP according to the l'cirlika aud the flilflllt'flJ, 
t Tbe V4rfika reads 'pari,pant/!' ' for' J)l'll1pa11~0,' and explains it as Zac,ral 

molion, The BhiJ,racl&a."4ro read■ 'praspv.n~o,' and uplaius it as p,rcololing lhrough 
lupora; 'pc1riara1111' standing for actualjlowing 0111, 
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ro11s ;-(6) lJecause tliere is no obstruction in reg•rd to the 
object behind a piece of rock-crysf.at:--and (c) lJectJuse there i, 
no obstruction it1 regard to the obf ect to be lJurnt-(sa.ys the 
B'ili,ya). The sentence of the Aii~ra has been split up by 
construing the term I because 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 n. distinct meaning. The 
rest is clearly explained in the Bhiil!Ja, 

'' 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 anothe1· substance, 
•1.nd 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 anothe1·, without 
dismembering the component partioled of the latter; e.g., we 
find that when water is put in an earthell\vare jar, it imbibes 
the coolness of the outer atmosphere ; and certainly a quality 
(snob as oool11ess) independently by itself could not go out 
exc,:,pt as along with t.he substance in which it subsists. 

' Pari-span<Ja ' stands for lateral mouement, n.nd I Pari-
11raua' for flowing out. 

Sf1frrJ (47). 

[ Objeclion 1-" Trm VIEW PUT FORWARD IS NOT 

RIGHT i JlECAUSE TllERE IS POSSJBU,l'l'Y O~• EITHER OF THR 

TWO OITARAOTF.R.S BET.ONOJNCl TO ElTHER OF TRliJ TWO SUB• 

BTANOF.s." (Sn. 4,'j.) 

Bha~ya on Sii. (1L7). 
[P. 148, L. 5-6.] 

" ( a) Whether there is 1w11-obstruct1011 ( of the-Visual Light) 
" by the Wall and such other things, just as there is by glass 
"and vapour, &c., or (b) there is otJsh'·uction by glass and 
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cc vapour, &o. 1 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.''• 

Varlika on Sii. (47). 
[P. 386, L. 16 to P. 387, L. 1]. 

1' Pke tJiew, etc., etc.---says the Sa/ra. That is, it becomes 
"possible for the character of one thing to belong to another, 
11 and ,ice versa ; i.e. if there is non-obstruction of the Visual 
" Light by tha Rock•cryatal, &c., there should be non-obstruc­

Var. P. 387. 
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." 

811/ra (48). 

[An,rwer]-JusT AS THEBE IS PERCEPTION OF CoLOUB 

.IN 'l'BB MIRROR AND JN WATBB,-BY REASON OF THESE 

TWO BElNG1 BY TREIB NATURE, BRIGHT AND WBl'l'l,-SUULAR• 

LY THERE IS PEBOBPTlON OP Coi.ouB (ALSO IN TBlC CASE OF 

SUCH IN'l'ERVENING SOBBTANCBa AS GLASS, &o., WHICH ABB, 

BY TBl!llB NATORl!l, TRANSPABENT).-(Sii.. 48). 

Bhafya on. Su. (48). 
[P. J.48, L. 9 to L. 14]. 

The Mirror and Water are possessed of I tprasa<Ja '-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 bis 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 abou\ by the peculiar 
colour of the Mirror's surface; that it is so is proved by the 

• The Puri M18, read Ni11a.mina for Ni11a.ml ; the BAa1,acA""4ra 1110 nouce1 
thi■ reading and explains it to mean that II it is abaolutely oecenary to lltate :,our 
reuone," 
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fact that any snch reflection fails to appear whenever there 
is a deteriorat.ion in the brightness of the Mirror's surface. 
[Though such is the case with the Mirror, yet] there is no 
such ' perception of the refleoted imagH I in the case of Wall 
and such other things [ and the only explaMtion possible is 
that these latter things are not endowed with that particular 
property which would enable them to reflect the light-rliys 
from the Eye. j In the same manner, evtm though there is 
non-obstrtJction of the Visual Light by such things as the 
Glass and Vapour, &c., yet there is obsfruction by such things 
as the Wall and the like ; and this is du~ to the very nature 
of the things concerned [ which must be accepted as they are]. 

"f'a1·/ika on Su. (48). 
[P. j87, L. 5 to L. 14]. 

Just as there is percr,ption.of Colour, etc., etc.,-says the 
8fl/ra. Th.P- Mirror n1lfl Wate,· are poss->ssed of' prasii,Ja.' i.e., 
a particulur ool()ur; and this colour forms the very nature of 
those things, beca~se it is always found in them, "What 
is the meaning of the particular colour belonging {to Mirror 
and Water) P" 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 nature; or the 'nature' meant by the Bha1ya 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 'prasarja,' when the Visual Light strikes against these 
things, it turns back, and comes into contact with the man's 
face; and since the light (thus reflected) comes into contact 
with all things lying in front of the face, the face in the reflec• 
tion is seen along with all these things; e.g., the man who 
may be standing before the fo.rmer man. Though the per­
ception of the Mirror and thli.t 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 Bha1ya. 
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Safra (9). 
IT IS NOT RIGB'l' TO QUF:STION OR DF:NY THINGS TRAT ARE 

(RIOHTriY) PE,rCElVJm AND INFJmRED.• (Siitra -'9). 
Blia~ya on Sii. (49). 

[P. 148, L. 16 to P.149, L. 21, 
As a matter of fact, every Instrument of Right Cognition 

apprehends things as they rl:'nlly exist ; so that when certain 
things are cognised by mi>ans of Perception or Inference, it is 
not right for you, in course of your inqniry, to question the 
reality of these t.hings ;-nor is it right for you to drmy their 
reality. It would, for instance, not bti right to argue that 
'Just as Colonr is "isible by t,he 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'; orthat'like 
the cognition of Water, that of l:4'irflalso should not arise from 
that of Smoke.' And wha.t is the reason fort.his? Simply this, 
that things are cognised hy means of the Instruments of 
Right Cognition just ns they really exist, exactly as endowed 
with their real nature, and as -.,ossessed of their own real 
properties; so that I nstrument.s of Right Cognition always 
apprehend things as they really exieit. You have put for• 
ward the following question anu denial :-(fJ, 'there sho,dd 
IJA uon-ob.~tTuct.ion ( of Visual Light) by the Wall, etc.; just as 
there is by glass and such things'; and (IJ) ' there should not 
be non-obstruct.ion by g!Rss, &c., just as there is none by 
Wall, &o.' Bnt it is not right to do so; because the things 
that we ha.vo described (in connection with the obstruction 
or non•obst.ruction of Visual Light by certain objects) are 
such as are actually co~nised by means of Perception and 
Inference; whether there is obstruction or non-obstruction ( of a 
certain thing by anot,hor thing) can be determined only by 
our perc~ption or non-per<'e.ption, (i.e. it depends upon our 
perceiving or not perceiving such obstruction); so tl1at in the 
case in question) from the fact that there is no perception of 
things behind the Wall and such things, it is i11/ erred that 
there is obstruction by these things ; and from the fact that 
thne is perception of things behind gla.ss and vapour,&c.: it is 
inferred that there is non-obstructi_on by these latter. 

• Puri Sil. MH. roads ''P""tlanuvoga' f11r pmfifi,IA11; anl_l Puri-Bhi. JI■, B. 
read■ 'prafiyoga ' ; it is clear from the BhiJfya that 'prafifl4ha' ia the right 
reading. 
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Yar/ika on S1i. { 49). 
[P. :.,sr, L. 16 to P. 388, L. 8). 

It is not right to question etc. elc.-says the Sufra; because 
ae a matter of fact, every Imtrument of Cognition apprehends 
things as they really exist. 'rlie char:tctor of things (that we 
have put forward) are such as are pe,·ceived aml in/ ,wred; and 
Instruments of Cognition t like Perception and Inference} al ways 
apprehend things as they really exist. Ho that the question 
and denial urged by you-to what could t,hey 1·efer P In fact 
it is not 1·ight (to put forwud 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 

Vir. P. 388. 
of Water dom, not arise from that smoke, 
so would the Cognition of Fire also not arise 

from it.' When yon object to things as they really exist, 
you can only be disregarded. Whether thflre is ob11tr,1.ction or 
non•obstruction (of a certain thing by another thir,g) can be 
dP.termin11d 011ly by o1'r pµ,1•ception or non-p,,rception ; so that 
(in tl&e case fo question) from tltefacl that there is no percep• 
tion. of things behind the wall aud such things, it is inferred 
that tk1:re is obsfruclion by these things ; and from the fact thGt 
there is perception of things bBhir&d gloss and real tltings, it is 
inferred that tli6re is no ubst,·uotion by these latte,·, {Bhii~ya). 

[The Yarlika 1·avert,s to the diimu~sion of the general 
fact as to Sense-organs being operative only by getting at the 
o·Jj~cts]-Objer,tion-" If ·ttrn Visual Organ is operative by 
getting a.t the object, why is it that we do not see the eolly­
rium applied to (and in cont11,"t with) t.he Eye P" 

There is no perception, we reply, simply bees.use there is 
no contact with the orga11 (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 eontaetwith the Organ of Vision; 
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because the bodily 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 ra.ys of Light (emanating from the Eye) . 

.END 01'' SEO'l'lON ('i'). 

Section (8); 
(Siitras 60-59] 

(The Sense•organa 011e or many.) 
Bl,asya on Sil. (60). 

[P. 149, L. 2 to L. 6]. 

[Now the question arises]-Is there only one Sense-
organ P or several Sense-organ::1 ?• Why should this doubt 
arise P [_The Sutra answers]-

Butra (50.) 
THE DOUB'r ARISES-BEOAUSE BY RU.SON OF SUB• 

SIBTBNOE JN SEVERAL 'PLAOBS, THERE SHOULD BE .MULTJPLJC• 

ITY ; AND YET A SINGLE OOMPOSITE AOTUALr,Y SUBSISTS IN 

SBVEBAJ, PLACEs,t (Sil, :,o,) 
• The sequence of this secl-ion i, thus explained l>y the Parisfiur!,r!,hi-1 lo the 

foregoing section, it having been establishctl that tho Seuse-orgaus are made up of 
material substances, and that they are operati vo by contact,-it has next to be 
proved that there arc aeveral Se11sc-orgam1 ; and the determination of this point 
is necessary as preliminary to what has gone before. ~•or, if the Sense-organs are 
one only-and not rnany-tl.cn they caunot be maJc up of material 8-Ubstances ; 
and if they are not 1uatcrial iu their character ,,they cannot be operative by contact. 
IJecause if thcre h1 only one Sonae-ori;an, there woultl be no force in such reasoninge 
as-• the Visual organ must co118ist of Light, because from among Colour and other 
things it renders perceptible only Colour,' aud so forth ; and 1111,ler the circum­
stanctlll it could not be proved that the Oq;an opcratl!~ by contaut ; as it ia only when 
the organ i11 proved to bo material in its charact1ir that it cau bl! held to be opera­
tive by contact. The real purpodo 11erved by th ll present discussion is that 
when it has been proved that there a1·c scverill l:iondc-organs, thdo alone can there 
be any force in suola reasons fo1· the exidte11ce of tile Sllul as-' by oue and tb o nine 
object is apprehended by the organs of Vision and Toucla' and like. 

tThe Sfllra presents a difficulty. The wordus they ijtand mean-' We find 11everal 
things occupying eeveral places and also a single thing occupying several places,' 
-But th• Vir\ika and Titparya are diuat.is6ed with this. Tho grounds for di1aati1-
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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 fo regard to the Sense-organ,, which are found 
tl) occupy different places, the i;s,id doubt arises. 

faction wth this latter ar• explained by th,1 V,irfika, and thus ampli6~cl by the 
ftJtpa,rya ;-If we take tl1e words of the sa,ra as they etancl, it would mean­
' we have seen that when there is divc1·sity of place th<?re iH multiplicity, as when 
several Jard occupy diverse places; and we also find a &i11~le thing occupying 
several places, as when a single composite reside, in several ot its components.' 
But such statement w,rnld bo open lo the following ohjoctions-in clan6e (a) 
'diver•ity of place' 4Mj-,j"'4tq denoted the quality of 'diversity' as subsisting 

in tl,e Place ; and in clausa (b) the tern.a =,1=,1w1=,te1, the 'character of occupy­

ing several places,' denotes a quality subsisting in something elHe, other than 
Ploc,. But Doubt can ever arise from two qualW,a 1mbsistiug i11 two distinct 
things. For these reasons, tho reasoning of the Su\ra coulcl ho resolved into one or 
other (not both) of the followi11g; nnd neither woulcl he right. ~'or if lhn reasoning 
ia p11t in the form-Ca) ' Doubt nridCd bccau~e we have acen multiplicity a11d unity 
when there is diuersit!J of plu.~e '-then i1111ij11111ch ns this qui'lity of diversity would 
belongto the plice, it w~ulJ not liolJug to anyone thing; aud hence it would not 
he common to both (one and many) ; specially as what the Sutrn haH pointed out 
1in clause b) is only the fact of the 011e thing having the •1uality of· occupying 
sev1:ral places ; and it does not put forward the cliversity as belo11gi,1g lo tl1e Place ; 
-this latter ha11 been put forward (iu clanse a) only in co11nection with multiplic­
ity. If, on t11e other hand, the reasoning is put in the form-( b )-' D011bt arises 
because we have found Unity and Multiplicity when things occupy several 
places '-then the difficulty is that, :u a matter of fact, there is 110 sub~tance which 
occupies several places, each substance occupyiui; only 0110 place ; so that in this 
also the character woulcl not be a common one; specially aa what the Sii\ra declares 
in clause ( b) is the fact that the cl1ar,1cter of occu.pyi11g sev,ral places indicates unity 
of the thiug. Aa for tbo coutiugcm:y when several J are occupy several places 
this has been Rpokeu of, iu clause (a) as indicating ,Uve1·situ of place, and not the 
cllarocter of occu.pgi,,g several place,. 

[l!'or the11e roa11011~, lho Bl,a~ya, iguol'iug the literal meaning of tho words of 
the 8:lfra, which, woultl lie "Pl"u·cuLly irrclcvaut, has oxplaiucJ tbu Sf1,ra accordiug 
to it11 sc1111e-says the l'r.11•11/iuJ,Jl1i. A 1111 this souse is 11~11·011dercd iu thu tl'a11slatiu11. 
The whole point of the tliffercucJ is that the ' occupying of several places ' should 
lie taken aa beloogiug to the Sc11so-org<J1u 11pccilhally, and not to things _iu general, 
-and that of occu.pyi11g of aeveralplace, indicating 1111dtiplicitv 11.a well as 1lnglene11. 

The Bha1yacAancJra olfers the following explanation :-

~ '"'1ir" ~mm w~11\ll'!fl ·~•'«"~' •~•i~ffllil: h 
'11"11~ ~~•IAMt-,lt~III: [l'hie uplauatiou of the c11mp ouod avoids the difficult7 
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Pa1·/ika Oil Su. (50). 
[l'. 388, L. a to l'. 389, L. 6.] 

It has been p1·oved tl1at the Sense-organs are material in 
their character. Now arises the question--is the Sense­
organ oue ? 01· arc they several ? . 

The groundt1 for this doubt are set forth in the Su~ra. 
l::>omc people (unmindful of whu.t tho Bha,ya has said, speci­
ally in its laet sentence), explain the Su/ra simply to mean 
that-' Multiplicity has been found when there is diversity 
of place, e.g. in the case of several Jars,-and a single thing 
bas been found to occupy t1evcral places,-e.g., the Composite 
object? 

But the Doubt, put in thi1:1 form, does not appear to be 
quite rtJasonablc. "Why?" (•.t) If the ground of doubt is 
1:1et forth in the form-• lwcause multiplicity and singleness 
have beun founcJ when there is diversity of place,'-then, 
inasmuch 'diversity of place' (being a property of tli, Place) 

raised in the l"ti,·lil,u ]-' Bc1:au1c 11111lli1,licily of Sc11se-organs iij indicated by the 
fact that it is fouml i11 ■everal vlaccb •-aud ~: ~ lf'AR'lr-:Rllffl ... 
ifl◄fclq◄l\'U{ifi~ ~ ; au,J yet iuadm11cl1 as a single composite re■ide■ in 

11veral of its compuueut11, it would seem that the Sense-organ is one only." 

'l'hc dillicully rai11eJ appears lu lio more \'l:rbal thau real : What the Slitra means 
i ■ simply lhi8-' wo liud lhat when thi11g11 uccupy scvurnl places, they are many i 
[e.g., wheu Lhc Ja1· aml the Clulh uci:upy different pl"c~11] ;and ~,·o also find a eingle 
thing occupyiug hcvcral pl,1ccH; c.9., the Uomposito i11 11i11glo and yet it resides in 

several compoucuts ; so that whcu wo tiurl the Sense-organs occupying different 
places, tl:crc <Lriecs a Doubt aH tu whothcl' they arc 11cveral (like the Jar and the 

Cloth), u1· u11e (like tbe compoijitc).'-a11 Vishvanil!ha puts it. And 111 that the 
Vurfika in8iet~ upuu is the fai:t that the Su\ra 11hould be construed as simply putting 

fi,nvard the efrn,·,,cter of u~c111,yilly 6ct•cml 11laccs-as belo11gi11g lo Ike 8e11ae-organ1-
a■ the properly cu111u1u11 t,, '0110' and 'scvc1·al,' aml hence giving rise to doubt a, 
to the Sense-organs bciug ouc 01· mauy. Aud even whe11 we take the Sntra 11 

referring tu thillb'>I iu ge11cral, the iwplicatiou i11 exactly this, 

V1111;lhami11a, in the Nyllga11ibanq,haprakaaAa, puts the difflculty io a 1omie­
wh1tdifferent man11er :-'"a11 the worda of the Siifraataod, the first clause meo,ion1 

mulliplicitv clu• lo dii:er,il11 of place, 111<1 it doe■ not make auy mention of aingltn,11 
llhe second factor of the Doubt); similarly, the secood clause meoliona 1i11g,_,, 
during di1,r1ilV of pace, a11d It does not make any mention of mulliplicilg; so that 
in either can, the Doubt remain■ unacoouoted for'. 

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



BHA!5YA-VARTIK:\ 3-1-:i0 1221 

does not belong to any single object, it could not be regarded 
as the 'commot1 property' (giving rising to the Doubt,). (b) 
If, on the other hand, (in or11Pr to :ivoi<l this cliffi!'nlty) the 
gronnd of doubt is set forth in tho form-' because when we 
find the character of occupying several pln.ces, t,hings are 
found to be one as well as sevoral,'-t,hon, there i~ this 
difficulty, that as a matter of fact no snbstauce is ever found 
to be occupying semiral plnN•s, aml t.o he Rer,r.ral [ each place 
being occupied by a single snbstance]; hence the character 
(of occupying several places) would fail to be common (to one 

and mat1y); for even when we see several such Vir. l'. 389. 
things as the ,Tar nml the like, what we see is 

only a dituwsity nf 11lace, and not (any thing) <IS occ1tz)ying 
several places. · 

This Doubt, which is found to he inexplicable according 
to both the possible expl&.nations (of tho words as tl1ey stand), 
becomes explicable when we take the Sut,ra as 1·n/en·ing to tlie 
Sense-organs as occupying several places ; the form of the 
doubt being-whether there a1·e several orgnns occupying 
several places P or only one organ occnpying Fmveml places ? 
Such a doubt in ,·ega1·d to the Se,sP-oronris conld not arise, 
either (a) 'because of the diversity of place,' or (h) 'because 
of (any single thing) occupying several places.' [ As the 
former explanation would have it J. [Hence the only right 
way is to take the Sutra. as setting forth the two grounds as 
pertainitig to tlie Sense-organs specifically, and not to things in 
general]. 

The Pa,·lika, having explained the grounds of Doubt 
according to the Su/ra and the Bhlif!1", sets forth another 
ground for the doubt in question ]-There is rlonbt also (a) 
6ecause the Se11se-o,·gati11 are distinct. J,·oin Ou~ Borlt/, and also 
(b) becatiB/J they are entities; (n) As a matter of faot, we have 

· found that things distinct from tho Body are onP--e,{I, the 
.l.tasha-as well as seoeral,-e.g. the ,for and such t,hings ;­
(b) we have also seen that entities are· one aR well as several ; 
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-both these characters-diatinctn,as from the Body, and IJeing 
entities-are found present in the Sem,e-organe ; hence the 
said Doubt arises. 

Bka~ya on Su. ( a 1 ). 

[P. 149, L. 6 to P. 150, L. 5], 

[P,,rr,,1,pak~a]-'' The Sense-organ is one,-

" THE CUTANEOUS (TAOTil,E) ONl,Y, BECAUSE OF NON• 

ADSENOE. (Sii. 51.) 

"The Cutaneous Organ is the only one organ ",-says the 
Opponent. Why? " Ber,ause of non-absence,· that is, there 
'' is no substr,,tum of sense-01·,qan which is not pervaded by 
" the Skfo (in which the skin is not present) ; so that in the 
11 absence of Skin there can be no perception of anything. 
" Hence it follows that there is a single Sense-organ-the 
" Cutaneous {'factile J Organ- by which all sense-substrata 
" are pervaded, and in whose:, presence alone the perception 
"of things is possible." 

[• Si~(ihanla]-'l.'he above is not right; because there is 
no perception lhy the 'l'actile Organ) of the objects of other 
Sense-organs,t l'he distinctive feature of the Cutaneous or 
Tactile Organ is that it is tho instrument of the perception 
of Touch; and when by meanf-t of this 'l'actile Organ, the 
Touch (of a certain thing) is perceived, there is no perception 
of the objects of other Sense-organs, such for .instance1 as 
Colour &c.-by such persons as are blind (devoid of the Visual 
Organ, even though endowed with an efficient '11actile Organ). 
(According to the Piirvapak~a] there is no other Organ except 
that which apprehends 'fouch; so that (according to that 
theory) the blind man should perceive Colour &c., exactly as 
he perceives Touch ;-as a matter of.fact however, Colour &c. 
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 Piroapak1in 

0 This is the Sii,l<jl,in\a put forwarrl by the BhlJfya ; the Siltrakira pro­
pounds it in the next Siltra. 

t The B'hilfyachan<Jra calla this I Stlfra' ; but nowhere ia it found ae 
Stltra. Th-3 7-'afparya regards it as Sil!ra. It is interesting to note that the 
Pori,hu,l,lhi elates and critici1e1 the view that thia i■ a SiJfra. 
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next advances the view that t.110 variom1 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 
Smoke; that is, as a matter of fact, t.lrn touch of Smoke is per• 
ceived (felt) by means of that particular part of the Cutane• 
ous Organ (skin) which is located in t.he Eye,-and not by 
means of any other part of skin; and similarly Colonr, &c. 
also are perceived by particular parts of t.he skin ; and it is 
on account of the destruct.ion of such particular pH,rts that 
the blind fail to perceive Colour, the deaf fail to perceive 
Sound, and so forth."• 

.dnau,er-What has been urged is not to right; as it in­
volves a self-contradiction. Having asserte<l 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 part.s 
of skin, just like the perception of Smoke ;" if this lattt,r 
allegation is true, ·then the instmments apprehending the 
several objects of perception ( Colour, rl'ouch &c.) must be 
regarded as several; for the simple reason that each of them 
apprehends a particular object of its own; as is pr6ved by 
the fact that one particular object, (s.g. Colour) is perceived 
only when one particular instrument (the liJy,i or the Skfo 
in tfie Eye) 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. 

'l'he non-difference' th&.t you have put forwarq (in 
Su. 51 ), as the reason (for the conclusion that there is only 
one ~ense-organ ') is also open to doubt. As a matter of fact, 
the substrata of the Sense-organs a.re pervaded by (i.e. com• 
posed of) the Earth and such other snhfiltances also; for in the 
abse,nce 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
t.ion of all things. 

YiJr/ika on So.. (i.H). 
[P. 386, L. 7 to P. 393, L. 8]. 

"'l'here is only one Sense-organ "-says the Opponent. 
Which one is that P 
0 When the blind fail to perceiv11 Colo11r, it ia only because that particular 

part of akin wh_iob waa in the Eye, 1111d which wna the means of colour-perreption, 
hu been deetroyed. 
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'' Tlie Outaneo11s ia tl,e onl!J nnp, Sense-organ, l,,oau,e oj 
" non-absenc,,,-sn.ys the Sntra. What is this nnn-absence? 
"What we mean by • nou-absenco ' is that the Cutaneous 
" Organ is comu~<~tl'<l with the Anbstrata of all sense-organs; 
"that is, thore is not a single sense-organ which is not per­
" vaded by the 8kin.• 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 11on-abse11ce1 wo concludP tl 1at the Cutaneous is the 
" only one Sense-organ." 

The above i11 ,wt right; bPc11111w th,re is no perception of 
the Objects f!/ ot/i .. r S,mse-o,·g,rn.~-sn.ys t.he Bhai!!I''· That is, 
the view pnt forward goes against n.ct1111.l experience (i.e. all 
evidence); t that is, ono who n!lserts that there is only one 
Se11se-organ contrndict,s actual oxperience, If tht! Cutane­
ous Organ were the only sense-organ, there would he tactile 
perception of all things; so that Cololll' wonld be perceived 
by the blind, Sound by the clea.f, and so forth ; as a matter of 
fact however, no snch perception takes place ;-hence it 
follows that the Sense-organ cannot be one only. 

'l'he ' non-absence ' that has been put forward as the 
reason is not vali,1; a.I'.! the 1·casoning based npon it [i.e. 
'because the instruments by which all things are perceived 
are connected with tho 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 tlte Sense-organ.' 

• The third ' na' appearH to be snpcrHuoue, 
t I Lokcu•irot!,ha • means contrary tn ezperienc11. But the '/'4fparya explain■ 

it to 111ea11 1 Pram41}av,rnt/,ha,' con,rar11 to all evidsnce ; and the reason for this 
explanation given by the l'arisl.ut!,t/,hi is that, inasmuch as the Beoae-organa 
themselves tare not perceptible, they 01111 not form objects of I 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 i,:1 
perceived or Sound is heard) bas 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 Eye-ball is destroyed, there iii no 
perception of the touch of Smoke." 

'l'his cannot be accepted, as it involves self-contradiction. 
When you say tlrnt--" the . perception of 

Var. P, 390. 
Colour &c., is brought about by means of a 

part of the Cutaneous Organ, just like the perception of 
Smoke ",-you c~ntraJict the assertion that " there is 
only one sense-organ ", linving previously declared that 
"the Cutaneous Organ is the only one sense-organ", you 
now assert that " the perception of Colom· &c., is brought 
about by means of different parts of the Cutaneous organ"; 
and in doing this you admit what you have sought to deny, 
The' parts' have no existence apa1·t from the' Whole'; and 
those ' parts ' of the Cutaneous Organ that are regarded 
by you as the means c,f apprehending Colour &c.,-are these 
of the nature of ' Sense-organs ' or not ? " What of this P" 
Well, if those ' parts' are of the nature of ' sense-organs ', 
then all those boing ~o many diffct'ent Sense-organs, the 
Sense-organ canuot be one only ; if I on the other hand, the 
• parts' are not of the nature of ' Sense-organs', then Colour 
&c., (which are perceived by their moans) cannot be regard­
ed as ' perceptible by the ~cnses '! 

Sutra (52). 

[Si{ltjha,,ta]-b IS N01' 'l'RUE ['I'HA'l' nrnHt-: 18 ONLY 

ONE SENSl•ORG,\N] ; BECAUSE {SEVERAL) THINGS ARE NOT 

PIROEIVED SIMULTANEOUSLY, (Su. 52). 
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BkrJ1ya on Su. (52). 
[P. 15C, L. 7 to L. 11.J 

[ 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 Hense-organ, and the single sense-organ with 
all objects (Colour, Odour, 'l'ouch, Taste and Sound); so that 
(in every act of Perception). the contact of the 8oul, 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 othe1· objects are never porceived at one and the same 
time, H enoe it follows that it is not true that there is a 
single sense~organ operating on all objects of perception. 

Further, by reason of the non-concornitance 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). 

'l,he Si<J,f ltritt~a view put forward is connected with the 
following S0~ra-'Jt is not true, because seve,·at tMngs are not 

pe,·ceiotid simultaneously.' For one who holds that the1•9 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 P" 
Well, there would be present, (a)the contact of the Soul with 
the Mind, lb) of tlu:, Mind with the Sense-orga;n, and (c) of 

•1.'he Jitrurcucc lictwceu.' nou-simultancity uf pcr.:cptious' urged liefore and the 

'no11-co11comitaucc of percc11tiu11s', urged uow is uot •111itc clear, 'flie distinction, 
accordiutl to the Varlika aud the Parislrnddhi, is that '11un-si111ulta11city' is more gene­
ral, referring principally to simultaneity of l'crccptious ; the sense I.icing that several 

perceptions canuot appear at tlw Mame time ; while 111011-concumitaucc' refers mainly 
to 11111 objedapcrceit-ed ; the sense being that the sovcrul perceptions do uot always 
appca1· togcthef ; i. c., it is nut necessary that the perception uf Odour must always 
lie accompanied liy the pcrccptiou u[ Uulour ; if that were au, Ihm at the time that 
tho blind mau perceives Odour, he cnulJ have thu perceptiou of Colour alBO; and 

t,c would uot lie blind at all. 

1.'he Pari1hu~411i remarks that what the Safra really meaue to urge here i,, not 

enctly the 'm111-1i1nultaiuilg of cog•ilio11, ', but ouly the impossibiiity of 11veral 
IAiffQI being perceived at one and the same timo. 
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the Sense-organ with all objects of perception ; so that out 
of these contacts of the Soul, the Mind, the Sen11e-organ and 
the several objects, there should proceed the perceptions of 
all those objects at one and same time. 

[The Yartika raises an objection against the Bhll1ga in­
terpretation of the Sii(rlJ ]-" The above 1·easoning 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 a.re 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 oontaot 
with several objects at one and the same time, there would 
be the absurd contingency of the peroeptions 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.• 'fhe explanation that 
the Si4<Jhantin may put forward will be equally avail&• 
ble for the other party also. If, on the other hand, 
the contingency is not objectionablet then there is no point in 
urging (against the Purvapakfa) the contingency of ' the 
simultaneous perception of things' [as is done by the Su~rl, 
as explained by the Bhli1ya ]." 

0 According to the ParvapakftJ, there is a single sense-organ apprehending all 
things ; so that whenever one thing is perceived all things could be perceived. Trae ; 
but according to the Sic,t\f hintA aleo, though there are several Sen11e .. organa, yet there 
are 1eve1al things perceptible by each of those several organs ; for instance, several 
kinda of colour are apprehended by the Eye, several kinds of Odour by the Non; and 
r,o forth; 10 that according to this view Glao the contingency would be pouible at 
tbe ti:ne that we perceive the Red Colour, our Eye is in contact with all _,,ill, 
thi~ga ; ao that the visual perception of all vilible things 1hould appear aimultaae­
ously. So that the contiug,ney i■ equally po11ihle in both view■• 
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(A.) To the above objection some people offer the fol­
lowing answer-[Accordiog to the Sicj(jhiin(a 1 the simultane­
ous perception of several things' is not possible, because of 
the difference in the desire to DOgnise (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 8i<J4hanlin is to 6nd out some other reason, 
to account for the fact that perceptions cannot appear simul­
taneously, even when the desfre to cognise (several things is 
there).'' 

(B.) Others have put forward the fact of the Sense­

Var. P.391. 
organs beiog inatruments. This answer {to the 
objection against the Sicjcj.hin ~a as put for­

ward in the Bha1ya) 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 aoes not act at all." 

But this explanation also is equally available to both (the 
Puroapak1in and the Si,J,JhiJnlin) ; 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 
Purvapakttin) the fact that ' things are not perceived simul­
taneously' (815 has been done by the 8ilra)." 

[Having pointed out difficulties in the Bhiify<J presenta­
tion of the Si<},Jkan/a standpoint embodied in Su. 52, the 
'Yartika introduces its own presentation of that standpoint] 
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-Th-, PKtt1•pakfi11 who holds that there is a single Sense­
organ, should be q11estioned as follows, in regard to the 
several alternatives possible:-Yo11 hold that there is a single 
Sense-organ wbioh apprehends all things ; now does this 
single Sense-organ operate by contact, or not P " What of 
that P" Well, if it operates by contact, tben 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 &c. without coming into contact with them, then the 
same would be the case wit.h Touch also [ so that it would 
not be true that the organ operates by contact only.] If 
it be held that. the organ operates half and half, both ways, 
-i. e., some things it apprehends by contact, and others 
without contact,-then it loses the character of 'Instrument.' 
11 Well, let it lose the character of 'lnstr11ment'-What harm 
does that do to our position P'' Now, it is in answer to 
this last argument of the Opponent that we have the Su/ra 
(52) pointing @ut 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 o/ ,eaeral tl,ing, being per­
ceiaed aimuleaneoualy is urged il.gai nst the SitJ~hanlin, 
who holds that there are several sense-organs, his answer ia 
that nc, such contingency can arise, 6ecauae tl,e Sen,e-orgon, 
are ' inatrument,' [ and no instrument can have several 
operations at one and the same time] ;-while such an expla­
nation is not available for the Paroapakfin, according to 
whose view the Sense-organs have been deprived of the 
character of ' Instromeut' I and who find"s nothing undesir­
able in this]. Further, the asaertioo, that the 'sense-organ 
operates by contact, and it does not operate by contact,• ia 

aelf-conLradictory. 
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Further, the Cutaneous Organ cannot be the only BE1nse­
organ1 betNu11e of nQn-conaornifonr,11 ; what is meant by ' oon• 
comitance ' is that the percflption of one thing by one person 
is accompanied by the perception of a second thing also; and 
if there he such concomitance, there would be no possibility 
of men being blind or deaf &c. 

Stlfra (!i3). 
THE CuTANHous ORGAN 0ANNOT BE THE oNLY BENSE· 

ORGAN; AS THIS WOULD INVOLVE INNl!:R CONTR.ADIOTIONS.• 

(Sii. 53). 
Bhafya on Sii. (&S)· 

IP. 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 ez-hypotheai, in the 
perception of Colour &c.), then it should be so in ~he per­
ception of Touch also ; or if Touch &c. are apprehended 
by the organ by contact only, then Colour &c. also should be 
apprehended by contact only.t It might be urged that 
_ .. the Cutaneous Organ operates ha.If and half.'' But, in 
that case, since no obstruction would be possible, any and 
every object would be equally perceived. 'l'hat is to say, 
if you mean that-'' Touch &c. are apprehended by the 
Cutaneous Organ only whdn they a.re in contact with it, 
while Colours are apprehen_ded by it without being in con­
tact with it, "-then (our answer is that), under auoh a 
theory (where apprehension is possible without contact) there 
w~uld 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 unbidden ; nor would 

• 1'be Bl&4,raohan,Jra explain■ the term I oiprafifi4t/ha' as I vW,A<11111 prafifi,IA11, 
1 denying after aOirmiug. '-i.1., contradictiug oneself. 

Thi■ Sifm i■ not found in Vishvani)ha ; the Bhci!ftJCl&an,Jra appean to treat 
it u BArlfys ; it is not found in Sii\ra H,. D, nor in the Puri Siitra Ma. It i■ 

found io the N14ya1acl&iniba.11,,l&a, and the V'arlika alea treats it aa Blfra. 

t Tbt right l'lllding lffll11ri ~ is •upplied by the Puri M1. 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 i11 perceived 
when near at band. 

Yiir#ika on Sii. (53). 
[P. 391, L 18 to P. 3112, L. 4.] 

Phe Outaneotll Orga1& etc.-says tho Sfllra. 'l1he rest is 
clear in the Bka,tga. 

(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 
Vir.P.523. d d d d k' d f p erange , or estroye , no m o erception 
would be possible; 

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

(0) There ttM.&ld b,:i ntJ grou1&d Jo,• the phenomenon 
that there is peTception of Oolour near at hand, and 1&0 percep­
tion of Colour at a di,tance. That is, if the Cutaneous Organ 
were operative without contact, than there would be no 
reason why there should be perception of things close to the 
organ, and no perception of things remote from it. 

Bhilfga on Sil ( 54 ). 
[P, 151, L. 5 to L. 1 :i ]. 

']~he multiplicity (of SeJ?,se-organs) having been proved 
(indirectly) by the denial of sil,gle1&ess, the 8flfra proceeds to 
propound direct positive arguments in suppo1·t of the same.• 

• This aentance has been construed in two ways, by the Vdrtik11 :-(1) ik,.fwi­
,,.flfitlA'• e1111111f11ram,-' after having negatived ■ingleuess '-111i1iaft1afii,i,A11u 
1fA4pGnt1Alf11~ llp(l{lig11'4-'the Siitra propounds arguments in support of wulti 
plieity, ;-or (2) 'imf.aprafifldA4f 11dnaf111uiljr,kau' -' the multiplicity of ■enae­
organ■ hnins been proved (indirectly) by the denial of einglene•, the Sitra 
proceed■ to propound• direct argument in 1upport of the ume, 
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8fl#ra (M). 

BBOAUSB THE OBJECTS or THE SBNSII-ORGANS ABB PIVB• 

FOLD. (Sti. 54). 

The term • art ha' stands for prayojann., 'object;' or' pur­
pose"; and as a matter of fact, this • object• of the sense-organs 
is five-fold; that; is, when •rouch is apprehended by lihe 
Tactile Organ, that same organ does not apprehend Colour ; 
hence we infer t,be existence of another Visual organ, 
which serves the • purpose ' of apprehending Colonr ; 
similarly when Colour and Touch are apprehended (by 
the Tactile and the Vi1mal 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 lTouch, 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 Gesta.tory Organ, which serves 
tha 'purpose' of apprehending Taste ;-lastly, when the four 
(Touch, Colour, Odour and Ta.ste} are apprehended (by the 
the Tactile, the Visual, the Olfactory, and the Gesta.tory 
organs respectively) those sarne organs do not apprehend 
Sound; hence we infer the fifth, the Auditory Organ, which 
serves the ' purpose ' of apprehending Sound. 1.'hus, from 
the fact that the purpose of one sense-organ is not served 
by another, it follows that there are (i.vB Sense-organs. 

TTartika on·sn. (64). 

[P. 892, L. 4. to P. 39S, L. 7.] 

The tn1'ltiplicity of Btmae-orgara, l,,aoirag baera prooetl. bf/ 
thB denial of aingl,meBB, the 8i#rr1 proceeds to propound dif'ecl 
poailiue argument, i,, suppori of the Hme-aays the BhifYa. 
'' But "-says the Opponant-"'we do not understand how 
multiplicity is proved by ' denial ' ; for all that lihe denial 
can do is to show that singleness cannot be established; how 
does that prove multipli.;ity P Then again, inasmuch there 
can be no action or operation without a means or instrument 
(of accomplishing it) how oan there be any dengira11 (which 
ia ail aatiora) of Singleness P All that the denial does is t.o 
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set aside t1,e inferential reasonings in suppM·t of the Singleness; 
it does not set aside either singleness or multiplfoity. Under 
the oiroumstancos, what construction can bo put upon the 
passage of the B!&ll,ya P 11 

Answer: [The passage may be construed in two ways]­
(A) ' Pra(itJerJhill nanli(a11a,icjr]hau ' should be construed 
as-' pra(i'!~fJhii/ ananfaram nanafva,irj<Jhau '; i.e. • ' after 
the denial, in support of the establishing of multiplicity the 
Sil~ra propounds the argument ber,a1ise the p1trpo11e of tlui 

1ense-01·gans is floe-fold.' Or (B) the clause 'p1'a/il!~4hnl 
naniiffMIJicJc)hau' may be taken to mean t.hat • 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 b1u1ed? '' 

The reason is that-' otherwise several things wonlrl be 
perceived at the same time' (Sii. 52). 'l'his is the reasoning by 
which singleness has been negative<l. And the nogat,ivti proof 

having been already provided there, tho next Sii~ra pro­
pounds the positive proof.• 

Because the objects of the Sense-orgafls are f,,ve-f old-says 
the Si/ra; and the term ' ar(.l&a' stands for the' pray,,j.aua ' 
fc. &c.-says the Bhltfya. 

Saye the Opponent:-" This snira has no semblance of 
reasoning at all. Why so? Because the probandum of a 
reasoning is that whioh is predicated by-forms the pre­
d:v&i.te of-the Proposition ; so that the proposition being 

• The Par2,Au41U remarks-Though the mere invalidating ot the premises 
does 11ot entirely demolish the Proposition, yet, iu a case where the negath•ing of 
thP Opponent's proposition ia ·accomplished, it implies the establishing of the contruy 
of that proposition ;-this is what is meant by the BhrJfya. Formally formulated, 
the reasoning would atand thus-' In one body, tho number of Sense-organs is 
!IOI o•,-beoauae even though aaveral things ara in proximity, yet the perception 
of tbeae cornea gradually, one after tbe other, and not simultaneously ;-in a case 
where the organ ia one only, the peroeption of things in proximity to it, doe■ not 
appear one after the other ; aa 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 a r/ha of the sense-organs is five-fold' ie entirely 
irrelevant ;-even when • arlha • is taken in the sense of 
praynja11a,-and the premiss in the form • because the 
prayojana of the Sense-organs is five-fold '-the 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). 'l'he same thing happens if I Objects • are 
made the •subject' [the proposition being stated in the form 
1 Objects are apprehended by means of five sense-organs']." 

Answer-The Sutr,, may be the taken as stating the 
following resonings :-1 In regard to Colour, Taste, Odour, 
Touch and Sound, the observer ie one whose action (of per­
ceiving) is brought about by several inst1·nments,-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 oraft, he 
takes up that of another ;-now jn the case of Colour, Taste 
&c. also, we find that when one of them appears (is perceiv­
ed) after another has ceased, there is always need of a differ­
ent instl'ument ;-hence we conclude that in regard to 
Colour, Taste, Odour, 'l1ouch and Sound, the Observer is one 
whose action is brought about by several instruments,' 

Sa(ra (55). 

[ Objection]-"WHAT IS ASSBRTBD CANNOT BR ACOBPT• 

ED ; BECAUSe THE I OBJEO'l'8 1 ARE MANY (AND NOT 

• 1'1va ') "-(Su. 5o), 
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Bhill}ya on Sn. (!>5). 

[P. lol, L. lb to L. 1~.] . 

1235 

LSays the Opponent]-" That there are fiue sense-organs 
cannot be regarded as rightly proved by tho fact that tl,e 
objectl} of tl&e Sense-organs a1'6 p,oef11ld ; -why ?-b1:caww the 
,aid objt1ct, a2·e 1nany. 'r he ' objects ' of the Se use-organs are 
several; e g., there are three kinds of 'l'ouch-Lho cnol, the ltot 
and the neither-cool- nor-hot'; there are endless colours-in 
t,he shape of ,vhite, green and the rest ; there are th1·ee 
odours-agreeable, disagreeabl1:1 and indifferont ; t,lwro are 
several tastes-the bitter and the rest ; Sound is diverse, 
appe11oring in the form of letters 11,s also in that of mere in­
distinct sound. Jn view of these facts, tho man, who would 
hold the Sense-organs to be p,'De on the ground of the objects 
of the sense-organs being five-fold, should also have to 
admit that there are many (more tJ1an five) Sense-organs, 
because the object's of the sense-organs are many." 

'P'ilrlika on Sii. \55). 

[P. ~UIS, L. 9 to L. lb]. 

Wl,at is asaerted cannot /Jp, accepted 4"c. g-c.-says the 
Su/t·a. This objection is raised against the Sirj<Jl1iinfa in the 
form is wl,ich it has been put forward ; and what is meant 
by this objection is to object to the number -/i1Je. 

Hut in urging the objection the Opponent is not right, 
as he falls into self-cont1·adiction ; when he asserts tliat 
' because the objects of the Sem!e-organs are many tl1e 
Sense-organs must be many ' ho goes 11gaiust his former 
allegation that ' there is a single Sause-organ.' 

'l'he 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 Su. 55) is, Mt to prov" 
that there are several Sense-organs bocanse the objects of 
the Sense-organs are .6.ve-fold,-and there would be self-con­
tri\diction only if we did this,-but simply to ul'ge, in op­
po11itio~ to your argument that ' becaus~ the objects of the 
Sense-organs are five-fold, there mnst be five Sense-organs', 
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the fa.et t,hat, if it he held that the number of Sense-organs 
should be five because their objects are five-fold, tl1en it 
should also be admi1ted that the number of Sense-organs 
should be many hecanso their objects are many." 

8u(ra ( [16). 

[ At1s10erl-T NASftll/CH AN (·1·1n: Sl!lVERAL KINIJS OF 

ODOUR ARK) N0'l'HING MOltK 'l'HAN C ODOUR,' •rntmE CAN ml 

NO DENIAf, OF ODllU1' Olt 'l'IIE ltl!ll!'I' (AS CONS'l'l'l'UTING 1'HE 

'FIVE SENSl~·OlWANS '). (Sii. 56). 

liha,ya on Sii, (56). 

[P. 152, L. I to L. 11). 

As a mat.tor of fact, Odour (Colour, Taste, 'L1ouch 
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
ina 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.• 
.l! .. urther, the arJ{Ument that has been put forward (in Sii. 54) 
has for its subject the ' perceptible things ' flB grouped uttder 
taell-defined hetJds, and not inclioidaal things, severally ; while 
your denial (in Sii. S5) of the number I five ' as applied to 
' perceptible things' refe1·a .to inrlividual things regarded 
severally. Consequently the denial cannot be regarded as 
as l'igbt and proper.t 

0 Tl,c reailing lit "''""'"" is wrnug ; the right rcadi11g i11 ll~M<4Pn as foi:nd io 
the two Puri 11(118, and iu the Bh4~yac11ai1~,·a, aud also suppflrtcd liy the 81&4f1/G 
below. 

t All Odours arc appreheudecl by the same organ ; hence thoy are grouped under 
one bead,' and regarded na '01Je ', similarly with Colour, Tade, Touch and Sound. 

Hence those live gronps justify the a11Fumptio11 of five 'Sense-organs.' The Opponent 
takes each Odour as a 1li11tinct nnit, and for eacl1 &Pch tmit he wonld have 01111 organ ; 

and hence hedoee not agree to restrict theuurnber of orga111 to five only. But when 
all Odoun are actually fonml lo be app,ehended by the aarne organ, there ia nothing­
to justify the ueumptiou or ecveral organs for the apprehending of Odour. 

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



BHA!;YA-VARTIKA 3-1-54> 1237 

'' But how do you know that Odour and t,he rest have 
their extension precisely determined through their reRpective 
communities ?" 

Well, as a matter of fact, the t,hree kinds of 'J'onch-the 
cool, the warm and the neither-warm-nor-cool-a.re all 
grouped (and unified) umler the single community of 
' Touch'; so that when we pe.i·ceive the cool 1,ouch (by the 
'l'actile organ), the perception of tlrn other two kinds of 
'l,ouch-the u,m·m and the 1ieitlier-warm-no,·-cor,l-cannot 
indicate, or justify the assumption of, other instruments 
(distinct from the said 1.'actil0 organ); for the sirnple reason 
that all the several kinds of •rouch 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 
or~an as the t)ool '!'ouch. Similarly, all kinds of Odour are 
included under the single group ' Odour, all kinds of Colour 
under ' Colour,' all kinds of •rasto under ' 'l'aste' and all 
kinds of Sound under ' Sonncl.' As for the perceptions of 
Odour (Taste, Colour, 'rouch 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.' 

Varlika on Sii. (h6). 

[ P. 393, L. J 5 to P. 394, L. 2]. 

The answer to the objection urged (under Sii, 55) is given 
in the next Su/1•0 (56), which says-lt1asmuch as ~c. fc. 
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 instrument!! except those that 
bring about their own perception. All those entities in 
which the community of ' Odour • subsistH are found to have 
their perception brought about by a single (same) organ; 
hence the sub-di visions of Odour}-' agreeable' ; 'disagreeable• 
and ' indifferent • ,-(being all perceptible by means of the 
same 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 Bharga, 

BM1ya on Su. (57). 
[P. H>2, L. ll to L. 14.] 

[Says the Opponent]-"If things can be grouped under 
"a community, then it follows that all the Sense-organs 

" SHO0LD BE REGARDED AS I ONE,' 1'HE18 (HVBBAL) 

,, OBJECTS BElNG No MORE THAN 'OBJECT' {du. 57). 
'' That ii to say, all objects being included under the single 

"community of 'object' [ the 'objects of the Sense-organs' are one, 
from which it follows lihat there is only one Sense-organ].'' 

'l'ar/ika on Su. (57). 
(P. 394, L. 2 to L. 7.) 

" If things caa be g,·ouped wider a ,ingle cummunity, then it 
follow, that there is ouly one Se11se-or!Jan; since. thtir objects are 
no more tlian 'object.' •rhe meaning of this is that there is 
no incongruity (in the Pifrvapak1a view that there is a 
single Sense-organ~. 

Batra (58). 

[tlnlW!.'r]-No·1· so; BECAUSI OF THE FIVHOLDNESS 

-(a) OF Tl::IK SlONI:! (ou INDIOA'tlVES) IN THE SHAPE OF Pn­
CEPl'IONS, {b) OF 'fll~ I,OCA'flON, (c) OF THE PBOOISS (oPHA• 

TfON), (d> OF THE SHAP.1!1 {M&GNITUDB) AND (e) or THB CON• 

STITUEN'fS, (Sil. 68). 

Bha1ya on Su. (58.) 
[P. 152, L. 16 to P. 15S, 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 mfe1•red as perceptible by any 
single 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 inferrud as percep. 
tible-each by a distinct Sense-or pp. Bence what is urged 
(bi Su. lJ7) is entirely irrelevant. 
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This is what is described in detail in t.he Sntra :-

(A) BecausB of the nvefoldness of the signs in th£: shape o/ 
Perceptions; what indicate the existence of Sense-organs 
are our own perceptions, since the presence of Sense-organs 
is proved only by the perception that wo havu of cc-rtain 

things ;-this has been already explained in t.he Bha~ya 
on Su. b4, which speaks of the ' fivefoldneE.:s of the objects of 
Sense-organs' ;-thus then, inasmuch as t.he 'indicatives of 
Sense•organs,'-the shape of perceptions, are fivefold, the 
Sense-organs must be five. 

(B) 'rhe location also of the Sense-organs are /fop.fold: (1) 
The Tactile Organ, which is indicate<l by the perception of 
'fouch, luis its location throughout the body ; (2) the Visual 
Organ, which, as issuing out of the body, is indicated by 
the perception o{ Colour, has its locatfo" in the pupil of tlrn 
Eye; ( 3) the Olfactory organ has its location in the nose; ( 4) the 
Gestatm·y organ has its lo,u.tio11 in the 'rongne; (b) the Audi­
tary Organ has its location iu the cavity of thu Ear ;•-all this 
being proved by the fact that tlw five orgl)ns hn.ve their llXis­
tence indicated by the perceptions of Odour, 'l'a.sto, Colour, 
'J.1ouch and Sound. 

lC) On account of the fivefoldness of t-ho processa., ah,,> 
there is diversity in she sense-organs : e.r,., (in visual percep• 
tion) the Visual Ot·gan encased in the pupil issues outside 
and then gets at the objects possessed of Oolonr; the Organs 
of Touch ('l1aste and Odour) on the other hand are them'iclves 
got at by the objects, which latter roach the Organs by the 
movements of the body in which the Organs exist ; while the 
contact of the Auditory Organ with the Sound (heard) ie 
obtained by reason of this latter proceeding in a series. 

(D) ' .l.krili,' shape ', elands for the exact limit or ex­
tent of magnitude; and this is found t,o be fivefold. 'l'he 
Olfactory, the Geetatory and the TacLile Organs have their 

• Tbe Bl&dfyachanlra remarks that, inasmuch as tho Auditory orgau consists 
of Al:4aha it is not right to lo~ate it in• the E,r-cavity. To avoid this diflk·ulty, it 
otfera other explanation■ of the compound ' l:ar'}arhhi,lr4<Jhi,th,111am ' : (I) 
'clli,lram', 'cavity', stands for a particular form of contact; aud 'lfflr~a' HtandA 
for an object made op of earth-particles : and 'a,,hiflhi111a' stands for auxiliary ; 
hence the whole compound meAna 'that which has for its axiliary an object made 
up of earth-par~iclea': -or (2) 'that which i1 the alJhiathina,-subatratum,-of the 
coatact of the Ear '.-Both theae int1rpnt&tion1 would apply to the ,Ua,ha. 
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shape or magnitude restricted to their respective substrata 
(in the body ; tho shape of the Olfactory organ is the same 
as t.l1at of tho Nose, and so forth),-and are inferred (as dis­
tinct from the perception of their objects ;-while the Visual 
ol'gnn, though located in the pupil, moves ont of the socket 
and pervades over tho object ;-while, lastly, the Auditory 
Organ is 11othing other t.han Ikasl111. itself, and like .dkiJsha, 
is all pervading,-being inferred only from the perception 
of Sound: and yet t,his 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 pccnlia.r faculties (of Merit and Demerit) 
belonging to the person concerned.• 

(E) By Jo(i, ' Constituent', is meant 'source'; tba 
' sources' or ' constituents' of the SonBe-organs are five, in 
the 11hape of the rudimentary sub11tances, il}arth {Air, Water, 
Light ancl Akasha'. It follows therofore that, because 
the ' const.itnents ' are five, the ::.;ease-organs also must be 
five. 

Yar/ika on Sn. (08). 
[P. 394, L. 5 to P. 395, L. ,.] 

What has been urged (in Sii. 57) has no force, as it has 
been already answe1·ed ; i. e., it h11,s alre:1.dy been answered 
by what has been said under Sli.. 54. For -the purpose of 
explaining this Ramo point we have the next Sii~ra-Not ,o, 
fJecau,e of the floe/oldness of ((i)-the Rign, ~c. ~c. cJ-c. 

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

{BJ Tho Sense-organs must be several,-because they 
have distinct loc,,tion, ;-things with distinct locations are 
always found to btt 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 s·euee-.organs ;-heooe these 

• Though the Anditol'y organ is nothing more than the all-pervarling Akisha ; 
yet it cannot nppreheml ~n So11111la in the worltl, hecan1111 itR ecope ia re,itricted by 
the diRabilitieA of the horlv in which it aubaiata,--thia couneclion of a particular 
organ with a particull\r object being determined by the rneri, 11nd dem11rit of &ha 
•nan \o whom it belongs. 
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must ho several. According to the theory that there are 
distinct locations for the several Sense-organs, when the 
location of one organ is destroyed, another organ remains un• 

affected, resting in its own distinct location ; 1:10 that this 
theory involves no incongruity.• 

(C) On account of tlte dioersity of processes,-in formulat­
ing the argument thi1:1 reason should be stat.ed in the form 
' because the processes of the Sense-organ at·o dive1·so ' tho 
undesirable contingency involved in tbu contrary view may 
be pointed out here also, as before. 

(D) • Shaps' sla,a,J,s for tlie ezact e:ctent of magnit,id11 .•. the 
Olfactory: the Gestatory and the 'l'actile O1'gans ha1Je thero mri{/" 
nitude restrictRd to tlieir respective substrata-says the B hn11ya. 
The Visual Organ, issuing out of the Eye-socket, pervades 
over the object ; and is thus of larger magnitude (than tho 
aforesaid three organs). 'l'he Auditory Organ, which is only 
.lkisha, is restrict9d in its operations by the limitat.ions of 
its location ; Akasha becomes connected with (located in) 
the Ear-cavity, which is found under the influence of Merit 
and Demerit, and which (on that account) becomes tho means 
of the apprehension of Sounds, agt·eeable, disagreeable or 

Var. l'. 395, 
indiffet·ent ; and what t·ondors 8oun<l audiblo 
is only tl1e ..tllcil1Jlia thus connected with the 

Ear-cavity, and not as connected with any 0U1e1· orifictis of the 
body, like the mouth and the rest; nor is the Sound render­
ed audible eh:iewhere (than in the Ea.1·-:}avity) ; 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 Akadlta itself is concerned (which constitutes t.ho 
Auditory Organ), it is eternal, and as such cannot be affect-

0 Tbis incongruity will be present in the theory that oil Sense-organs lul\'o Llic 
same locatiou ; as iu that case the dHtructiou of oue locatiou woulil mau the Ju,,truc­

tion of the location of all Sonae-organs ; so that the rciuoval of the Eyes would 

put an end to all aenM•perception I 
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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. 

lE) 'Constituent' stands for• source '-says the Bl,a,yt1. 
The sources of the Sense-01·gans 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 se11se-01·gans ,ire of the 11atu,·e of Earll, &c.,-and 
not, that they are ~he prodn,:ts of these ; because A.kaaha 
(which forms the Auditory 01·gan) being eternal cannot be 
the product of anything. 

Bl1ii~Y'-' on Sii. (59). 

[P. 153, L. 9 to L. 15.) 

('rhe 8,ili.kh!J;z asks]-" How do you kno,v that the 
Sanso-organs havo their sonrcB in the rndimenta.,·y 1ub1ta11ce1, 
and not in Umnanif e11ted P,·imortlial Mttfler? " 

['rho answer is given in the following Hutra.] 

Srtfra (59). 

TRF: SF.NSE•OR&ANS ARE R.1'.:GAIIDED AS BElNO OF THE SAMR 

NATU&E AS ·1·1a: RurmtEN'l'ARY SUJJS'l'ANCl!:S, HROAUSE THERE 

JS PEROEP1'ION {BY '.l'II1'.:III. MEANS) OP '!'lit; SPECIFIC QUAUTIES 

OF THESE SUDSTANCl'-S, (Sii, 59). 

In the case of Air and the other rudimentary substances 
we find that there is a restriction as t.o the perception of 
particular qualities; e.g. Air serves to manifest Touch; 
Water serves to manifest Tasto; Light serves to manifest 
Colour ; as for Earth, one earthy thing (oil,/, i.,) serves to 
manifest the odour of another earth thing (the lcunkuma, 
f. i.,) ;-this restriction as to the perception of the specific 
qualities of rudimentary substances is found in the case of the 
8eu11e-01·gans also Le.g. the Olfactory Organ manifests Odour 
only, the 'l1actile Organ 'l'orich only, and so forth j; hence from 
the fact that thero is restriction· as to the perception of t-he 
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.• 

Yartika on Su, (b9). 

[P. 3~5, L. 7 to L. 18, l 
Q,,estion :-11 Row do yo~1 know that the Sense-organs 

have their source in the Rudimentary Substances, and not in 
Unmanifested Primordial Matter P" 

This question has no force; as it bas been already answered; 
it has been already expla.ine~ (under Su. 30) that the Sense­
organs do not have their source in Unmanifested Primordial 
Matter. 

Th eSense-org«ins are regarded etc., etc.-says the Su/ra. The 
• specific qualities of the Rudimentary Substances, are Odour,' 
Taste, Colour, Touch and Sound; these are called 'specific' 
because they serve to specifg (and distinguish the substances 
from one another); ll,g., Earth is distinguished from Water aud 
the rest by the presence of Odour ; Water is distinguished 
from the rest by the presence of 'faste, 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 restric·tion 
as to Odour &c. being manifested by the Olfactory and 
other Organs respectively. Hence from the fact that there i.s 
perception of the specific qualities of the Rudimentary Sub­
stances we conclude that the Sense-organs have their source 
in those substances. 

•The fafparya makes the following ob1ervaiion. By the declaration that thare 
are only &ve Sen1e-organs, it i1 implied, that the other five- Hand11 Feet &c.-whioh 
al10 have been regarded a■ 1 Sense-organs '-are not 'Sen1e-organ1 ; ' and the reason 
for thi■ lie■ in tbe fact that they do uot ful&Jl the conditions of the 'Senee-organ ;' 
thne conditions are-(1) that they ehould be connected with the Body, (2) they eboulc! 
be diltiaot from the defect• of ■aaakirae an i ( 3) they 1hould be the direct in■trumentl 
of oopition ; and tho11 (1p1eiall7 the laat) are not preaent in Hands, Feet, cl:o. 
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ea But whioh Organ is of the nature of which sub• 
stance P" 

That Organ whioh serves to manifest the specific quality 
of a particular Substance is of the nature of (has its source 
in) that Substance, so that the Olfactory Organ is of the 
Barth, because it serves to manifest Odour,-like the exter­
nal Earthy Objects ; similarly with the rest. 

End of section (8). 

Section (P). 

(Salras 60-71). 

/tlrctimitiotion of the • Objects ' of Sense-org,u11. 

Bhilfya on Sn. (60) and (61). 

[P. 153, L. 15 to P.154, L. i). 

It has been mentioned• above (in Sil 1• l-14,) that Odour. 
&o., are the qualities of Earth , and inasmuch as this asser­
tion w.>uld be true if Earth &o., had each only one quality, 
as well as if they had several qualities,t the author of the 
Suira adds the following Sn iris-

• \Vbat this refers to is nut the mere I mention ' 1 ur!,r!,iaha' of the Objects ; it 
apparently refers to their 'definition', 'lalefaf}ll,' The T4#parya says-' with a view 
to u:amine the nature of objecla, the B'44fy~l«lra recalls the definition provided under 
Sii. 1-1-14'; the were I mention' of I objects' has been made nndcr 1-1-1. The 
Pari,~r!,hi adds that the purpose underliug the exnminntion of the I objects' ia the 
proving of the main thesis that there are several sense-organs', a, also the disclirding 
of the objections against the definition of Earth &c. 

t Here the author propoundd the doubt that forms the basis of the present 
enquiry: As regards the assertion in Sil, 1-1-14, it may mean, either-(1) that each 
one of O.lour, Colour &c., belongs to each one of Earth, Light &e.; or (2) that among 
Earth and the rest, some have one quality, some two ; or (3) that all belong to all.­
Vclrfilea. On this the Pari,hUl/,r!,l&i remarks-'!'he question is-ls the auertion in 
Si\, 1-1-H meant to be ratric4iff (of one quality to one aubatanee)? or aller1111tive ( one 
poSHuiug one qualitv, one several and so forth)? or cumulative (all poase1sing all)? 
Or the doubt may be io regard to Odour, Colonr, &c. ;-some qualities are common 
to all substaucee, some belong to only a fe,v ;-to \\ hicb of these categorie■ do 
Oclou &c. belong? 
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8U#ra (60) and (61). 

Faou AMONG OoouB, TASTE, CoLOua, Touca AND 

SouND,--THOSB ENDING WITH ToucH BELONG To Eu·ra 
(Su. 60) ; AND [FROM AMONG THOSIC ENDING WITH Touca] 
B.J:OLUDING .FBOM THE BEGINNING, ONE BY ONE, THl!JY BEi.ONG 

BISPECTIVELY TO WATER, LIGH'l' AND WATER; AND TO 

Aus.BA BELONGS THE LA'l'TBB. (Sii. 61). • 

1 From among those ending with '!'ouch' - this term, 
with its (former Nominative) case-ending changed (into the 
Genitive)-has to be construed along with Sii. 61.t 

Po A.kiJ1habel011g1 the la1 ler-i.e. Sound,-(so called) in refer• 
11noe to tho,e e11di,,g with 'l'ouch. t ''Why then is the comparative 
suffix ' /arap ' used, [when the reference is to the four 
qualities of Odour &c., while' tarap' is used when one thing 
is referred to 01,e other thing]? '' '1 he word is an indepen­
dent positive adjective (and not a comparative term 
ending with• tarap ') and all that it signifies is that which 
comes after' ; and in Sii. 1-1-14,-whera 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 'l'oucb, that which is last, i. e. 
Touch,-in reference to this, Sound is ' latter.' 

Yar/ika on Sii. (130) and (61). 

[P. 39b, L. 19 to P. 396, L. 15] . 

. Tt ho, been asserted abor,e that Odour &c., are th,; qttalitie, 
of Harth and the rest; ,md this assertion is equally compat-

•These are two Safm1--accor1ling to the l'urfika nnd also accc,rding to the 
.BA4tracluJru,m. 

tTbis term i11 necessary in Sn. Gl : nucl it can be brought only from the foregoing 
Siitra; there however it has the No111in11ti\'f1 ending: henl'e when <"011Hlrned with 
Su. 61, its case-ending has to he charged. The meaning i8 that Earth hae Odour, 

'l'aste, Colour and Tond1 ; Water haij Taste, Colour and 'l'ouch ; Light h11 Colour 

and Touch ; Air has only Touch, 

i The term ',par,1aaparyanfibllya~•, with the case-ending changed, being brought 
ia from the preceding Sillra. 
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tible with (o) restriction, (b) option, and (c) cumulation; 
(a) by • restriction'. each one of the qualities would belong to 
each one of the substances; (b) by 'option', some of the 
substances may have one, while others have two or three 
or four qualities; and (o) 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 Stltras, 
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 'l'ouch1-thi1 term with 
it, caae-endfog cl1,angP-d ha, to IJe construed efo. eto.-says the 
BhlJ1ya, 11 What is the effect of thisP11 We get at a 
construction wherefrom we obtain the meaning that-" From 
among those ending with Touch'-i. e,, after them-comes 
'Sound', which belongs to Akisha. '' b that case the 
comparative suffix farap cannot be right; as it is always 
found to be used between two things; in the present instance, 
if it means ' one among many' 1 we should have the super la• 
tive form uuamo~.11 

Well my good Bir, the terlJI is not a comparative adjective 
ending in the suffix '1,irap'; it ·means eimply that which come, 
after; • uUaraf being synonymous with • pa,aj.' Or, ' ehe 
word may IJe taken a, a relatioe term, the reference IJeing lo 
'l'ouch 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, U should be ut,amaJ (and 
not uUaral}}!' That is not right; as the reference ia to 
• Touch ' only ; the sense being that ' Tauok ' is later than 
'Odour, Taste, Colour and Touch 11 and 'Sound' is later than 
• Touch', this is what is meant by the term• ullaraJ •. 
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Sufra (62). 
[The Puroapdfin objects]-" TeE v11w EXPBES!IBD 

OANNOT Bl!l ACOBPTED ; BEOAUSl!l ALI, THE QUALITIES (ATTRI• 

BOTBD TO THE 8UBSTANOES) ARE NOT APPBBBENDED (BY THI 

SENBJll•ORGANS OONBTl'l'UTED BY THEM)." 

Bha,ya on Su. (62). 

(P. 154, L. 9 to L. 11.] 

1247 

[The Purvapak~in, holding the view that each one of the 
substances, is possessed of only one quality, objects to the 
view put forward in the preceding Sillra-'' 'fhe said 
distribution of qualities is not right.-Why ?-Because as 
a matter of fact, all the qualities that have bl3en aLtributed 
to the various substances (under the preceding Siitra) are 
not apprehended by the Sanso-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 Q,1alities to be distributed ? 
-asks the SitJ<Jhiintin. 

[The Purvapaksin answers this question and propounds 
his theory in the next Su~ra ]. 

P'ar/ika on Su. (62). 

LP, 396, L. 17 to L. 19]. 

11 Tl,e said distribution of the qualities is not ,·ight ;-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 
th• Visual Organ, which is composed of Light." 

How then are the qualities to be distributed ? 

[The Paroapak,in answers the question in the next 
Sitra]. 
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Sufra (68). 

[The Piirr,apakfin says]-" lNABMUOH AS EA0B 

01!' THE QUALITIES SUBSISl'S, ONFJ BY ONE, IN EAOH OF TBB 

SUBSTANOES, ONE AFTER THE OTHIR,-THERE 18 NO AP• 

PBBHBNSION OF THE OTHEKS.'' • (SD.. 63.) 

Bhilfya on Su. (63). 

[P. 154, L. 14 to P. 156, L. 2]. 

"As a matter of fact, from among Odour (Taste, Colour, 
11ouch and Sound), each subsists, one by one, respectively 
in Earth, (Water, Light, Air and Akisha), Heoeo • there 
is no apprehension of the others '-i.,., (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 'l'aste, Colour and 
'J'ouch,-(b) there is no apprehension, by the Gestatory Or­
gan, of Colour and Touch,-(c) there is no apprehension, 
by the Visual Orgao, of Touch." 

QuestioR-If such is the case, then, how is it that the 
Rudimentary Substances (Earth and the rest) are actually 
perceived as possessing sevP-rat qualities ? 

.AnBt»er-" The perception of several qualities is due to 
admixture•; that is, that '.l.'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." ' 

Viirlika on Su. ( SS). 

" Inasmuch as each of the qualitie, etc. eto.-says the 
Sitra. Since each of the liudimentary substances is possessed 
of only one quality, it is ooly one quality that is pereei~ed 
by means of each sense-organ. This is what is meant by 
8illra phrase • one by one'." 

• The right reading is 'fllfi«-1 as found in Sil. Ma. D, in Puri Sutra. Mu. A and B ; 
in N1t1,a1ac1&fniban~lia, and 1l10 in the VtJrfil:a, 

t Thi■ i■ printed u Slltra ; but no such Sllfra is found anywhere; and from the 
_,,,. below (e.,.) it i1 clear that the Pan111puf11 conliat■ of only three Sltru. 
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Questiot&-lf such is the case, tl,en how is it lhol tlse nuli­
mentarg substance, are actually perceived as po88essing several 
quoiities r 

.4.nsw-?r-u 'l.'l,e perception of ser,eral qu11litie1 is due f.o 

admia,ture ;-that is, Earth is associated with Water and the 
other substances; Lhat is why it is perceived as possessed 
of several qualities. Similarly with the rest. '!'here is no 
thing incongruous in such mixture of the five substances." 

Bl,a1ya on .Su. (64). 

[P. 155, L. 2 to L. 7]. 

LThe Si<J,Ja11tin asksJ -If such be the case, then there 
should be no restriction i inasmuch as there is no restrict­
ion in the association of the substances, there should be no 
such restriction as that 'Earth has four qualities,' 'Water 
bas three qualities',' Light has two qualities' and 'Air has 
one quality.' 

(The Pirr,apak1in answers]-" Certainly, restriction 
is possible." - How? 

Su#ra (64). 

II BmCAUSl!l 'l'HE PREmJDING IS PERMBATED BY THE SUCCEEDING." 

-(Su. 64 1• 

" As a matter of fact, among Earth (Water, Light,, Air 
and Akisha 1, 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).• 

•r All this is to be learnt from the account (contained in 
the Puri9as) of the creation of things; and it cannot be 

t Earth ia permeated by all ~he other four aul,stances ; h,mce all those qnalitie1 
are f11111d in it; Wateris pem1eated by 1111 but Earth, hence it is found' to po1111eu 
all qualitie■ except Odour; and so with rest. 

This i1 the ■xplanatiou of the T alflarya. The B/11lf11aclaar,,ra explain■ the 
Si1Sr• a■-' Earth is permeated by W 11t11r &c., aud Water by Earth &c. But thi1 i■ 
aot in k"piog with the Blacify•. 
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directly known now (by us; since the matter is beyond the 
reach of our mind).'' • 

Vareika on Su. (64). 

[P. •i97, L. 8 to L. 12.] 

Question-If it is as the Piirr,apak,in puts it, then there 
should be no such restriction, as that it is Earth alone, and 
not other subslil'J,nces, that possess four qualities; because there­
is no restriction in the nature (of the substances). 

Answer-" Certainly, the said restriction is not impos• 
sible ; beoanse the preceding is permeatP-d by tlte succeedfog­
sa.ys the Su/,·a. 'l.1hat is the 'preceding' (Earth) is per­
meated by the' succeeding'-i.<J., 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]." 

Su(ra (65). 
(Si,J,Jl,an/r1 ]-NoT so; BECAUSE 'rHE E.u&'I'HY A.ND TRI 

AQUEOUS 8UBBTANCKS ARE BOTH AOl'UALLY PKRCBIVJ!JD [ Wl'I'H 

DlS'flN0'l' QUALITIES OF 'I'HKIR OWN,]f (Su 6i,). 
BhiltJya on Hu. (65). 

[P. 156, L. 9 to·p. 156, L. UJ. 

'Not au '-denies all that has been stated in the preceding 
three Sutr-is. And the reason for this denial is given iu the next 
phrase-because th11 l!Jarthg 8ubatance lFlartlt) and .Aqueous 

• Such is the explanation given by the falparga. The· BM111achan,ra explain■ 

that all this peculiar creation, ill which the substaucBI! are associated together 
iu thi11 peculiar fashion is the result of God'11 peculillr powers ; and hence it cannot 
be questioned ; it must lie accepted as true, al! descrilicd in the s~riptures, 

t Thl' BhtJfga has provided four explanations of the Su il'll,1 embodying the follow­
ing four slatemenls-(a) Earth and Wate1· aro actually perceived, (b) they are per­
ceived with distinct tastes, colours and touches; (c) tbey are perceived with di■tioct 

qualities of their own; and (d) Each of the Substa11ces, Earth, W1ter &c, i■ perceind 
aa miud up with the rest. Wo have adopted (c) alone i11 the tra111lation1, a, i, is 
the widest, and aa such practically include, the others, 
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S11bstance ( Water) ,w,i botli ar.tuall.u pm·ceivcd. [lf tlw Putra­
pak11i,1 theory were true, nnd each of t,he Subilt1mces had 
only one quality, then] according to the principle that 
' Perception is due to large magnitude, to compot'lition by 
several components and to Colour,' the Lnminons Substance 
(Light) alone would be perceptible, and not, either ~a1·th 01· 

Water; since the two latter arc devoid of Colour (according 
tu the Pur11apak111, and the presence of Colour is a nec­
essary condition of p~1·ceptibility).* As a matt.er of fact 
howPver, Earth u,nd Watei· aro as perceptible as Light.. Nor 
will it be right to attribute the presence 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 p1·eseuce therein or such Colour as 
belongs to another subst'l.nce (Light) which is mixed with 
it,-then, for him, Air also 1<hunld bo e1p1ally perceptible; 
or yon should find some explanation for the restt-iction (that 
while roarth and ·water are perceptible, Air is not. per­
ceptible) [the condition of perceptibility, in the shape of 
mixture with Light., beiug CCJ ually pre~ent in all the three]. 

(B) Or, the clause 'because the Earthy crnd tlte Aqtteotts 
arr, 11ercei11ed' lllay mean 'because <listincL tastes of Earth 
and Water are perceived ; i.e., as a matter of fact, the taste of 
Earth is of six kinds, while that of Wate1· is only sweet, and 
this could not be, if the two were actually mixed up. Or, 
ber.1rnse distinct Oolour11 of Nal'th and Water are perceioed; 
while if the Colour of Earth and Water we1·e dno only to the 
Colour of the Light mixed up with them, then such Colour 
would serve only to illumine (renderpercBptiblc) other thiugti, 
and it would itself not be illumined {and perceived) ; 't as 
a matter of fact however the Colours of Earth and Walo1· are 

0 l~vcn according to the Uppoueut, Earth, Water aml Light arc held lo be per­
c,•ptil.tle 1.ty the Eye; I.tut according lo the view that each ~11Lsla11cc has 1•11ly m.e 
•11mlity, Earth would have U1l011r 1'11ly, uud Walc1· would l1i.l'c Taste only; HO that' 
both of these beiugde,·oi,I of Colour, woul,1 be iu\'isil.tlc; 11111I Light would l,c tl,e 
uuly viMil.tle substaue<'. No1· will it be right to a8~crt tl1al l111, viijil,ility of Earth 
auJ Water ia due to their association with Light. For sncl, a,sociatio11, according 
to the PurvapakflJ, ia preaeut iu Air 111111 A kasha ah;o ; so that these l wo also should l,e 

pcrcoptiblo by the Eye. 'f<ifparya. 
t For the Colour of Lig1,I i• only Wliite, Li9l1t, which, while ihclf not pcrccplil.tle, 

reuJers other things perceptible. Ucul,e if the Colour i11 l~arth and Water were ouly 
the Colour of Light, it would uoL l,e itself perceived; while the (Jolour uf Earth and 
Water are actually l'erceived; theac Coloun mnal l,eloug to something other than 
Li1ht, 
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actually perceiued, as being of several kinds and only one 
kind respectively ; e.g , the Colour of ~arthy things is of 
several kinds, green, red, yt-llow and so forth ; while the 
Colour of ,vater is only white, and that also illuminative 
in its charactel' :-such a phenomenon is never found in 
the case of Substances consisting only of the mixture of 
several substances, each endowed with only one quality. 

'l'he Su~ra has mentioned ' ~arth ' and ' Water' only 
by ,vay of illustrat.ion. 'l'he same is true of other things 
also wbich we proceed t.o show in detail : 'l'hc reason for 
our denying the Purvapak~a i.i-becrrnse o/ /!Jm·tl, atid Ugltf, 
di11tit1ct to·1Jcltes arA fJet·ceiv,,d; i.e., the touch of Earth is 
11eitlier-l1ot-nor-colJ, while that of Light is actually perceived 
as hf1t; and no Huch phenomenon would be possible if both ( Earth 
and Fire) wN·e mixed up with Air, which is neither hot­
nor-cold. 

(c) Or, the phrasli, ' because the Earthy and Aqueous 
substances are perceived,' may mean that both tlt1Jse sub­
stancfs, Earth and lVater, ai ,. actually perceived witl& disti11ct 
q11alitie11 of their owit ; e. !J, Earthy things are perceived with 
four ,1ualities, and Aqueous thing:; ar6 perceived with only 
three ; and from this we conclude that the co11stit,umt Ea,·tlt 
{of the Earthy Substance) is also undowcd with those same 
(fom·) qualities ; beeause t.hc finished product is indicative 
of the naturo of it1-1 cause, which, by reason of its being the 
cause, is 1·egarded as modifiable (iuto t,hat product). Simi­
larly, inasmuch as the Earthy and Luminous Substances 
are perceived as possestied of distinct qualit.ies, we conclude 
that the coodtituents of theso also must ho possessed of these 
same distinct <1ualities. 

(d) Or, ('l'he Su/ra may ue explained tu u1ean that] 
a differPnce is actually perceived between .Earthy and 
Aqueous snbstancef:11 both of which are <listiuctly perceived; 
that is to say, it is actually ptn·ceived that lfat·thy Substances 
a1·e mixed up with Wat.ti1· (Light and .Ail'),-that Aqueous 
Substances are mixed up with other two 1mbstances (Light 
and Air)1-and that Luminous Substauces are mi.xed up 
with Air; and not a single substance is over found to be 
possessed of a only one quality. 

As fo1· Lhe reasoning propouude<l in Sil. 64-" becam~e 
the preceding iR pPrmeated by the succeeding [ restriction 
of qualities becomes possible) 11-it is ul.l reasoning at 
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all; becn.1111e wn clo not find in it. anv reason leading up 
to the conclnsion,-on U\A strengtli whereof we could 
accept the proposition. As for t.he assertion (made by 
the Opponent, in the Bl,a1y,,, P. 15.'.i, L. i)-" that the pre­
ceding is permeated hy tho imcceeding is to he learnt from 
the account, contained in the Puranas, of the creation of 
things, and it, cannot be directly known now "-is not 
right; becanse t.here would be no ground for the restric• 
t,ion [that Odonr only shonld 1mbsist in Earth, t.hat it 
1mbsists in Earth onl,v, and so forth].• Fnrt,her, it, is actually 
Been even now that 'the preceding 1mhstance is permeated 
by the succeeding ; P, 'J· Light (Fire) is permeated by Air 
[ so that tho assertion referred to is not true, being contrary 
to a fact of perception]. Then again, 1 permeation ' is only a 
kind of contact, and this is eqnal to both ; so that there 
csm be no explanation for the fact that., while Light becomes 
endowed with '11on:ch by reason of its being permeated by 
Air, Air does not becom<~ andowed with Oolonr, though it 
is pe1·meated by Light. Fnrthe1\ it is actually seen that the 
'11ouch of Ai1· (which is neither hot-nor-cold1 is suppressed by 
the 'Pouch of Light (which is hot), and becomes imperceptib]e 
(by reason of that suppression) ; and certainly a thing cannot 
be suppressed by itself [ and this is what the said phenomenon 
would mean if the touch of Ligl1t were clue to its permeation 
by Ail'; as in that case the said suppression would mean that 
the 'l'oucl, of Air is suppressed by the Toucl, of Air]. 

'JTiir/ika on Sii. ( 6!> ). 

[ P. 397, L. 12 to L. 17.] 

Not so, b,.c11use tl,e Earthy a,l'l Ute Aqueou, stt/J11tances 
e.tc., etc., says the Sillra. The denial is meant to negative 
the three immediately preceding 8iitras. He for whom 
each of the substances is endowed with only one quality, 
for hirn only a thing consisting of Light would be percep­
tible, as it is onJy such things that wonld possess Colour 
(which is essential for visual perception); and neither Earthy 

• The Bhi1fyacl1an~ra explnins the paAsngo I\S tra11slate1l. The f afparya otfen 
a aomewhat different expl1\11atio11 :-" Thcru is no evidence accordiu~ to you, iu 
■upport of the view that Odour aubRiAtR in Earth only ; for the only argument■ &hat 
you propound nre l\gl\iust such a conception ; hence the account of the orealion 
of thinge, referred to· y.111, mnst be 11\kcn III figurative, not literally true." 
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nor Aqncons t.hings wonlil he percept,ibfo, as none ot these 
wonlcl poeRess Colom·. 

It has hmm oxplained 111 t.hu llltil¥ya how this Siitra can 
be t.reat,P1l a~ n.lT-cmling 1-1everal mPaningR, 

Bltii1ya on Sn. ( 66 ). 
[156, L. 14 to P. 157, L. ~.] 

Having tlms repudiated ii. theory opposed to all reason, 
tho Sii/m. next turns to answer the argnment (put forward 
uncllll' Sn. 62)-thn.t •1 the view cannot bt• accepted, because 
all t.he 1p111.litie~ (att.ribnt.ed to Snhstanco; aro nnt apprehended 
by the Sense-organs constitnted by them ":-

Sie{ra (66). 
lNARllUCII AS t'ROlI AIIIONG 'rirn l!UAU'rlEB [oF THE 

OROAN~ 01,· 01.PAO'l'ION, Gr-:srA'l'ION, V1swN, TAC'l'ION AND 

AunmoN] 'l'IIF:liB IS AN EXCESS (IN ~:A0U 0111:AN) OF EACH 

oF nm 1iuAr.t'l'IES [Onoua, 'l'AsTE, Cowu111 'l'oucn AND 

SOUND], ONI~ DY ONE, IN TUE Oltolrn IN WIIICII 'l'lflCY ARE 

l'IU:N'l'I0NJ.m, -P:AUII O1tOAN IS RF:llARDF.D .\R PnEPONDIR­

ATING IN 1'HAT QUAr.ITY,,n, (Sii. 6ti). 

0 \Ve h 1\·~ translated the S1ifra acc,mling to the iulerpretatiou of the Bha1ya. 
The Varfilm <lo~s uot accept thi11 view, uu 1111, gr11111al that-" if the pre<lo111inance 
of au Organ consiste<l of its apprehending a certain object, then nil Orgaus wonld be 
equally pre<lominant ; for every Organ apprehen<lR ib ohject, But the J',jrfik,1 
apparently misnnderstands the expre~siou faUafprai.fh<J11a111 uf the Bhllf/10 : 
it does uot meau that each of the Ot9an1 respectively is pre<lominaut, as the l'arfika 
seems to take it-but tlu1t each of the Organij I.as that for its predominant quality, 
and thi~ pr~<lomi11a11ce i~ in<licated by the Sense-organ mauifeating that only ; and thid 
i1 not open to the objection nrgcd in the Vllrfilm. Further, the Varfika e.1tplanatiou 
has no point; if the Olfactory Orgac; i11 pre<lominaut, as endowed with the largest 
1111111ber oC qnalitiP@ (fonr),-what can that have to do with its apprehending Odour 
onlv, which is the point at i11uc? In fact that it is endowe<l with four qualitie■ 

shonld make it capable of apprehencling all those qualities. The 'ftJlparva ha■ 
attempted lo justify the VtJrfika'a iull·rpretatiou. 

'fbe BhtJfuachrm~ra fol111wd the I' cl1·fil'O ; liut Vi1bvan\ha accept■ the B/illf,a, 
J'2ri.fhe111141111 ;i.11111 in the Ngllyaniba11c/-haprnktl1ha, olfers the following e:r.plaoatioo 
of the Sil\ra-1 Inasmuch u among the <Jllalities of the Olfactory 111d utber Sense­
organs, there is an exreas or the precediug over tl1e aucceeding qualiti111, each of the 
Organa is prcdo111i,1ant through that q11alit1, hence it ca1111ot apprehend all qualitiea; 
it can :ipprehend only that quality (in its mauifea&ed form) who■e prenoce imparts 
to it tbe said pre1lomi1111nce. 
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Hence [becausl} of the fa.et mentionctl in t,he Riltra] there 
can be no apprehension (hy any sense-organ) of all qualitiefl, 
Amon_g the qualities of the Olfactory and otlwr Organs,-i.t•., 
among Odour and the rest.-thero h1iing an excP!1S (in Pach 
Organ) of the preceding qnality (over the f111cceedi11g 
qnalities)-each organ iR rngardetl afl prPponihirat.ing in 
that quality. 

"What does this pt•P.domfoaure mPan ? " 
It means that tho Organ is napahle of apprehending 

that object. 
'' What is meant by the ' emr.P.ss' of a quality in an 

Organ?" 
[t means that that Organ has tho capabilit.y of mani­

festing (rendering cognisable) that qnality. 
[The meaning of the Sil~ra t.lrns is as follows l-J ust as 

the external substances of Eart.h, Water and Light,-which are 
endowed respect.ively with four, three, anrl two qnnlitil's-are 
capable of manifesting, not all theso qualities, b11t only 
Odour, Taste and Colour, respectively ;-and this on account 
of the fact that in the substances there is an excess of t.he 
qualities of Odour, Taste aind 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 qnalities, 
but only Odour, 'l'aste and Colour rospectively,-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,-Henoe f inasmuch as the Organs are not possessed 
of the capability of apprehending all qualitii>s] there can be 
no apprehension, by the Olfactory and other Organs, of all 
qualities. 

(On the other hand] If one holds that-11 the Olfactory 
Organ apprehends Odour, bemms11 it is enrlrnved with Odour, 
and so on with the Gestatory and the Organs "-then, it 
should be possible-for each of the other Organs, of Olfoction 
and the rest, to apprehend all the qualities that it is endowed 
with• [which would not meet the Opponent's objection]. 

0 Under the tbeory notioed-aocordiug to winch the fact that the Olfactory 
Organ apprehend• O,lour, b.ca11se it is po11,11,d of Odour, an<l not because there ia 
an ezceu of Odour in it-the Organ 1houl<l apprebend all the four qualitiew of 
Odour, Tute, Colour, and 'rouoli, with which it is held to lie endowed, Su tbat tbl! 
conliugeocy of one Organ 11pw1be11di11g all qualitie, wo11ld remain poBBible. 
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ra, lifta on Sn. (66). 
IP, 39i, L. 17 to P. 3~8, L. 8]. 

H(J,vi119 thus reptJcliated n. tlie.ory Oj"•posed to all ,·eason, ,-tc., 
t>lr.. SO?Jll tlie. B/1il~yii, 'l'liert> being an emoess of tlu, p1·1u;eding 
quaWy 01.•p1• the 1urr,eedfog, r,ncli Org1m is 1·egarded as prepmi­
derating fo tl,at q11ality-says the Siltra; hence there can be 
no apprehension (by nny one organ) of a.11 qna.lities. That is, 
among the Olfactory nnd other organs, the pr"cE>ding is 
more import.ant than the sncceeding. • 

" In what cloes thi11 importance consist r" 
It consist11 in tlm organ being endow()d with fonr (three or two) 
qualities. 

"Wh~rt>in does t.110 C'XCe!lB of a qnality consist ? '' 
Jt consists in the organ'11 capability of manifesting (rendering 
percl'ptible) its own quality; that is, wl1en 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 e~cess ; as we 6nd 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 
Odonr because it is endowed with that quality, cannot escape 
from the absurd contingency that one sense-organ would 
apprehend all q11alities. 

Blia1ya on Sn. (6i). 
[P. 157, L. 5 t-0 L. H>..] 

The question now arises-" To what is this restriction due 
-that only one organ is composed of the Earth ; and not all? 
-that only a few are composed of Water ancl Light particles, 
and not all ? "t Answe1·-

0 The l"arfika interprets the 11rg11mentditiereutly from the Bliilf,O, 
t The q11estion simply mean■ that one organ (the Olfactory) i1 beld to Le 

composeil of Earth, the Ge11tatory Organ of Water, the Viauo.l Organ of Light, 
aml en furth ; uow to wl1at- is nil this restriction due? Agreeably to thie, the 
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Hu/ra (67). 

'l',n: IOlS'f'IUO'l'ION [AS '1'0 ONfll OIWAN RISINU coa1ros1rn 

OF KAR'rn, AND so 1-'0B'l'Il] IS l)(Jf': 'f'O PREl'ONDER.\NlJR 

[i.e. SJNGU[.,\Rl1'Y)•-(Su. 67). 

[ In the formation of any thiug] there is a coming 
togethel' (amalgamation) of such distinct substances as at•e 
capable of bringing about the l'elptisite thing-this arnalgama.­
tion being regulated by tho <let1tiny (me1·it-<leme1·it) of men 
(to whom the thing is to belong); it is tl,i11 a111algrimtitfon of 
di11tinr.t 8UbRt,,.,rne11 that constitutes the 'preponderance' f which 
means • singula.1·ity 'J--of the thing; the ,vol'd 'preponder­
ance' is founcl to be usticl in the seu11e of 'siugularity' or' excel­
lence'; e.g., au e:tcPlle.1i1 thing is called 'preponde1·ating.' Fo1· 
instance, such things u.s Poison, l\lodicinal Plant, Gem ancl so 
forth, which arc prollnced under the influence of the destiny 
of Men, ard cap;tblo of accomplishing distinct purpoims ; 
aml all thingti do uot accomplish all pm·poties. In. the same 
miLnnor, when the OlfacLut·y and other organ~ a1·e produced, 
they are capable of appt·clumdiug only certa.i11 distinct things, 
-and not all thing1:1, 

Viirlil.:t& 011 Su. (67). 

[P. 3U8, L. 0 to L. 113.] 

Q"ei,tio11.-" Why is it thaL evcl'y ~arthy Substance i11 not 
regarded as the Olfactory Organ ?" 

fUf114rya put~ the '1UP.•ti1111 a~-" \\'hence tlo you got at lhc rc~tl'iuliuu lh;1t it is 
the 01£111:tury 01·g11111110111: tlml apprchc111lo,; Odour~·• The Vclrti6" a111l \'i8ln•auilha 
pnl lire •1nc~1i,111 ,lilfcl'crrlly-" Why io1 uot every aub,;lanuc uumposctl u( Earth 
reg1mtell as the • Olfautory Urgarr ' '! '1'1111 HhiJisyac"-cimjm ,urrl lhc ..Vgdya,iifra­
,,;,11,a,,, pul the •1uedti,m in lhe ~implcot Conn-•• Wbat ;u·c the rca&ons for 
regarding thu Oll'aclory 01·ga11 alone a• u11111po>1c1l ol' l~arll1, lire lic1olalory Organ 

11June 11a uu111p1Jt1cd uf Waler aud tiu fu1'lh '{' With the cxcei,tiuu of the 1'4,·ti.1:a au,I 

Vi1ba11•if/,11, 11ll are in 11;;rcc111cnl with the 8/,.,Jf!JII, 

o The llha,ya 1111,i cxl'l11iuetl the oxpror;11io11 • b/uiua,jt•<if' oC the Su\1a 
m1:au ,,,•,1kfifl11,vlf, rluu L•1 ijllpcri,,1·ity ur 11iugnlarity. Would il uol he aimplerl'll 
to;,take it as '.meaning ieimply 11repo1«lcra11co ?-the argument ·being that I the 
Olfactory Organ i,i reg11r,lcJ a11 u[ l·l,uth, uccausc Earth formr; tl1e pr,J?"ndt!ralirag 
ele111011t in it11 cu111tituti1111 In view of this we bave tramilated the aa,d expre11• 
ion aa • p1·opu11do1·a11co,' which i11 its natural ttignilil:atiou, auJ placed the Bhif1ya• 

rendering as a pareuthetic:al explanation. 
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With a view to account fol' the restriction (why only one 
Earthy substance is regarded as the Olfactory Organ) we 
have the Su{ra.-The restriction, etc., etc. 

Queatioti.-" What is this p,.eponderancfl (spoken of in the 
Suf,•a)? " 

Answer.-'l'lie 'Prepontlera11ce' of a thing consists in. the 
amaloamatior, oj such distinct sub.~tances 1Js ore capable of 
bringin9 ,,b,mt the requisite thing, such nrnalgamatio,, being 
r"gulatea by the deslin!J of' men. The word ' pt·eponderating ' 
is ofton used in the sense of e~a,.,llencA or sitignl,,rity ; as in 
ordinary language an 'excellent' thing is called 'preponder• 
ating.' Such ordina1·y things as Poison, Medicinal Plants, 
Gems, &c., capable of accomplishing distinct purposes, aro 
produced under tho influence of the destiny of mt)n. 

Bh«sya on Su. ( 68). 
[P. 157, L. 12 to L. 18.] 

Question- '' Why is it that tho Senso-orga.ns do not 
apprehend their own qualities ? "• 

['l'he answer is given lJy the following Stllra]­
Sutt•a (68). 

BECAUSE l'l' IS ONLY AS ENllllWED Wl'l'll QUALl'fJI!::; THAT 

Tlll!l l::hN:HJ·OB.GANS ARE \VllA'l' 'fHEY ARN, (8ii, 68.) 
'!'he Olfactory an<l other•organs do not, as a matter of fact, 

apprehend their own qualities, Odour and the rest. If you 
ask-" Why ii:; t.hii:; so r' ' 1 -0111· a11swe1· is that it is only as 
endowe<l with Lhei1· respective qualitit.11:1 that the Olfactory 
and othe1· O1·ga.us arc roga1·detl as ' 8c11i:;c-01·ga11s.' '!'bat is 
to say, the Olfactory Organ appr~hcn<ls outside Odour, only 
\Vheu it ii:; its~lf accumpauie<l by Odoui· which serves the 
same pu1·poso (of making pcn:opt-iblo Ute Odour, of other 
things) as the organ itst1lf; 1:10 that it cannot apprehend its 

~ "If, for iu,;tance, the Olf.1<;Lury Organ iij, a~ the Si~ldltin\in holds, endow­
ed \Tith Odunr, how i~ it Lhal Lhc Organ dao~ nut pl:rccivc this 0:lour pre11ol 

in itself'! " 

Vishva11a.\hi intro,hu.:uti 1111: Sil\ra Kom~whdL ,lilTurcnLly :-1 'fhe Siltra pro­
ceed, Lo vr•ivc that the Sc11ijc•u1·ga11s arc aclually oudowcd with the •1ualiti111 of 
Odour, &c.' 
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own Otlonr, for the simple reason that in this the necessary 
auxiliary (in tho shapo of its own Odour) would bo wanting. 
Similarly with the other scnso-organs. 

Vitrfika on Su. (68). 
[P. 898, L. 16 to P. 399, L. 2.] 

Q11e.~iion.-11 Dote is it J-c.-That is, for what reason do 
the Olfactory and othot· organs not apprehend their own 
Odour, &c. ? " 

A.ns,cer-BecattRe it is, etc., Plc.-says the Su~ra--'J'.hat 
tho Sense-organ is an organ only as equipped with its quality; 
what is wiU1out a quality cannot ha a Sense-organ. It is fol" 
this rt,ason th,\t a, Soose-organ doos not apprehond its own 
quality. 

Bhii!!Y" on Su. (69). 
[P. 157, L. 18 to L. 22.] 

If it bo lll'ltl that-" tho Odour of the Olfactory Organ 
would itself uo the roqui:.ite auxiliary also,"-then our 
answer is-

Sn/ra (69). 
Il11CAU81~ A TIIIN'r. CANNOT BE APPREHENDED DY ITSELl!' (Su, 69) ;-

thcro can be 110 apprehension, by the Sense-organs, of 
their own cpmlitic:1. In fact, the assortion made is oxact.Jy 
lilrn tho stl\ternent-" Just as an external substance is appre­
hended by the Eye, AO, by the Eye, that same Eyo itself 
should be approhernlcd" ; for in both cases (tho apprehen­
sion of t.ho Eye by itself, and of the organ's quality uy it­
self), t.lio causes of requisite apprehension are wanting. 
li,e., Tho quality, forming an iutogral part of the Sonsc­
organ, cannot be apprehemled by tho same organ ; notl1ing 
0311 operate upon itself J. 

Parlika on Su. (69). 
{ P. 399, L. 2 to L. 13.] 

If tho OJour woro an auxiliary of the Olfactory Organ, 
as well as a thing apprehended by it,-then, because a tiring 
cannot be apprel,e,ided !Jg itsel/-(there can be no appre­
hension, by the 8onse-organ, of its own quality]. If the Sense• 
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organ wore to apprehend its own Odour, then this Odour 
could not be c perceptible by a Sense-organ'; for while appre• 
handing its own Odour, the Sense-organ would be appre­
hending itself; since Odour forms its very essence; ancl 
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. ]'urthcr, it is 
never directly perceived that the OJour of the Olfactory 
Organ is apprehended by that same organ. 'l'hen again, 
why do you not put the question-" Why is the Olfactory 
Organ not apprehendtd by itself P " You do not put it 
simply because such app1·ohension is never found to appear; 
thnt is to ~ay, you do not pnt the question because the 
Olfactory Organ is never found to apprehend by itself. 
Anti exactly in t.be same manner, inasmuch as the Odour 
of the Olfactory Organ is never found to be apprehended 
by itself,-it is not right to pnt the question why the Sensc­
orgnns do not apprehend their own qualities. Because 
tho reasons for non-apprehension-the absence of the re­
q nisite causes-are the same in botl1 cases.• 

JTar/ilca (70). 

[Objection]-" WHAT IS ASSEU'fEI) CANNOT DE AC• 

CEP'l'IWj BKOAUSE THE Q0ALl'fY OF SOUND IS AC'J'UAL1Y 

PKIWEll'ED."-(Sii. iO.) 

Bl1lifya on Su. (70), 

[P. 158, LI. 2-3.] 

"It is not true that the Sense-organs do not apprehend 
their own qualities ; because Sound is apprehended by the 
Auditory Organ, an<!_ yet it is its ow~ qnality [S0t~nd 
being the quality of ..t1.kos1ia. and tl.ie Auditory Organ bemg 
nothing other than .Akasha ]." 

• Viahvani\ha explains tbe S1ift'li 1\ill:e~enUy : 'fhe presence of OJ.our &c. in 

tlie Sense-organs having been catablisl ed, the Sti!ra proccell11 to show that we infer 
that these qualities are 1111ma11ifealed, from the fact that they are nol perceiretl ;-the 

nieaning of the S:1tra being tlmt the Sunsc-org1111 cannot 11pprehc11d its own quality, 
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Pa,·/ika on Su. (i'0). 

[P. ~l99, LI. 15-Ie.J 

1261 

" Wk11t i.9 ,1sserted cannot be r&ecepted, b,wmse etc.-says the 
Sii(ril. H is not right to say that tho Scnse-organ:<1 do not 
apprehend their O\Vll qu:-ilities; hec:tnse Akas!,,1 (in the forrn 

of the ,\ uditory Organ) does a.pprehond its o,vn quality, 
Sound. 

Su(m (71). 
A.1t.~lllP.l'-TIHJ SAID Al'PliEIIENSION IS DUE '1'0 'l'HK 

FACT OF 'fltR QUAJ,1'l'Y (SOUND) AND 8UllSTANCR (AK!sll,\) 
REINO UNI.rn:trnTHRR (lUAr,Irrns AND SUUSTANCRS. Sil. 1 71 ). 

Bltiif!f/ci on So. (71) . 
. (P. J.:j8, L. 5 to L. 10.J 

As a mattor of fact, it is not as endowed with a pa.rticubr 
Sound that A.kasha bP,comes the (Amlitory) Seuso-or~an pos­
sessed of :t quality •; and Sound is not t.he manifestor of 
Sound l so that tho Aud it,ory organ consisting of Akiislin. 
differs from the other or~ans consisting of l1~arth &c., bt>causo 
it, is only as possessed of O,Iour that lfart,h constitutes t.he 
Olfactory organ, and so forth ; while A.kiisha formR the 
Autlit.ory organ by its vm·y natnro ;-and Somul aliio tliffe1·s 
from Odour]. 

Further, that tlw OlfactQry :tlHl othnr organs n.pprohontl 
t.heir 0\'111 qnalitics is known nei1 her hy Percoption, nor by 
lnfnrenco; whilo as regar<ls tho A.kashn. of tho Auditory 
orp.an, wo do know·, by Inference, that, Si>nnd is apprcl:ou<lell 
hy it; and SonnJ is the quality of A.kasha. Tho inference 
that lm,ds to this Cognition is that which operates by elimi­
nation : [among the ~nbstnncus that could be rc>g:1rdcd mi 
tho Auditory orgrm, to which alone Sonnrl conlcl belong ns 
a quality] t-ho Houl is the lie<i1·e1•, and not the i1111fr1m,e11t (of 
hearing) I Houco the Soni can not be the Auditory organ];­
if the Mind were tho .Autlitory organ, then (Mind being im..,er­
ishable) there would bo no possibility of deafness;-:.1.s rega.r<l11 
Earth (Water, Light aud Air), though they lmvE- the capacity 

0 That ia, it is 11ot by reason of its hnving SounJ for itlf qu.ility that the AuJito1-y 
org11.11 ie au organ of perception; by its very nature is the Auditory orgnn Akisha. 
The qunlity of Sound tbnt belongs to Akiisha or the Auditory organ coulJ not be the 
aa1uc lhnt is appreheuJeJ by it, 
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of becoming (composing) tho organs or Olfoction an,1 tirn 
rest, thoy _!lo not have the capacity of forming the Andit.ory 
organ ;-Akiishn Urns is tho only s,1bst,1nco left ;-hence it is 
concludod ll1Rt it is .iik,islt,1 that forms the An<litory Orgn.11. 

Yartika on Su. (71). 

[P. 399, L. 16 to P. 4<•0, L. 16.] 

Our answer £0 the objection (in Sn. 70) is as follows:­
lt is not a"! enilowetl with Sound that tho Au,litory organ is 
regarded as a. Souse-organ ; that is, t.hough it is only as 
endowed with their 1·ospeclivo qualities that the other orgnns 
are regarded as Sense-organ~, yot, snch is not the caso with 
.lkasha ;-Why ?-beca,ue S,11m,l is 1rnlik11 otlwi· q,rnlities, awl 
llkilsha is u1ilik,,, other smb.'lfa,nce.s. 'rl1is is what is meant 

by the Slltra (';' l ). What is meant is that SoutHl is not 

V;ir: I'. 40u. 
the manifester of Soum], 1101· is Aknsha, 1cilh a 
qt1ality, the Auditory Organ. 

'' What thon is tho Auditory Organ ? " 

Jt is Akiisl,a itself. 'rhis is learnt by elimination: {I) 
'l'he Soni cannot, be the Auditory Organ; because boing the 

Agent, lhe Soul can be only the "-uditor, and not the Au,tlito,·y 
OtfJ<m. (2 Nor can Mind bo reg,1rded as the An.litory Ot·gan ; 
for if tho l\fo11l were th:\t organ, then thm·e wonlll be no pos­
sibility of deafness; and f ur~hor, in:1.sm11ch as Min<l opera.tos 
upon nil things, t.he A111litory organ al,m wonlcl operate 
upon (and apprehend) all thing,,. (:1) Nor can Earth &o., be 
rertarded as the Auditory organ; boeanso th'3se are ta.k,.m up in 

0 . 

the conslitntion of the Olf.,ctory and other orga,ns; as a. 

mat.ter of fact,, Earth &c,, are takon up in tho composi­
tion of the Olfactory and other organs; so that if Earth 
&c., formed the Auditory Organ, Sound would fail to be 
perceived, if tl1e1·e were any derangement in the Olfaclory 
and other orga.ns ! {4) If the 'l'actilo Organ were the Auditory 

Organ, there would be no possibility of deafness [as total 
destrucLion of all Skin would be impossible]! .And a total 
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nnuihilntion or all Skin (tactile orgo.n) woulJ mo11n tleath. 
( 5) If Spnco :111d 'l'imo forml'1l tho .Auditory Organ, theu 
801111'1, !wing the quality of something other than ·that (Hpace 
and 'l'imc), conld not ho apprehended by, tlrn.t organ! (Sound 
helongs to Akusha, whilo the Auditory Organ consists of 
Spaco aml 'l'ime, not of Akusllll, e,v•h11pothesi]. If (with a view 
to escape from this difficulty) it ho urged that Sound is a 
quality of Space and 'rimc,-then the only quarrel between us 
is that of nnmes; for A.kiishn (according to us also) is only 
thnt of which Sound is a qnn.lity; aml the only differenco 
hetwcon us is that you• give it a uiffcrcnt name 'Space aml 
'l'imu'. If it is not so, then what you ai-sert (in regard to 
Sound being the quality of Space ancl 'l'inw) means the total 
denial of .L1kaslw,-thc quality of Sound (as a substratum 
whereof alone is Alrii11lta postulated) subsisting (according 
to yon) in something el~e. If Sound suh~ists in something 
else, then 1H,u1ha ho-,onw& rejt•ctod ; as apart from Sound 
thoro is w,thing thn.t could indicate the uxistenco of Akiiaha; 
as thero is in the caso of Space and Time, whose oxistence 
is indicated (pr,)Ve1l) by the qnnlitil's of Priority, Posteri­

ot·ity and the liko. 

Thns thou, there is no other 11nb.~l1mee loft (which 
could b,~ 1·egardod as constituting the Auditory OL•gan]. Nor 
can Qnalities bo regarded as tho Au<litot·y Organ; nor 
Actions; n~r Community, Individuality or I uherence; because 
none of the11e is found to be endowed with tho requisite apti­
tude. Nor, lastly, can it be held that there is no such thing as 
the Auditory Organ; as its exi~tence is positively indicated 
(proved) by tho perception of Sound, So that the only 
thing tha.t remains is A.ftaslta. Hence it follows that it is 
A.klisha that constitutes the Auditory Organ. 

Tliua Enda the First Daily Lesson of Discou1's8 111. 
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D1scoonsr. II I. 
Dail!J L,1sson 11. 

Section (1). 
'fransie.11l C'ltaracfer of RutJ(lhi-Oognition. 

tSutras 1-0). 
Blta1ya on Su (1). 

[P. 158, L. 12 to P. 159, L. 5]. 

The Sense-org,1111 and Objrict:: have been fully examined; 
now it is the t1arn of the Examination oE BurJrJlti, Cognition. 
• And the first flllCStion that arises is-Is <lognition eternal 
or non-eternal? 

" Why should there be this doubt?" 

Bufra (1). 

TnE Dou'nr ARISES DY REASON OF TITE SIMILAl:ITY (oF 

COGNITION) TO ACTION AND A.KISHA. (Su. 1). 

(a) The ' similarity' of Cognition to Action aml Akaslm 
ronsists in intangibility; (h) and further, in Apprehension 
we do not perceive any snch definite character as either 
liability to production and destruction-which would mark 
it as rwn-ete,·nal-or the contrary [i.e., nmi-liability to p,·o­
duction antl destruction] which would mark it as elel'nal ; 
hence [n!l necessary conditions of Doubt,, describod un<ler 
Su. 1-1-23, being present] the said Doubt arises. 

0 The A:;cnt (Soni), the Instrument (the Sense-organs) mu.I the Objects of Appre­
hension or Cognition luwi11g been duly examined, it is now the tum of the cxnmi11a­
tio11 of the nature of Coguition or Apprehension itself.-Bl1iifyrrcha•14ra. 

The things ontsitle the llody having been exnminctl, the Author next procll<'<le to 
cxnmino those within the Body,-says the I':1.ris'iu441,i. On thi, Var~hnmiina 
makes the following observations :-

When it is eaiil that the things now going to be examined exist i11 tlle B0<ly, it 
cannot me,\n th&t they subsist or inhere in it, as in this sense Cognition anJ l\limt 
cannot be sahl to ex;ist in the body ; nor can it mean that they are iri physical 
contact with it ; as this would not.be true of Cognition, and also because many external 
tl1i11gs also ,are in contact with the BoJy. What is meant is !hot the coming 
Lesson c.leals with such objects of Cognition as aro c.listing11i11hcd by the character 
of being the cause of experiences in connection with the B,>Jy. Such examination 
is comluch·e to that Dibgnst for things which is II nccCBBOry step towards l'inal 
Hclease. 
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Var/ika on Sa. (1). 
[P. 401, L. -i to L. 10]. 

'rhe Sense-organs and the Objects have been examined; 

Var. p. 401. 
next it is the turn of Cognition to bo oxa• 
mined. And the firsb inquiry that is stated is as 

regards the character of Cognition-is, it ('tornal or non­
cternal P-'l'he mere existence of Cognition having been 
already proved (there is no need for enqniry n.s whether or 
not there is any such thiug as Cognition]. On 
this point the author of the Siltra explains tho grounds fo1· 
Doubt. 'l'!to Doubt ar;se., &c. &c.-.mys the Sii{m. 'l'he 
character common t-o Cognition anJ the two things m,mtion­

ed in the Sn{ra consists of int.ingibility. Iii C1191dti11n we 
do not pel'ceioe auy such t.lejinitu ch,irar,ler as eilha liability lo 
production and deslrnction-wltich co11l,l mrJrlt it as non-etcnrnl 
-01· tlte co1ltrary, w!tfoh could ,nad~ it as efrraal- says tho 

Bltlifya. llcnco tho1·e arises tho said D,rnut. 

l1hii1Jy1, on Su. (2). 
[P. 158, L. 17 to P. 15!J, f.J. 10]. 

[ An objoction is raised n.~ainst tho ali•>vo ip10st.in111-" 'l'ho 
doubt put forwartl is gronmlle:-s; it is a fact kncnvn Lo ev<•ry 
living boing that Cognition is trausit.mt, being jllst liko 
l'lcasure and such exporit•ncos; ovory 111a11 lrni such nolion,i 
as-' I shall know' 'I know' a,ul ' I lnwo known;' and tlw 
connection wiLh tlw throe poinL,i of time (inv•)\ved in thesu 
conceptions) would not ue possihle if Uo.~ni tion wore nut 
liabfo to p,·,)(luclion an1l dl!Rlrudion [So that it is uot tmo 
tl1at we do not fi11d in Cognition tho liabilitg to prodiic­
tioii a11£l desttuctfon]; • hence, inasm1v,h as Cognition is 

0 'rhc thrc.i uoLiuua 111e11ti,mc,I i111ply that there id p,•o:l,di•J.& of (.),, .. ;uiti.rn 
(as involved in the notion' I shall know,' whh:h 111oa1u that tha co;;uition shall 

be producedJ, there ia continuity of Cognition (as e:<pre8dCd liy I l lrn·HV' • which 
mc:11111 that Cognition is pTe1e11t), am.I there iK de,tructi,m of Cuguitiou (as 

cxpre11sed by' l havo k11ow111' which means that the Cognitio11 has 001110 to an end),­

Bl1u!11achan4ra. 

The f ii.Jparya put, the 1p1cslio11 so111cwl1at 1li1Tereutly :-" If hy I Du<j<Jhi' in lho 
prcseut context, you menu the iudividual cognition of things, then tho wholo discuss-
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related to tlll three points of timo (being, ns it, is, liable to 
production, E'xistonco and destruction), it follows a.s an estab­
lished conclusion that Cognition is 11ou-elrr11al. Further, 
in tho Ny,,y(i-.~u/ra itself it ha.s Ut·ou assel'ted as a wcll-snhs­
taut,iated fact-(a) that ' Cognition is 1m,d11ced by tho contact 
o[ tho Sc.mso-orirans, and the Ohjt>ct' (SU. 1-1-lt)), a.ml tl) 
that 't 110 uon-sinrnltanoons prud11c:t1on of Cognitions indicates 
tlic cxist .. ncc of Mill(!' (SU. l•l•lti) [wherein it is ta.ken for 
grnnlc<I that Cognitions al'o pr111luc,•d, from which it 'follows 
that Coguition is ,wt-eternal]; so that 110 further dou!Jt and 
dil;cnssillll would lo Le called for." 

Our ai1swcr (iu just.ificntion of tho prc!'cnt enquiry) is 
t.liat tlH· pn•st ut rnquil'y is ror the purpose of rPfuting the 
11111Tat-011al1lc n:::,c1 t io11s l>aH·tl npon faJ:.w !'1pcculaLiou; I ho 
l:-!fii',khya:-:, 1-prcul:,ti11g in tl:c rl'al111s of pl1ilo:-:ophy, assert 
tl1at-11 1l111.:1JLi, tl,e i11tt·111nl 01gm1 of l\lau, i-'lctrrnal;" 
1111d tl1t·y 1ilrn p:t fr.nrnrcl 11rg1m:1•11ts in support of this 
:11:.Sl·l'l im1, :is i11 tl:o f 1,llo,\'i11g Sfi{ra. • 

io11 liceouu.::-; pt:i11il{!'::u·.:, ati IHJ 1111c holth~ such Cl 1g·:iitio1tl:j it> he utlJCt' llia11 1110111cutat·y, 

If, 011 tl,c other ha1J<I, you 11m111 hy IJ11:.l,_ll,i, tlul ,1/afrn, uf the :;.11;k!iyrr, lheu, 
hcl'orc tli,cn•si11i{ tl,c d1;trad,..- or rucl, ,1 tl,i11;:-, ii. lid11,\'c:; you f., <liscnsH its \'cry 
l'Xistcucc; n;; tl11• Nai_yiiyik,1 t!uc.•s 11ul a,huit ul' •wy 8Ud1 1111ivcrs;1l 'l'l1i11ki11g l'riuciplo 

a~ tl11: ':'llalia\' of the :;,-,i,khya, 

\'ar~lha111ii11,1 has some ol•~ervations to 11wkc in regard to the exact wnnlij i11 
"lueh the rnl,jcct- mattc1· or tl,c 1lisc11ssiu11 sl11,11l<l '1c slale<I. lu the H"11lc11cc-' ,~ 

llw_li,11,i eternal vr 1w11-clcnml , ' tl,c term 'lllt\l{lhi ', like every other lcn11, 1lerwks lho 
gc11us 'u111l,tlii/v11 ; ' 111Hl 118 thiH lntlcr i8 lllcn111J, nccorili11g lo all parlieH1 tlu:rc is 110 

uccasiu11 for do11lit 011 tl,iH 111:tllcr. Nor C'llll the question be stated in the form 
-• fa the w11rcl b11\l{lf1i ouo whu>!C cle1111tatio11 is l!lrr,1al, or id it 011c whose dc1u,ta­

tim1 i~ 11ot eternal? 'lkcauHc it is possil,lu to gi\·e the 111111111 to a person, whcrcliy 
the phy,icnl l,o,ly of that person would form the ,lcn,1tatio11 of the \\'0111 'uu<Nl,i ; ' 
a111l certainly there coulil 1,e no qucslion of this de11olatiuu being ctcrnnl. Somu peoplo 
luwo stated the <Jncflion in the fonn -" Is the dL•rwtation of the tm11 b11tltlhi, 
whiclt i~ the Ft1hstrat11111 of the !(enuH 'u11r].gl1ifm,' eternal or 11011-cternal?" 'l'hc 
Autlior him,df wc11l1l favour the qncHtim1 in the form-' Is co911itio11 co-euhstratc 
with I-11eas or not?' According to the Sai,l.1q,,,, tlu., JJ11(l<Jl1i-frrt,rn is the ~ul,strn­
tum of Cognition, which is ,omcthiug different from the A t1m111, 111111 as tmch 1wl co­
substrate with I-11eas. 

0 \Vhetl1er B11~l~lhi is eternal or non-eternal is not the main suhjcct of onr preeent 
cuq niry ; this hns been introduced only as n preliminary issue, wl,ich serves to 
establish tho concl1111io11 that there i~ uo such thing as tire Uuivcr~al Thi11ki11g Princi­
ple, the Mahnt, which the Sa1'ill,hya posits as 1101111:thiug distioct from tlu.1 ephemeral 
Cognitions of things. The fact uf the matter is that if Bu~\llli were something 
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S-ilra (2). 

" Il1mAusi,: 'l'lllmE 1s 1rn-coaN1'l'10N oF ·r111Nas. '' (Su. 2). 

" What is this 're-cognition ' P ' Ro-cognition is tho name 
of that 1·c-collcctivo C,lguition which is involved in tho con• 
ception that we havo iu regard to one and the 1mme thing, i11 

t,ho form-' I now cogniso tho samo thing that I had ·cog­
uiso<l beforo.' Such re-collective cognition cau ho possible 
only wheu Cognitirm is eternal; for if the1·e were soveml 
<livergo11t Cognitions, capable of being produced and ucs­
troy~<l, no 're-cognition' would be p1lssiblo; for a thing 
COQHlscd by 0110 cannot bo re-vognised by another."• 

Var/ika on Su. (:!). 

[P. •tOl, L, 10 to P. 402, L. 7]. 
O~jectio11 :-" The donbt put for,o,iril is grouwllljss ; because 

tire matter is kuown to every living being. It is a fact well 
kuowu to cwery living being, whether Cognition is eter1ml 
or uou-fternal. P,irtltel', Ougnition is know,t f.o be connected 

witlt all thr<'e pofals of tin,e; that is, in connection with Cogni­
tion, wo find all thrco points of time manifesting it;iclf-a.s 
is proved hy such concoplions as-• I shall know,' 'I know' 

and 'I hn.vo known'; and no such connection with three 
poiuts of time would be possible unles~ Cognition were liaulo 
to production and destruction; for instance, no such ' con­
nection with three poiuts of time' is found in the case of 
.Akilsha, which i:1 not liaule' to production and dm1truction. 

eternal, th,m it would c<Jrlaiuly be somotbiog duforcnt fro1u the mumcntarily ap­
pearing aml disappcarin:; cognitions ;-if on tile other ha111J, the grounds put forward 
iu proof of the clcruality of Dwj,p,i, are fouad to I.hi in!J,1µa!Jl1J of cstalilishing it, 
then there 1voul<l be no justilication for postulating 11ny Uuivc,·s:11 Thinking Principle 
apart fi-0111 the Cognitions; and it becomes establidhcd that 'llu~l~lhi' and 'Cog11itio11' nro 
11yno11y111ous terms, as deolared by the Naivayika iu Sii. 1-1-15. lt is in this manner 
also that tho prc11cnte1111uiry bccomed co1111.icled with the d1Jli11itio11 of Bu1~111i set 
fo1·th in the S Hra ( 1-1-15) Ti1ere Wilul,I bo no such re!cvancy in the enr1uiry if it 
pertained merely to the eteruality or 11011-eternality of Bu<j<jhi.-fclfpa1·ya. 

0 And according to tha Siii1khyo, Bu<jJhi is olernal, and yet capable of under­

going modifications ; by virtue of which it become■ connected with the several 
cognitions involved in Uc-eognilion. This would not be posHible of tho Soul, which is 
eternal, u11wodiliaule.-fJfparva, 
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Thus tl1en, when we find in Cognition, this u)Stinctive charac­
ter (liabilil!f tn p1•orltu:ti.01£ and desl-rt1ction, which marks it 
out as nrJt-etenwl), the1·0 is no ground for Doubt. For thoso 

reasons thoro can bA no ground for :my further <louht or dis­
cussion." 'l'ho rl'st is clear in the !Jhii~yci . 

. A1u11ver :- 'l'lte 1n•e,<1rmt enqniry is .for tlte zml'prmJ of re­

ftlli11u 1111reasoua&le as.~ertions lJas11d upon ftcls,: ,11,ecul·i!io11s­
Rays the Bhiif!Ja. ·what if..1 iutcndod is not 1uoroly to ostah• 

lish the non-eter1mlity of Cognitions, hut lo refute 
the philosophical doctrines of Opponents. The 

Sti/ddt!lru, spocnhttiug in tha realms of philo,wphy, assert that 
• B11(J1.lhi is eternal,' and they also put forward the argument 

in support of their assertion; vie: '' becacmi there is re-cogni­
ti!,n nf tf,in9s ". , We have sn('h notions as-' Tho things I 
)1:ul cogniRed huforo I cognise now ; ' and this ' rc-colloctivo 
cognition,' which involves the appeiwance of two cognitions 
(past and prei:irnt.) in regard to the snme thing, is possiblo 
only if Cognition is eternal; n.rul if there wero several diver 
gont cogniLions, no such I ro-cognitiou' would ho possible; as 
we find in the case of the cognitions of llifforent persons. 

Su/1·a (3). 

[Tli,• Si,J<Jhan{in's a11swer to the Salilcliya argument]. 

lNAS)IUOll AS WJIAr HAS DEEN POT FORWARD IS ITSl~LF 

S1'Jl,1, 'l'O !HJ PltOVEO, l'l' CANNOT DE ACCEPTED AS A VALID 

REASON, (Sii. tl). 

Bltli~y11 on Su. (S). 
[P. 159, L. 12 to I'. 160, L. 18]. 

Just as the• eternality' of Bu,jdhi is 'still to be proved_', so 
is also the fact that 're-cognition' belongs to B u(l<Jlti 'still to 
be proved', i.e., not proved [it cannot be admitted] ;-why so?-:­
because what belongs to an intelligent being cannot. be at~r1-
buted to an instrument; as a. mat,ter of fact, /Ju,Jr/,hi,-wh1ch 
is spoken of as I jnlinll' (Cognition), • rJarshana' {Pe~cep­
tion), • upalab,Jhi' (Apprehension), • bo,Jha ', (U nders~ndmg), 
• pral'!l"Ya ' (Cognizance), and • atj lrua.oasaua ( A scertammen t), 
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-'is a qnalit,y of, and belongs to, the conRcionR perAon ; nn<l 
:it is only the conscious person that rr.-r,og11i.,es whnt he hns 
t•ognisetl before ; so that it is to this conscio11s person only 
that' eternality ' can be attributed, on the ground of ' ro­
cogn"ition.'• If it be held tl1at 'Conscionsness' (or 'Intc•lli• 
gP.nce ') belongs to the instrument [and not to tl10 Soul; so 
thnt Recognition also would beloni to the Instrmno11t],­
then it becomes necei:sary to expluiu the exact 11at1wo of tho 
co111!Cioll1 (intelligent) Being ; for unless yon define the 
exact nnturo of the • Conscious Being,' yon cnnnot posit, a 
tot,n lly different t Soul (a Personality or con scions lleing totally 
different from what is generally regRrdod as the Conscious 
Being), '!'hat is to say, if it be held Cognition (Conscio1ui­
ness) belongs to the Internal Organ in the shnpo of tho Mm1l, 
wo ask you-of this 'conscious being' of yours, what is the 
exact form, what the character, and whi,t the oxnct naturo ? 
Aud what does this 'Conscious B(ling' do wit.Ii the cognition 
subsisting in the BnrJ}lti 'I IF it ho hohl that-•• it co~nises, 
clii#at1afe,"-onr an~wor is that thi:-1 expression would in no 
wu_y cliff er from 'Jii,ifo,i,' \ cognition ' ; t.lmt is t.o s,ty, the two 
expressior11;1-• Urn man cogui.1eR' and • Bn(_hJlii k11011M '­

wonltl hoth connote c,,911itinn, n.rHl not,hing else; t as tho 
wor<l11 'cltiJ/rl!/t1/ii' ('cognises '),'finite' •(knows)'' IJ,,,Jft11,,W' 
'(umlorstamls '), 'JM,, f1!1'cli' (perceives') ' up11la/J!t11(iJ' (' appre­
hends '),-all moan orn, and tho same thing. " But ll1u_l1/hi 
is what makes tltin!fR k,wwn," 'l'hat i.i jnst so; tho Pt1n1m 
knows and the Bu,Jr/,Jii Ynllke11 k11•J1v11 things; hut (11llllcr !,his 
theory) it thus becomes ostaulisheil that Cognition helong-:-1 t,<> 
tho person (as hchl hy tho Si1.klha11t.i11), an1l nlit to thu lutlwnal 
Organ, 'llu1_l1Jhi • (as hdd by the P11rvapak~i11J.§ 

0 IL is tlw persou that 1·ecny,1ises; 'rcrng11itiu11' l,cluugs to him; Jwnco if 

' rccoi.;11itiu11' pw,·cH ctc,'llltlil!J, lhi~ ckrnality c,111 l>cl,m,; 01tly to the Oou~cion~ 
1'.:r~ou, au,I 11ut to l.ln"!l•.lhi, which, a~ thu lulcrual U•·g,111, iH• ,1 mcl'I; i11stn1111c11l ; 
for tl,is situplc rcaaou this D111J1}hi clues uot appcar iu U10 lle~u(l11itiw1 at all.­
'futparya. 

t 'l'hc Nrliyilyika po,;it11 0110 kiu,I of Co11Kcions Being i11 the shnpc or Iha 
Soul ; the Upponcut now po>.its the I Uousciou,1 Udug' iu the ljhapc of the his­

trmncnt, the Internal Organ, Bt:fure lhia c1111 ,lie ncceplcil, the Oppo11eut shouhl 

explniu wlrnt he l!xactly me1111s by the I Couscio11~ Beiug.' 

t ' What i1i'llpoke11 of a11 cngn11ing, i.e., the Person, is nolhiug different from 
wlmt i11 &poken of a~ k1ioliJi11g, i.e., Bu~1~1hi ; so ibat ' llu\l~lhi 1uul l'crson' become 
• 11y11011y1uo1111 tcrn111.' Thi~ is the cii:planaliou of tl11: Bl1iJ11p,.cl1a11~ra. 

§ 0110 is 11nicl to I know,' whc11 ho brioga about cognitiou in himself; whilu 

llUC is said to I u1ak,1 kuowu' Uiinge whou it !,rings al,out cognition iu otbcN ; 
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(It having been proved that Cognition belongs to tho Per­
son, and not to BruNhi, tho Author proceeds to rofnto the 
view that tho actions denoted by the terms • cognit,ion,' 
• 11pprehension,' • nnclerstandiug' are diffe1•ent from one an• 
other, and ns suC'h shonkl belong to different 0ntitios]-lf it 
be hold th:it ea.eh of tho actions denoted by the ter1m (ahove­
mr-ntione<l) belong to dist,inct indivi1iual porson-1,-thon it. 
heliovos you t,o show canso for your denial (of the view t,h1.t 
t.l1oy belong to tho 0110 and the same porson). 'l11mt is to 
imy, if the Opponent holds the view that-11 < no person doos 
f he cog1d.~iu!7, another tho 11111lP.t','fl1inding, a thil'Cl the apprP.• 
l11-ndin(l, and a fomth tho pp1•ceiving",-thon it comes to thi::1 
that all t.hoi,:o persons,-tho C0[11iiser, tho understa11der, tl10 
upp1·r•luwl,,-r an<l tho 11e1·cefop1•-aro so many distinct persons, 
aml tlte ron·rRpo1ul1119 qualities (~f cognifim1 an,l llte rest) rlo 
tiot '"'/1,1111 lo mw 11nd the same pe1·son. Such boiug your viow, 
( wu nsk you)-wliat, is yom• rrnrnn for this dt•nial? if 
JOU put, forward '' the non-diffurenco of dl'uotation" as yonr 
l'l':lSOn,-th,·n I he samo tmty ho said for IIR nlso. rrhat is, if 
whnt yon m1•1rn i:i lhat-'' inasmuch as t.ho words C'lgnises, 
o P7J1'r!tn1r/1 &c. <l11noto the samo thing, it cannot bo right; 
to atti-ihute (a11d rt•sl,rict) them ull to ono and Lhe samo Pet·• 
son lnn<l there would ho no sense in pre<licati11g so many synony­
mous tnl'ms in ref Prl'nco to the sam~ Agent]," -thon tho 
i:nmo fact (of ia:ameness of denotation)may be equally urge<l 
ngain~t you nlrn: Fot• i11 tlw two expressions, • the person 
c11t111·sr11, cl,e(ay11(e,' an<l • tho Ung.r,lhi lrnow:1,jJ1'll/i,' thet·o 
is no difforcuco in the denotation of the terms 'coguiseR' 
and 'knows'; so that both (l'erson and Bu~<Jhi) b!3ing 
equally cognitive Qr Conscious Beings, [there being no rea-
1wn for prtidicat.ing one of t.he Person, and the other of the 
ll11c.ldl1i] ono of 1ho two must be rejected [and Cognition 
should be attributed to oue ouly ). • 

EO that these two Leing totally different, c11911itio11 cnuuot Letoug to But!,tf,l,i, which, 
ex-hypothui, ouly makes things l.·1wicu.'-Eluifljacl1a111Jra, 

0 This pauago is somewhat obscnre ; the obscurity bdng enhanced by the 
reading of the text. Several m111111PcriptR, as also the Vurlika, read 'artl1asyubl1iit!,a 
ill 1amu11a111, abhi1111<1rtlul &:. &o. Ti1e only meaning that can be deduced from 
this text ia aa translated above ; we have adopted thia. in the body of tho text, in 
deference to the Varfika. Several other manuscripts however, among them the 
two Pu1·i P.hs., and also the Bh•lf1Jacb11t!,1·a, read 'arfl,aaya bl1e1lc, i/i &c. &c. A p­
parently this is the better reading ; be-,n11se the proposition that the 'several qualities 
do not belong to the s:ime iudividu:ll' cau be sapp?rtod by the bet that the q11alitics 
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If (with a vit'w to escape frnm tho nbove difficulties) it 
bo held that-" the name 'htlfJtjhi' stan,1s for the 'Mind, 
being explained as • bu<Jlit111(a ana!la ', that b!J means of which 
things are cognised (i. e. it is the ln1tfr1tment, not the Agent of 
cognition]; and the Mind is certainly eternal ",-then onr 
answer is that that may be so • (Mind mny bo eternal) ; but 
the eternalit,y of Mind is not proved by tli.e recognition of 
th.fogit (which haltl been urged by tho Opponent as t.he reason 
for the otcrnality of IJu,j(lhi) ;--specially becanso as a matt.er 
of fact, we find llecogiiitio11 appearing even wlwn tho1·0 is 
a diversity of lustrnmP.nls, only if tho Cognitive Ai{Hnt hap• 
pens to bo tho same [so th:it Recognit.ion cannot imply or 
prove t.110 samenos::1 and contirmity of the l111tr11m11ntj;-for 
as asserted in Su. 3-1-7,-' t.hero is retognitio", with the right 
flye, of what has been soon with the loft '-an assertion mlllle 
in regard to the eye, bnt equally true of the Lamp nh10; 
there boing recognition, of a thing previously soeu with the 
help of one lamp, with the help of another. From all this 

cxprcP~c,I hy tho lt!rms arc difTere11t; if it were the same singll! (pmlily (fonolc(I by 
them ull, then thl"rc woultl be nothing wrong in predic,,ting all tho terms of the same 

in,livi,lnnl. The <liflicnlty iu tliis rcndi11g however i~ !lint, the 1·cpmtcil 
rcfcreuce to thl' 11r1,;11111ent of the preceding douse ia fourul, in all m:muscripls, iu lhc 
form I nUwm,i1·th11~ cf:c.', which shows thnt the precucli11g clnn,:o mnst be 'urfliusyti­
M,tlu~ '. The Bl1ufyachn11,!ra lms made nn attempt to construe tl,is pns~a~e accnnJ .. 
ing to its own reading, Ly which the translation sho11M st:uul tl111s :-" 'l'hcrc i~ 11 

cliffcnmce in tho ,lcnotntion of tho terms ro911isea &c., which r,rn not syncinymonR ;­
if thit1 is what yon menu, thcu ll'l• rnny mnkc II similar aRsc1·tio11: the wcmls in (j11CS· 

tion nre Mynonyrnons [lhi" n8St't'lion being nij rens,mahlc as yonrs, that they 11rc nnl 
sy11onyi110118]; and lw11ce it is not pos~iblc to mnke nny cli~ti11ctio11 leithcr n~ to the 
•111nliti1'8 clruotr,1 l>y the w,,ril~, or lo the c11titicA to v.hom the qnalitics l,clong), 
If yon :l!hnit thiR (wdl-e,ilahlishc,l fact), tlwn 1hr. 11111110 111,,y ho sai,I (in COIIIIC('(ion 
with whnl wc arc ~ni11~ lo poi11t ont) : Thal iR, in tho two cxprcssio11~, 'the l'cr~on 
co.~nil"'.ij' 111111 'tlw B,uJ•,11,i k11n1rn '1 there is no 1lilfcrcncc in the ,lcnotatiun of the 
two tcrmH' 'co;;niscH' nml 'kno\\'H '; so that huth lln~l(,lhi ,11ul l'cr~"n hdu:.; cog11itin: 
rutitit'•1 one or the other 11111111 ho H·jcctcil lnol rt'garclu,I ns really coguilh·c) [thu-c 
l,eiug no room !or two cug11itive cmliticH in the same hmly ]." 

It will lie fomul that both tht 11c cxplanntions involve I\ certain l\lnount of f<>ri·1•,l 
conatrnction. lu that wl,ich lin11 hecn ail11ptccl in the I.Jo(ly of the text, the cxplnM• 
tion o[ tl1e v\u3sc • t,ym·aa(lit111111mprc!!it•' is nut c11tircly sntiNfactory; wl1ilc the 
DMt11ac71m1~m i11 MC\'cral plt\ccs h1111 been furcc,I to give np the cu1111lrnction of 
passngc, which nppcnrs to bo the moHt natural, 1111d most in kecpi11;; with tho sty lo 
of LI"' B1uifll"· 

0 The Pnri .MHs, mul the lJ11tlfyacTic111~lrcc !'cad 'aafyifatjiram '; which mean■ 
• lliuil iN ctcrunl, we admit that.' 
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it follom1 that what has boon pnt forward by the Opponont 
(i. e. • tho rC'cognition of things') is a rr:a.son for llw tturrmlity 
of the not1nitioe Age11t (Soul; and not for that of the l11strH• 
menl, Ilu<JcJhi). 

P'a,·(ik<& on SU, (3). 

(P. 402, L. 9 t.o P. 405, L. 9] 

I 11asinrich as what has bnm put f u,•zor&rd ~c. ~-c.-says the 
S1i/1·a. Just as tho ' eternality' of Bu<J1Jhi is still to be 

proved, so also it is st.iU to be proved.that • recognition ' 
belongs to Bn<J,cJhi. Why so? Because ul111t bel011gs to an 
ititelligent befog catmot be altrilmted to a.11 l11st,-u.ment; as a 
ni«tler of fact, B,uJ~JM,-wldch is spoketi of as 'Oog11ilion' 
'pHrceplion ', 'd.pprel1m1sion ', ' und,•1·.~ta11dfo9 ',-is a qnalify of, 
and belongs to, the co11sciot111 pe,son ; ii is 011ly llte t:onsciotts 
perso1' that '1·ecd{lt1i11es' wliat lte lias ' cognisetl ' bf'jol'e ; so 
that it is to tliis conicio11s person 01tly tl,at ' eler11<1lit]1 ' can be 
att,·ibute.d or, the 01·01111d of• reco111dliott '-(.11/iii§!/a). 

[Having stated tl1e argument of the l1/1i.i§!I", the P'ci·l'fifo 
proceeds t.o ac1Ll somo argnmcuts of its own].-Bocanso tho 
lnst.rnment cannot bo tlrn snbs!rnlum of an action ;-ns a 
matter of fact, no Instrnm~>nt is eyer fonntl to bo tho snbs­
tmtnm of nny action; and 'apprehomliug' 1.-3 an action; 
houcfl it cannot snb~ist in the Iustrunlt'nt.• "But,sinco 

0 The l'm·isl111r.l(llti reumrks-lu l',·nlity what tl,e \'ar\ik,1 ,<lall•~ lwrn witli a 
vi,•w to ~how nn i11c1111)!rnily in the Opp1.,11~11t'H 1,osiliu11 iH i!,:.·lf i111·1111,•rno11~ ; thal 
which lrns 110 11ction, whid1 iH iuncti\'(•, c111111ot be nu 1 1llsln11111·11t' nt all. A11,l i11 
view of thiH difficulty, tho f,1/pu1·y11 cxplnius the \'iir\ika ,,s follows;-- \\'lml the 
J"llr{il.·ti 111cnna is thnt the lutilrmuent is not the ~ub~trntum of tlot• p,·i11cil'nl ndiun; 
it certniuly docs hccome the snbstratum 11f lhesccu11tlury ncli,.11. [It~-, tlic ad ur 
c11tti11g ,luod not bel<>ng to th~ axe ; lmt tho nctinus uf ri•iu~ nu.I falliug np,,11 I htJ 
wou1l 110 bolong lo itJ; iu the prcAout context, 1 11pprehon,li11g' id tho priucip,1I :icli,111; 
111111 tht1t to wliich this nctiou ,lircclly l,clongR is tbo Ao1mf.1 1ut lho lnst.-111110111; tlm~ 
tbcu, wlmt id prove,! by the act of 'Jtccoguitiun ' is only its ngcnt, con•ci,n1s pcr~ou, 

m11I not its l11stn1111011t ', the JJ111J4!ti, Tue P,,ri~lm),p,; goc~ 1111 t,, s,1y, thnt sonic­
times the pri1wip:1l nctiou st1bsists in the ol,ject nls\1 (mul not always in the Agent) ; 

but it is 1111ivm·s:11ly e.dmiltt>d that thiz1 i11 nut the cnso \\itla tho Rcli1111 of App.-cheml­
ing, whicli alwnya subsi8t11 iu lht- Agcul1 a·uJ uut iu tho 01.joctivc 01· in the Iu~trnmcut. 

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



1274 THE NYAYA-S0TRAS OF GAUTAMA 

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 substl'atum of its own action, it is not right, 
to say that the Instrument is not the substratum of 
action. "-Our imswer is that it is truo that everything 
is tho substratum of its o,vn action, and by its own action 
a thing does not bocorno cn~itlt:1u to the name of ' Ins­
trnmont;' on the contrary, in regard to its own action, 
everything is the 'agent;' wl1ile the present enquiry in 
connection with /Jtt(lt.l1'i proceeds on the basis of the un• 
tlorstanding that llu<J<Jhi is au l11alr1w&e1il. Ileuco tho 
Objection that has been urged is not rightly taken. " But 
from whnl you say, e,•erything should be reganlod as 
Agenl. 1£ through its 01vu actions, a thing is cutitlod 
to tho name of Ag,mt, tlwn ovory active thing (every­
thing that helps in the accomplishment of an act} should 
ho regarded as tho A!lent, " 'l'rno; but what is an 
acknowledged tenet can not be urged ail an umlosira.blo 
coutingency. • "lint in tha.t en.so if everything is to be 
regarded as Au,11.I., how do you account for snch distinct 
nn.mcs as Aumil, foslr1wumt auu tho liker'' T11ese dis-

tinct names nre on the basis of the priucipr•t n~~wa 1 or primary action (and not, 011 that of t 10 secon• 
dary or subsidiary actions of tl10 seveml things conccrueJ. 
in it); and that action is 'to ho regarded as 'primary' for 
tho accomplishing of which the Instrument is taken up; so 
that when all that is meant to bo expressed is that the 
several things are condncivo to (instrumental in) a primary 
action,-and tho diversity of the subsidiary actions of each of 
those thing11 is not meant to be emphasised,-thoso things 
(which constit.ute the Agent, the Object &o,) are spoken of 
nncler tl1e common name of ' karnlra, ' ' active thing '; while 
when the diversity of thtiaeveral actions i,s intended to be sever-

0 That cverythi11g ia an 'age11t' i11 reg11rJ to its ow11 action, is an acknowledged 
tenet witb us ; bonce tbis cnooot be u1·ged a.s an uudc,irable co11ti11gency. 
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ally emphasised, those things come to be spoken of under the 
distinc~ names of ' Agent,' ' Instrument ' and . ' Object.' 
l as regards such expressions as (,,) • karfa-kilralu,m,' ' the 
aotive thing, the 'Agent,' {b) ' kara,,r-kilralcan&,' ' the active 
thing 'tho Iostrnment,' and like] the active things being 
spokon of under their common name' active thing,' '.kiiraka, 1 

the speci6o name, ' Ag1mt,' ' IostrL~mentj' &c. is n.ddtid with 
a viow to i,ndicate the 1fo1tinctive feature of each of them 
-which didtingnishes it from the others,--so that no 
other is included under that (qualified) name.• 'fhus then, it 
is with reference to the principal notion that tht:1 several active 
things come to be spoken of undc3r the several names of 
• .Agent,,' 'Instrument' &c.; and among these, that which 
operates· upon 0U1er things,· and is not itself opernted up~>n 
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 Adhyiiya 11'. "If the chflrac­
tor of the Agt>nt consists in being ,wt npemted upon hy other 
ac.tios tl,irigR, then, inasmuch as the so-called Agent also 
acts only thongh the aid of the sevoral ~ctive things condnc• 
ive to the principal act.ion), (it d,1es not fulfil the condi­
tions of you definition of tho ' Agent'.]. " It is not true 
that the Agent acts only through the aid of the sever1,l 
other things; for what urges the Ag~nt to aot is the result 
(sought to ba accomplished) ; as a mat.tor of fact, what urges 
the Agent to activity is the result, and not the Instrument 
or any other active thing; and since the lleault is not an 
'active thing,' L so that by being urged by the Result] the 
Agent does not lose the character of bllin'.I not urged lg a,i 
,,cUue thi11g ;-and that ths Agent takes up the other active 
things is due to the facb of those being ~nvariable conoomi­
tants of (and indiap~naable for) the accomplishment of the 

• Ju.t u in the e:spreuion • blind man,' the term • mt.n' i■ the common name, 
wherein all men are the ■ame i while the 411,'1ifyi111 term • blind ' connotes thal 

· wherein he diJfera from all o&ber an-. 
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said action ; that is, inasmuch as without the Instrument· 
and other act.ive things being taken up (by the Agent) the 
action cannot be accomplished, those sevel'al active things, 
being indiepensablo, come to be taken up (by him). 

From all this it is clea~• that. the clu,raoter lkal belo,igs to 
the Oouscium1 Being oa,mt1t be attributed lo the Instrument 
(B-11~,J/,i). 

Even ndmitting· that I Re-cognition' belongs to the Inter• 
nnl Organ (Ilulj«jhi),-in as mnch u.s • Re-cognit.ion ' would 
be excluded from (not invariably concomitant with) both• one' 
and • mnny, ' it would be I too speci6o; ' that is, as a matter 
of fact, 'Re-cognition' (which is the probans in the reason­
ing put forward by the Opponent) is not found to be in­
variably concomitant with either I unity' or • mnltiplicity' 
f so that even if prt•sent in Bu(j<J.hi, it could not prove either 
'lmit,y,' anil hence • etornality,' or • multiplicity' and hence 
• non-eternality,' with rega1·d to it].• Further, when we 
come to examine the real natm·e of • Ue-oognition,' the 
p1·ob1m1 bl.!comes •contradictory;' tl1a~ is to Ray, when Re­
cognition is analysed, it only serves to indicate the mnlti­
plioity (and hence non-eternality) of Bu(j(jhi. For inst.ance, 
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 \he impressions (left by the former perception), 
it is this third cogµition that constitutes • Re-cognition; • 
·-arid for one who holds that there is only one (oontinuous, 
eternal) BucJ<Jhi, even a aeoond cognition would be impos­
sible, whence could there be a third? (So that Re-cognition 
proving tl1e multiplicity, and hence non-eternality, of Bud,dhi, 

• If Re-cognition were iuv•riably cou09mitant with unity, it would prove tba& 
Bul}.~hi i■ ever oile, which would m•a that it i■ ,,.,_,, Oo the contrary,_ if Bal}.\lhl 
were proved to be """'V, it would mean that it ia IIOJl,dfflllll, 
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becomes p. 'contrad~otory • proban, in the Opponent's argu­
ment]. '' But the diveraity is in the cognizances.•• "If 

you mean by this that-11 while Bu~~hi continues 
Viir, p. 404. 

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 Re­
cognition, "-this cannot ~e right; because we cannot conceive 
of Bu,J,)1,i apart frorn the cognizance,. H be~oves you . to 
explain tho exact nature of that B"r/,r/,hi which you assume 
to be something different from 'cognizance ; ' for us I Bu,J4l1i' 
is only 'cogniEance, '-Bu<J<Jhi being nothing more than 
the opprehen11iot1 of things. Then again, the two examples of 
(a) the' recognition' by the Tactile Organ of what has been 
setn by the Visual Organ, and of (b) the 'recognition' with 
the help of one tamp of whnt 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 Bu.,J,Jhis, and not 
a. single eternal B11rJ,Jl,i]; and thus the probans (in the 
Opponent's argument) turns out to be' contradictory.~ 

If it ia the Bud4hi that does the a11cerlaining, what i~ it 
tl1at the Conscious Entity does with the cognition sub­
sisting in Bi1cNbi P If it be held that-it "cognises," 
-we ask-who is it that cogt1i111s P If it be held that 
"cognising is done by that to which the a,certafoing belongs, 
then this involves self-contradletion [that one to who'm the 
ascertaining belongs do09 the cognisiog ·by means of the 
said ascertaining, cannot be possible; as it is not possible 
for a thing to operate upon .itself]. If, on the other hand, 
it is the Soul that does the cogni,ing,--how is it possible for 
the Soul to do t,he cognising with the help of the ascertaining 
or cognizance that· subsists in Budcjhi P For 68 i1 matter 
of fact., ou thing cannot become aotive by the action sub• 
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sisting in something else. If then, it. be held that " the 
con1mious Person cognias, and the Bu44hi knows ",-the two 
terms do not denote anything different from •cognition'; 
i. e. 'cognises' means e:1actly the same thing as •knows'. 

11 Hut BmNhi is what makes tl,i,igs knotun." If yon 
mean by this that-" while Bu<Nbi mak11,_ tltings. k11own, it, 
is the Soul that knor,11 them ",-then our answer is thnt 
#.ha• is juat 110; it is the Soul (Person) that kn,,,,,, things, and 
l11ulrJl,i only mnk,,, f.ltinga k»o,011. But this is quite contrary 
to the position taken up by the Plirr,apalr,in. 

Then ngain, it behove:i yon to explain what difference 
there is in the exact natnre of •ascertaining' and • cognis­
iog .' · 11 It behoves you also to explain how they are 
both one ancl tha same." Well, the two Aro one and tha 
same for the simple rea~on that there is no difference bet, 
ween them, either as to place or to time or to charactur; 
tl1at iA, becanse the Soul COfJ1iise11 things exactly the nme­
in point of time, place and chnraot.er-as that as·itrtaitie,l 
by Bur!4hi [the two must be the same l• " But it is not. 
established tbat there is no difference in tht3 character of 
the two." If you mean by this that-'' it is trne that 
the Soul cognises things that are just the same--:-in regard 
to place and time-as those RScerLained by Bn1Jc,lhi ; but it 
is not true that a11r.ertaining is the same in character as 
the cognisfog "•:--this cc1noot be right; as this would meno 
that there are several per,0111 (conscious beingA) in one and 
the same body; that is, if the asoerlairter is different from 
the cognis"r, one person recog·,iaea a,nd another aees, and 
yet another hears and tlJinks,-then, it CfJm1111 t-, thi, thd 
all the,s persons-the seer, the hearer, the thinker and tlu, 
rest-are 10 man!/ d atinet psr,ons. 

Further, what"liave you got to say in 'support of the pro• 
position that "all these (cognition, under-st11ndiog, &o.) do 

• Both editions read ~ii' ........ ; wbicb gina oo eense. Weadopt the 

reatting 'TJffl ',.. · 
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not belong to one and the same Person" P All that you can 
@ay is that all these terms are synonymous. But while it 
is true tliat these words are synonymous, it is also true tliat 
there is no difference in the denotation of the terms 'cogniser' 1 

'ascertainc1· ', 'thiuker,' and 'understande1· '; so that it is 
not riglit to assert that "Bu~c}.hi ascertains and Soul cog• 
,,i,esa'' 

If ' Recognition ' were put forward in proof of the etern­
ality of Mfod,-there would be no force in this; fo1· the etern­
a lity of Mind is admitted; as a matter of fact-, we also admit 
that Mind is etenia]; so that there is no ueed for any argu• 
ments for p1·oving it. 

Nor can' Uecognition' rightly prove tba unity of the 
Instrument (Hucjghi); as the premiss of such reasoni11g 
could not be tJ'ue; for we find that there is c Recognition' 
also when there is a Jioersity of lnstrnments,--only if the 
Cogniser remains the same; for instance, there is Recognition 
by the Organ of 'l'ouch of what had been seen by the Visual 
<:rgnn,-and also by means of one lamp of what had been 
seen by means of another. 

111,n,ya on Su. (4). 

[P. 160, L. 18 to P. 151, L. 1. 1 
The view has been held (hy the S,;nlrltt111) t.hat-" From 

out of the tlerual 'Btu)<!hi ', there go forth, in reference to 
the single object cognised, emanations, which constitute the 
'Cognitions ' of those objects,-and that the I Emanation' is 
nothing different from the Source from which it proceeds." 
-1'his, however, 

IS NOT BIGHr; BBOAUSI!: TUERlll IS NO l!IMU(,TANEOUS 

COGNITION OF '.l'DlNGB. (Sli. 4.) 

If the' Emanation' and its source were non-diff1:ll'ent,-then, 
inasmuch as the Sonroe (Bu<J(jhi) is, e~ hypotl,esi, eternal, ~lu, 
Emanations also should be always present (eternal); which 
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would mean that all the cognitions of things that we have 
are eternal ; and if t,his were so, then the cognitions of things 
1hould be simultaneous [ which is an absurdity]. 

Vartika on Sn, (4). 

[P. 405, L. 9 to L. 13.] 

The view ha, 6een held fo. fc.-says the BM11a. 'l'b.i, 
eant1ot be ,·ight; beoauat1 thertJ 18 no 1imultatit1ou1 cognition. nf 
t~ings,-sa.ys the 89/ra. What the So/ra means is that, 
the' Source' being permanent, its Emanations also should be 
permanent (if both be the same). 

Batra (5). 

fOTHEBWISR] THE OESSA'l'JON OP THE OOONITION • 

WOULD MBA~ THE DKS1'BU0TION (CESSATION OF THE EXIS• 

uNc1) [o, TBE IN'l'EBNAI, ORGAN, BuJJ9m].-(Sn. 5). 

Bhofya on Su. {a) •. 

[P. 160, L. 25 to P. 161, L. J.] 

{If Cognitions were not etl\rnal, even though the same 
as 1Ju,J1,P1i, thenJ, whenever the Cognition (Emanation from 
Bu~dhiJ ceases to exist (as it must, being transient), the 
• Source of Emanation' also should cease to exist; and this 
would mean that the Internal Organ (DucJ«Jhi, which is the 
source from which the Emanations in tl1e shape of Cognitions, 
proceed) is destroyed. On the contrary [i. e. · if even 011 

the cessation of the Em1Jnatio11, its source continues to exist], 
the two should have to be regarded as different f roin each 
otber. 

Yarlika on Sn. (5). 

[P. 405, Ll. lf>-16.] 

OU,t1r1oise, ChtJ ce11ution fo. 4'c.-says the 8Dtra. What 
the Siitra means is that (Ema.nations and Source being iden­
tical), the cessation of the ;Emanations should mean the 
cessation of their source also. 

• 111:re, aa in Sil, 7, 'profrabAUU•' ·■tanda for copi,;OII ;,, ,..,.i. 
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Bhllfya on Su. ( 6). 

(P. 161 1 Ll. 1-5.) 

The Si,J,Jhiitt/a. 

1281 

As a matter of fact, the Mind, which is of limited mBgni­
tude (not all-pervading), comes into contact with the several 
serisA-organs•, one by one (and at distinct points of _time); 
so that-

lNAsMuoa AS TBB PROORSS IS GRADUAL, THE APPBI• 

HINSWN JS NOT SIM'ULTANEOUS1-(Sil. 6,) 

that i11, of the objects of sense-perception. Hence it 
follows that the ' Emanation ' and its ' Source• are distinct 
from ~ach other; for if they were one and the 11ame, there 
would be no appearance and disappearance of them (which 
would he incompatible with the afore-mentioned g,·adi4,zl 
prooess).f 

P'iJr#ika on Sn. (6). 

[P. 405, LI. 16-17.] 

4• a matte,· of f,,ct, the Mfo;l, which is <if limiletl mog,d­
tut1e, comes into contact with the S1mse-orga11s, one bg on11-
says the BhlJ1ya ; so tlmt foasmu.:h as tc. ~c.-says the 
8a/ro. What the Sll{t'a 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 fol' them. 

Sfl/ra l7). 
THE NON-APPREHENSION OP ONB THING 18 DUE TO 

(THB MIND) BEil'lll OOCOPIED WITH OTHER THINGS (Sti. 7). 

• I, •· with the Soul, and the Benae-orgau1-uys the BMrgachan,Jt'tl., 

t The clear meaning of the Baf,a and Blulff" ia aa tranalated ;-the term 
'in!,iriyclrf1a4lfllm •· being ■yntactically conatrued with the I gral&avam' of the Siijra, 
The Bllclt,ac1ta"4ra however offen a dil!erent construction : Aecording to it the 
word■ of the BAaf ,a have no 17ntactioal connection with thoae of the Bil\ra ; and 
the 6.nt aentence of the Blulfya ia to be oon■trued .. .:...,,,4,igarfAWm n4114f111Jm 
(there i• divenity in the Senae-organa and in the object■ of perception), 11rilfl11riffi­
malol1tcl&a nlnclf 11/Jm (there ia divenity between the eubatratum of the emanation 
and the emanation& tbemselvea-i, e, tile contact and the reeultant cognition), 
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Bha,ya on Sil. ('7), 
[P. lCl, Ll, 7-9.l 

The term 'aprfl/!labhi.}nil,ia' here stands for ' non-appre­
hension • (and not for nori-recognitinn), The • non-apprl'lwn­
sion' of a certain object is explained on the assumption t.hat 
(at that time) the Mind is occupied with some other objeut; 
and this (expla.nationJ is possible only on the presumption that 
the Emanation is something differ~nt frorn its Source; for if 
the two were one and the same, th1m, would be no fo1 ce in 
any previous • occupation with other objects.' 

Varlik11 on Sn. (7). 

[P. 406, LI. 1-3.] 

The t1on•ap,.re1Jen1ion fc., &c.-says the Sa/ra. Tlio ex­
planation offered is possible only if the Emanation and its 
Source are different from ea.oh other; /or if tluJ two wer1t 01uJ 
and the sam8 there would be ,,o f 01·ce in ony • previuu, occupa -
Uon will, ot/Jer object~ '-says the Bl&a,11ti. 

Bhii,ya on Su. (8). 
[P. 161, L.· 9 to L. 22,J 

• If the Mind were all-pervading, its grad~a.l contact 
with the Sense-organs, one oy one, 

WOOLD NOT BIil POSSlBLl!l i BECAUSE TBHB 18 NO 

XOTION-(80.. 8), 

The Sense-organs (before beooming operative) have to b~ 
goll at by the Internal Organ ; and the mooing, necessary for 
this geUfog at eomeLhing, caanot be present (in the Miud, if 
it is all-pervading); eo that gradual operation being impossi­
ble, there can be no explanation for the (well-known.) fact of 

• Thi, auticipr.tea the argument tbat the mere fact of the Mind'• contr.ct 
with thtt Sen11:1-orga11a beirig gr~dual doea not neceuarily imply thr.t the Mind ia 
not all-pervading; for even though tba Mind ia all-pervading, yet it would be poa­
aible to have contr.cta with the Seoise-organs, one by one, The ■eqee of the re­
futation ia tJiat thi1 i1 not po111ible :-the term 'Bamllo,at ' of the B~4fVII being 
11otaotically connected with the 11111' of the B11\ra. The .gradual contact of a 
thing with general tbioga pre-'luppoaea mo,lon-moving from one place to the other 
-oo the part. of the former ; oo auch motion ia_ poaaible for a thing wbioh ia all­
perndi9' ;.; ... , occupying all pointa io 1pr.ce, it cannot, and need not, move from 
one place to a11other. Hence if Mind were all-pervading, it could 11ot have moti110; 
and bence it could not have gradual contact with the Seo11-orgao1. 
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apprehensions being non-sl,nultaneous (as nrged in SQ. 6). For 
the non-simultaneity of apprehensions having been found 
impossible, ~y reason of the absence of motion in the all• 
pe1·v11ding .Mind, tl1ere is no other reaJon from which it could 
he inft>rred (by which it could be accounted for). • Jn the 
case of the Organ of Vision, thongb1the fact of near and 
remote things (e.g. Hand and Moon respectively) being 
seen at the same time leads one to conclude that the Organ 
bus no motion, yet .the fact that it hos molion is infe¥red 
from the reason in the sl1ape 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 available for t-he inferring of motion in the 
Mind, in which motion is found to be apparently impossible 
by re11son of its all-pervading character, according to the 
Opponent]. 

All this dispute does not arise in regard to the e:risltmce 
of the Internal Organ (Mind), nor in regard to its eternt1lity; 
for that there i, such an Internal Organ as the Mind, and 
that it is eter·nal, are well•edtablished faotst. "In regard 
to what, then, does the dispnte arise." It arises in regard 
to its all-pervading character ;-and this character is denied 
(by the 8uj<Jhanfin) on the gronud that tlm·e i11 rrn pronf for 
it (lit., it is not found to bt:1 cognised by any instl'Ument of 
right cognition]. 

('l'he Bha,ya proceeds to show a further reason for r~ject­
ing tlie view that the Emanations, Cognitions, and 'their 
Source, Bu<Jrjhi, are identicaq-rrhe internal Organ is o}&e, 
while the Emanations, in the shape of Cognitions, are m11ny; 
e.g., visual cognition, olfactor11 cognition, cognition nf Oobur, 
cognition of Od,mr ; all this would be impossible if the 
Emanations and their source were identical. · 

From all this we con.elude tl1at it is the (Conscious) Person 
that cognises, and not the Internal Organ.; 

0 The Author citu on enmplop,r contra.-BhiJfyachan,!.ra. 

t The Naiyiyika alao admit■ the }find to be atomic and bc11ce etenial, It is 
011ly B11~~hi, cognition•, tliat he -l1old1 to be transient. 

~ For the 8ilt/Adnfin1 who regard■ the Emanation■ 11 different from their 
■ource, it ia quite poasible and reasonable that things are cogdeed by the Soul, 
by the inatr11mentality of 11110h inatruo1ents 18 the Internal Orgai, and the several 
llenEe•organa-f atpar,a. 
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By thi11 fact (that it is the Person that knows, and not the 
Internal Organ)• what bas been said (in Su. 7) in regard to 
the Mind being 'occupied with other things' becomes refut­
ed ; because ' being occ11pied with other things' can only 
mean ' apprehending ~ther things'; and thiR belongs to 
the Person, not to the Internal Organ ;t though we do 
admit of the Mind also being 'occnpiud,' in the sense that 
in one case it is in contact with a Sense-organ, while in an­
other it is not in such contact.i LB11t this does not j11stHy 
the \'iew that the apprehending is done· by B11~cjhi, and not 
by the Person]. · 

Va,·tilea on Sn. (8J. 

[P. 406, L. 8 to P. 407, L. 10). 

If the Mind we'l'e all-p1wvading, etc. etc.-say the Bltiif_l/O 

and Sn1,·a. What the sa1,·a 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 witb several Sense-organs at one 
and the same time, and simnlta.neous Cognitions would be 
possible,- the Opponent's theory is open to this 'objection. 
'' But even if the Mind ia atomio (as the Naiyiyika 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 Min~ is an instrument, an organ. "Why cannot 
the sa.me explanation be possible for us (who also hold the 
Internal Organ to be an instrument)?" The same ex­
planation cannot be available for yo11; because simultaneity 

0 Or the fact that the Internal Organ is not all-pervading-according to the 
Bl&ilfyac11a114ra. • 

t lls aloi1e ean be' pre-occupied' who apprehends thinl{B; and inasmuch a1 
it is tl,e Person, and not tbo l11ternal Organ, that apprehends, it i~ only the Person 
that can be eaid l.o be 'occupied by other things,' This however does not mean · 
that no kind of ' occupation' i~ poaeible far the lotemal Organ ; 1 occupation' in 
the sen■c of being in contact with the Sense-organ,, ia qnite poBBible for the 
Internal Organ ; it ia only 'occupation' in the sen■e of ' apprehending things' 
that cannot belong io it. 

: The BAiltyacA~ra, as also the two Puri Ma,., drop ._, iD both placea. 
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of cognitions is found when there are divei·se sunlit:•orga.ns; 
that is, when there aro seycrnl• scnso-organs supel'vised by 
a. single Supc1·vh10r, they are found to be operative siumlLa­
noously; 0.9., two axes in the two hands of a por1:1on oper­
ato simultaneously [bccm1s0 Utoy aro supervised, handled, by 
tho same person]; in tho same manner, if tbo several Sense-
01·gans were s11pervised by a single all-pervading lnLcruul 
Organ, [ which, according to tho Piirvapakt1in, is also tlie 
Supervising Agent], it should be possible for them to operate 

. simultaneously; and this being possible, it should bo possible 
to havu simultaneous cognitions.t 

BectJ11.se tkere i11 1io motion-says the Sa/ra. If the Inter• 
uni Organ woro all-p~rvading, it would not be possiulu for it 
Lo have moLion, whicb is necessary for getting at (the Senst!• 
orgc1ns). Not· is t.here available (for you, who hold the Iutur­
n.il Organ to be all-pe1·vading) any reason for holdiug that 
tho Sense-organs do not operate Rimultaneonsly,--on tlrn 
strength of which reason you coul<l uphold the non-simul­
taneity of cognitions, which has been shown to be incompati­
ble (with your theory,. In some cases people do admit things 
th.at have been found incompatible ; IJ,g., though the motion 
of the Visual Organ is denied {and found incompatible) on the 
ground that some people ca.n see near and romt>to objects at 
one and the same time,-i.6. because one sees the Hand, 
which is near him, and, the ·Moon, which is fAr off, at one and 

0 .i~t11f.l ia · tl,e right retulfog. 

t In ordinary experience it ia found that when there are diverse instruments 
liaedlei by a aingle Agent, these inatrume11ta de, operde al oae nnd the same time, 
Accordiug to the Sii1khya, the Internal Orga~ ia tl,e Agent, and it is aleo all•-pervad­
ing ; ao tbat under thia tbeory, all Sense-orgaoa ahould be sttperviaed by the Internal 
Organ alwaya, aoltall at one and the same time ; which would mean that we sltoHld 
always have Sinwltaneoua Cognitiona.-The nme absur,tity does not arise u11d1.'I' 
tho 8i!J41&a•la; for according to this, tlao Interul!.l O.rgao bein atomic. aud uot 
all-pervading, it coald never be in contact wlth more than one Se11ae-or9:111, M 

uaoro tliau 0110 Ohjec', at a time ; 10 that 110 ■iauultaueoa cog11i1ioos of things­
perceptible either by thuame or by 1111ver1&l Seuae-,orgaua--collld e,•er be po11Siblo. 

-faJJ,,,rg61, ' 
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the same time, it follows that the. Visual Organ does no\ 
move,-though the motion of the Visual Organ · iR tbus 
denied, yet the motion is inferred (and admitted) from 
the phenomenon of obstruction by intervening things; 
-there is however no such ploof {gl'ound for iuference) for 
the non simultaneity • of cognitions (when the Internal 
Organ is all-pervading). [Ht-nce under tl1e tl1t-ory that tl1e 
Internal Organ is all-pervading, the contingency of cogni­
tions being i:-imultaneous cannot be escaped from; which 
proves that the theory is untenable]. 

Says the Bhilf!JG -All thi, dispute doe, no, ari,e in regu,.,1 
to the eeiatsnce oJ the Internal Organ, nor in ,·egard to it, 
elernulitp,-11 in regard to tohat t/ien d<>es the di,put,, ariae P" 
-it arise, in regard lo it, all-1-ervoding character ; and thi, 
,haracter i, denied un the ground that th~re i, no 1 roof /or it; 
that is, there is no proof in support of the assertion that the 
Internal Organ is all-pervading. 

Further, the Internal Organ is one, while the 'Ewan&• 
tious, ' in the shape of the Visual and other kinds of cogni­
lion~ are mang; and this fRct is inl'omputibla with the view 
that thu. Emanations and their Source are identical. For us, 
on the other hand, w 110 liold the Emanations to be differt-nt 
from their Source,-it is quite proper.tl1at thiugs are appre­
hended by the Soul with the aid of sucb instrum~nts as the 
Internal Organ and Lbe Visual and other Organs. 

By thi1fact tohat ha, bein ,aid (in Bu. 7) in regard to the 
Mind being ' oc.:upied ,oith oilier thing, I become, refuted, 
-says the Blillfya; and the meaning is that tl1is becomes 
refuted by the fact that it is the Person that cognises, and 
not the Internal Organ. 11 What is the meaning of IJeing 

II 'iiii~llf41\ i11 the right reading. 
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or.cn1,ied P " It means t.hat there appear several cognitions 
pertaining to desired objects ; and this appearance of several 
cognitions is for the person, not for the Internal Organ. As 
for I being ocottpied ' in the sense of baing in contact (with 
one) and not in contact (with others), this we admit as be­
longing to the Internal Organ. 

Bliil1Jya on Sti, (9). 

[ P. 161, L. 22 to P. 16:-l, L. 21. 
['rhe OpponPnt, the 8,,n!rl,y", says)-" Even when the 

'Emanat,ion' is identical with its Source, it cannot be (rea.s011• 
ably) asserted that' the Inl.emal Organ is one, and its Ema.• 
nations ~any. ' [~•or] _ 

Sillrn, (~). 

" THl!l N()'J'ION OF ITS BBlNG DIFFERENT (DI \'RRH) IS 

ANALOOO(l'S TO 'J'RB NOTION OF DIFFERBNOB (DlV.BUSITY) IN 

REOAltD TO TUB ROOK•CltYSTAI,, 11 · (Stl. 9), 

11 In r~gard to the Emanat.ion (which, as identical with 
the Internal Organ, is, in reality, 011e only), there is a notion 
af its being many ( divtirse), by reason of its being associated, 
or in contact, with diverse objects ;-j11st in the same 
rnanner as, in regard to the rook-crystal, which is in contact 
wilh other (colou(.'eJ) substances, there is the notion of its 
being different (frorn the pure u,l,ite rock-crystal),-when 
the crystal is spokea of as being I bl11e ' or ' red' (as disting• -
uished from the 111hite orystal)."• 

0 Tbe phrase 'llifa:,JolanJl'.u}ladnal ' at the end of Ure paragraph iit w lie coos-
- trued with 1 ·•tlmifr46Aim411a~' of tbe aecc>nd line ; the conetruction being-fflt 

ft\ ◄iiliMiPl111-il ~au◄b q111◄ft(, q.i,_...,,wiMh ...... .fti,ilflw di' 1 

Tbe Hnee of &he Pilrvapakfa i, tbua esplaiiaed by the f <Jfparga : - 11 It ie true 
tbat Ellllllatio1111 "'l'plar u "'""I ; but tbi• 11ppe:1ra11r.:o ii a 111i1take11 one ; for it i, 
not poeaible for the E1oaoa1ioue, which are not dUfereot from the Internal Organ, 
to be111••r in reality. The faot ofthe ,utter ia that, jlldt u iu the oue of the 
Book-eryetal, whioh is 0011 and of ooo unlfor111 colour, notions of diver■ity appear 
by reuoa oe U. contact with Hveral coloured thinga, and tbia notiou of diveraity 
i, purely adventitiout,-in the ume 111anner whe11 the pere white Internal Organ 
becomM aeaociated, though the Erense-organe, with di.-erae things, lt takea the for10 
of the Cognitiona or ' Emaaatioot,' an4 benoe W-" a, diverse and many. '' 
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[The Bhii1Y" answers the above ·vie,T of the S;znkhgol-fY., 
. cannot accept tlt6 al>oo11, as therB is no t"easmi in sttppo,·t of ii.• 
What the Opponent means is tlrn.t-" the notion of divt't"l4iry 
in regard to Cognitions is only figurative, unreal, being likn 

· the notion of divPrsit.y in regal'd to tbe rook-crystal; and it is 
not rt>al, as is the notion of diversity in regard to Odour, 
Tasto, etc.";- bot in support of this theory there is no reason 
adduced (what iis st.ated in Su. 9 being only an Example); 
and in the absence of valid reasons, it cannot be accepted 
as right. " But the absence of reasons is equal.''t . Cer­
tainly not ; for as a matter of fact, in thB cas6 of Oognitio11s 
it is acli.ally found tl,at tl,1ty appear and dis,1pp1Jar 011e t1/tP.r 
thB other [ and not all together ;-and this is a clear reason 
in support of the proposition that; they are really man!/, no& 
one l That is, it is fonnd as a m!ltter of fact that in connee­
tion with the Objects of Perception, Cognitions appear and 
di:;appear, one after the other (at diffi,rent points of t.irno 1 ; 

and from this it followa thnt the notion of diver1:1ity in reg:m1 
to Cognitions is real, just as it is in regard to Odour, etc. 

Varfiko on Sn. (9). 
[P. 40i, L. 10 to P. 400, L. 10). 

The Pllruapaltfin says-" The Siii1khya, versed iu tho 
science of reasoning, cannot accept the view thi\t the Inte1•m,I 
Organ is ont1 and the Emanations m,my. For, as a matter 
of fact, jnst as the Internal Organ is ooP, so is the B1nanat,ion 
also. It might be urged that-' this goes against a percepti­
ble faot,-the sense being that, if it be held that the Em:111:,­
tion is not different from the lnte1·nal Organ, thiH goes 
against a perceptible fact; since, according to this vio\V, 
there coold be no such di-oerlilg of Cognitions a, of 01Jlo111·, 

0 1'biaiafouudu8ilnainPuri Sil, 111.1 in Sft!ra Mil, D, also in NUiJva•af,"· 
INNftl'}G ; the BAllf~ra and Vi■hvanitha alao treat it a■ SJ\m. Bot il i11 
not found in tl,e N,a,,,.,acAliu"""4fa,I, and both the Y4rfik• and tho 1'tijp ir911. 

takoit as part oftbe BAtJf,-. V~hamiaa •11 that aoinepeople cnll it 'Si•.lcJhii.11-
t•-Slltra,' and addl that the f'tlfpar,- oalll it 'Blt,lfya■,' becnllll8 tbo 'Mrlf11"' 
hi uolbing 1noro &hlln an nplanauoa and espamion of thu '.!!llltra '• 

t "Juat 1111 we mate &bo 1irnpl1 uaertion,--tha& the notion of divOl'llity 
hi 6,:nrative-witb•>ut Allduuiag any nuoaa,-■o do you alao aaerely make the 
1111111ni1m that tlie notion of ·diverait7 ill real, witbo11t adducing any re&IODI, lilo 
Iba& both uf 111r are open to 1l1e .11&me ch11rge." 
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Taste, Odour and Touch.' But our answer is that it is not 
true that there could be no s11ch di varsity of oogn itions ; for 
tl1is diversity is in oonseqnence of the diversity of the objects 
(cogois<!d). 'rhat is, even though the Emanation (Cognition) 
is one and non-different, yet, it appea.ra u dioer,e, by reason 
of the diversity in the objects oognisa,l; jtut as snob things 

. as the Rock•crystal and the like, appear as diverae, by reason 
of · the proximity of its atteniant substances. It is with a 
view to embody this idea tha.t we have the Sii~ra.-The 
notion of its being diff1Jren.t i, analogou,, B to. (Sii. 9 )." 

[Our answer to the above is as followd]-The view put 
forward cannot be accepted; as the premiss involved is not 
true. As a matter of fact, notions of diversity are found 
to be of both kinds --(a) it appears in regard to such things 
as Odour, etc., which are l"eally diverse, (6) and also in 
regard to SLtch things as the Rock.crystal, which are not­
diverse; so that if we take the Sil/ra as it stands, it contains 
no reason (in support of the propositiJn stated); being as it 
is a mere statement of an example (showing one kind of no­
tion of diversity) ; and meraly 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 Pilrvapak9a1 none of the several alternativea 

Vir. P. 408. 
(possibie under the statement in Sil. 9) is found 
to be tenable .[or to have any force at all]•. 

1.1he case of the Book-r.ry1ttJl has been cited as the example ; and 
the only two alternatives possible are :-(a) the Rook-crystal 
actually differs thrbugh ,he difference in its aHociates, or 
(b) it does not differ. '' But what of this P" Well, if 
the Rock:.crystal aotaa.Uy differs, then ft does not aff.Jrd · an 
inatanoe (in support of the Ptl'roapaTe,CI); while if it does not 
differ, then the question is-whence arises the notion of 

• So Uaat it i1 not only that there i11 no reaaon in ■upport of the Pllrvapakta ; 
Chere are reaaon■ 1gai1111t it, · 
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diversif,y in regard to it P If it be.held tbat this not.ion arises 
from the diversity of its. associates,-then (we ask)-how 
do yon know that the associates are different P If the knO\v• 
ledge be held to be duo to the difference in the Cognitions, 
then there is self-contradiction; for the two statern1mts-' the 
Emat1alion is not different' and ' the Oogniti')n is different•­
are mntnally contradicl;Qry; the two terms• Emanat.ion' and 
• Cognition ' being, according to the Sankhya, synonymous. 

[The Sinkhya asks]-" What is yonr reason snpporting 
the view that the Emanations (Cognitions) are diverse r ' 

fThe Bliiifya 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 tQ one as well as to diverse ou• 
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' '!'hat is to say, we have found th13 notion of diversity 
appearing in regard to the Rock-Cryst!ll, 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 
circumattances, it cannot be right to assert (on the strength 
of the said notion alone) that the thing (with regard to which 
the ootioo appears) is really either ooe or many. 

Then again, the notion of diversity that is found in re­
gard to one and the same Rock-crystal oannot possibly 
appear unless there is (actual) diversity· in the Cognitions; 
so that for one who holds u.ll Cognition to be one only, there 

•This anticipates tbe following Parvapek1a argument-''The notion of divenity 
in regard to Cognitions may be treated u the reuoa for regarding the Emanations 
u ,,. ; the reasoning being ■tated in the form-the Emanation■ are one only- be­
caue tbeee appear in regard to U1e (fain) notioua of divenity-u in the cue of 
the Bock-OryataL So that it la not true tliat there ia no l'IIIIOn ■tated in S~. 9 in 
1apport of our contention. " 

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



BHA~YA.VARTlKA 3-2-9 1291 

cannot appear, in regard to the Rock-crystal, such dioera, 
cognition, as the • blue ' and the like, Some people might 
suggest the explanation that-" it is quite true that in 
regard to the Hock-crystal, the notions of l,lue &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 fJlue object is not in contact with the Visual 
Organ ; if it i, in contact, then it ia that object which would 
b~ perceived as l,lue, and not the Ror.k-cryatal; so that it is 
only right that the notion of 6lue should not appear in reg.rd 
to the Rock-orystal,-as such a notion could be co-substrate 
with the ltook-orysial (and not the blue substance)," But 
this explanation cannot be accepted ; because we find close 
juxtaposition; (in the phenomenon under consideration) 
what are in ooutae-t with the Eye are the Rook-crystal and 
the blue object in close juxtaposition ; so that it is 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 ak in the case of things that are 
realJy 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 I blue' in regard to the Rock-crystal 
cannot be explained as being due to t1bae11ce of connection]. 

He for whom there is no diversity in Cognitions-and all 
Cognition ia one-, for him the scientific doctrine that ' there 
are three Instruments of Cognition' would be uot true; for 
if there is no diversity in the Cognition,, there can no divers­
it.y in the Instrument, of Cognition [and yet the Sinkbya 
himself declares that I there are three Instruments of Cogni• 
tion'], 11 The threefoldness is due to the diversity in the ob­

Vir. P. 409. 
jects cognised. " If you mean by this that­
,, the objects cognised are of three different kin<le, 

and being affected by this, the Cognit.ion also becomes three­
fold '',-this cannot be right; for diversity in the objects 
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cognised cannot be apprehended withoat dive1·sity in the 
Jostrument.s of Cognition'-; as a matter of fact, 110Jess there 
is diversity in the Instruments of Cognition, we cannot ap­
prehend any diversity in the objects cognised. 11 But it 
may be due to identity with the object. '' If you mean 
by this that-" it is the object itself which, being (tlivcrso) 
as it is, appears as such (in the Cognitiontl/'-this cannot ha 
accepted; as in that case t.here would be no nse for the I nstru­
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. (1i) you asRert 
t.hat • diversity of objects is not indicated by diversity of lnstr11-
me11ts of Cognition,' and then again, that 'the object becomes 
diverse because of its being: identical with Cognitions' [and 
thesa two statements are incompatible with one anotliti1·.l; 
and (6) you assert that ' the per11Q1& cognises as the Bu<.!Jhi 
determines', and this also is incongruous (as the determining 
and the cognising must be done by the same agent; ancl] be­
cause of the absence of variety (or diversity); what you say 
is possiblo only in the case of a thing possessed of va1·iety ; it 
is not possible in the case of that which is devoid of va1·iety 
[i. e. which is non-different]. Further, the assertion that 
• ono apprehends the Cognition as subsisting in BucJdhi ' also 
is contradictory; as this statement [ which means that the 
Bu«.icJhi is the substratum in which the Cognition subsists], 
taken along with the tenet that Buddhi and Cognition are 
one and the ea.me, would mean· that the substratum aud the 
thing subsi11ting in it are one and the same : According to 
you Cognition being the same as BudcJhi, the said assertion 
woulu mean that the substratum (Bu~dhi) is the same as 

0 A1 a matter of fact, the diversity in the objects is due to tbe di..-ersity in t!1e 
Cognition or in tbe ln1trumeot11 of Cognition ; and not 11ic1 wrea. 

tThat i,, tbe ubject and the Co:1uitiou ~iog identical, ,.he~ the former ia diverse, 
tbtt latter alao becoww ao. 
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that wl1ich subsists in it (i. e. the Cognition) ; AO that the 
assert.ion--' ono apprehends the Cogrritiou as subsisting in 
the Bu<Nhi '-involves self,contmdiction. 

END OF SF.CTlON (1). 

Secti<,n (2). 

ISU(.ras 10-17.) 

M.e1ntiin:1tinn of lhe 7'lt eo1·t1 t.l,nt 'l'l1i11g11 of the Wo,-ld a.re 
tmderguing rll'slructi,m f'De1'!1 moment. 

Bhllf.lftl on Su. ( 1 u). 

[P. lfi3, L. 2 to lJ. 12.] 

U ncler ~u. 9, the. 8 1HiH1y1J has asserted th11t-" The notioR 
of divtmiity in regard lo the Emanation is analogous to the 
notion of diversity in regard to the rock-cry&fal ";-being 
unable to adrnit Lhii>, the Nihilist [ who luihl:t th11.t things of 
tho world are in a contirnt011R flux, nrttl~rgoing dtislruction 
every moment] argaos as follows:•-

• Utn-i11g tl111R refute~ the S:ii1khya cl,,ctriHe frurn the sl.11nilpoinl of the Ng,Jgr., 
1he Author, with a view to poi11t out th1i dc[ccl~ in th"t 1!.1cl.1·i11u pointed ont hy the 
11au~l~ha philo•ophcrA1 procecd11, tirMt1 to ux11ou11J the docti-ino of the Da11~J~l111s.­
·r11~par1111. 

Though the main 1111l19ect-1nattcr of this Rectio11-tl.lll de111eliti1)11 of the 
:Nihilistic phtloeophy,-is of nsu in all pl,iloijophical syslem8, yet in the pre~e11t. 
-coutcxl, it bas been iutro,lo,.,ed with a view to the pro·dng of the Soars existence ; 
oit is only when the contirmcd existence of thingA has l,,ien eRtabliahed that thera 
can be any force in the argumente. basecl upon R•icoguition, that have been put 
forwartl uoder Si\, 3. I. t, et ,~q . . ; and it i11 only when the difference betwL>en qnalities 
ancl things posllOll88cl of q11&lities h1111 been -e11tl\hliRhed thnt we can prove the existence 
of the Snul, as tko ncccssa~ sebstr11tum of such well-known qualities as DeRire and 
the rc&t--Parisl&u#hi, 

Somo people have held that this is only II part, a11cl continoation, of the for.cgoing 
-section ; and sboald Rot bo treated as a separate section ; specially becanso the Oh itya. 
at the end ef tac ptescut aeotion oonolutles with the wortfij-' Thu,i it iH proved that 
Buc;14hi is not-eternal ', fro111 which it is oloar tbat tho Bhi!ya tnkee tho wholo a11 

,one section tlealing with the non-elern.Zilg of Ba4~ki. But 1he fact of the matter is 
tbat the suhject-matlor of tho preeeot section is totally ,lilferent ; the Dhiifya• 
eonch1eion is due lo tbo fact that tho sulrjoot of the present section Ill\& been intre­
tluco,1 -in ce1111ootioo with tbe no11·tterrnlily n/ B11'1,ihi.- l' ar~hamana. 

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



1294 THE NYAYA-SO'fRAS OF GAUTAMA 

Batra (1-0). 

r Thtt NihiliRt ,d,,J-11 JN ma Romc-oarSTAL nso, 
THERE ADE PRODUCKD Pl!KSB RO0K•CHTSTAL8 ORB AFTER 

THE 0THKR; HJNC'I AU. INDIVIDUAL· THINGS .ABB MOMENT• 

,my; 11Kl'l'l11 \VBAT HAS DREN &TA.TED (11' So. 9) IS WITHou·r 
111usoN." (Su. to). 
" 'l'he proposition (stated in Su. 9) that-' In the CHStt 

of the Rock•cryst»l, Uie notion of diversity is due lo tho 
diversity of it.a as~ociates, · the Rock-crystal remaining 0110 

n.ud the tiame duri1tg the whole tima''-is -witlwut aiiv ,•,..as111& 
in its suppo1·t ;-' Why ?'-because ir& the Rock-cr1111tal ,,J:,() 
there are produr.e,l fresh rock-r,,•ystalB on"' after tl,e other; that 
is to say, in what is regarded as the Rock-crystal, several 
rock-crystals appearand several disappear (during the timo); 
-'how is that! '-Bince all fodividual tMngt.r are mome11tar!J _; 
the •moment' is an extremely small point of time; and tldngs 
whose existence lasts only for that time are called • mo1111m­
tary '. • How do you know that individual thingR are 
momentaryr' We infer this from the fact that in tbe case 
of the Body and such things we find e. continuous series of 
growth tmd decay; in t-bo Body the essence of food t11ken, 
brought a.bout by the process of digestion, grotr/J into blourt 
and the other constituents of the bods; and this growth and 
consequent decay goes on continuously; and by• growth' 
there is production or birth oi t-he individual things, and by 
• decay ' there is destruction.• It is in this fashion that, by a 
pl'ocess of modification of its constituent elements, 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 indi,idual tbing."t 

· • We have aJople«,I a11d translated the reading aa in the printed text. Ju I lace 

or qAlf.tl'l'WI' &c. however, the two Puri MBL and the lAiJfyaclaanl/ra read 
-•~ &c. By thia rea•Jiug the paaaage ahould be trl\nalated thua:' In tha 

cue of tbe Dody we lind that tbereiapaili, ripening, which ia a form of destruction; 
and there ia continuou growth and decay ·of the food-111111ence, which become■ 
destroyed andtben torn■ ickl blood &o.'. 

t The Nibiliatic poaition ia thua ■uinaned up in the TtJfparya-" All that exiat■ 
must be momentary,-aa the Hody ;-and the Roek-eryatal alao, being ■ometliiog tbat 
exi11b, muet be momentary. In the cue of the Body we find that it unde1goe1 
grQwtb 11ml decay, in course of time becomitig fat and lean ; from whicb we infer 
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P"llr(i'kfl on Sil. (10). 

(P, -1-09, L. II to P. 4.10! L. 6; 1 

1295 

Under SB. 9 tf,e 8,i,ikl,ya l,,,13 tts1t1u•ted fn. !tr.,-says the 
Bha1ya; and against this the Bauddba Nihilist s11y11-'1 ba 
thu Rock-crystal tc, 4'c."-says tho 8D/r<!,. 11 It is not right 
to a~sert t,l1at there is notion of diversity in regard to tlrn 
Rock-crystal whieh remains one anrl tiia same ,-heeaiu/4 
indir,idual thing, are momentarg ;-and this momentary 
cha.meter of things is proved by our finding that there is 
continued g'rowth and decay; that is, the momentary charac­
ter of things is inferred from the fact that in the ca11e of the 
Body a.ml such thin~s, we fincl that the essential jnices 
(of food) brought about by the proet>ss of digestion, go 
on growing and. decaying (increasing and decreasing) 
evt>ry moment; and I growtl1' means the pro,lur.tion. and 
'decay' means the tlesfruction, 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 

Vir, P. ,10. the Body undergoes growth an,J decay every 
moment. A thing that is not found to under• 

go growth and decay every moment,, dnt>s not, undergo thf'm at 
any time at all; as we find in the Cllse of the Earth: whil6 
the Earth (the Earthy Object, the .Tar) itself r~mains unclumg .. 
ed by baking, thare is no appearance or dis.appear~nce, in it., 
of such qnalities as are produced by baking; and just as in the 
Earth, which is being bakud, there go· on momentary trans­
formations, so at·e there in every individual· tl1ing. 'l111is 
argument may be formulated tlms :-'l'be Body must be 

that it ia undergoing minute chargoaevery momeut; a11d theee chango11 con■titllle 
IO many ' destruction■', Even though auch growth au i decay are not apparent i'il 
the caee of the Bock-crystal aod ■uch things, yet we are justiftod in auuming that 
there muat be such in theae caaea alao, becauae they ire enlili.u, like th11 Body." 
So that the notion of divoreity in the case of the Rock-crystal ia not miatakcn ; there 
a.re really diverse crystal&, appearing c,no after tile other ; though thu crystal 
apparently remain the aame, 
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regarded as becoming different -at each point of time,-be· 
cause while the cognition of its external form continues tho 
same, at the end, a chnnge is perceived in it :-jur-t as in t.he 

rase of tbo E1uthy substance wbicb is being baked, and io 
1.he case of the Earthy substance which is not being baked.'' 

Sii/,-a 11.I). 

[ T/111 .\'aiyllyika'a aniuuer to t!te above B11u<!eJha argr,me,,,]­
INASMUOH AS 'fHIUO: IS NO Ul!:ASON IN l:IU1'1'0It'l' 08' TRIG 

ONl\"EBSAI, PROPOSITION1-WE OAN ADM-IT OP l'.P ONLY l·N 

>:COOKDANOK WITH OUlt EXPll'RIENCl!I (Sii. 11), 

Bharya on Su. (llJ. 

[P. 163, L. 14 to P. 164, .L. 2]. 

It is not universally tl'ue t,hat I in all individual things 
there is a continuous series of growth and dooay, ju:1t as 
there is in the Body• ;-why?-because tliere ii, no reason or 
proof in suppo,·t of s1,ch a 1wivem1l p1'opositio,, ; that is, such 
a universal proposition is not supported eithor by Perception 
or by Inference. Hence we c,m admit of it onlJI i" accordance 
with ou,• e(eperie11ce; that is, in casHS whero we actually per­
eeiN"e such continuous series of growth and deo11y, the1·e, by 
reason of our actually seeing the appoamnco and disappear­
ance of several individual entities, one afte1• t.he other, we 
admit of such a series of growth and decay;. e g., iu tht-, caae 
of the Body nnd filllCh other things; where, on the other hand~ 
1Ve do not perceive any such series, there we lleny 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 se1•ies of 
growth and decay, Hence it is not right to asset·t that O ia 
the Rock-cryt1tal, there are produced fre~h rook-crystals, ono 
after the other'' (Su. J 0) ; 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 sitDilar to 
the attributing of the bitter taste to all thi11gs on the ground 
of the Jlrka (a poisonous plant) being bitter I 

ViJr/ik<I on 8£1. (11). 
[P. 410, L. 6 to P. 411, L. 2]. 

lna,m,u:h as etc., etc.-says- the Snlra. '.rho finding of 
the oontinuous 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 existence; but it cannot prove such Diversity (of 
indi,idual entiti&s) in the C'ase of the Rock-crystal and such 
t hiugs, in whom we do not fiud any such peculiar growth and 
tfocay; so that what the Nihilist has put forwarcl is not a 
valid reason at all, '' 'l'hera must be diversity where it 
is actually perceived'', If you mean by this that-" by 
the pel'ception of tho series of growth and decay we do not 
seek to prove the momontariness of all tM11gs ; all thnt we 
moan is that where there is such a. series of growth and decay, 
the things is momentary ";-tht-111 om· answer is that it is 
qu:te true that iu cases where tlu,re is continuous growth and 
decay, there ii:1 a dfom·sity of individual eutities; but this does 
not mean that they are mo»ienta•·y ; inasmuch as • percop• 
tion of growth and'decay ', which is capable of being otherwise 
accounted for, cannot be accepted as a reason foL· (i. e. neces• 
sarily proving) mome,itatfof'BB, "llow can it be accounted 
for otherwise? " Well, what happeus in thd case of the 
Hody is that the component particles ef the Body, on becom­
ing joined by the particles of food, renounce thoir former 
composite form and take up another, and thus bring about 
a,wtlter body (different from the former); and thus it is only 
right that we should admit of dfoersity (of individual b~dies) 
[011 the strength of the fact put forward; but it cannot be 
accepted as a valitl r·oason (for l'<'gnrding the bodies as 
11'&0YHP,tlta,•y), 

.. Tbo statement of tl10 proposition is similar in both 
cases." If you mean by this that- 11 it is admitted that the 
component particles of the Body being joined by the parti• 
cles of food renounce their former composite form end 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 cbaracte1• (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; tb, t is,. it is not that we seek to 
prove the diversity of bodies by the presence of growth and 
decay through food ; you have asserted that the holly is a. 
different one because there are found in it features that diM• 
tinguish it from the fo1·mer body,-and from t.hat yon have 
deduced the mo-rnentary charactt11r of bodies,-so that you 
make ' the percepLion of distitiguishing f entures' the reaeon 

for c momentary character• ; and what we do is 
Vir. P. 411. 

simply to point out that the said • p1n·ceptio11 
of distinguishing features' is Cc'lpable of being othe1·wise 
accounted for, and hence can 11qt be a reaso11 for 'momentary 
character;' and we do not assert anything as a proof (for 
divel'Bity). 

BhiJfga on Sii. (12). 

[t>. 164, L. 2 to L. 8]. 

Some people hold that,-" Every object consists of a 
series of entities, each entity being entirely destroyt•d and 
succeeded by an entirely different entity, withont any trMe 
of the former,-aod each of these entities has but a momen­
tary existence ;"-but this view 

OAR liOT BB AOCBl'TKD i BECAUSE 'J'HE CAUSE OP PBODU01ION 

Alla O"B DESTBUOTION (wnEN PRl!:SRNT) ABE PBRCRIVED. 

(Sil. 12). 

The augmentation of component particle, is perceived to 
be the' cause of production,' in the case, fo1· instance, of the 
~nt-hill and such other things; and the disruptiun of compo­
taent particle, is perceived to be t.he 'cause of destruction,' 
in the case, for instance, of the Jar· and such other things. 
But when a pl1iloeopher holds that a thing is de,troyed, with• 
out losing an1 of its component; p81'ticles, or that a thiug ia 
produced, without having its component particles augment­
ed,-there can not be perceived any co.use, either of the 
• total destruction ' or of the ' production ' of an entirely new 
thing.• 

•The Viirlika esplaioa the argumemt 101oewhaLditierently, 
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rartika OD Sii. (12). 

[P. 411, L. 2 to P. 413, L. 8]. 

In case it be uecessary for ns to put forward positive 
proof (of Diversity), we put forw1wd the following-Because 
the cause t1J production and of de11tl'uclio11 is alw,1,yR prwceived-

1.1ays the Si{ra. 

(A) In the c111.1e of the A nt,-hill and the Jar respectively, 
we perceive the • c11use of production,' in the form of aug­

merilati,m, and the • cause of destruction,' in the form disrup• 
ticm ; these two would not be poAsible if things had really 
momentary existence, ' .Augmentation' means growth-e.g. 
when we say • the bull l1as grown ;' • Disruption ' means 
d"t:"!I ;-e g., when we say 'the bn11 has decayed;' both these 
e,i:pressions pertain to things that have continuous existence; 
w)wn a new thing is produced, we do not say that • it has 
groton;' nor when it is destroyed do we say 'it bas decayed.' 
So t.l,at what the Sit,·a means is-' inasmuch we perceive the 
came of p1·odnot.ion, in the shape of augmentation, and tho 
cause of destruction in the shape of decay (things can not 
}iave merely momentary existence].• 

(B) Or, the term I karo')a,' in the .Suera may be taken 
as standing for the • eub11tratum,' the 'container'; the 
1 karya' or product being tl1e I contained;' a.nd what the 
Bfi(rn JDPans is that, 1 if things ltre momentary, the relation 
of container and con,ained, the relation of cause a1.1d effect 
is not possible ;-hence, tbe meaning of the Sil~ra is-• inas• 
much as w,e pe1·ceive the relation of Cause and Effect (among 
things), thiogs cannot be momentary'; the argument beiog 

•Thie is the Yllrfi1·11'rinterprelatio11 of the Sti\rn ;-tlii11 i11 tiomcwhnt di!Tl'rent 
from the. iuterpretation llf the.B1ac7ffCI, accordiug to which the Sf1I m means-' in­
aemuch aa tbe causea nf production and rleEhuction aro always perceived, if 
present,--=and II we can not perceive any such caure in thecat-e of tbe momentary 
production and deatruction of thin19,-we conclude that there is no such pro­
duction or destruction.' 
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formulated iR the form-' 'l'ho Cause a.nd Effect must exist a.t 
the same point of ti1ne, because they bear to each other 
the relation of container l\nd cootaioed,-just like 1,he milk 
and the ha.sin'; the milk is contained in the basin, and exists at 
the same time as the basin. 11 What you say cannot he 
accepted ; as there i11 no such thing as the relation of con­
tainer and contained.'' If you mean by this that-" no 
suoh relation as that of container and oontailled subsists 
between the cause and "its efftict, hecn.•1ee ns a matter of fact, 
the Effect is not c,:,ntaii&ed in anything at all ; we hl\vo- never 
seen any Effect being contained in anything,''-onr answer 
is that this is not true, the premiss propmmded being not 
quite u·1tc: it is not exactly true that ' no efftict is conta.ine,t 
in anything' ; for according to both pM·ties, Colonr is an 

effect and is yot contained in something; and further, it goes 
against your own tenflt that • Touch is the suhst.rat,mn of 
Colour ' ; that is, if Colour be held to be not contained in 
anything, then that contraliot.s yonr assertion that, ' 'rouclt 
is thu substratum of Colour.' On the strength of t.his exam­
ple of Uolonr-which bears testimony t.o the coevnlty of two 
things-whatover pair of thingR we provo to he co11val,-alt 
tboso tl1i11gs oomo to ho proved ttK existing at the same point 
of tinw. 

['L'he Opponent takes up a now lino of nrgnment.)-11 Evon 
among mome-nt-m·y thi11µ;11 wo find the rt,lat;on of cl\use and 
effect_; both destruct.ion and production happening at the 
Mme point of timo; e.g., in tlta ca~e of the rising nnd (lip­
ping oE the two ends of the scale." Jf yon mmrn hy tl1is 
th11t-" he relation of Cause and Effect is possihlo among 
momentary things also, the appearance of the effoot b1~ing 
simultaneous with tho destruction of the cause : the effeot. 
comes into existence nt the mom(lnt that the cause i111 <Jes­
troyed; and while it is undergoing destruction the C11use is 
,ztant, nnd tho pro<lnc1ion of th(I ·Effoct comes A.bout at the 
same moment of timo as the destruction of tho ca.nse; just 
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ft'S the rising of one end of the scale and the dipping of the 
other occur at the same nioment,"-oa.r n.nswH is that this 
is not right, as you have ·not u11derstoott t.l:te m~aning of the 
reason we have p11t forward : we do not say that there is no 
relation of C1mse and Effect among momentary things; what 
we mean is th11,t tlia Ca.11se and the Effect existin(J' at two 

0 

different point.a of time, they cannot, bear to ea.eh other the re-
lation of contafoer am\ contained; and that there·is no i11-
stance to show that an EtJect exists witho\lt substratum for 
container); while in support of our view-that ·the Effect 
is contained in the ea.use-we ha.ve the instance of Colour, 
etc.• Tl11m as regards the action of the 811,1.le (that yo11 
have cited as an inst.a.nee of simultaneity of cattse and effect,), 
we do not accept the view that the ri11ir&:1 of one end and the 
dippi11g of the otfier are two distinct acts; in fact the two 
together fot·m a. single act;. and a.s s11ch this cannot be 
regarded as an instance of thd simtdta.neity of two acts ; that 
is to say, if what you put forward refers to the Scale (as 11 

whole), then the two acts (of rising and dipping) that yo11 
spoke of constit11te a single act of uoi,,git&g (of the entire 
Scale); and there being a single act, it is not right, to speak 
of •simultaneity' in this connection; for what is 011e cannot 
be spoken of as • simultanemlS.' If, however, you rer.er to 
the two parts (pans, of the scale),--theo, inasmuch as no 
one holds the view that these t~vo acts are related to each 

• •r1ie Opponent ltas beeu trying to ~how tltat the relation of Caudo aud Effuct 
;, possible also a111ong r11.0111e11tuy things. Bat it is not the relation of cause 
antl elfeot that wr, put forward as the reason f~r the non-mo1ne11tary C'lmracler of 

thiul[9; it is tl1e relation of conlaill8r and cuntained as subsisting hetwee11 cause 
em) effect, that we have pat fonvard -as the reason ; aud thi• latter 1'el!ltion is uot 
pos11ihle in the caH of momentary thiugs, Wh,,t too is the meaning of the 
• Jestrnction' of the ca,1110? 0,1es it consist in the non-exister~e c,f the cause? 
Or in the presence of the oaudeB leading to ita destruction? If tho former, tl,e. 
there can be 110 simu-ltaneity between Ca11se and Effec'; 11nd if the latter, the cause 
,of destruction eumiog into esistenct' while the thing to he de11troyed ia ■tiU pres­
ent, how can thi11 la.tier be regarded as 1u1n111t11.ry? If tl11 Elfect c11me iuto ni1-
te11ce at the same time aa the Cause, then the two being like the two lroru■ of 1114 

Cow, one oould nl)t bo regarded a.a the c11ouae of the otb1r.-frJfpe11·1•• 
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other as cause and effect [since the Rising subsisting in one 
pan, cannot be the cause of the Dip_pii&g in the other pan], 
,~hat could be related to what? [the t,,,,.o acts subsisting in 
two-distinct substratal, If what you mean to lay stress upon 
is only the simulta1Aeit11 (between the Rising and Dipping of 
the two ends of the see.le) ;-then our answer is that there is 
simultaneity between tlting8 only when there is simultaneity 
between their causes; i e., it is only when the causes of several 
things exist at the same time that those things come into 
existence simultaneously; so that thne can be no cflnnection 
between tl1e Rising and the Dipping (of the two ~nds of t 11e 
scale themselvtis) ; and as for the simultaneit.y of their cause~, 
-this is not possible; for the cause of t.he Ri.~i,,g consist.a 
of gravit11, a certain effort and some conjunctionR; and that 
of the l>ippi,,g the cause consists of the contact of the scale 
with the string a\i aided by the contact of substances possess• 
ed of gravity. [Thus then, even though between Rising 
and Dipping there may be this sim11ltaneity that their causes 
are simuitaneous, it does not prove anything either n.s regards 
the Rising and Dipping between cause and effect, or as regards 
things being momentary]. U the Opponent should deny 
that :Motion or Conjunction are distinct things,-this has 
already been answered: it has bP.en already pointed out 
that Conjunction is something different; and being the cause 

Var. P. 413. 
of Conjnnctiou, :Motiun also must be something 
different. 

Even such causes of production and destruct.ion 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. 

SR/ra (18). 
[The Nil,ili,t aays]-

11 JOST AS IN THB CASB OP THE DBB'fBUOTION OP :UILE, 

AND THB PBODUOTJON OP OUBD1 TH.B OAUS.B IS NOT PBROEIVBD 

[AND 18 l'BT AD.lll'l'TEDJ,-so WOULD IT BB IN THI OH■ 
o.r TBB IIOB8TANOB8 IN QUEITION."-Stl. (l!.\), 
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BM1111a on (Sil. 18). 
rL. 164, L. II to L. !3.] 

1303 

cc (When milk is turned into curd J 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-crJstal1 

the existence of the cause of destruction, as also of the 
production, of several individual entities should be admitted." 

Vilr{ika on Sn. (13). 
[P. 41U, L. 7 to L. P.] 

•• Just as in the case of tlie destruction of milk ~c ~-r,.-
11a.y11 tho 8TI {t·a. Even though the cause of t.he destruction 
of milk is not perceived, and yet it is arhnitted ; so als'-1 the 
canee of the production of the cnrd ; in the same manner, 
the oanses of the production of t,he individual Crystal-entities 
are not perceived, yet they Rhould be admitted." 

sn1,·a (14) .. 

[ Tht! Si4~hlJnfiw, answers].-

lNASMOCH AS THl!lliE IS AC'l'UAt, APPBEHKNSION 

THROUGH JNDIOATIVRS, THl!lH U NO NON·Pl!lllCll:PTION (IN 

THE CASE OF MILK AND CURD).-Sil, (14). 

Bliprya on Sil. (14.) 

[P. 164, L. 15. to P. Hib, L. l.} 
As R. mattor of fact, the cause of the destrnction of Milk 

is actually apprAhtmded,-being indicated by the destruc­
tion of tl1e Milk; similarly the cause of the production of 
Curd is also apprehended~-being indicated by the l'rodnotion 
of the Om·d ; so thaL it is not true tbat there is " non-percep. 
tion " (of the said cauzses). •. Contrary lo this is the case of 

• That tht re is deijtruction or the Milk is inferred from the appearance of C11rd 
in the milk-particles; the inference being-• In the milk-particl ea there baa been 

_deatr11cclc,1t of Milk, because there have appeared in them particles of a 1uhatance 
other than, not compatible with, Milk, and the dtdruclio11 of Milk being thu1 

cogoiaed, ina1m11ch as the said dealf'llcliou i~ an effP.ct, it m11at have a caur,; 
10 tl1at the c11u,e of dulruction is indicated by, has fo_r its indic.,tive, the dulruclfon. 
The indicative of the production of Cunl consMa in the actnal p,rceplio11 of tli, 
Curd; and when tha production is thua cogniaed, ina@much aa it is an effect, 1t 
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t1uch substanco-:1 as the Rock-cryatal and the like; for in 
the case of t.he$e, there is nothing to indfoate the 
produ\itions of several individual. enl,ities (in the same 
ubject); which leaLts us to conclude that tht-ro i~ no such 
production (of several entities in a piece of Rock-c1·ystalJ. 

P'Drfika on Stl. (14). 
[P. 418, L. 11 to P. 421, L. 1:q_ 

l11a11much a, 11,erf! i, actual apprehen,ion etc. ete.,-P.ays 
the Sii/ra. 'fhat which is actually apprehended throngh 
indicatives cannot be 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 t.he piece of Rock-crystal there are productions of 
seve,ral (momentary) entities. " It is not trne that there 
is nothing to indicate t11is; the diversit,y in the touch, which 
is cool :rnd warm, poves that tl1ere is diversity (in the 
things); as a matter of fact, we find that there are different 
kinds. of touch, cool or warm, only wl1en there nre different 
things; as we find in the case of Fire and Water [ the two 
being regarded as different things, becnuse one is !wt an1l 
the other co,,t1 • ;-and such diversil.y of touch is found iu 
the case of the piece of Rock-c,·ystal also (from which it 

follows that several piect"s hnve come iuto e.xistt"nce]." 

It is trne that tht1re is this diversity of touch (in the case 
of the Rock-crystal); bnt it is due to other causes. 

" What iit that cause?" 
'!'hat canse consists of the entrance (into it) of particles 

of Fire and Water; that is, when particles of Water enter 
into it, tba Rock-crystal becomes cool, and when particles of 
Fire enter into it, it becomes hot. 

must have a cau1e ; 110 that the ' cause of thu l'roductiun of Curd' is indicated 
by its produ,;lio11, · And it is not t111e thnt "the cause of the destruction of 
JU ilk and that of production of Curd are not perceived" (111 urged by the Opponent 
i11 l:lii, 13).-Bhdf!fr&~han,Jra, 

• Similarly, the piece of Rock-cry,tal is cool at one moment, and warm the nezt, 
which ,hows that the former _piece baa disappeared and a new piece ha■ bt1en pro­
duced in ita place. 
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"It is not right to say that there is entrance of Water 
and Fit-e particles ; for there can be no reason for sucb 
particles entering iuto things in varying quantities; for in• 
stance, when during the wiuter pieces of wood, earth, stone 
and mel,al nre exposed to the atmosphere at ~ight, the degree 
of coolness found in these things is varying, tho 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 tiimilat·ly when those sarne things are 
exposed to the rays of the summer sun, the degree of heat 

Vir. P. 414. 
found in them is varying, the succeeding being 
hotter tl1au the preceding ; all this variation 

would (arcording to you) mean that varying quantities of 
Water and }'ire particles have entered the said things [more 
Water and Ji'it-e particles entering into the Metal than into 
the Stone, and s~ 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 tima, things are produced out 
of the particles of the elemental substances concerned, and 
those thing11, by their very nature, imbibe, from external 
causes, the varying qualities ment.ioned. '" 

Certainly this would not be the right explanation ; for the 
entrance of Water and Fire particles does not set a~ide tba 
' nature of things• [so that the view that snch particles enter 
the things is not incompatible with .what the Opponent has 
said in connection with the • nature of things• J ; so that the 
explanation based upon the • nature of tbings' being equally 
available for bot.h parties, such, • natur,3 of things' cannot 
serve as a reason (for one view or the other)t. Further, 

• 11 Wl>en the piece of Metal is expoaed to the Bun, it ia not true that l11rger 
quantitie■ of lire-particles enter into it ; what happens i11 tbat out of the same con-
1tituent particlea a fresh piece of Metal i1 produced, endowed with tbo additional 
amount of beat ; and eo forth," 

t The rea11oninga put forward b7 the Opponent do not prove the momentar7 
character of things. i'or if tbe divergent qualitie■ of tbe metal, atone &c., were due 
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the reason put forward by t.he Nihilist (1 because in the Wood, 
Stone, &c., there is a varying degree of qualiti£-s of cool­
ness &c.,') is al:10 'c,mtra.dictory '·: thn.t is, if yon do not 
admit; the view that pFLrticles ( of Water and Fire &c.) 
enter into things1-then you stultify yom· own doctrine 
that "the Elemental Sub:ttances ( ~arth, Water aftd Air) 
are of the na.tu1·e of hardne1111, visr.idity, heat, and mo• 
Ho,.,'' "Ho\V so P" Well, (according to you) 
the thing that was h,u·d becomes /wt at one time, 
that which wos hot becomes /&'lrd; so that the thing which 
was of one nature, comes to be one of two and three 
natures.• Fur· one, on the other hand, who accepts the vie1v 
that particles of substance enter iuto things, this absurd con• 
tingency does not arise; because when a thing (that was not 
hot before) becomes hot, what happens, according to this 
view, is tliat it acquires the heat, subsisting in anothet· 
substance which is iu closo coutncr. wir,h the former. 

to the coming into existence of new stouet1 nnJ new metals at each moment of 
time, and evpry diversity of character were due only to the ::iroduction of new 
entities, -then it would be possible to perceive divergent charar.teris.ics in the aingle 
piece of wood also ; as according to the Nihilist, in the piece .,f wood also ae,·eral 
individual entities are always coming into existence. Hence the l'ignt view would 
appear to be thqt in the piece of wood iteel f, there are two such distinct qualities Rd 

serve to distinguish it from the metal and the atone ; I hough these do not distinguiHh 
it from the several wood-pieces that go on being produced momentarily (accordini,; 
to the Nihilist). And these same distinct qualities would serve to account for the 
divergent qualitie■ of coolne88 and heat, also und11r the theory that things are not 
moment::.ry ;-ao that the argnmeuta adduced do not necessarily prove the moment­
ary character of things.-falparya .. 

• According to the Nihilist, what distinguishes one elemental aubatance from 
another is that Earth i8 har,I, the Water i~ viecid, Fire is hot, and Air is m1>bile. Now 
turning to the phenomenon cited by the Nihilist, when the Stone becomes hot, what 
happens, according to him, is that in place of the E11rth, which was dry, there 
bs.1 coll).e into existence, the Fire, wbich is bot ; and when the atone become• cool, 
there ia produced, in place of Earth, Water; and ao forth; and tbu■ the same pitce 
of Stone being both hot anJ cool and dry, all theee three would be found preaeot in 
the same Stone ; 80 that the three qualities could not be regarded 88 mutually e1clu1 
iva. And thi• would be directly againat the Nihiliat'atenet1,-fdfpary11. 
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There is a further 'contradiction' (or incongruity) in• 
volved intho reason pnt forward by the Nihilist. "How P" 
Because it admits the presence of diverse peculiarities in one 
and the same thing: 'rhat is, according to this, one and the 
Hme thing becomesJ at one and the same time, har.d aa 
well as hot, and this becl>mes endowed with a threefold 
character; so that the reason-• because we perceive peou• 
liarities '-becomes ' contradictory,' inasmuch as it goes 
against a former assertion made by yourself [ and this is 
the definition of the' contradictory' Reason, as propounded in 
Sil 1-2·6] • If (with a view to escape from this difficulty) 
you eay that-"it is not mere peculiarity thAt proves diversity; 
only such peculiarities prove diversity as are incompatible 
with one another (and as such cannot coexist);" -t.l1is cannot 
be right; for it shows that you have not grasped our mean• 
ing : We also do not S&f that mere peculiarity proves 
the diversity of things; but only such peculiarities as a:re 
not compatible with one another, and which are clearly 
differentiated from one another can serve as the dif'ferentia 
of things ;-and what we mean is that these peculivities 
(which gg to di:ffdrentiate Earth, Water, &c.,) musb be 
incompatible with one another; if they were not so, they 
could not serve as di:fferenti1:1s [so that when you say 
that the stone which was hard, and as such possess­
td of the differentia of E11rth, becomes hot, and as 
such endowed wir.h the differentia of Fire, it clearly 
means that the stone becomes the substratum of two in• 
compatible qu~lities]; and further, if all three differentiaa 
Bar<!t1e'B1 of Enrth, llutneBB of 'Fire, J"is,:iditg of Water and 

• The eaplanation pro,·ided b_y the Nihiliet ie not ouly incompatible with 
l1ia deftnitioa of the Elemental Subatancee, but it al,o contradict■ hie former 
uaertion. Under SQ, 3-2-10, tbe perc.ption of p,culiari"u ha1 been urged a1 the, 
reaaon for d1111r1ilg (in tbe Rook-crystal) ; now it ia eaid that the ume thing-the 
piece of aton-ie endowed with two or three peculiarhie,, 10 that the I perception cd! 
pecnliaritiea' 11 made- the ~Qnd for ,am,n•• ; and thia involvea I contradiction' 4>f 
wbatha1 been .. erted before, 
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Jfo/Jilitg of Air) subsisted in a single Object (the piece of 
atone for instance), then, by what particular name would 
that Objeot be called P If it be called • Earth, • that can not 
be right, for it is found to be hot (and beat belongs to Fire 
only);-if it be called' Fire,' that also can not be right; for 
it is found to be ha.rd ;-similarly with Air also. Thus then 
it is clear that either the reason adduced by you is contradic­
tory to your de&nition of Earth &c., or it does not prove 
diver1ity. 

What we have said above applies also to the case of heat 
perceived in Water (exposed to &re): in Water Vir. P, 416, 
also, heat, viscidity and mobility subsist at one 

and the same time [ when for instance, Water is boiling J. 

(Against the theory that when Water becomes bot, par­
ticles of Fire enter into it, the objection has been raised 
that-'' if Fire-particle11 have entered into Water, then, just 
aa we perceivtt tht1re the hot touch of Fire, so should we 
also per,·eive the1·"iu the Colonr of Fire; just aR we do in 
the red-hot ball of lron; "-agRinst this objection] sotne 
Naiyllyikas • have offered the n.ns,ver that-' ll is not right 
to urge the possibility of the perception of the Oolonr of Fire 
in the Water; because the Colour (though presttnt) is sup• 

pressed.' 

But this explanation is not right i for it shows that the 
person who offttrs this explanation does not know the 
doctrines of Nyiiya: it is not the Naiyiyika's view that the 
Colour of Fire is suppressed by the Colonr of Water; bis view 
is that the non-perception of Colour (of Fire, in the Water) 
is due tot.he faot, of Firo being of four kinds; it has already been 
eatablished in the section of • Sense-organ• • that Fire is of 
four kinds,-tbat which has its Colour 1uppreased, and so 

•The BM1,aoA."4ro, in quoting tbie pueage, raad• (Mi after • All!III ;' 
we han adopted tbi1 reading, wbicb ia aleo in. keeping with the f •1,.,, •. 
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forth. 1 (Vide Bh1J1ga un.Jer So.. 3·:3·61 where•it is ahowa 
that Fire is -(I) with Oolo11r and Touch manifested, (2) 
with Colour manifested and 'l'ouch onmanifested, (3) 
with Touch manifested and Colour unma.nirest.ed, and (-&) 
with neither Colour nor Touch manifested; and the Fire 
in heated watet• is of the third kiud, hence it is that we 
do not perceive its colour J. 

[The Yn,·/ilea takes up the criticism of the Proposi­
tion put forward by the Nihilist]-What is the preoiae 
mPaning of the proposition ., lu the rook-crystal, there 
come into existence diverse rock-crystals II P If it sim• 
ply means that it is • 1omelhi11g d(fftrt1nt 1, then the argu• 
ment is superft!lous, seeking to prove what is already 
established: for the Roc\-c'tystal is certainly 'something 
difftirent 1-from the Jar, for instance, and such other things 
[this is admitted by all parties]. If it means that it is •some. 
thing ditltirent' from another pieoe of Rook-orystal,-that also 
is as before [for all parties 11d1nit one piece of Rook-crystal 
to be different from another 11ieoel, If it means that the 
Rook-crystal is • something ditfaren,' from the previous 
Rock-crystal', (the piece of Rook-crystal which, at the 
previous moment, existed in the place where we see the 
present Rook-orystal)1 then·we ask-which is that • previons 
rook-crystal' from which it is different P Inasmuch as y011 
cannot specify any particular • pt•evious rook-crystal·'. whati 
is saiJ wonld be meaningless; that is, in Lhe case of snoh 
things as the Ja.r and the like there are certaia qualities 
of Colour &o., wl1ioh1 as admitted by both parties, admit 
of the discussion as to their being different or non-different; 
in the oase in q11estion on the other bo.nd, there is :no 
• previous Rook-oryatal • admitted by both parties, from 
which the present r9ok-oryetal oould be regarded aa 

. • This P••11• qaoteci ln ,~a 8Alf,-cundra reiila -"f(\d+II" IIR .. 1tfil• 
"•""'f\ nfit MC'4iNI\•: · 
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different ;-if your Proposition refers to eome suoh I previons 
Rock-crystiil' ns is a,lmit.tcd by both prtrties, then no proof 
i~ Dt'e11ed. [ For the only • previons Rock-cryetR.l' that 
would be 11dmitted hy tl11:, N,,;y,,gik,i wonhl be Aume piece 
that existed at some pre,ious time, and not a piece that ex ieted 
in t.l1e &ame place as this present piece, as held by the 
Nihilist ; so that if the Nihilist. also me"ns only the former, 
tl•en both of us bein3 agreed as to that, no arguments are 
net!ded]. If again, yon accept the present piece of Rock­
cryetttl, and ast1ert some past piece of Rock-crystal as different 
from the former [i.•., if your propo~ition ·is in the form 
• the post Rook-crystal was different from the present one'., 
an«l not in the forro • the present Rook-crystal is different; 
from the. pnst one '],-then, in that ca~e. iltlf dioe,·sit!~ n/ 
''"' q,,ulitie, of cool ,in,l /wt c,mr.h (which you pot forwa1d sa 
the probana of your argument) would not be suoh as su-b~i$tS 
in the subject of that proposition ; as the diversity of 
qoalit.ies is perceived as sub3isting in the p,·e,erit pii:,ce of 
ltook-oryetal [ and does not subsist in the pa11t. piece] ; and 
further, who is there that does not admit that t.he past 
Roek-orystal is different from the present one P If how• 
ever it be rneant that the &am!t piece of Rock-crystal is 
• different •,-then this hivolves •& clear selt-contradiction: 
one and the same piece being that itself as also so.rra~tki11g 
different. 'l'hus it ia found that when we come to examine 
the • <liversit,y' (postulated by the Nihilist), it is found 
to _be either euper811oua (proving what is ad1nitted by all 
parties), or contrary to the Nihilist's own doo.trines. 

11 What the proposition-' In the rook-crystal there come 
into existence diverse rook,oryatals '-me11ns is that • the 
1'00k-ory"tal doea not· beco1ne the object of several non• 
timultaneou cognitions'." 

If anob ia tlu, meaning of the Proposition, then there is 
no corroborative inat&noe, 
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11 The Lamp wonld ho the corroborative instance : The 
L11mp is never the object of several non-simultaneous cog­
nitions, nnd yet, it is possessed of the character of being '"' 
,mlif.y, and so forth; and this would afford an instance iu 
corroboration of what we assert -ir, regard to the Hock• 
crystal.'' 

Not so; it is not admitted; it is not admitted by all th11t 
t.he Lamp 1md 1mch things a1•e never the object Vii.r. P. ,16. 
of non-simultaneous cognitions'; this is not admit-

ted, for the simple reason that all these thingg continne to 
t'Xist for several moments land as such mu!lt be the object 
of several c,,gnitions ], Fot· instance l the Lamp continues to 
liave existe11ce during the entire series of the following pro• 
Ct!SSes]-{ 1) from its bt!ginuing to its end the Lamp is related 
to the preAence of its cause at one moment of tirne,-(2) at 
the next moment there comes to be manifested i11 it· the 
geuel'ic character of • Lamp, '-($) then comes the moment 
when the action (of tlisr11ption) is set up in its component 
parts,-( 4-) then the moment at wliioh thero is disjunction 
among the parts,-(5) at the next inomeut the conjunction 
umoug tlu, parts is destroyed,-(6) t.hen oomos the moment 
ut which tho Lamp becomes de8troyed. Just as the Lamp, 
~o all other tl,ings, when undergoing destruotion, do so either 
by being 1·educed to the condition of their constituent cause, 
01· by the appearance of their contrary [thiR refers to the 
case of Qualities only l, 01· by the <lest.ruction of theit· sub• 
stratum ; [ which implies their continued existence for u. 
number of moments] ;...;,.a thing that h11s no cause can never. 
be dostroyed ; accordit1g to us nothing that is without oauae 

is ever destroyed. 

0 flf the case of the Lamp does not provide the required 
corroborative instance] we m11y regard t.lte oase of the Rook-. 
or.ystal as ana.logons to that of tl,e action t>f t.he ,ubsla.1'Cd th,,t 
i, uml.ergoi"!I de,trucUon [i. e., the action set op in the sub .. 
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stance that is undergoing destrocLiou is destroyed, cornea to 
an end, immediatel1 after it begins; similarly the individual 
Rook-crystal is destroye.l imml'diately aftel' it has come into 
esiatence J. '' 

'l'his also is not right, because in the first place the ad­
mission of Act.ion involves self-contradiction (on your part), 
and secondly because no such Action is admitted (by us) • 

"But the deatrnction of things is not due to any (ex­
ternal) cause. '' 

If you mean by this that-" there is no {external) 
cause to which the de&tl'nction 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 t.l,eory can be maintained: He who holds that II the 
destruction of things is 11ot due to any cause" should be 
asked the following questious :-(~) ls it that, since there 
i■ no cause of destruction, tl1ere is no such thing ns des/rue• 
eion r or (H) that, since there is no cause {of de11tl'Uction), 
deattruotion is eternal t According to you, tliing, toiihou, 
cau.98 are of two kinda-(J) they are eitlier eternal, or (2) 

•(csJ The whole falH'io of Nihilietic doctrine ia baaed upon tbe denial of all 
• Actioa" io aubetances ; berauae Action i■ p011ible in an object only wht'a It con­
tiou1111 to exii;t for at 1.,..t ,ufftcieot ~me to be endowed with a potentiality of that 

action and ita actual muif.tation. So that the nry conceptior1 of • action ' ie incom­
patible with the Nibiliatio tJaeory. {6) We do aot admit of any ■ucb aotion aa i• 
•eatroyed at the very D\Omeut of it■ exilltence ; for even the deatruction of a sub­
stance inYolna peniatence for ir.ore than one moment at on.e moment there i■ the 
action Nt up iu the 1ubstau111, at the neat moment 00111• the d•truotion of th• 
,ab,itanoe ; •tsd then oom• the dHtractioa .tf the Aotion, So that lhe A11tion 

•• Rb■i•t r.t •eut duribc "'" mo111eat1 of time.-f 4f,ar111. 

t What the Opponent mean■ ia that what the IJi4dA4nf i• bu been urging would ~ 

tratif thed•truction of thinge were due tot•• operation of IOIDe oau11 ontaide it1elf. 
Al aDlatter of faol JJowet'er the ffr1 production of the thing oarri• ileown denruotion. 
n.Ja argallltllt i■ developed at great leaatb in tbe f4f P4r,., pp. S8S-88t1· leadf11g 
ep to the lnal eooolu■ion-" laumaola II the deattaotiea of tbia11 i■ involftd io 
It■ .,..,, esilteace, and i■ uot doe to III nt..a ea111e, it it oaly aat■Rl &lilt •••r· 
tlliut ..... ba'f'I oal7 a IDOIIHIDl&l'f uiateace. " 
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non-e:ri11tmt; while according to us, they are of only one 
kind, dernal, (~) Jf then, being without cause, destruc­
tion be eternal, than the production of the thing becomes an 
impossibility ;-and the assertion, that II when t,be thing is 
produced it carries its own destroction with it, " is incongru• 
ous (involving a contradiction in terms) ; and further, this 
would mean that the e11istence of a thing is not incompatible 
with its nop.-erei,tence (destruction), and this would imply thl" 
permanent eiristence of the thing I (For even when it.s des­
tructiou has come about, its existence may continue side by 
side with tbo destruction ; just as the destruction continues 
side by side with exist.eoce). (B) If, on tl1e other hand, 
(being without cause) the destruction be held to be non­
-ea:isteut, tbis would mean that there is no destruction of any• 
thing ; so that all things would be eternal I Further, if 
destruction w~re non-ettistenl, then, in the absence of 
destruction, any auch 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 menn 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 P " We 
deduce this from the fact that things destroyed ara not 
produced aga.in•.11 If yon mean by this that-"if the 
destruction of a thing were destroyed, it would mean that 
the sa.me thing is a.gain produced" .-then this is not right.; 
for the production of the thing is not the same as the • des­
trucUon of its destr11otion ,; a.nd it is onlf if it were so that 
• the destruction of its destructipn' -would menn the re­
production of the thing t (as asser'8d by the Opponent). In 

• 1r the destruction of ·the Jar were deatroyed, it would 111eau I hat that. awe 
Jar i11 agaia produceil ; as a matter of fact however no Jar ui found to be produced 
again i h111oe it .follows that the Destruction of thinga i■ not deetructibte, 

t The !Deaning of thi■ fll1&ge is not quite clear: In the &rat place the reading 
in both edition• ia quite corrupt ; we have adopted the following reading-
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fact the 'production' of a. thing is due to a cause ; ao that 
whenever the ea.use is thet'e, there ia production. Further,• 
the fact of the matter is that even though De11tr11ction has 
a cause, it is not destroyed; and this for the Bimpld reason 
that it is negative in its 11baract1Jr; it is the characteristic 
ofonly positive entities that baving causes the.y 11re destroyed. 
As for negative things, there is no such restriction i for it 
is destroyed, even though without cause; e. g. the P1·ior 
Negation (Previous No:1-existenct1) of things [,vhich, having 
no beginning, has no cause, and yet it comes to an eucl 
when that thing is produced]; and agniu1 it may not be 
destroyed, even when it has a cause; e. g. that negation of 
things which coosi11ts of their Lotal destructfou [destruction 
of things is brought 1:1.bout by certain causes, and it never 
comes to an endJ. "IC the destruction of things is d11e 

t.o a cam1e1 thtiu the very prodncer of a thing becomes its 
destroyer; that is, the qualities due to baking are produced. 
by the contact of fire; and this same fire-contact, in pro­
ducing another set of baking-born qna.Hties, destroys t.he 
former set of qnalities; so that the producer of these qualities 
is also their destroyer." · This is not rigM i as it shows 
want of comprehension t on yonr part i it is clear that you . 
have uot grasped our 1T1Ji1tl,11ikia doctrine : according to· 
our system, the 6re-oonta.ot 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 

'1ft 1\.,14.il•ll..l 1lffl ~ fil•iil(IAotl"11{ II~; and in this we have, to a certain 
extent, the support of the f 4fparga. Tbe 1'.i\parya remark■ that th11 Siddhintin 
here me.3ta the Nihilist on hiil OIYll gro11:11t : ao~ording to the R1111cj!Jha Nihili1t, 
eYeo poeitive tbioga are 1uero non-entities ; so that for them it ia all tbe more ho­
pouible to regard deetruction .aa something ,:01iti11,. 

•The 8il,1&1111fi11 now offera the answer from hia own 1ta11 l-point-ny11 the 
fiJfparp. · 

tFrom the nest e1:planator7 1entenG1, it 11 clear that the right reading i■ 

ll'f.-, q11. 
Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



BHA~YA-VARTIKA 3-2-14 1315 

goes on in each sncceeding set of qnalities being brought about 
by a different fire-contact; so tlin.t there is no possibility of 
the pru,focer of o. thing being its desfro11er. If what yon mean 
is that-" that which is of the same nature as the producer 
of a tliing ~annot be its destroyer''~-onr answer is that this 
iR not trne; for we find that tho contact of water produces 
the sprout; and yet a similar contact of water (in the sl1ape 
of a flood) also destr-:>ys that sprout; and certainly what is 
actually found to happen cannot be taken exception to as 
something incongrnons. Further, there can be no answer to 
the ohjHctions-1·aised above (P. 416, L. 8; against the view 
that "the destruction of things is without cause." From 
all this we are led to accept the view that the dest,royer of 
a thing is (and may be) of the same nature as its producer. --

We have pointed out above the incongruities involved 
in the .Nihilist's proposition, with special reference to the 
prubanJum that II there are dfoersp, rock-crystals appearing 
and disappeariD;g in the same rock-crystal." 

tiome people seek to prove the momn1tary character of 
things, (11) on the ground of 'the perception of peculiarities' 
ai1d ~b) on the ground of 'destruction of things being with­
out cause'; against these we urge the following argument:• 

When the Nihilist declares that "Samskitras, (Faculty, 
Impulse) _are lt1,1r,ika, momentary,"-he should be asked 
the exact meaning of the term ' lrfa')ika' : wben you use 
the tarm 'kfatiiko,' • momentary,' what is it that is meant_? 
(n) If it means that the facultif:s are liahle to dest,uclion, 
then it asserts only what is already admitted (by all . parties, 
and is as such, superfluous). (h) lf it means that they are 
liable to quick deiltructiont then the epithet added (q,iick) 

• 'the momentary character of things baa alao hee11 nfuted above, yet on that 
ooco■ion, 1 diHrtllg' was the main object of our attack ; while now we turn our 
attention mainly against mom,11tari11e11. Tllia ia tbe point of difference. 
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makes the assertion contrary to your tenets. • (c) If it 
weans that they are protlrlcf'd and deRtroy,uJ, this also would 
Vir. P.,is. be like the others; tliat is, tbe meaning being that 

Faculties are prodHced a11d dest,•oyed, the assertion 
becomes entirely superfluous (asserting what is already 
admitted by all parties). If the phrase I produced and 
destroyed' means that they are produced and destroyl'd at 
one and the same point of time,-i. e,, the production and 
destruction are simultaneous-then there arises this absnrdi­
ty that, just as there is I produotion' of only such 
things as are not al,•ead.11 produr,ed, (and I deshuotion' comes 
ahont simultaneously with produotion)-so the I destruction • 
also would be of only such things as are not alreadg pro­
duced! TLen again, if the phrase I produced and destroyed' 
means that befog p1·nd11ced,• it i, de1lroyed,-even so, like 
productirm, destruction also should have a cause; that is, 
jnst as the JJrod1tctio11 of a thing being 11n action and hence 
contingent on circumstances (occasional), is due to a cause, 
-so in the same manner (and for the en.me reas!Jn) the 
thing can undergo destl'uclion, only when it undergoes tho 
operation of the cause of that desliructio11 ; for wa have 
already pointed out (Text, P. 4 l6, L. 8, et aeq.) the 
objections to the view that the destruction of thiugs is with­
out cause. 

'J'heu again, the term 'lr-4al}ilc11' contains the possessive 
affix (than, by Pa1.1ini, 5-'2-l 15) ;-how does this affix come iu P 
If, in accordance with the Ni1•1,t1,,, • K1,u}a.' stands for 
' Kioy11 ', deskuction,-and the term I k1atiik4 ' means 1.h,d 
whieh lias de1tmccio1,,-this cannot be right, because of the 
difference in time; that is, at the time that thare is 'destruo­
t,ion, '_the thing to which i'1,elM1g11 is not tbare (having ceased 

• The qualification I quick' applied to the de,truotibility of I mpre1111iona implie■ 
that tl1e destruction of other thingt ie 110c q11ick; i. ,., they are more la1t.ing than 
lmprNBion■; and thi■ would be coutrary to the Nihiliet'a doctrine•, by which all 
things are momentary. 
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to exist); and t,he possessive affix: ,s never found to be used 
in connection with things thaJ; exist at different times.• If 
{with II view to escaping from this difficulty) it be held that 
-the pt>sitive entity itself, as qnalified by its imp,mding 
destmction, is what is spoken as • t,,ar,ika, r BO thnt qnalifi­
cation by something impending not being impossible, this 
woulu form the basis of the required posse11sive relation],"­
but even so, it is not possible for the thing, qualified by 
the destruction, to be spoken of as liaoing or p<>Raesaing that 
detttuclion ; and . thus also the use of the posseasive affix: 

would be unjustifiable. 

11 What is meant by Faculties being kfa'!,ikcr. is that th~ 
time of their existence is only one K,ana, moment; having 
posited tbe K1a9a' or moment, as the lowest conceiva.blt1 
measure of time, we ca~l those things !.·,ataika which con­
tinue to exist only during that point of time." This also can 
not be right; because the Baudijha admits of Time as a meru 
name (a mere bypothet.ioa.l entity, without real exis­
tence): "0 Bhikt1ue1 fivo things exist in mere name "-says 
the B·uddhist scripture ;-and that which is a mere name 

cannot serve as the qualification of anything. 

We have already pointed out (Te,r.t, P. 4151 1. 20 et seq.) 
that in support of the propoRition-' thinga are momentary' 
-there can be no corroborative instance; Lamp and such other 
things not being admitted (by both part,ies, as monienia·ry). 

As regards the reasons or premisses put forwa.rrl (in sup­
port of the proposition 'all things a.re momentary' 1,-11 be• 
cause we perceive peculiarities at the end,'' and so forth,-they 
are either 'inadmissible 1 (.A"itl<Jka~ or' otherwise explicable' 
(.d.1iga(lif11i<JrJha), or •contradictory, ( Yirtt44ha) i and as ,mch 

•The p,.,,,or and the Po,11,ud muat esiat at the same time ; otberwiPe the 
relatioa of p~ictD would be impo11\ble. Deuce no possessive relation being poss­
ible l,ehvHu the thing and its destruction, tbe an of the poeHIISive afli:I: io Kt41}ik• 

c11111ut be, right. · 
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l'annot be sccept·ecl as valid reasons.• Then (as regards tlu, 
• pecu1i11rities ') -even granting (for the l!ftke of arg11ment) that 
tbings are possessed of • peculiarities,'-yoor premise i~ 

found to be • lt1conclusi'fe' in viciw of the said 
Var. P. ,1v. 

peculiarities belonging to the one thing that, 
ts~isls at that present moment; that is to say, in order to 

be an effective premiss, the 'presence of pecnliarititis' must 

be t-uch as is admitted by both parties; and this can·only b0 

when tt1e ' peoolial'ities' are taken as belonging to the 011,r 

ttiiug tlrat exists at the present moment; and t-he • presencu 
of peculiarities,' being thus found to be concomitant with 11 

ait1gle tki1111, must be rejected as •inconclusive' ,in the proving 
gf divenilJI). If the premiss is stated in the qualified form­
•• because we ace peculiari&ies at the end,''-the quali6catio11 
becomes futile• the exact meaning of the phrase • at the end ' 
is not explained ; and further, it has to be ~xplained which 
particular 'end ' (preceding or following) is meant to be tlint 
at which tl1e peculial'ilies are perceived. lf 'end• stands 
for de,tructio,,, tht>IJ certainly no peculiarities are ever per• 
eeived at snob • -end ' [Tl1e tl1ing l1aving bePn destroyed, 

• wherein could the peculiarities be seen r]. If the laat etttit11 
itself be spoken of 11s tbe 'end', tl,en, inasmuch as the 
•peculiarities' would be peret-ived in 011e entity, the probans 
(as concomitant with singlene11, not Jioe1'Bitg) would be • con• 

tradictoTy .' 

Another premiss (adduced by the Nihilist in snpport of 
the proposition that' all things are momentary') is-" be• 
cause tl1ere is p1'rception and non-perception " ; and the pui·• 
port of this premiss is as follows :-" When such things as 

• The re"oua, ad1l11ced lty the Nihilist are-(a) 1 because there i■ perception, at 
tho end, of peculiaritieij' ; lhi■ is • inadmiBBible,' siuce thi■ perception cannot belooi, 
to the prececliug momeut ;-(b) • oocauee thing, exist' and (c) • beca11ae they are 
prorlucta' ; both theae are 10,herwiee explicable' than on the basie of the mo111entary 
character of tlaing',; nnd furtl1er 'existence' and ' lleing a product' pertaining to 
all thioga at nil time,, a1 e bllLh 'contradictory ' to • momeotarineBI.' 
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the Lamp are being carried, they go on being destroyed at 
one place and prodncerl at; the n1:1xt; so that there are • per• 
eeption and non-peroef)t.ion' o'f those things [there being 
per~11pti•111 when the thing is p-rodoood, and ' non-per"ep• 
tion ' when .it i~ de,;itroyed] ; -similarly when the person, 
\)l§va(jatta, goe11 Rlong, we have' perception and non-percep• 
t.ion' of him; whioh p1•oves that this p·erson also is under­
going destrt1otion and procfoction a,t every moment,'' 

This reasoning howevor is not valid i as the • perception 
and non-perc1:1ptiou I of :t)~va~a.Ha and snch persons is due 
to other oau~es·; that is, the said 'perception and non-per, 
caption' nre u11e to co,11J1mctio ti ,.,,,.,1 di1tj1inction, and not to 
vruductiou .and ilP.slr,,otitln•; when th·e conjunct.ion of a person 
with a certain ptu.ce has come to an end, that person is not 
pe,.ceioed at that. place; and when the said conjunction has 
come abont, he is "p11rt:eil181l at that pla.oa; [ so that 'percep• 
tion and uon-porceptio-n' shonld be attributed to the .presence 
aud absence of conjunction; for] when, by reason· of the con• 
junction of & thing with a pla.oe, that t,hing is conceived of 
as being present a.t that place, the appearance of the- no­
tion of such presence or absence must be due to the · 
presence or absence of the said conjunction. As against 
the philosopher who woul<l deny the e-xisteuce of cottjuuc• 
tion and disju-nction, we have already proved before that 
there is such a. thing as Conjunction; and the same would 
apply to Di8junctiou also, Thus it uEcomes established 
that the ' per,option anu non-perception' of things are due to 
conjuuotioo and disi11notiou ; they cannot be due to any­
thing elstt, 'l'he·n as regards your assertion that '' i'he 
Lamp is produced at another place (after having been 
destroyed at one place),"-wa do not quite understand 
this. u Why so? '' Well, acco1·ding to you, a t-hing is 
deatroyed at the same place at whioh it is produced; so that 
the thing (Lauip) that would be produced next, being non-
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existent. at. t.be time, cannot. have any impression left, upon 
jt, (by tl1e previous ~ntit.y); and without such an impression, 
that. thing cannot come into - existence at any other pince. 
If it be held that-" even withont such impression the thing 
can come into existence at anotl1er place,"-tl1en our answer 
to t.he Bu,JrJ,ha would be that it is not possible for anything 
to be produced 1:1ot 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 eau,s of the thing; and sinca the 
Vir. P. 420. 

tl1ing1 as its product, subsists in that cause, it is 
produced exactly in aocordance with that impression." This 
e:rplanat.ion also is equalJy untenable: (According to the Nihi­
list) it is a& impossible fol' tbe product to leave an impression 
upon its Canoe, as it is for it to leave it upon its product. 
So that according to you, the product should come into 
existence either al way, i,, the ,ame place, or alway, al a different 
place [ and it cannot be in the same place at oue time and 
at another place at another time] 

What has been said above applies also to the phenome­
non of u um,qnal fa11ing." The Nihiliet has argued as 
follows:-•• 'l'hings 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 !!paae 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 equa11y momentary, in the ~ase of some things the 
momentary condition produced is such as bas no capacity 
for the producing of any farthel'downward series ofconditions, 
lVhile in others the conditions ore capable of producing 
further downward series (and the latter take more time in 
falling than 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"oharacter of all tl1ingsj: 
Even when the several things falling are equal in weight, it 
may happen that while the falling of one is dne 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 tl1ird thing is due to its 
weight and the effort of some person ; and it is by reason 
of the varying causes to which the faJling is due to that 
the things take more or less time in the falling ;• and this 
'unequal falling' therefore cannot be regarded as a vulid 
reason (tor regarding things as mome11to.ry). 

Against 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 irnparted to.it continuing 
to be eff-,otive)." · This objection is answered simply by the 
1·emark that we do not hold that Faculty remains one and 
same; that Faculty is diverse we have already explained 
under Sil. 2.2.:15, Even if Faculty be regarded as one (as 
held by the Y,,iahe,ika ), the diversity in its effects can be 
explained on the basis of the fact that on account of the force 
of diverse canse,s, that same Faculty at one time brings about 
forcible (and lasting) action, while at another time it brings 
abont less forcible (and evanescent) ones; just as it happens 
in the case of Gravity; that is, Gravity, thongh one and the 
l\arne, at one time leads to slower falling, by rea~on of the 
pre11ence of other accessory agencies (which retard and conn• 

0 \Vheo a man on a house-top shoote hi, falcon upon the pigeon on the ground, 
-the ru■biog dowu of the falcon i■ due to-(1) its weight, (2) its effort urged 
l•y ita desire to catch the pigeou,-(3) the momentum impRrted to it 1,y the throw­
ing falconer, When the falcon ruahoa'dowo on ita own account, and is not shot 1,y 
the faloouer, ita falling ia due to the firdt two oauaoa ; and when the ann,e t'alcon 
■imply glidee down, without the. inoeutive of a likely prey, the falling i■ due 
to ite weight only. So that the aame thing may take varying amo11nt■ of time 
in falling; and thia can be ea:plainad aa being due tooauaea entirely different fro1D 
tbe momentary character of things. 
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teract the force of gravity); and, when the retarding agenoy 
is removed, it leads to quicker falling; then again, it is fot1nd 
that a piece of stone dropped -in the Air falls more quickly 
than rain-drops [though there is the sa1ns forc:t of Gravity 
operating in both cases]. 

From all this it follows that 'un1Jq11a.l falling' is not a 
valid reason (in support of the proposition tlmt • all things 
ate momeutary '). 

"What "-a~ks the Nihilist-'' is your rsMon i11 support 
of the tion-momentu,71 oharacter of things P '' 

We have already in<licated our reiuon, ,vha,1 ,vs pointe.l 
out tliat the Oauge ,,ml tts Effect, being 1•elated to each other 
by the relation of container and contained, 1nu11t exist at the 
same time, just likti the cup. and the jujube fruit· in it.• 
For the following reason also l ,ve hold that things are not 
momentary}:-

(A) • The oognir,io1is in qnestiou (i.e. the series of oogni .. 
tions that we have in regard to the single piece of ·Rock• 
orystalJ, which are uot simultaneous, must pertain to a siogle 
object,-because, while being co-extensive {or couterminons) 
with suoh cognitions of the thing as are not wa·oug, tbay are 
spoken of by means of the same words,-just like the cogni• 
tion of one thing by several persons at the present one aud 
the same momeott ;-when several persons 00100 to · have 
cognitions in connection with the single present m<1ment, these 
cogoitions,-being co-extensive with suoh cognitio11s of the 
thing as are not wrong, and also capable of being spoken of 

• l'be reading~. though f .. uud iu both editions, i■ not right; tbe 

right reading~. i1 enpplied by the Bhl.1ua~han,f,ra, whioh haa quoted thi1 

pa11age. 
t The fiJfparga oxplains • aovuUhOgi' as 'abhr0,1f11' ; it remarks that 

&he cla1111e I while &J. ' wonl I be eufti.:ient as a valid prerni_as, anil the other 
claase, ' ah,iy arc spoken ot b1 rne11111 of tho. sa•ne word,' ha■ bean added only as 
an additional reason. 
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Ly means of tbe same words,-are found to pertain to a sing• 
le object; in the same manuel', the 110n°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 
llingJe object.' ('rhis provi:,s the continued existence of 
single ohjecta ]. 

( B) ' 'l'he cognitions of· each single Soul ci\nnoi belong to 
seve1·al agents,-for, if they we1·e so, no recognition or recol• 
lt•ction should be possible,-just as it is uot poiisible when 
tlte cognitions belong to :t}uvaia.Ha and other dive1·se indivi­
duals.' ['l'bis proves the continued persistence of tbe 
Soul]. 

(C) 1 The cognitions of Colour, 'l.1a.ste, Odour and Touch 
must have one as we.ll as diverse can"es [the one cause being 
the Soul, end the diverse cause11 being, the Visual Organ in 
the case of Colour-cognition, the Gestatory Organ in the case 
of 'I1aste,cognition, and so fort,h],-because they are all 
1·ecognised as 'mine ',-just like the cognitions of tbe pres• 
eut single mo1Deot by several such persons as have entered 
into en agreement with one another (anrl as such form a 
single entity, in the shape of the Composite Gro11p of Indivi­
duals)? ['l'bis also proves the conliriued pe1·sistenoe of the 
Soul]. 

( D) ' 1'he cognitions o[ yeste1·<lay and of to-day, falling 
within a single contiguous series-have one as well as diverse 
causes,-because they a.re recalled as • mine ',-like the cog­
uit,ions of several persons jnst refer1·ed to.' [This also 
prnves the persistence of the Soul]. 

(E) • The cognition of things described in tl1e Scriptures 
must have one as well as diverse causes,--,-becanse they are 
recognised-like the cognitions of s9veral 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 aa shown before.' 

Bhu1ya. on Sn. , 15 ;. 
[P. 165, L. 1 to P. lti6, L. b ]. 

To what the Bau~~ha Nihilist has urged in So.. 13, some 
<>oe (the $jfifrly,,) has offered the following answer-

Sll. (15). 
HQJ THI IIILJC TBIBI 18 NO DBSTB.OOTION (WHKN IT 

TUB.NI INTO cuao); JOR WHAT HAPPENS 18 IITBKB 'l'BANB• 
P• 1RJIATION' OR MARll'BSTATION' 011' NBW QUALl'l'lBS," 1 

{SU. lo). 
11 Of the milk t11ere is lrnn,formation, not destruoliori,''­

IHYS one (the 8/Jtikl,ya)-" and there is transformation when 
the anbdtance remaining constant, its former character (e. g. 
that of 'milk:') is dttatroyed and a new character (e. g. that 
of 'ourd 'J is produced." 

Anotber philosopher (the Neo-816.khya) says that II there 
is manifestat.ion of new qualities; i. ~. the substance remain­
ing constant. its former qualities disappear and new ones 
appear ".t 

Both these vie,H appeal" as if they were one and the 
18Ule, 

'Yilrfilta on Su. (1 r.,). 

(P. 421, LI. 15-20.) 

"Of 11,11 milk fo. fc:.--aays the Snfra, The Milk is not 
dt1lroyed, nor is the cord prodicce<l; what happens is that 
tbe anbstllnee rema.ining oonstAnt, its former quality disap­
pears and new qualities appear," 

•The lr1111,lati,111 of the 8ifN ia in accordance with the interpretation of the 
Btt.1yo, the Vfrlihand the Bl&l1plaa11ira. Aooording to Vishvanitha it should 
l'lln tlusa-• wra,zi lapp,111 I, ..,, , ...... ,., .. ,;.,,, u,l&i.11 co .. ,;,,, ii, '-'• !111Jllif e.iaiio11 
qf 111io qlllllltie,.' 

t The new qaalitiea al• are not pmueetf, in the •~nae tl,a.t they come into 
ui■tenue fur the llrat time; for aocording to the S.i1ik!1y,1, the .q,1alilio1 wore there 

all along ; bot only ia a latent f<>nn ; and they only become ma11if11tcd ; and when 
they are regarded u having been dutroyed, tbey ouly di•ppear frorn view, they 
are not Iott. 
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111,tk tJ,e,e oie11111 nppe1Jr a, if theg were 011e awl t'!te s ,,11e­
says the Bkllf ga ; what is the signification of the compara­
tive partiole, 1 io111, • as if'P Wha.li it means is that there is 
this similit11de between the two views that according to 
both the Snbst.ance remains constant, and yet there is this 
difl'arencethat, while according to one there is appecu·ance an,I. 
dis ,ppearance (of qualities), according to the other there is 
de,t,·uoliun and production. 

Bl,~1yo on Sn. (16). 

(P. 116, L. 5 to L. 12.] 
The answer to bolih t.he views (put forward m So.. 15) 

is a.s follows:-
Siitra (16). 

(Si{l,J/1rin/t1]-WHEN WE PEIIOFJIVFJ A NEW SoBSTANCfll_ 

Dl!!INU PUODUO!_t:U 'l"HRIIOOH A FltESI{ RIW(INS'rl'l'U'l'ION', 

WR INFUR PKOM 'J'HIS !'UH CESS.\1'1ON (DKS'J'ltllOTIONJ OF 

THE PkEVIO(JS tiOllll'l'ANUB, (SU. 16 ). 

Whan we see that a new Substance, in the shape of Ourd, 
is produced through a fresh re-constitution or re-or­
g1rnisation of the component pa.1·ticles,-t-his •re-constitution' 
being in the form of eo,,q11latian• ,- we infer from this that; 
I-he previous subtance, Milk, has been 'destroyed' through the 
di1m1ption of its component particles; just as when we see 
the new substance-Saucer-being produced out of a fresh 
re-arrangement of the component particles of the Cla.y-lump, 
it is inferred that the Clay-lump has been I destroyed'· through. 
t,he disruption of its component pnrticles. And the cons­
titutional contiguity between Milk aml Curd is similar to 
that between Olay and things ma.de of Olay; [that is, the 
compommt particles of the Milk continue to subsist iu the 
Curd, just as those of Olay do in the thing made of Clay] i 
if there were a complete destruction of the .Milk {along with 
its component particles ; if it were completely burnt to ashes, 
for instance), the prod11ction of the new substance (Curd) 
would never be possible,-there being no connection possible 
(between this production and any exisUng· substance). 

0 When the former ooa,titwtion or arrangement of the component particles of 
ti11 former aubatance-Hilk-ia upset, aud a fl'eah arrangement-conducive to tho 
,ww 111listaace-i1 set in, we have what la called • 111111miirc.UaHa111 '-Bhafgad1anq.r11. 
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Var/ika on Sil. ( 16). 
The answer to both views I set forth in Sn. 15) is stnted: 

- Wl,en ,ve perceive a new subata,ice etc. etc.-says the SRITa. 

'l'he rest is clear in the BhiJ11ia, 

Furtlier, (as we have j!leen) according to one view there is 
1 appearance and disappearance,' nnd · 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. Whethe1• · 
the • tzivritti (absorption) and pra,JttrbltlJoa (emergence) ' 
consists in • destruction and production' or in • dis­
appearance and appearance, '-in nny case, the substance 
1·elinquishes its former condition i for unless the thing l1as 
been totally dissociated from its former condition, there can• 
not be either • appearauce and disappearance' or • destrnc• 
tion and prodnction.' From all tbis it follows that it is not 
1·ight to bold that there is transformation of the substance, 
while it itself remains conKtant. 

/Jha,ya on Su. 16. 
Even admitting (for the sake of argument) that there is 

destruction of :Milk and production of (Jur<l without any cause, 
we point out tbe following objections ugaiust the theory 
(of the Nihilist):-

8lllra (17). 
INASJIOCR AS JN SOIIB OASIS THE CAUSE OF DBSTRUC• 

TION JS PELICBIVED1 WHILE IN SOME Ir IS NO'!' PKRCEIVED, 
-WUA"l' IS STATED (AS 'l'BE l'Rl!MISS) 18 ?WT UNlVERSALl,Y 
TKus. • Su. 16. 
lt is riot universally true that-" tlicre is dE1struct.ion and 

production of individual rock-crystals, juat as there i::1 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 caee of the individual entities 
in the Rock-crystal is analogous to that of Milk and Curd, 

•Vishvinatha reada the St1'ra ■hnl'IY Iii! .-f .. fi:;rrt'l tifil('l!l:1'11'11-.: But eviry­
where el-in the NyrSya11ilrai,ivara'}(J, N9l!Jfllilcl,i11ibm1:J,l,u, the Siitra-lle~l, 
aud in Puri SQ, Jle.-we liud it 111 priute,: iu ~h.: 'l'e.r.t. 
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whera destruction and production are without canse,-and it 
is nnt analogous to that of the Ja1•, where there is destruction 
when the cause of dest,ruction is present, so that there is no 
destruction and production of iudivitlnn.l entities in the Rock­
crystalsimply because tl1e causes of suchdestruction and pro• 
rluction are not pres,mt.."• · 

Further, the statement of the Example is baseless : If 
•destruction nnd production' were over actually perceived in the 
caReofsuch thiugl\ as the Rock-orystn.l and t.he like, then alone 
could there he any basis for the statement of the Example­
., Just ns in the case of the destruction of :Milk: and the pro­
duction of Onrd, the ea.use is not perceived'' (SO, l S) ;-as a 
matter of fn.ct however' destruction and production' are not 
perceived (in things like the Rook-crystal) ;-hence the stat.e­
ment of the Example is entirely baseless. t 

'l'hen again, when you admit the • destruct.ion n.nrl pro­
duction' of the Rock-crystal, yon tacitly admit also the cnnso 
of these [since, being effects, they must havA a cause); so thnt 
your denial (of the cause) is not right. 'rhat is to Ray, you 
cnnnot but admit 'the force of the Example (of the Jar) in the 
assertion-' the desttuction and production of the Rock­
c1·ystal, &c., li/.:e thoae of tlie Jar, c,mnot ba wit,hout cause'; 
for the simple reason tl1a.t its force cannot he denied. On 
the other hend, the force of the Example cited by ynu-in t.he 
assertion "the dest,ruction and production of tha Rock-crystal, 
like those of 1\lilk and Curd, a1•e without canso"-can 
be easily denied ; for the simple reason that (in all et\ses) 
• destruction and production' are actnnlly found to proceed 

• The reading of the last part of this p11111&ge is co11r11~e,t ; hy a comp~ri■on of the 
reading, in several manu1cript1, the right reading api,ears to he-~ fflfV WA• 

Mifii"1◄1◄1"'-,qfilb4~,~til'II fil-111i'"qA1,..ro..,111111fc:=t,ii't~ll'111Tr~{fir 

tA correct e:s:ample i1 that which is found to be aimilar to the thing in q11eRtinn; 
in the preeent inatance 'de■truction a11d production of several entities in the Rock­
crystal' i■ the thing in question, umler diapute ; ao that the Example, to be c .. rrect, 
,hould be one that reaemble1 tbo ,aid 'destruction and production': thi1 rHem, 
blance could be known to ua only if we had ever pcrueived ~uch 'd.:1tr11ctio11 and 
production in the Rook-oryalal.' [Until we hne perceived a thing, we cannot recog, 
ni11 it£ re11emblance to anything]. A■ a matter of fact however as no ■ucb '11rod11ctio11 
and deetructiou in the Rook-cryetal ' i■ ever percei ve,i -: Heuce tlie tHDlple carmot 
be a correct one,-f4fpary11. 
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from causes; so that wl1en wi:, see 'destruction and produc­
tion' in the case of Milk and Curd, we infer the presence of 
a ea.use; 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 ,ter11al. 

Vllr/ika on Sil. (17). 

[P. 422, L. 8 to P. 4231 L. 7.] 

Even admitting that the destruction of the Milk and the 
production of the Curd are without cause, we urge that­
Jnasm1u~l& as 4·0. tr,,-says the 8Dlra., 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 
witholtt cause, and that they are aol, like those of the Jar, 
due to causes. 

The atatement of tl,e &~ample ia baseleBB-sas s the Bha1.11a. 
"What is the meaning of the t6rm 'ar/hil}tha,,a,' 'b.1se , ? " 
It means, a,hraya, substratum. " What then is the mean­
ing of b'I.Bele,sness?" It means that the original thing 
itself is non-existent; the meaning being, that as a matter of 
fact we do not perceive the 'destruction and production of the 
Rock-crystal' going on every moment; so that there can be 
no occasion for the ariliing 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 as 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 pu~ forward (in its 
corroboration). 

Then again, when you admU the ' de,truclion and produc­
li,Jn of Uie Rock-crg,tal,' you tacitly admit al,o the cau11eoftke11e; 
10 that your denial is not rig/it. The • Milk and Curd ' and 

the 'Jar'-both of these are instano.,s in point; 
Vir. P. 423. 

and the question arises-Is the case of the •Rook-
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crystal' analogous to that of• Milk and Ourd,' or to that of 
•Jar' P 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 ,een. It is not right to regard the case 
of the Rook-crystal as analogous to that of Mill, and Otrd; 
because the canse of the • production and deatrnction ' of 
this latter are deduced by inference. 

From all that ha11 go11e 6ef ore it (ollnu,a that ButJ,Jl,i is noC 
eter,aal-saya the Bhnf!gta. For the following rea<1ona also 
ButJdltishould be regarded as non•eternal:-(a) Because being 
a perceptible quality, it subsists in an all-pervading sub• 
stance, like Sound; (b) because belonging to a community, 
it is perceptible by us and subsist.a (in sombthing else). 
like Sonnd; a.nd (o) because b'3ing of the nature of an In,lru• 
ment, it is not perceptible by persons other than Yogi,, 
like Sound.• 

8ectio11 ( 3). 

[Stl\ris 18-41]. 

Bu<J4l1i-Apprehen1inu-i, a qualitg of th, Soul. 

BhiJfga on Ba. (18). 

[P. 167, L. 16 to P. lo8, 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 Bu,J4hi the quality Pt Though this fact 

• Sound ia an instrument in Verbal Cognition. 

t lt ia only after the eternality of BnlJIJhibaa been refntad that tl1ere ia any 
.· likalibood of ita being a quality of Uie SouL Bence it ia the latter tabjeoi that. ia 
introduced now. Tba purpo88 of Uiia enquiry allO conaiata in Uie pro,in,: of the 
Soul a1 an entity apart from tbe Body &c, Under Ba. 8 J.J «. Nf, we bave proved 
tbe eir:iateoce of the Soul, on tbe 1trengUi of AppreJaenaiou Uiroagh Recognition i 
and now we ara going to eetablLth it on the strength ofApprehen1ion uite qnallty, 
-Poriib~i. 
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is well known, yet it is introduced with a view to carry on 
farther investigations on the subject. 'rhe doubt as regardR 
A.pprebension (being the qualit.y of the Soul or of some 
other substance) arises from the fact th"t it is found to 
arise from the contact (of several things, Soni, Mi11d, Sen~e­
organ and Object), and -people fail to detect any peculiarity 
in any one of these (by virtne of whioh the quality of 
Apprehension could be attribi1ted to that exclnsively). 

8fUra (18). 

APPREH'BNSION nANN0T SUBSIST IN TRR SENH•ORG.\N, 01& 

IN TBI 0BJEOT,-SINOE IT CONTINUES TO EXUT Al,SO WREN TRK:iR 

TWO BAVB BRIN DES'.rHOYED. (Sil. 18). 

Apprehension or Cognition c11nnot he a qnalit.y of either 
tl1e Sense-organ Ol" the Object, because evtin whttn tht>se have 
ceased to exist, A. ppreliension continues to exist. For 
instance, even after the object (set•n) an<l the Sense orgl\n 
(the Eye) have been dL•stroyed we have the cognition 
in the form• I b!\ve seen', On the uther baud, after the 
Cogniser (the Soul) has been destroyed, the,·e cnn ho no 
Cognition at aH. As a matt,l•r of fact,, there are two kin<ls 
of Cognition: there is one kind of Cog11it,ion which proooeds 
from tl1e contact of the Sense-organ and the Object (e.g. tl.ie 
ordinary perceptional cognitions), and ,vi1!ch ceases upor1 
the destruction of the Sense-organ and the Object ; and there 
is the other kind of Cognition which prom•ods from the Con• 
tact of the Mind and tlJe Soul; and it i:1 only natural tbnt 
these latter should persist (even upon the destruction of tlut 

Vartfliamclll!I adds the following:-Tho couueeti,111 of the prl!lleut SecLioo with tho 
lmmed,iately preceding section on the momdutary charac1er of things lies in this that 
ltall things are momentary, there can be 110 such tlaiug as the 'conalitueot' ca1111 
of thillge; BO that there wo11ld be 110 possibility of ~pprebenaion 111bei1ting, as 
q1mlity, in the Soul. Bence before taking up thie latter q'll11tion, we ban had 
to diepoee of the former the()ry ....... Ev-,n though the fact of Apprehension being 
a quality of the Soul haulready been p11Uorward under SIi. 3-1-14, yet there i■ thi■ 

difference that under that S,ibv.c we have proved the es.i■leoce of the Soul, u the 
■ubatratem of apprebe111ion a■ a quality ; whit-. now we are going to prove the 11:i■-

tence of Apprebcueion iteelf as a q11ality of the Soul. Some people tbi:,k that the 
pre■eot ■ection Mrvee the purpose of adding freab rea10niog1 in s11pport of the doctrine 
already•tablh,bed before, aud tbua etrengtbening the pupil'a coovictiona. The 
Tdfpat'fll, for instance, remark■ tha, the preeent ae?tioo oarri• · on fnrther inYilltip­
tio■ into a matter already dite1181ed Letore. 
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Sense-organ n111l the Object.). 'l'o this laUer class belong:1 the 
1·ecollection in the form 'f have seen"1 which pertains to things 
se::un before ; nud wheu the cogniser has been d~stroyed, it 
is uot pos:iible for any previous percept.ion to bo rt>colleoted; 
for a thing that liRs b~tm perceived uy one cannot be re­
collected 1,y another. ~;vun if ,the existence of Soul be not 
admir.ted, and1 t.he Mind be reg;1rued as t.he <Jogni11er1-it 
would not be po;.sible to prove that either the Sense•ol'gau 
or the Objc~ct is the Ou91iise1·. 

" \V ell then, Cognition may be a quality of the 
Mind." 

[The answer to this is given in the next Safra.] 
Par(tka So.. ( 18). 

[P. 423, L. 8 to L. 16.] 
The Apprehension that has been describe<l above,-of 

wl111,t is this a quality P '!'his is the question that we p1·oceed 
in consider now. "'l'his enquiry is not right, as it, is still 
to be prove4 t.hat Appreh~nsion is a qttality." But that 
Apprehension is· a. quality is proved by the fact that being 
non-eternal, it is not perceptible by the Eye. 

Tlte doubt as rP-gards .Appreltension (being the qualify of 
the Soul or of Rotne other suhstance) arises /t·nm thi, fact th,,l it 
is found to arise J,-om, contact;-and on tliia poirit we ,wtice 
tl,e fallowing peculiaritg-says t-he Blia1y,1 • 

.Apprelumsior& cannot ~c. ~o.,-says the Sii/ra. Eve,a tol,e,r, 
the Object on,l tl,e SenRe-,wgans have been dealroyed, toe lmve 
tl,e cognition fo U1e fu,·m '1 have ,een '-says the /Jhilfya. 
"But the cognition I lia1;e ,een, being a recollection, does 
not arise frorn the contact of the Sense-organ and the 
Object; as a matter of fact, this cognition in question is a reool­
leotion, 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 wit.bont the Oogniser 
the cognition does not come about, similarly when the 
original apprehender has been dee~royed, the1·e can be no 
Recollection, in the absence of that original apprehender. 
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" W o may regard ApprehAnsion as the quality of the 
Mind." 

['l'he answer to this is given in the next ~il{ra]. 

,Sifra (19). 

APPBBRBNSION OANNOT DR THI!: Q,UAT,tTY 01!' 'l'BB JdtND, 

(1,) WHOSII BXISTKNOB IS INFBBKBD FRoll THB FACT THAT 

TUB APPKBBBNSION OF THINOS 18 No·r SIMULTANEOUS-(oa 

(b), Bl!lOAUIB TRIC APPKBHl!:NSION OP THINGS 18 NOT SIMUJ,• 

'l'ANEOUB]-((o) AND ALSO DBOAUSIC TH~ SUIUL'l'ANBOUS COJ• 

Nl'flON 01!' THINGS A0'ruALLf APPB.\RING l~ Yoms WOUl,D Dlll 

l~KXl'LlOARLB [I!' OOil:'ilTlON BBLONOKD TO TUii Mum.]• 

llhi11ga on Sil. (I~). 
rr. 168, L. 11, to P. 169, L. 4.] 

(A) The fact, tl1at the apprehension of things is not sinrnl• 
taneous is i11dic11tive of the Existence of the Internal Orgau 
(Mind) [as explained in Su. 1-1-161; and the (111.erual Organ 
(or M.ind), having ils existence inferred from tlu, fact that 
the apprehensio11 of things is not sim11ltaneo11s,-App1·ehen­
sion or Cognition cannot be o. quality of that Mind, 

11 Of what then is it a quality P •• 
It is a qnaliLy of the Cognitive Agent, as it is he who is 

the coutroller.t 
As a matter of fact, the controller is the cog,,isflr, and 

that which is controlled is the i111drume,it. So that if the 
:Mind had Appr-,heniJfon for its quality, it would cease to be 
an it&atrumtwt. Aud frorn the fact that the app1·ehension 
of Odour &c., belongs to that Oognitive Agt!nt who is equipp-

0 'fwo explanationa of the Lem, S•fq-.j~U'!+ii~ are poesible ; llolb of wbicb bave 

been incorporated in the trauelation aa (al aud (6), The Bhdf!I• construe■ the "II 
in the Bfilra as implying a further reuou, wbillb we put in as (c), The BHfp 
notices only lll) and (6), 

tThuugh the aentence ~ ~ i• generally regarded as Safra, it aboald be 
treated u Bhff,a.-P11riakut!,,!.lii, 

One who ia independent, an,I operates by bimaelf1 ie the Oogni,,r; while tl1at 
whfoh is operated upon, ooutrolled by another, iR the inllr•••n4 ; the intelliger1oe 
ae08llll&ry for tlae carrying ot1 of activities and of operating the several iuatruruenta, 
bearing D!'()II it, belongs to the Agent.-f11fl'arya. 
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ed with suoh instruments as the Olfaot.ory Organ and the like, 
we infer the app1·eheosio11 of pleasure &o., u.s 1:1lso Ro-collec­
tion, whioh belongs to that Cognitive Agent who is eqnippei 
with the instrumeutio the shape of the lot8l"Dal Organ (M:ind). 
Under the cironmsta.nces if it br:t held that that of which 
Apprehension is a quality is the Hi11d,-to which we give 
tlu, name 'Soul '-while that which is instrumental in b1·ingiug 
about pleasure &o., is the l11ter11irl O,gan-to which we give 
the name • .Miud '; then there is a mere difftirence of nomen­
clature (between us); and the fact remains the same (that 
the1·e are two disLinct entities-one of whioh App .. ehe111:1ion 
is a quality and tue other which is imit1·urnental in bl'inging 
about pleasul'e &o.J according to bmh of us. 

(B) 'l'he particle 'cha' in the Slll1'a may be inte1·pretell 
as implying the further reasoning that th~ Yogi's 11irtrnlti,11eoitt1 
<J,,911Uion ,f thirigs ll01J1,lld be im,11011sible; that is to say, 
wheu the Yogi has attained the culmi11ati11g poiut of his 
practice~ ho becomes eudowt1d with exctiptioual faculties 
of }'drception, and haviug created for hirusdf sevel'al 
boc.litis endowed witb distiuct suts of orga11s, ho appre­
haud11 sevoral col{_nitions simultaneously in those bodies;­
such a phenomenon could be possible if there were a siugle 
Cognising Agent permeating all those bodies; it could not be 
possible if tha oognitious belonged to the Mind, for the simple 
reason t.hat it is atomic (and as such could not be pre:sent 
in several bodies at one and the same time), If lWith 1to 

view to escape from this difficulty l Mind be held to be all­
pe1·va<ling (not alomiti), even so thi11 could not be accepted 
as a valid argument a~inst Apprehension being a quality 
of t,he ~foul. U'or if Mind were oU-pervacliug, tlien, since 
it is the iutern11l Organ (of CoguiLion), (nnd is all-perva­
ding), it could be in contact with all the seuse-orgaus at one 
and the same time, and thus bring about several Cog11itions 
at one and same tirne (oven iu tbe ca,;Se of ordinary pc1•:,onsJ 
(which is an impossibility). 

Par/ika on Su ( 19). 

[P. 423, L. 18 to P. 4-U, L. 18] . 

.App1·elum1io11 ea" ,wt /Jd I/to quulitu ,f Mind 4·c. 4·<i.-snys 
the sa,;~. Inasmuch as the existence of Mintl is indic1ted by 
the non-si1oultanoons cognition of things, Apprehensio1t 
c11onot be regarded ns its quality. 
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Objection :-11 Since the Bl,u1ya puts in a qualification, 
it would seem that there are several internal organs. • 11 

If you mean by this that-" When the Bhl~ya 
says that ' 4pprehe11rion cannot be the quality of tl,ai 
Mind wl,o,, e2i1tence i, i,1(1:rred from the fact U,at tl,e 
apprehension of thir,91 i, -not aimultaneoua,• it appears 
tbat the w1·iter admits of several Internal Organs; for 

Vir. J>.42'. 
unless there a1·e 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, ',natiana '-and being organs 
of ' manana ' all Sense-organs may be called I m,.ma, ', 'jMind '; 
and under the circumstances the qualification is clearly 
caUed for-' Of that Mfod wl,11,e eJ:iRle11c1J i, inferred from 
tl,e fact that A.pprel,ensioHII are nol ,imultaneous, Apprehension 
cannot be a quality. ' 

u Even so the qualification is pointless; because it is not 
admitted to be the quality of any other organ ; that is, 
if Apprehension is not the quality of the Internal 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 it is 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, to wbom we at.tribute the quality of Apprehension, 
may, on certain occasions, appear as the 'Instrument of 
Cognition') and thus become liable lo oe called 'Organ'; 
e. g. 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 

• Fro111 the a1lditiun of the aaid quali6catio11 it appo1r11 thlit there i11 alao tl111t 
lliud whose exiMteuce i~ 11ot inferred iu the ~aiJ 111111111er, 
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this person is boltl by us to have• Apprehension for his 
q11ality; hence (when denying the fact of Apprehetnsion being 
the quality of an organ] it is only right that we should add 
the_ qnali6.oabion that it is not the quality of lhal organ tol,ose 
ea:ist~nce is iuferreJ, etc. etc. 

For these reasons Apprehension cannot ho the quality of 
the Mind. 

" Of 1ol"Jl tltera is it a quality ! " It is tile q1talily of the 
Oognitioe A.r,en.t, as it is 1,e who is t4e conlroller. As a matter 
of fa,,t, the cfJnti-oller is Ute Oogniser and that wltich is controll,d 
is tl1e instrument,-says the BhiJfya. In regard to the 
Cognising Agent, there is no such hard and fast rule that 
he must al ways be the 01Jnlroller; for at tiroes he also becomes 
the controlled; but in regard to the non-intelligent (uncon­
scious) things (e.g. Instruments and Objects\, it is absolutely 
ce1·tain tha.t they must all be the conCrollpd, only ; so that the 
Mind, being unconscious, must be the controlled,-just like 
the Olfactory and other organs. 

If Mind Jrn.d Apprehension for its q•ialit.y, then this would 
mean a mere difference in names; i.13. if the 'Mind', the 
'Internal Organ,' be' tha.t which ha.a Apprehension for its 
quality', then it is merely a diff~reot name (for what we call 
' Soul '). For just as for the Cogoiser, j1ia/ri, the S,m,e­
organs are the instrum'1nta of cogniti1m,- similarly . for the 
tliillker, Man/ri, there should b3 a organ of Iii.inking [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 tl1e 
two. Lastly, if the Internal Organ (Mind) were·a.11-pervad­
ing and had App1:ehension for its quality, then it would be 
possible to have Cognitions by means of all the Sense-organs 
at one and the same time. 

"Doth edition■ reG<I W\Wf'f, which la meaningleaa. The right reading i1 '"f.11'1' 
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Srtlra (20), 
[ Objection ]-11 WHA'r HAS BEIIN URGED APPLIES 

.EQUAI,T,T TO TRI CASB OF APPRBRENSION BEING A QUALITY 

or ·rum Soot," (Sn. 20). 

B/111,11•• on Stl. (20). 
[P. 169, L. 6J. 

"Tht- Soul, being all-pervading, wonld be in eontact with 
all the Sense-organs at one and the same time; so t,hat there 
would be a possibility of several Oogoiiions appearing simul­
taneously." 

Yt1rfilta. on (Sil. 20). 
[P. 424, L. 21 to P. 42!-i, L. 11. 

" Wl,ot hos, l,een urgetl, etc., elc.-says the 81JtrG. For 
him also \fho holds that tbe Soul is all-pervading and is pos­
se8sed of the ·q11ality of -Apprehension,-as there would be 
nothing to prevent the contaot (of that Soul) with all the 
Sense-organs,-it would be possible to have several simnl• 
hmeous Cognitions." 

8f1#J'(J (20). 
[Aninoe,. l,-TeE SAID (sntutTANP:oos) APPFJABANCR 

OJ' CooNITIONS JS NOT l'OSSIDLE; BEOAUSIIJ THB CONTACT or 
THE MIND WlTB (ALL) TH S&NHE•OBOANS 18 NO'l' P088JBl,B. 

Bl,a,ya on Su. (21). 
[P. 160, LI. 8-10]. 

In the coguition of Odour, etc., the contact of t,he Sense­
organs with the Mind is as much a necessary cause as the 
contact of the Sensu-organs with the objects; and inasmuch 
as the Mind is atomic, it is not possible for it.s contact with 
all the Seoee-organR to appear at one ancl the same time. 
And by r~son !>f • the non-si~nltaneity of this contuct; 
(of the M?ndJ, it 1s not possible for several cognitions 
to appear s1mnltnneouely, even though they nr~ t-he qnalities 
of the (nil-pervading) ~oul. • 

i,·11r/ifo on Sn. (21 ), 
( P. 425, Lt. 1-3.J 

There is no possibility of Cognitions nppearing aimul­
taneoualy (11nde.r our theory); beeanse there are other ormsee : 
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That is, like the contact of the Sense-organs with the objPcts, 
the contact of the Mind with tl1e Sense-organs also is a 
cause (of Cognitions\; and tl1is latter contact can ·not be 
8irnultaneous, for the simple reason that Mind is atomic 
[and hence cannot be in contact with several organs n.t one 
and the same time]. 

Blii11ga Oil Sn. (22) 
f P. 169, L. 10 fo L. 14,l 

If it be heltl that-" 'J'he Cognition of Odour &c. procec•ds 
from the Contact among Soul, Sense-organ and Ohj~ct only, 
and the contoot 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 
appea1·ing simultaneonsly; hence there is no force in tbe 
answer given in Sil. 21]. "-then our answer is-

SD{t"a (22). 
THIS 0AN NOT BIC RIGHT ; FOB. NO PR00I' 19 ADDU0ID JN SUP• 

PORT OF ~OCH 'i:1RIGIN (or OvGNITlOJ.119, \Vll'H0UT OONTA0T 01' 

M1No).• (Sn. 22). 

When you make the assertion that-" The Cognition of 
Odour &o. proceeds from contact among Sou)1 Senise•orgnn 
and Object ouly"1-you do not adduce any proof in support of 
such origin,-ou the strength whereof we could accept it. t 

'1' iir/ika on Sil. 2~:. 
[P. 42b1 L. 3 to L. 14.] 

'' If Cognition were held to be produced out of contact 
among Soul, Sense-organ and Object,-how would· it be 
tlum r" 

'11he answer is that tl,at could ,1ot be rigl,t &0.1 &c.-says 
the 8&lra. (A) • No proof is adduced in support of the as• 

• 'Karuva' t1U.id1 for • ,ramova ', proof,, aay■-the Bhiuachaocjra. What 
the Opponent aaya in BG. 21 i■ a mere auertion and aince oo proofs hava been 
addu1:11d in 1upport thereof it caouot be aecepted. 

t Vi■hvanatha take■ thia s1111a alao u coming from the POn,opal#fi11, and 
U1ea11ing a■ follow11 :-" l11umucb a■ the Siddbintio cannot point out tbe cau■e of 
Coguitioo,Coguitioo eannot belong to the Soul. He cannot poi11t to Mi11d-Boal 
Conlcad II the cau1e ; for if thi1111•ere 10, then Cognition abouhl never eNBa; th 
contact of tl,e all-pervading Soul being alwaya present," 
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sortion tl1at Cognition proceeds from the said contact 
only ',-such is· the meaning of the Sntra ;-Or (ll) when 
the assertion is made that 'Cognition pl'oceeds from the 
contact of Soul, Sense-organ anrl Object only', no other 
cause is shown why Cognitions should not appear simul­
taneou11ly (whicb is the real point at issue).-Or lC) why 
Cognition should not appear in dead persond ; for the Soose­
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. • (0) FurU1or, 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 &c., 
for instance) ; and in that case, why should there be simul­
taneous recollections of severn.l 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 Cognition P Is it the 
Sense-object contact? Or the Soul-object contact P Or 
the contact of Soul, Sense-organ and Object P You do not 
mention specifically what the precise cause (of Cognition) is. 

Batra (2!3). 
[Objeclim1]-11 FuRTHKK, IF APPRERl':NSION SUBSISTS 

(IN TUE Soar.), 'l'HEN, IT SHOULD UAVH 'l'O BE 11~,GARDED 

A~ ETERNAL j SJNOE WE DO NOT PBRCEIVE ANY CAUSE FOR 

1·ra DES'l'Jl.UCTION." Sn. (23). 
BliiifY" on Sn. (23). 

[P. Hi~, L. 16 to L. 18.) 
•• What is urged in this 8111-ra is meant to be taken alona 

with what has been saiu under Su. 20. LThis is the forC: 
of the particle cl,a]. 

• Tlii1 explanation i1 got at when Mimi-contact i11 111:cepte,l aa an 11111enti11I faet -
or in the cau11C of Cognitions. The l\lind reaidillg iu the Body, ·1111 Cognition, of 
the Suul would be p1111sil,fo ouly ill lh11 Bu•ly 11ml never onbidc the 1111,ly, 
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11 Tbore are two kinds of causes wl1ereby qua,ities are 
destroyed : \ 1) tf1E1 destruction of the substanct1 in which 
tbe quality subsists. and (2) the. appearance of a co11trary 
quality. Inasmuch as the Soul (which is the substance 
in which Apprebensiou subsists) is eterrml, the forme1· ca\ise 
of destrucLio11 is not possibla (in ,the destruction of App1·e• 
hension). · 'l'hen, as fur a qu~lity coutmry to Appreheusiou. 
(whose nppear11nco would put au end to the Apprehension), 
we do not find any such quality (appearing iu t.he SoulJ. 
So that, if Apprehension is the quality of ~foul, it ruust lune 
to IJe regarded as eternal." 

.. Viirlika on Sil. (23). 
[P. 425,.L. 14 to P~ 426, L. 3.] 

•• Furtlter if .4.pprel1e11aiun !S'c, !S'c,-snys the Sn(,.a. Wh,at 
i• urged i,i. t/,i1 Sfl/ra ia meant to be tuken alo11g with what 
ltas be~n said umle,· Sn(,·a 20-says the Bltiilfl"· 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. 1 Why so?' Becauso'of qunlities, there are h'rn 

causes of destruction : the destruction of its 
Vir. P.'2G. 

substratum and . the appearance of a contrary 
quality. Of these (in the case in question) the former is ~ot 
possible, '.because the· Soni (the substratum of Appri,hension) 
is etermi.1; as for a contrary quality, there is no such quality; 
so that Apprehension should be regarded as eternal." 

Siilra (2~). 
[..4nBWtr]-1NASMUCR AS Al'l'ltBFIENSION IS (UNI• 

VEHSALJ.Y) l!ECIIGNISED AS NON·E1'EHNAL1 ITS DES'.l'RUC'J'ION 

PUoCEBDS ~·110111 ANO'J'IJEU APPREBENsJoN; JUST LIKE SouN11. 
Sil. (~4). 

Dl,a1ya on Su. (24). 
[P. l~O, LI. 2-2,l . 

That Apprel1em,ion is transient is recognii;ed by all living 
beings in their own experience ;-and as a matter of fact, 
(in the case ol every Appr!3hension) we perceive a series of 
cognitio~s; aud we infer from these r acts that (in this series). 
one Apprehension is 'contrary•. to, tlie other ;-just as in 
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every Sound there is a series of Sounds, where one Sound is 
oontr11ry to the other [aud 1i.,u90 the cau:1e of i_ts destt:uc• 
tion]. · 

Va,fika on Stl. (2-1). 
[P. 426, L. i; tu P. 427, L. 4.] 

I11t11111ucfa tit .lpprel&en1iot1 etc. eto.-says the SI.lira. 
It having been proved that Apprehension is not eternal, 
its destruction· mu:1t be taken as proceeding {a)-either 
from another Apprehension, or {b) from faonlty (01· impress­
ion). "But the two are, not together." If yo11 mean by 
this t.~at-cc Two cognitions never ~.x:ist. together, so that 
the latter could not destroy the former,"-then, this is not 
right; for we have denied the simultaneous appea.rance Qf 
cognitions; that is, what we have deuii:,d is only ai,,uclt,meuua 
1,roduotion of cogniliu111, and not their co-ea,iatenoe; and th1n·tt 
is nothing incongruo11S in two Cognitions being togethur 
(it is only not possible that they should come into existeu~i, 
at one aud the same time) and wh'lt. we hold is that, when 
the Effdct has come into existence it puts at end to the Cause ; 
that is, when the etJeot att-ains its form, it destroys its cause; 
as we find in tlu, case of Sou11d; w ban t.be Sound, which is the 
product ofa preceding Sound, ha.s attained its fQrrn, it sets aside 
its cause, in the form of the previous Souncl; and in the same 
ma.oner Cognition also (coming into existence, puts an end 
to its cause, the preceding cognition). u 'l'his would not 
be possible in the case of the final ones.". If you mean 
by this that~" If the precuding Sound and Cognition are 
destroyed respectively by the succeeding Sound and Qogni­
·tion, then what would be the cause of the destruction of the 
final Sound and the tinal Cognition? So that (there being no 
auob CiluseJ just as the &nal Sound and the fiDal Cognition 
are destroyed without. cause, so sbonld all other effects, 
also be destroyed (wit.bout causeJ.''-this cannot be right; 
~cause what h•ppeos is that ihere is no . prodqetion (of 
fu1·ther Sounds) by reason of.· the• oontaob (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; 
wlten the originating (preceding) Smmd oomes into contact 
with such objects as the waH and 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 there are no causes for its contin­
uation (in the form Merit and Damerit),-or by reason of 
t.he peculiarities of time (which is instrumental in putting 
an end to thl\ ea.id merit and demeritl,-or by the appearance 
of Impressions (produced by the &nal Cognition itself). 

V• •27 .. " How is it destroyed by the peculiarities of 
ar. p .... 

· Time P" The ea.use for the continua.nee of 
tl e 6nal Cognition consists of merit and demerit, heoce when 
they have ct'lased to exist, the ftnal Cognition also ceases to 
exist. '' But~why <\o you seek to provide such explana• 
tions P Why cannot yon accept the fact that the destruction 
(of Cognitions) is without cause P" We do not admit this 
view, for the simple reason th.at it is open to the said ob­
jections ; against the view that. the destruction of cognitions 
is without ea.use we have already pointad .out objections, 
when wei were refuting the~ihilistio theot'y that aU things 
are momentary. 

8hiJ1ya on Sn. (2o ). 

[P. 170, L. 4 to L. 11.] 

fSay13 t.be Opponent]-" If Apprehension is n. quality of 
the Soul, seve1·al Recotlt10ti11ns should eppear at one and the 
same ti111e; for innumerable impressions produced by cognit­
ions-which are the ea.uses of Recollections, subsist in.the 
Sonl simultaneonsly,--:and the contuct of the :ltlin<l with the 
Soul, which .is a cause common to all Recollections, is also 
present ; so that there is_ no non-,imultaneily in the causes 
of Recollections [ llen,ce it should be possible to have several 
Recolleclione a.t one and the same time]." 
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In view. of this objection, aome Logioians.(.Bkatfl,Mn,), 
with a view ·to show that the contact (necessary for Recollect,. 
ions) is nol aimultaneoua, offer the followiug e.z:planation :-

81/ ra (25 ). , 
"As A 'IIA1TIB ol' FACT, R100LLBCT1011 PR0011oa 

. 1ROAI TBB CONTACT Of TBB MIMD WITH THAT PART 01' TRI 

Sout WHICH 18 PKBIIIATID BY (TBB JllPBISSION OF) THB 
(oollBISPONDINO') COONlTlON ; BO THAT SIVBBAT, RICOLLIOT• 
JONS OANNOT APPBAB IIIMDLTANBODSLY.11 {Sti. ~5) • 
.. The term ' JiilJna • in the 81/rtJ stands for impre,aion 

6ro•g1,t aboat Ilg cognition. "What happens (in oases of 
· Recollection) is tbat . the Mind comes into- contact only 
gradually, one after the other, with such parts of the 
Soul as are impressed (affected) by Cognition; hence the 
Recollections • also, that proceed from the Aid contact 
of the Mind with the Soul, appear only gradually, one 
after the othtsr (and not simultaneously)." 

'YiJrlika on 811. (25). 
[P. 427, L. 4 to L, lSJ. 

'' If the non-simultaneity of the appearance of Cognitions 
is held to be due to the non-~imultaneity of their cause,­
t..ben what we would urge is that the cause. i1 simultaneous; 
· so that the cognitio"ns also should appear simultaneously, just 
aa happens in the case of Recollections." 

The moat important anaw.er to this objection is as fol• 
lows :-As a matter of fact, an Instrument has the power of 
accomplishing only one action at a titne; an Instrument cannot, 
at one and the same time, bring about several actions [so that 
the Mind, being an instrument, cannot, by its very natu~e, 
bring about several cognitions at one and the same time].· As 
for lter.ollt..tlion,, they also cannot, • like cognitions, appear 
aimu\t.aneous\y, for the simple reason that they are of the 
nature of definitive notions. · 

Others lBka,/eahina} however, deairoua of showing that, 
the cause (ot Cognitions and Recollections) ia not aimultane• 

• 'the ,,a, though abseut in both editi,>01, ie eaacntial : u ia clearly ludioa$11l 
b7 tbe f Afparya •. · · · 
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ous, offer tbe explanation that-•• a, a, matter of /acl, eta. etc. 
(S(i. 25). 

8afra (26). 
Tms EXPLANATION IS NOT B.IGRT; BECAUSE TIIB Mnrn 

LIBS WITHIN THI BODY. (Sil, 26). 

Bkll,ya on Sn. (26). 
[P. 170, L. 13-16]. 

·Asa matter of fact, when the Mind of man comes int.o 
contact with the Soul born in a body,-and this contar.t 
appears along with such Karmic residue as has begun to 
fructify ,-this is what is called £he person's I living ;1 so that 
unt.il 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 Soul that lie within the Hody, with these the Mind is in 
contact at one and the same tiine, whereby the possibility of 
Cognition anq_ Recollections ap1_>earing simultaneously 
remains], 

'ITDr#ka on Sil. (26). 
With a view to sl1ow that the explanation offered by the 

BkarJ!11hin i, not right, the Billra says-TM, e~plan,1.tio11 i, 
not rigl,t, etc. etc. 

Que,tion-11 What is the meaning of the term • r,riUi,' 
'lying' when you say that I the Mind lie, within the Bod,r. 'P 
It cannot mean the relaliim of the conttJirier and tlte c?t,tailll!tl 
(i.e. it can~ot mean that the Mind is contained, or sub~ists, 
in the Body) ; for tbe. Mi~d 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' functioniflg outside; when, for instance 
the Vis~l Organ, .occupied by the Mind, goes out of the 
Body, and brings about the perception of Colour, etc.; this 
moving out of the Visual Organ• mn@t be r~ga.rded ns the 
. . . . ' 

• Tlie reading In both edition, ii defective ; tb_e moaning i• clear ; aud the 

,rlgh& ~ding appcara to be • ~ . 
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action of the Mind, because it takes place only wl1en the 'Mind 
· is present;-and no third kind of 'lying' (of 

Vir. P. 428. 
the Mincl) is possible. Hence it is not rigb~ 

to assert that • the Mind li.es within the Body'." 

Our answer to the above is that the • lying' of the Mind · 
is not t/,e rela,io» of contt.iner owd e.ot1lained1 nor is it 'the 
functioning within; all tl1at is meant by the Mind lying within 
the body 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. · 

Siilra (27). 

(The Bk"la1Jldn obj11ot1 to Sa. 26)-11 TR■ BEASON PUT 

PORWARD IS NOT VALID, BEOAOSI IT IS ll'flLI, 'l'O BM l'BOYED," 

[SU. 27,] 
Bha,110 on Sil. (27). 

[I>. 170, LI. 17-18.] 
•• As a matter of fact, lit1ing conei et s in frw:lif."li'flg 

Karmio t'llaidri11 only ; ao that it is atill to be prov~d that 
llae Mind lie, ui&/ait& tl,e Body.'1 

Yilr/ila on So. (27) . 

.. It is still to be proved that without the Body tl1e 
Mind is not capable , of accomplishing any purpose of 

Bilra (28), 

[.dn,wer]-TsB ABOVB O]JJBOTIOR IS NOT BJOBT; BEOAUSJI 

(nr SUPPORT OP OD'B OONTt:NTIOl!i) TBEBB IB THIS PROOP THAT TB.II 

BIOOLLBOTINO PBBSOlJ BET.AINB A. BODY, (S11, 28), . 

Bhtl111a on 811. (28). 
[P. 171, LI. 2-5.] . 

When a person is desirous of reoollec.Ung something he 
concentrates l1is mind,. and then, after . some time, succeeds 
_in rcoolleoting that thing; and while be is reoolleoting it, 
he is found to be equipped with the body . r which shows 
that in the phenomenon of Reoolleoting the Mind opera\ee 
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in the Body; otherwise, if the Mind operated outside the 
Body. there would he 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 suoh 
Effort tl1e retoi,ii,,;, of the Body would be impossible]. 'l'he 
Effort due to ·the contact of the Mind with the Soul is of 
two kinds-retai~ing and impelling; and when the Mind of 
goes m1t of tl1r. Body, no retaining Effort (within the Body) 
would be possible; so that (in the abeence of the retaining 
or.sustainmg Effort), the Body of the recollecting person 
would, through its inherent gravity, fall down. 

-Pnrtika on Sn. (28). 

[P. 428, LI. 6-10.] 

The abot•e objecUon /o. /c.-says the Su{,-a. It is seen 
that Becolleoting and Retaining' of the Body are simul• 
taneous; ~nd 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 wonld be 
impossible. 

[Another Objeclio,i]-" WHAT HAS BEEN URGED 1s 

NOT POBSIBr.JI; AS TBB MIND . 18 QUICK IN ITS UOTION.tt 

(Sn. 29). 
Bka1ya on Su, (2:l). 

[P. 171, Ll. 7-P.] 

u As a matter of fact, the Mind is quick in moving; so 
tl1at it is quite possible for it to go out of the Body and 
come into contact with such, parts of tl1e Soul as are ont­
aide the Body, and are impre11st>d by Co~nition ; and then 
jt quickly returns within tl1e Body, and givefl rise to the 
Effort (necessary for the retaining .of the Body). Thus it 
is quite posaible for the Mind to carry on both tbe processes 
(of Oonlaot and of EfforO. Or (inversely), it may be that 
the Mind goes out of the Body after having produced the 
Effc,rt required for the r1ttaining of the Body ; and .thus 
it is quite possible tl1at tl1e Body should continue to be 
retained (t1ntil the Mind returns to it,. which it does very 
qniokly) •. 
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Yllrliia on Sn. (29). 

[P. 428, L. 12.] 
"Both phenomena-of recollecting and retaining of the 

.Body-are quite possible..'' 

Si/ra (SO). 

[.;inaioBr]-WRAT.BAS BHN ASSHTBD tl~NN0T DB; 

BROAUSE TBiRB IS NO BtSTIU0TION AS TO 'l'UK TIME or 
R100LLECT10N. (Su. 30). 

BM,ya on Sn (80). 
[P. 171, LI. 11-16.) 

I 

As a mal~r of fact, wbile one thing is remembered 
quickly, in another tbe process of recollection j,s dt'layed; a11d 
when the proceRs of recollectjon is delayed, the Mind is beld 
concentrated, with a desire to remember the thing, and there 
appears a continuous series of ideaR, and when among these 
there appears the idea of some such thing as l1appens to be 
the distinguishing feature of the thjng to be remembered, 
it becomes the direct. cause of the desired recollection. 
All this phenomenon could not be possible, (under the 
theory of the Oppol.)ent); as it would.mean the going out of 
the MiRd for a consi'-terable 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• 
taole of all experience. Alf a matter of fact, it is the Body 
of the Cognitive Person which forms tb'e receptacle of ex­
perience; so that when the Mind goes out of the Body, its 
mere contact with t-he Soul cannot, bring about either Cog­
nition, or' Pleasure &c.; if it dia (i. e. if Cognition, Pleasure 
&o. Wt're brought about. indf:lpendently of the Body) then there 
would be no use of the Body at all. . 

Piirlika on So. (SO). 

.. [P. 428, Ll._12-16.) 

'What ha, biten a,serle,l etc. ale. says the 8fl/ra. Inas. 
much aa the time· taken by Recollection is not. fixed, what 
hu been urged (in Su. 29) is not right. Farther, when one 
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declares that the co~tact of the Mind with the Soul brings 
about Recollection independent.ly of contact with tbe Body,-· 
for him tho Body ceases to be the receptacle o.f eaiperience ; 
and tbis cessation would mean that the Body is entirely 

ust1less. 
Sn{ra (Sl). 

[A secnn,l Bk,14~sltin Logicia11 offers the/ollmJJing 
remarks a'lafost tlie vieio of tl,e ftJrmer Ek,uJ~shin pro~ 
pounded in Sa. 25.J-"'fus PAR'l'IOULAR KIND OF OON'.l'AOT 

(oP THE MIND, WITH THINGS OUTSIDE THE BODY) IS NOT 

POSSIDr.11; (A) EITHER BY THE l:MPBLLINO OF THE Sou1,, 
OR (D) BY OlUNOE1 08 (0) BY REASON OF INTELLIGENOE, 19 

-(Sil. 31.) . 
B/,a,ya on Sil. (SI). 

[P. 171, L. 18 to P. 172, L. 6.] 
The contact of the Mind outside the bot1y could be due 

-fa) either to the impelling of the Soul, or (b) to chance, 
or (c) to the inte11igence of the Mind ;-but as matter of fact, 
none.· of t-hese is possible. u Why'' P (a) Because the 
thing has still got to be recollected, and because Recollection 
and Cognition a.re not possible throngh mere dt>sire. 'l'hat 
is to say, if the said contact were dne to the impelling or 
urging by the Soul, then! it would mean that the Soul 
impells the Mind after having cogitated thus-' the Impress­
ion which is the cause of the Recollection of tl1is particular 
thing subsists in this part of the Soul, let, therefore the . 
Mind come into colitact with this part';-aod this form of 
cogitation (where the idea of the tl1ing is already present) 
on the pa.rt of the Soul would mean that the tl1ing is already 
recollected, .and is not one tliflt has got /Je rec~llected; and 
further • a part of the SouP or the I lmpressiou ' cannot be 
perceptiblo to the Soul ; so that any notion of these by the 
cognit.ion of the Soul itself is, absolutely impossible [and yet 
both of these appear in the said cogitation J. (b) As a matter 
of fact, the person recollects a thing only after fixing bis 
mind upon it for some time; and it (i e., the contact nec~s­
sary for Recollec~on)cannot-be due to mere C/,,,nce, (o)Last­
ly, Intelligence (to :which the said contact might be due) 
does not belong to the Mind at-all; as we have already 
1how:n that Cognition does not belong to it. 

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



1348 THE NYAYA-SO'fRAS OF GAUTAMA 

Ylt·liA-t1 on Sn. (S2). 

[P. 429, LI 1-2] 

Other people offer the answer to the thoory of the 
llka,Jlsl&in that the p,i,·tic11lar contact (necessary for Recollec­
tion) i, not po111ible either b,11 tl,e imJ?elliiig of 1he Soul, or bv 
chan.Jl', ot· by reason or i11tellige11ce. 

Bk111!,a on Su. {Si). 

(P. 17.21 LL. 6-l6.] 
Tbe said particulnr kind of contact (which has been oh• 

jeoted to under Sn. 31) 
IS SUULAR 'l'Q 'rHAT PARTICULAR KlND OF OON'l'A01' 

· WHIOH OAUSES PAIN JN THB FOOT OF TBE PERSON WHOSE 
MIND IS PRBOCOUPIED (Sil, 32). 
When a person, having his Mind preoccupied with some 

attractive scene,• is hurt in the foot by a pebble or thorn, 
Cl particular kind of contact of the Mind witb the Soul must 
be admitted ; for we perceive that there is actm,l pain and 
fee\iog·of pain in such oases; and what bas been url;(ed (in 
BU. 31, against the particular kind of oontBct postulated by the 
previous Bka</lahin in the case of Recollection) would appl1 
with equal force to the case cited. [And yet it cannot ht, 
denied that there is such contact aotuBlly present in tho 
case], 'l'hen as regards what the second .EkarJialtit& 
has said in regard to cont11i;e being due to 'cha.nee 1 (in Sli. 
31),-it is open to this additional objection that 11s a matt.er 
of fact, no action and no contact can ever be due to mere 
• chance. ' (So that this part of the argument is entirel1 
baseless]. · · . 

'' But in the case of the pain cBused by the thorn, what 
causes the action (in the Mind) is the Unseen Karma. (force 
of Deatiuy) which bringa a.bout all experience.'' 

This also will be equally applicable to bot.h 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 

· oont.aot witll the Soul), whereby there · oomea about pain 

• Se•eral 111111,. read ·• which abould be oon,tr11echvith what follow1, meaning 
-•b••ing bit foot hurt by a pebble-or thorn in 10me place.' But qit glv11 
lle&ter aenae, I! tranelatecl. 
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and also the feeling of pain " ;-but exactly the same may be 
the case also with the particular kind of oontRct that brings 

. about Keoolleotion. , 

Thus_ then, what bas been sni,1 lty the second Ek,uJls~i11, 
to the e:fft!ot that " the particular kind of contact is not 
possible, either by the 'impelling of the Soul, or by chance, 
or by intellil!'enou" ,sn. 32)-is no · criticism at all (of 
ihat the 6,;st Bltt!Jl1hin has put forward. under Sil. !5): 
the real criticiRm of that posit.ion is what has been said by us 
ahdve to th~ effect that 'this explanation h1 not right, because 
tl,e Miml li,., wi"tl,i" tl,e BoJy.' Sn. (26). 

Jlartika .on Sil. ( j2). 

[P. 42P, LI. s-rn.] 
Wbat has been nrged iti Sn. Sl is no answt>r (to the argu■ 

ment of t.he fi.1St .Eka4lahin),-because tl1e pnrticular kind 
of contact would be similar to that contact which causes pain 
in the foot of a person wbo has bis mind preoccupied. It; 
will not be 1·ight to urge tliat- 11 the Unseen Destiny which 
leads to experience would form the restricting agency_." 
-because this .also will be equally applicable to both oases. 
11.mce the 1"igl1t answer is what we l1ave put forward under 
SU. 26-that 'the explanation given by the Bka4lahin in SD. 
io is not right, because the Mind lies within the Body.' 

B"11,11a on Sn. (118). 
[P. 172, L. 17 to P. 173, L. 18.) 

_Qut.alio,1-•• What now is tbe reason that Recollections 
are not simultaneous, even though their. causes a~ prestt"nt at 
one and the same time P '' · 

,sr,1,.a (;i3). 

[.A11,wer)-R1:00LLKO'l'IONS ARB NOT SUCOLTANKOUS, 

DKOAUI\IIC 8008 OAUSH AS A'l'THN'flON, PHOl!Pl'ION or 'J'BK 

StGN ~ND THIii JU~ST Al&B No'J' ALL 1'U.IISIIN'r A'!' 0.-41 AND TlflC 

, s,xic 1·u11. (Sn. 88), . 
Just as th-, Oontao, ,,f tlte 8111d toith. t/,11 lt/i,,d and Im•· 

prea,io,11 are the 'cause of Reoollectiou,' so also are Atten• 
tion and Perception of tbe· Sign and such 9ther things [ detail­
ed in So. 41]; and inasmucn as these latter do not app1;1ar-
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at one and the mme time, it is to this that the noo-simnltanei• 
ty of Recollections is due.• 

fThe Opponl-'nt nrg11er1]-uJ 11st as in tbe case of Intuition• 
al Perception, so also in the case of suoh Recollection as is 
independent of Attention. and tho other oanses, t,here l!lhould 
be simultaneity. '!'hat is, thea·e aa·e at. times cert-ain Recol• 
)Pctions which, bt,ing independent of Attention nnd·the other 
C(\uses, resemble lutuitional Pt•rception ; and in snch Recol• 
lectious there should bt, eim,lltaneity, as there is no reason 
(why there should be no simultaneity J."t 

[Anaioer]-As a matter of fact, in the onse cited also, the 
several causes are present ; and it is because tlwse causes fail 
to l>e perdei,ed that people have the idea that the Recollec­
tion resembles Intuitiooal Perception. What actually hap­
pens is that, when there appear iu the mind a number o( 
ioens pertaining 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 mo1·e apecially over that 
thing; and yet the Jlecollaotor is not cognisant of all the 
causes that go to bring about the Recollection; he does not 
review bis entire memory-process by thinking that 4 in this 
f asLion has my Recollection come about ' ; and because he is 
not cognisa1it of the cause~, he thinks that bis Recollection 
resembles lntnitional Perception, and also· that Recollect.ion 
is not dependent upon Ll.tte11tin11 and such ot.her causes. 

Quesfion.-" How is it ia the case of lntuitional Per­
ception P ''l 

.A,,111vP.t·-The restriction or ·limitation is due to the pecu­
liarities of the person's Karma (past deeds) ; _ jnst a.s there is 
in the case of experience. What the question means is--"Why 

0 llinJ-Soul i.:outact auJ I111prcasio1111 are uot the sole (·aude of Rccollectio11. 
So thAt e\•en though these two are pres1mt, yet, ina~much aa the other c1111iic1 of 
Uccollecl fon-A ttcul ion, &e.-nre uot present, aeYeriil Recollections do uc,t appear 
limolta11eo11sly. 

t When, for i1111t1111cre; without 11ny rhyme or reaaon, 11 r~collaction ru11he1 in 
upon the Mind, nil on 11 1ud,len. P,ufibha11af, die., i■ printed a■ Blllra. But no 
111ch S!\tra appenrs either -iu the Ngt1ya1acl&'niba11Jlra, or in any of the Billr•• 
l\lu. or in Vi1hv1111afha'• VriUi, 

t This q11e1ti1111 !1111 been ·propoun,le,I_ by the Author by WRY of introduotion to 
the principal arg11111eut iii aupportof bi■ tbeory.-f'tJfparga. · · · 
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does- 11ot Intnitional . Perception appear simultaneously P"­
and the. m~aning of the answer is that-jnst as the Man's 
past Karn1a, which brings about his experience$, does not 
bring about all his experienct's at one nod the snme tim<!' -
similarly tlu, peculiarity of u,au's past Karma, ,vhich is ihe 
causa of his lntuitional Perception, does not bring a.bout 
several such perceptions at one and the same time.• . 

u. What is said is not right, been.use there is no reason." 
This objection is not right, because an Instrnment has power 
to 1b1·ing about co~nit,ions only one by one. Thilt is to 
say, if, by your ·objt"otion, you mean that-"When you. 
say that the limitation is similar to that in the case of 
experiences, what yon put forward is only an example,-yon 
do not put forward any · reason,''-theu our answer is that 
this objection b11.s no force; because as a mat,ter of fact-, 
an Instrument can, by its very nature, bring about 
cognitions only one by one ; nnd several cognitiomc are 
never p1·oduct'll, at one and the t:ame time, either with 
regard to one or with regard to seve1·al ohjucts ;-and from 
this perceited fact of cognitions appearing one by one, we 
infer that tire capacity of Jnst,u,n,mt, is such (that they 
can bring about cognitions .one by one); though there is no 
such resta-iction in regard to the .A.gtJ,it; because in the case 
of a person possessed of supernatural organs and powers, it 
is found that when (through his occult powers) he c1·eatee 
several bodies for himself, he does have several cognitions 
at one and the same time (in his several bodies). 

The following i~ another objection t-ha.t has been urged 
[agRinMt the view of the Blra(ll11lti1& that- f, Recolll•ction 
caunot appear. simu]t,nneously, bec~use it proceed~· from 
the contact of tl1e l\Iind with tl1at part of the ~onl. 
which ill permeated by the. cognition" (Su. lt,)] :-" Even 
in the case of tlu, persoQ who has a single body (and who 
is not a. Yogi c.-apable 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 lt'ft 
by all these Cognitions would inhere in. the same part of 
the Soull it sLould be possible to have the l'ecollection of 
several t'hings at one·aud the same time.· .As a maller of 

• The fdfparua calla thi• auawer • ubilam,' 11neaii'lf11durv, The real .au,wer . 

oomu 'lu tbe ant paa■age,_ 
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fact., it oFten l1Appens that when the .Agent has his body 
located in a certain place, l!leveral cognitions do appear • in 
one and the same part of the Soul, through .the contact of 
the several Sense-organs with . their respeoUve objects ;~o 
that when tlie Mind comes into contact with such a part of 
the Soul (bearing the impr,1sions of senral cognitions), it 
is only natural that there should appear, at one and 
the same time, the rPcollection of all the several things 
eogniaed before; specially because there can be no graduat­
ion or non-simultaneity in the case of the Mind's contact 
with a part Qf the Soul. Then again, the several • p11rts of . 
the. Soul ' not being so many distinct substances, the 
condition of • &ubsil5ting in the same snbstanoe' would be 
fulfilled by aJl cognitions belonging to the several parts of 
any ainRle Soul; and thus (simultaneity of cognitions being 
quite possibla) tha "niu Ekaqesbin's explanation of the non­
simnltaneity of Racollootions (propoundeu in SQ.. 25) is not 
satisfactory.'' 
. f Onr answer to the above objection is as follows ]-In the 

case of Sonnd-seri~s it is fonnd that only thatindivid11al Sonnd 
:is beard which happens to be in contact with the receptacle 
or substratum of tha Auditory organ (autl uotall the Sounds a 
even tl>ougb thay all inhere in the same substratum, Akital,a) 
iu the same manner Recollection is produced by the con­
tact of the :Mind with eacl, 111.di1Jiilu,il i,npreaaio,a (left by 
tlie oorre!!ponding Cognition; and not with all the impressions 
left on the Soul>; so tha.i therd cau l>e no possibility of 
the several Rec,,llections nppearing at one and the same 
time. t Hence we couclnde tbat the right answer to the · 
Ekageshin position (io Su. 25) is wha~ has been put forward 
before On Sii. 26); and it is not trne (as has been argued in 
lines 11-14 of the 'l1ext above) tliat '• since f.everal cognitions 
subsist in a single part of the Soul, it should be possible 
to have several Recollections at·one and the same time." 

e The " is DO& require1I, · Sines bowever it la fouDd iD all Mu, WI aboulcl 

eon■trne the pa■ugo u-'IW IA~ WN11'1a II'~ difll'. 
t BveD though it ia true tliat tba imprei■ioDa Jaft by tbe ■eYeraJ copitione 

are preacut hi tliii aame part of the Sonl,-yet, loaamuch aa DO Im'prellion petYaclet 
11ver the tDlini part of the Soul, it ia not p111aibl11 for the MiDd to be in OODtact "'ith 
all the i111pre111io111 at one and &bu same time ; and beuce oo ■inmhaoeily of Recol­
J,ctio111 i, poaible ; the lliml, in fact J CAIi come iuto ooutact. with onlJr oue lmpre1-
■i1111 at a time. · 
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Vilrlika. on Sn. (Sil). 

[P. 42P,_ L. 11 to P. 480, L. J 7]. 

u If you do not admit the ~xplanation offered in Su. 25 -
that ther, can be no simultaneity of Recollections because 
there is no simultaneity in the contact of thm1e parts of the 
80111 t!1at are impre11sed by Cognitions-then the contingency 
of Recollections being sitnultaneous remains ; for the simple 

• reason that their causes appear at one and the same time.". 

Not so; because there are other 1_1ecessary causes, which 
do not appear simultaneously~ '11htlt is to say, Attention etc.­
are n~cessary aid~ to the Mind-Soul contact (in the bring- · 
ing about of Recollect.ion) ; and inasmuch as t.be said aids do 
not appear at one and the same time, th,ere can be no simul­
tnneit.y in the Recollections. " If simultaneous Reoollec­
tions are not bro11ght about by snch M1nd-Soul contact as 
requires the aid gf such au¥ilia.ries as Attention and the like, 
then there should be simultaneity in the case of those Recol-

. lect.ions which do appear .without the aid of Attention 
and 1mch other auxiliaries.'' Certainly not; for we do not 
admit of any such ; that is, the1·e is no Ruch Recollection as 
is independent of Attention and the other auxiliaries; what 
happens in certain cases is that t.hese auxiliary causes1 even 
though present,, a1·e not recognised. [This is what gives rise 
to the notion that the Recollection has appea1·01l without 
those auxiliaries]. · 

u The case ,of Recollections re3emblee that of lnt11itio11nl 
Perception; lotuitiooal Pe1·ceptio11s certainly can l•a 1,i1uul­
taneous; for their causes are never absent." 

Not so;. for this has already been_ a~swered. We have 
already answered this al'gument, by pointing out· 

~~~ l that no Instrument posseRses t 1e capacity to 
-ocompl~sb more than one action at a t~me. Further, when 
_ther&, are several· simultaneous Intuitional Perceptions,-
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would tl1ey all pertain to one nnd the same objeot P Or to 
diverse objects P It could not be tl10 former; because there 

, would be no USA (in several perceptions appearing in rega.rd 
to the same object).• ;Nor could it be tbe latter; for the 
simple reason that there is no suoh capacity (in Cognitions). 

Further, thero is no suoh neces:ia1·y restriction as that 
cognitions can nevel' be sim11ltana;1us; for in the ca::;e of an · 
Agent possessed of supernatural organs of pe1:ception1 it is 
found that when be c1•eate~ several bodi~s for himself, he · 
does have several cognitions "t one and the same time. · 

[Another objection hi,s been m·ged by some people against 
the position of the Eka,Ji,l,in put forward· in Sa.. 2~ 1--' • If 
Recollections do not appear simultane.>nsly1 been.use there is 
no contact with such, parts of the Soni as a.re irnpressed by 
Cognitious,-then in the case of the person who has a single 
body, it would be possible for seve1·al coguition~ to inhere in 
the same parts of the Soul (at diverse tirnesJ, and si11oe the 
Impressions left by these cognitions wonld all co-exist simul­
taneously in the same part of the Soul, it sh:>Uld be possible 
to have the recolJections of the several ·things (cognisedj at; 
one and t,be same t.ime. (So that the explanation offered io 
Sil. 25 is no explanation at all.') 

It is however not right to say that-•• in the case of a 
person who has a single body, there a1·e certain ImprP.ssions 
that co-exist in the same subitratu,n (of the Soul); for· the 
• parts of the Suul' a1·e not so ma,ny dilTerept substances; so 
tha.t it is not only cert,,fo Impressions, bnt ,dt Impressions (01• 
Cognitions), that co•e.1:ist in the same single substratum, (the 
8oul) ; and for that reason all Recollections should be simul~ 
taneous. 

. . 
0 The PariiAurH,Ai 1ugge11t1 another nptanation of 'Vaiyarfhglf •-1ar1A11' 

1tand1 for rau■e ; heoce t:aiyarfAga means ab111w, of tau,e; that i~, ali.,11c1 of 
mean, qf right ~og11itio11, tl111t is, ab11l11c1 of proq/ ;, tile moa1ti11g thud being that 
there i1 no proof io 1uppor~ of tlu, a11rrtion that aeveral percoptio1,1 apP.8ar in 
regard to tbo aame object at one and the aaroe time.' 

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



BHA~YA-VARTlKA 3-2-34 1355 

l The Dhilfya says- Recollealioii i, produced by tl,e co11tact 
(pra/yll1111{11) nf tl,e Mind ,aitl, each individual impression; 
in rPga.rd to this the Oppouent asks l-" When you 
suy that 'it is on aowunt of the • 1,raf!1;J1,,fli' with each 
impression tl1at there is no simultaneity of Recollections', 
what sort of 'pr,1f gll1al{i • do yon mean? Any jWOllimity 
or ,ion-p,·o~ir,,ittt is not possible for lmpretisions, as they 
inliore in tl1e &ame substratum [' pralgii,al/i • only means 
pr11.l!in1itp]. ' 

We do not sn.y that I pratgil1i11/i, 1 in the case in question, 
consists in p1·<1~imir11; what we me11n by there being pral giJsaUi, 
or Contact, of the Impressions is that there is preseint a combioa• 
lion of thtlir auxiliary co.uses ;-just as the1'e is in the case 
of Sound: all the sevtc'ral Sounds appearing in a series inhere 
in lf.kosltt1, and yet though they inhere in the SRme substratum, 
011ly those. of them ure actually heard, the auxiliary causes of 
whose pet·ctiplio'n a.re present, and no othera are l10ard; 
similal'ly in the case of lmpresaio,1s also (those alone lead lo 
ltecollection which hava their auxiliary causes present, even 
thongh all Impressions inhere in the same substi-atum, 
Soul}, 

B/,o,ya on So. (=i4). 
(P. 173, L. 18 to P. 174. L. n.] 

Some people hold t,he theory that-" J;i;i,,,,_, Cognition, is 
a property of tlie Soul. but Desire, A version, Effort, Pleasure, 

. n11cl l'ain ar·e properties of the Internal Organ; '''-"this theory 
is impugned in the next Su~ra. 

0 We no\V proc1.-ed to conaiJer the q11estion \Vhether or not Ooguitiou belonge 
to the Hn10 aub~tratum a11 Desire and the re~t. Thia doubt ariaea by reason 
of Jiffuent ,·ie\Ve heing held by the 8iln"1iga and the Nilailist.-f4t,parya. 

That Cognition belongt to the eame aub&trotmn aa Desire &c. ls II fact known 
by ortlinory experience,· au,J ia also eatahliahed hy reasona. Hence 10 long a■ 
it is no provod that Desire &e. holong to tho Snnl, it cannot bo regarded aa 
established that Cognition belongs to It. Such is the connection of the preaen& 
question with tbe main 1ubject-matter of the 1ection.-I'ari,1utHld, 
• Vi1livanitha ·puta it ■omewbal dilfere11tly :-'· J;)e■ire belong■ to tba Mind ; 
Dcaire again i• produced by Cognition ; J1ence tbe two ■bould reside in the 11me 
1ubatratu111 ; therefura Cuguitiou 11110 aboulJ beloug to the Mind, not to the l¼ul," 

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



1356 THE NYAYA-SO'J'RAS OF GAtJTAMA 

Bu1,a (H). 
INASlfUOR AS ACTIVl'IY AND CESSATION rROM AOTlVlrY 

ARR OA0s1mBY D1m11H aND An:as10NoFA ComnsANT BEING 
[DKSlkE AND AVKKSIO~ 11011'1' BICLONO TO 'l'IUS CoONIIIANT 

Bs1No J· • (Sa. s-1). 
As a matter of fact, what happens is that the person 

cogni,ea the fact of a certl\iu thing being a source of pleasure 
and another thing being I\ source of pain to bim,-then lu, 
de1ire1 to obtain that. which gives him plea~nre and desire, to 
get rid of wl111t causes him pai11,-H.nd ,vh1-1n he is imhned 
wit.h the detir8 t,, obt.afo and puts forth an ltffort to obtnin 
what gives him plea11me, this Etfurt is what is called 1 ""tioity ;' 
and when imbued with the desire to get rid of a thing, he 
avoids what gives him paio, tl1is is what ronstitutes 
•ce,aation from. actioity ;'- thus we find tba.t Oogni11i11g, JJ,,,fr. 
ing, EU-,n·t, ~v11r11io,,, l'leaaure., and P11i11, all tl1ese belong to 
(reside in) one and the same substratum; that is, Oog,d11i11g, 
D11airin11 and Acting have one and the same Agt>nt, and 
subsist in the same substratum. .F'rom all this it follows thnt 
De11ire1 Aversion, Effort, Pleasure, and P11in are pt·operties 
of the cognisant, intelligent thing l the Soul_l,-and not of o. 
non-intelligent thing (the Internal Organ). Such 'activit,y' 
and I cessation from activity' as has been aescl'ibed we 
actually perceive in the case of our own Souls,-and from 
tbii. we infer the same in regard to other Houls. 

Pn,·/ilta on So. (S4). 
[P. 430, L. 1 r to P. 481, L. 5.] 

Some people have held the theory that Cognition belongs 
to the Soul, but Desire and the rest to the Internal Organ. 

The • the<>ry' q11otecl iu the BhitY• is thus esplaiued by the Tiltparya-' 'l'he 
llltelligence of the Soul id one and imwutablo; in thi■ are reflected the Internal 
Organ modified into tho fOC'1111 of the ae,·eral objecte of cognition ; a111I it ie by 
iirtue of tbeae reftectiona that the ·on, lutelligence appears to be dir:eri, and li11ble 
to production and deatr11ction. Desire, Avenion &c. 011 tl,e otber hand, are by 
their very nature, diverse and liable to be produced and deatroyed. Hence while 
the Cognition bo:longa to the Soul, De■ire &o. belong to the lntemal Organ. 

• Viabvanitha baa 111pplied two con1trllction1 of the Sitra.-( 1) 'Activity and 
Ce■ution from Activity are doe to Daire and .Avenion, hence the■e latter are ~. 

mlllt belong to a Cogni11at Being; and (2) •Iaumooh uActi,ity and Cutalioa 
fl'Olll Activity are caueed by Daire and Aversioa of a Coguiunt Being, (tben 
latter wllll btloag to that cogui■aut being).' 
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This theory ia impugned in the next Sii/ra. Inasmuch a, 
fn. Jc.-saya the Sii/ra. What the Sii/r,, means is that 
Dusire &c. a.lso belung to the Oogniaer. If Dosiro belonged 

to the Internal Organs, they could not be perceiv• Vir, P.nl. 
ed ; for the Desire &c. belonging to one e.l'e not 

perceived by another; so that Dusire &o. would ever remain 
imperceptible; since a.11 qualitii>s of the Mind must be beyond 
the senses. 

Activity and Cessation being found in onr own selves we 
infer the same in regard to others. 

Bha,va on Sn. (85) . 
. [P. lH, L.5 to L. 9.] 

The philosopher who holds Intelligence to belong to 
Maturi1~l Sub3tll.nc~s (i a, the Materialist) eays-

&Dlra (35). 

" INASMUCH As THB SAID Acn·1v11 y AND AnsENOR ol!' 
AC'rl\'ITY AIIIC 'l'RR ~OLB INDIOATIVBS OF DESll&B AND An.:rt~ 
SION, TllESK U\:VNOT DB DlilNIKD IN REGA.KO TO THE 8oDlES 
OOMPOSKD OF E \II.TH AND OTHKR MATERIAL BUDS'l'ANOEs." 

(8n. 35.) 

11 The presence of Desire and Aversion is indicated by 
Activity and Absence of Activity; hence it follows that Desire 
and Aversion must belong to tliat to which Activity nnd CesR• 
at.ion 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 Eart.11, Water, 
Fire, and Air,-it is these Bodies that are endowed with 
Desire, A version, and Cognitfon ; which shnws that lntelli• 
gence belongs to these material bodies." 

Yi1rlika on S11. (35). 

[P. 431, LI. 6•7,] 
What the Salra means is thnt-" Inasmuch as Desire 

&o. must reside in the same substratum. as Activity and 
Absence of Activity, they must belong to tbemnteri:LI Uody." 
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8ifra (86) and Bh111ya [P. 174, L. 10 to P, 176, L. 4). 

S1NOB WB FIND AOTIVlTT AND Ae~BNOR 011' AOTIVITY 
JN SUOU TBINOS AB TBB AXB AND TBB LIKl,-

it follows that Intelligence need not ~long t.o the mater• 
inl Body. '£bat is, if the finding of Actitity and Absence of 
Activity in a certain thing justiftes the attributing of Desire, 
A version and Oognition to it,-then, iuasmuoh as such 
Activity and Absence of Activity are found also in 1uch ,,,,. 
erum11"'' as tbe Axe and the like, Intelligence should be 
attributed to these . also. Desire &c. are attribnted to tl1e 
Body,-and yet we &nd, in the ease of the Axe &c, that Activi• 
ty and Cessation from Activity are not coucomitant with Deaire 
&c. ;- so that it cannot be right reasoning to argue that-
11 because Activity and Absence of from 4cti11ity are found 
in B,,dies n/ ./!J,irtl,, W1dtr, Fire and .J.ir, Desire, Aversion 
and Cognition must belong to these." 

[Says the Materiali,t]-" Well, in that case, we sl1aU put 
another meaning to the words-' lalli11gtJt11al &o. &o.' (So. 
85) : The • activity ' of the material substances, ~arth &c., in 
bodies,-tr1.1,nsitory• (of insects) and durable (of animals and 
men),-consists of R particular kind of action, whose presence 
is iudicated by the aggregation or re-arrangement of the 
component particles of those bodies (by virtue of which the 
sbape of the bodies undergo changes, becoming fatter or lean• 
er &c.];-• Absence of Activity'-i. e. Inactivity-is found 
in such tliings as stone &c.; in which there is no such indica­
tion of activity ;-and again, the prer.eoce of Desire and Aver­
sion is indicated by • Activity ' and • Absence of Activity ';-so 
that, inasmuch as we &nd Aotivit,y and Abaence 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;-and tlius it becomes established that 
Intelligence belongs to material substances {and not ~ the 
Soul)." · 

• We adopt the reading "ffll for •· It ia foun,1 in aeveral M11. aad la 1up­

portetl by the fclfparra which NY•-'llffll' ·~ tfir1141cft11I rits, 
I ·~ I ~ "4iiSClll(''II rits, . . 
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81 • P 175 (Our an,,.o,r to the above is as follows]-
••· · · What has been put forward is not a valid reason, 

as it is not perceived in such things as the Jar and tbe like.• 
In tbe cue of tbe l!.larth-moleco]es composing tbe Jar and 
snoh things also we 6ud •activity' in the form of a particular 
action which is iudicated by aggregation or r~-a,rang,ment 
(of parts);-aod we find' absence of activity' in such things 
as the !:found (in which can tbere is no aggregation) in wbich 
every fortn of action is absent ;-and yet even tbough • Activ­
ity and Absence of Activity ' are .found in the Earth mo]e. 
cnles and Sound, yet \Ve do not find-in them ' Desire and 
~ version ';-from this it is clear that mere presence of 
1 Activity and Absenoe of Activity in anythin.~ cannot be 11 

valid gr,>Uod for attributing to it Desire and A version,' 

Yor/i1'a on Sn. (36). 

[P. ,3t, L. 10.] 

What the Slllra means is tl10.t since we find Activity and 
Absence of Activity in such things as the Axe and the like, 
the premiss put forward by the Materialist becomea/alsified. 

Batra (Sf), 

WHlT DIPHHNTIAHS THII SAID DssmK AND AVKk• 
SION (FROK THI QOALITlll:8 011' IU'rEIUAL SCIBS_TANOES, AND 

IIAKKS THK)[ ou·r AS DKLONOING TO SOlll'l'H[NG OTB8R 'l'HAM 

MAHBIAL SUBSTANOBil) IS UNIVBBS!LITY AND ABSINOB Ot 

Ua1nas,t1n (Sn. Si). 

Bha1yo ou Sn. (87). 

[P. 176, L. 6 to P. 17d, L. 13.J 
What distinguishes the qualities of De,irn and .Aver,fon nncl 

marks them out as belonging to something other than mat~rinl 
substances •is• niyam!I' ' Uni·oersalitg,' restrfotfon, a.nd 'aru-

• Thi a ia printed 11,1 Siltra. Bui no such Bal ra ia found eitherin tho N 1tra.• 
~:i,c6""4i11 or iu Vidbvavatha'a VriUi 'or in any manuscript of tl,e Siilr•. 
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yama,' .dhsl'nce of U11iotmwlil11, 'l'he •activity and absance 
of activity.' due to the 'Ueisire nnd A version of the cognis­
nnt being,' are snob as subsist, not in that Dl•ing, but in thnt 
on which he operates; so that the Activity aud Ab ence of. 
Activity should belong to only such material substances, 
Earth and the rest, as happen to be manipulated or operated 
upon by that Being,-and not to all substances; so that there 
is in this case • ani1111mn,' • abaence of nniversalit,y .' ~"or one, 
on the other band, who rego.1·d1:1 the material suhstances them• 
selves as Coflliisanl (and as such, endowed with Desire and 
Aversion), the I aot.ivity o.nd absence of activity. dne to Desit·e 
"ud A'Vjersion wonl<l subsist i:u those substances themselves; 
and hence tbare ~hould he • niyama,' 'nniverst1lity.' For in 
the case of the other well-known qualities of mat.erinl sub­
stances, it is found that the action due to a quality, as also 
absence of notion due to the cessation or ob11truction of that 
quality, occurs in all substances; so that, in the same manner, 
the action and absence of action due to Desire and A version 
(belonging to the Material Substances) should also occur in 
all material substances ;-this however is never fonnd to be 
the case ;-from which it follows that while Activity and 
Absenct1 of .Activity subaist in the things operated upon or 
manipulated, Dtisire, .A nrsion and Effort belong to the 
manipulator.• · 

• The qu11JiUes tb11t are recog11ised by both parties as belonging to M.ateri11l 
811b11tancea are found in all mnteri11l 111b,t11ncea, and continue to niHt as long aa 
thuae aubetancea exist. For inijtnnco, the O,lllur of E11rth i11 found in all that i, of 
Earth, and losta as long 11a the Earth l11ats. The a11tion of falliug due to the qna­
lity of gravity ,viii occur in all material substance,, and it will 0111111 lo occur only 
when the quality is obstrncted or counteracted. This ia what ia meant by Univer-
1111ity, 'niyama.' If Desire &c. bolongoo to 11111terial aubstancea, these alao would hne 
been co-e:r.iatent aud coev11l with tho-1e aubet!lncea ; i.,., they should have lieen found 
in all such a11batancea ; as a mitter of f4ct however, Deaire and Aver­
aion and Ellurt are not found lo he so ; ,.g., Deaire &c. are never fonud in the Jar, 
This is what ia meant by 'Absence of Uuiveraality,' .Anlgama. From this we 
conclude that Desire &c. cannot belong to Material Subatancea. 

There is somo confuaion here in re:;ard to the Lerma 'Nlya1n11' and • .Aniya,n' 
-The BUu,.:a has taken tha:n ill the 1011111 of 'Uuiveraality' and 'Abseuce of 
Univer1nlity' reapeotively; the former bolongiog to the qualities of material sub. 
atances, awl tbe latter to the q11alitie. of tho oogninnt Being. The ViJrfik11 ha■, 41 

we aball SH !,~low, taken the terms ti> inuo 'restriction' and 'waot of reatriction,' 
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Furtl1er, there can bo no reason in support of the view that 
in each singlt, body therd are several cognisers; ,and yet 
acco1·ding to the person who attributes Intelligt'uce to 
material substances, inasmuch there al'e, in eu.cl1 single 
body, several material substances ( Particles of Earth, Water 
&c.), every one of which is endowed with the qualities of 
Desire, A version an,t Effort,-this wonld mean that in a 
single body there are several Oognisers. • If the Opponent 
says-" Yes, be it so,"-,ve point out that there is no proof for. 
such an assertion. Jn the case of several different bo1lies we 
infer the presenoe of so many different Oogniaer, from tllA fact 
that en.eh of them is found to be posilessed of distinct qnalities 
of Cognition ( qeilire, A version, Effort, Pleasure and Pain) ; 
in the samo manner, if, in oach 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 di~tinct cogniliers (in that 
single body). [But there is no such ground for Inference J. · ,, . 

Further, as a mat.tor of fact, we find that in material sub-
. stances there appear several such actions as 

Bha. P. 176· Me dne to the qnality of something else,-and 
_ tliis provides the g1·ound for inferring the same thing in othel' 
cases also. 'l'hl\t, is, in the case of snch snbst.a.noes as are 
nseil as lustruments,-i,.g, the axe and the like-,md also in 
the case of such as form the llOnstituent oause of objects-

the former applying to tho lJUalities of the Cognisant Being, and the !alter to those 
of 11111tcri11l substances. This is the difference of opinion upon which Var\lhamina 
assorts tbnt the term I niyama' may mean either u11iver1alilg or partialitg, accord, 
ing to the moaning that we att~eh to the term ; anJ '1111iyarn:1 ' i11 it11 contrary. 
Tbe 1ensa of°tho ar;;u,nont remain• the same. 

• In answer to what baa been said in para. 1, in regard to the possibility of 
Desire &:o. being found in all Eartby substanoes, tbe Opponent might put fonvard 
the oase of wino ; grains of barley aa a rule are not endowed witb the power of in­
toxicating men ; but these grains that enter into the coropoaitiod of wiue do be­
come endowed with that power,-aimilarly only those particles of Earth are 
endo1ved with Intelligence which enter into the composition of the body of man. 
It ia in anawor to this that the Bltrlfya poiuta out that even 10 every particle of the 
material substances compoaingtba body abould be imbued with intelligenoe; and 
as auoh form 10 many dietinot cogniaaot beinaa in 111.oh body ; just as ea~h par­
ticle of wi11e is endowed ~ith the power of into.1ication, 
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,.g. clay and the like,-we find that tl1ere appear actions that 
are due ,to the quality of others ;-and this provides the 
ground for inferring 1.be same thing in other cases also i-i.e. 
in the case of such things as the transitory 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 p11rticles [ which bas been put forwarJ by tho Oppo­
-nent in the B4iif!I" on Sll. 36 J,-is dne to the quality of 
something different (from the material sub~tanoes). • 'l'his 
quality (to which the said action is due) subsists in the same 
substratum as E,ffurt, and_ appears in the form of • Sa,n,kiJra,' 
• Faculty,' and i& called •Merit-Demerit'; like the quality of 
Bfore, it bears upon all things (related to tho ?\fan), and nrgtia 
to activity all material substances, for the, f ul6lment of 
that man's purpose. 

The theory that Intelligence belongs to material substan• 
oea may also be regarded as set aaide by all those arguments 
that have been shown to prove the ei:istence of the Soul, as 
well as by those pnt forward in proof of the Eternality of the 
Soul; and what has been said (in SU. 3-2-18)-in regard to 
• Oognition not belonging to either the Sense-organs or objocts 
of peroeptioo, 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 l1as urged (in SU. 35)-to 
the effect that-" inasmuch as the said Activity and Absenct' 
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 "-i!I on the understanding that 
the terms •ara,nfJha.' Activity, and • nivri{li~,• 'Absence of 

• U i1 not ouly the activity of the Budy u a whole, but alao the action of all 
lta component partiol• that go on undergoing re-arrangement during life, that are 
all due to the q11alit1 ( Qlicarmo ,Jc,) of the Soul enaouling the Body. 

t Becaa1e nen when the Object• and tl1e Baa .. •orgaa■ are dntro1ed, Oognl, 
tion remaln,,-it ia inferred that Cognition caoaot belong to them ; 1imilarl7 lntelli-
1ence cannot bolong to the material ■abetaacea in the bod1, becau11 while the■e 
■ubetancea undergo cbaogea and d11truction during the llf■ of the individual, tbt 
4ualit7 of iotelligence cootinuea to per1i1t all along.-f 4fpcar,a. 
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Activity' (used by us in St1. 3~) stand for mere action and 
ce11at.ioH of action; as a matter of fact, these two terms­
• Act.ivity' and • Absence of Activity '-stand (in Sil. 84) for 
act.ion of a totally differeut kind;• and action of this kind is 
never found in Earth and other substances. Hence what has 
been urged (in Su. Sj) to the effect that-" inasmuch as the 
said Activity and Abseuco of .Activity are the sole indicatives 
of Desi1·e and Aversion, these canuut be denied in ref?ard to the 
bodies composed of Earth aud other substances''-is not right. 

Yilr/ika on Sn. (37). 
[P. 431, L. 12 to P. 4,12, L. 6. l 

W/it&t differentiate,, etc. 11tc.-says· the Sa/ra. The • niya• 
ma,' reatriction, in regard to I Activity and Absence of Activ. 
ity ' is this that they pertain to only such material sub• 
stances M are operated upon (by the oognisant being); i.,. 
• Activity and Absence of Act,ivity' a1·e found to appear in only 
such Material Substances as are operated upon,-and not in 
all material snbstances. If the • Activity and Absence of Activ• 
ity' of material siibst-ances were due to their own i,,tellig,no,, 
then they would be found in all substances; as is found iri 
the case of suoh qualities a:1 Gravity and the like; that is, all 
substances possessed of Gravity are found to fall,-this also 
is another ',1iy,n1ia,' 'rule,' that is found true. From all 
this it follows that intelligence does not belong to material 

• substances. 
TJ&e,.e can be no reason in ,upport of the vieu, U1at in eao71 

1inglt1 body tl,,,rtJ are seoeNl c1Jg1&i1era-says the Bhll,ua.• He 
who attributes Intelligence to IDnterial substances must ad .. 
mit of several intelligent agents in a single body, as each 
body consi~ts of several material 'substances. 11 Let there 
be several intoJligent agents in a single body ;-what harm 

• What ia meant by I Activity and Ab~ence of Activity' in Sil 34, i1 not mere 
.AcliaH and C,11alioH of Acli91t; but that parlicul,,r form of action which i1 undertaken 
for the obtaining of the d11irable and the getting rid of the undesirable thing ; and 

,certainly no such intelligent action is ever found in material 1ub1tance1. Without 
andorataoding thi,, 1011 bavo put for1vard your argument in Su. 36,-f4fpmr,a, 
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does. that do to us P" This is not right ; for if there were 
several intelligent cognisers in the same body, then this 
should lead us to infer that each component substance in 
the Body has its o,vn di::1tinct cognition; •-as a matter of 

Vir. P. 432. 
fuct however no snch thing is found ; as is 
clear from the fact that there is 'recognition' of 

the various Cognitions of a person; and such •recognition' is 
found possible only i11 cases where a11 belong too. single aggr~­
g,1tB of several causes and effects. [If each component parti• 
cle of the body had its own cognil.ion, then, since snob parti­
cles are appearing an,l disappearing e-vory moment, no 1rocog• 
nition' of any kind would he possible, the particle to whom the 
original Oognition belonged having 1Jeased to exiit long b'e• 
for~1 the appearance of the corresponding Be,;ognition ]. 

Fnrther, what the terms mean is totally different. The 
terms • Activity ' and • Absence of Activity' (as used by m) 
stand fo1• that particuln.r kind of action which is undertaken 
for the obtaining of the desirable and getting rid of the un• 
desirable thing. You (the Paro11.pak1in) on the other hand are 
using theso terms in the sense of mere action and ceBBation of 
action, when yon assert that-11 [nasmnch as the said Activity 
and Absence of Activity are the sole indicatives of Desire and 
A version, these cannot be denied in regard to the bodies , 
composed of Earth and other substances" {Sii. 35). That 
kind of' Activity and Ab~ence of Activity' which reside in 
such substances as are operated upon (by n. cognisant being) 
belong to every material substancet (which is not the case 

· with Desirfl, Aversion &o.). 
• '!'he 'f•Jlpary" reads ~~~ 9' ~ But in view of wbat fullowa 

the reading uf tl1a priated tuts appears to be more satisfactory. 

t 'rha reading of this last sentence appear■ to be corrupt. We have tried to make 
some sa111u out cf the words as they stand ; it is difficult however to construe •qlfwf.r. 
IWt' with I lt~~ffl:,' the Feminine Dual ~ilh tl1e MasculineSiugular, 
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81,a,ya on Sn. {38). 
[P. 176, L. 13 to P. 177, L. t.] 

As a. matt.er of fact, our denial of Intelligence applies equal• 
ly to Material Sub3tances, Sense-organs and Mind; but {in the 
followin!.t ~iltra.) ,ye speak of Mi,ul only, singli~g it ?ut_ on!y 
by ·way of 11lustra~1on Land our reiLson for select.mg tlus lies m 
the fact that Mind i~ wore liko the Soul than Substances or 
Sense-organs]. 

80/ra (38). 
(A) 0N ACCOUNT OF REASON:! EXPLAINED BEFOBFl,­

(B)•ON ACOOON'r OJi' 'J'BEH 81!:ING UNIJER 'THE .CONTIWL OJI' 
SOMETHING ELSR,-AND (0) ON AOCOUN'r OP' 'fHK CON'flN• 
GtNOY, TH.o\T [IF INTELLlGENOFJ BELONGED TO THE MIND, 
&o.) rr WOULD l\lBAN THAT 'l'Hl!l lll!:SUL'rS ACOHOING lTO 
MAN) ARR 'l'BOSB OF AOTS DON.EBY O'l'lllms {1'IIAN HIJISICLF}.· 

-(Su. !i8). 
(A) 'l'he first phrase (' on account of reasons explained 

above') includes all that has been said, beginning from the 
Su~ra 1-1-10, • Desire, Aversion, Effort, Pleasu1·e, Pain and 
Cognition are th~_ indicatives of the Soul' ;-all this goes to 
show that l11telligence cannot btlloog to Mat.tidal Substances, 
01· ~ense-orgaus, or Mind. 

(B) 01& ac1:01t11I. of their being u111lP,r tl,e control of something 
el,e ;-Material Substances, Sense-or~ans and Mind are 
' nudtir the oont.rol of something else,' in the sense that it is 
only nudtlr the impulse of Effort (of the Soni) that thfly pro­
ceod to the actions of sustaining, proptilliog and aggregat­
ing ;t while if these were the1nsl'lves intelligent, they 

0 Iu place of (a) ~ Viphv11niitha reads €:ltldli-Qiiliji«, meau­

hig-1 on aceo11ut of the fact that what accrues to mau mu11t lie the rcsult11 of his 

owu acts.' Tho aame r.iading is fou1ul iu tho Puri snira Ms., aml also in Sii\ra 
Ms. D, 'fhe BU1111, the Vllrfik11 aml tha J:t1Eparg11 reatl as iu tho printed 

text, 

tThe f,Jfporp e:s:pfaina that these three actions refer only to the:Body aml 
the Sou■a-'>rgans; th'e argument■ being formulated thua-(a) 1 l'ho llody anil the 
Seuae-orgaua ~re 1111der the control of so111etliing elae, in the actions of sustaininll', 
propelling and aggregating, eeverally,-becanse they are matcrial,-Jiko the Jar;' 
and (b) 'The Mind is under the control of something else,-l,ec1u11e it is au ius­
trurueut,-like the A:s:e.' 811 that it iii clear tllat all three _act 011Jy 1111J1:r the iuil11-
eneo of 110wetbiu,; eLi.i, 
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would be independent [and this would be incompatible with 
the arguments that have been propounded in support of the 
conclusion that the Bod1 is under the control of bomethin8' 
else]. . . , 

(0) On accou,al of tl&ti contingency tkal, if lntelliget&ce le-­
longed to the Mind etc., it toould mean that the reault, aceru• 
ing lo Jlan are tko,e of act, nut done 6y him11elf. • Under 
Sil. l-1-17 it bas been pointed out that 'Activity consists in 
the operating of Mind, of Speech and of Body'-[and in the 
Bha1y• on 8il. 1-1-2, P. 81 it is shown that Acti11ily, 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 beiugs mus.t be independent 
agents, it would be those that would have to be regarded as 
the Agents of all Activity, as the doer, of all acts ;-and yet 
all these are destroyed at death, and the only thing that remains 
after death is the Soul, which, being em hypotl,eri, non•intelli;. 
gml, bas not been the doer of any deed,;-so that the results 
occurring in future births, from these acts, 1rould 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, &o.). On the other 
hand, if the Mind, &o. are held to be non-ii&tslligenl [and 11 
being other than these, i.e., the Soul, be held to be the intelli• 
gent entity, this latter, being independent, would be the 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 thoee instruments (of the Mind &o.), should 
undergo (on Rebirth) the results of. acts done by himself. 

The action■ mentioned1-tho■e ol auataitting, etc,,-appear to be 1uch II belong 
to the Body only ; it ia tha Body only tl111t auatalns or uphold■ thing■, that propella 
thinll9, with the hand, f,i., and th11t goes on changing through the diver■e aggreg .. 
tlon■ of it■ component part.iclea, Tbe Ja,t however i1 applicable to th19 8enae­
organ■ also. That i■ how the 'fatparya ha■ apoken of the three action■ a■ re~ 
ferriug ,er,rally to the Bod7 and the _Senae-orgaua. 

• Thie argument ia aimed agaio■t thoae per1on1 wbo accept &lie authority of 
the V eda1 and tl1ereb1 regard the Man II one to whom the reaults of acts accrue, 
but ■till attribute Intelligence, not to Man, but to the Dody, ew, 
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YiJrfita on SO. (38). 

[P. 432, L. 8 to L. 16] • 

1367 

.4., o mcztler 'If faot our tleni11l of Intelligsnae applie, equal­
ly to Jlaterit>l Sub,tanae,, Sen,e-organ, and Mind; butin the 
following ~•lraa t11e ,peak of Mind only, 1it1gling it 01d only by 
"'"?/ o/ illu,tration-says the Bhllfya. 

On aaoount of rea,on, ea,plained before etc. eta.-saya 
the 8Dlrt1. (A) The phrase-ota account of rea1on1 n-
11l11ined be/ore--i.e., the arguments put forward in the 
S11~ras 8-1-1, et 1eq., have not been answered by the 
Opponent. (B) On acca.nt of their being undBr the con­
trol of ,omeU,ing el,e.-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 !Ind aggregation. If they were themselves 
endowed with Intelligence, they would be independent. (0) 
On accou11t of Ike contingency that i/ IntelligBnce l,elonged lo 
the Mintl, it toould mean that U&ff re,ulta accruing lu man are 
i1&01e of act, dorae IJy otker,,-lf the Body &c. were intelli­
gent, then it would mean that the results experienced l;>y man 
are the effect of acts done by these Bodies &c., and this 
would involve the absurd contingency of such results accr11-
ing to man as pr(?Ceeds from acts done by others. On the 
other band, if the Body &c. aa·e not intel_ligent, then all theae 
would be the in,trument, under tks c,mtrol of tl&e intelligenC 
agenC, and hence i4 woul,d be ott.ly right that the Per1on, tl,e ita• 
telligent Agent, acting through the,e inatrumeni,, 1/1,ould under■ 
go the raull, of- aot, don~ IJy kim,elf~ 

Bha111a on Sn. (~19}. 
[P. 177, L. 1 to P. 178, L. 2J. 

The Author now sums up• the well-established reasons. 

• 1 U,a1an,,a1&a 1 ·1taoda for Upa,am"4rc1-aay1 U1j1 frlfptirra. 
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Bfi{ra ( 89). 
(A) AJ.SO DY REANON OI~ 'ELUIINATION' iND ALSO 

(B) DEOAUSR 'IBH llBASONS ADDUOICD BKFORB ABB Flltill,Y 

ESTABLISHED, 

'( OR (B) B'PJOAUSE OJ!' REASONS ADDIJORD IIHORB AND 
(C) BY REASON OF RKAPPBARANC&•]-(~U. 39), · 
Tb~ proposition under consicleration is that • Iutelligenoe 

is the quality of the Soul.' 
(A) Parisl1l,o, 'Elimin11tion'.-When in regar,l to a qua­

lity, some likely substrata, being denied and eliminated, and 
there being no likelihood of other substrata, we Ila.Ve the cog­
nition of that likely substratum which remains undenied,--we 
have what is called ' Cognition by J4Jlimination.'t ln the 
present connection, for instance, we have the denial of 
'Material SnbstancPR, Sense-ol'gans and the Mind' (as likely 
substrata of lntelligenoe),-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) .A.l,o lJP.cause the reasoris adduced 6f'f ore are firmly 
f.11tablisl,etl ;-i.e. because all the reasons that have been 
ad~noed as leading to the Conception of the Soul-beginning 
with Su. 3-1-1 onwards-have not heen answered by the 
Piirr,apakfin,' 'I1he reference to ~/,e previously addm:ed 
Feaaon, being ,.,t,abli11/,0 d is meant to indjoate (and lend sup• 
port to) the aforesaid ' reasoning by Elimination' (i.e. it is 
on account of those rensons that we e.ro led to the notion that 
the Soul is the only substance to which I ntellig13noe can be• 
long]; and it also serves to rediracli attention to the direot 
·proofs in support_ of the proposition under consideration. 

Or, we may take the phrase ' upapafllal,clia' as putting 
forward nn addiLional reason; [ t,he meaning being as follows J: 
-• The Soul, which is eternal,- having performed meritorions 
nots in one body, rBfJppear,, on the death of that b:>dy, in 
Huaven among the Gods; while having performed sinful acts, 
it reappears, on death of the body, in the Hells; this • re• 

-Tbla ia the aocond interpretation of tbo cla111e YafHfa1aiEf tlpapaUi,AcAo, by 
the BMtva (eee below). 

t Thi11 pn111111ge aleo .occurs in the DM111a on Ba. l-1-~, P. 191 Tran,lation, 
1•. Uii, . . 
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appearance,' which consists .in tl1e Soul taking to ot11er 
bodies, can be possible ouly if the Soul is a lastiug entity ; 
011 the other hand, if 1111 that existed was a mere • series of 
sonsa.Uo11s,' and there W•Jre no persisting entity in the shape 
of the Souli thera being no substratum for the said • reappear­
ance,' it wonld not ho possible. Then again • Samsiira,' 
'series of births,' which consists of the connect.ion of a single 
ontity with several bodies, is poBBible,-and • Deliverance ' or 
• Final Release,' also, which consists of freadocn from the 
sari(-s of bodies, is possible-[only if thet·e is a persisting 
entity in the shape of the Soul I ; 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 Rebirth,1), there 
would be n'lthing that could be freed from the series of bodies; 
so 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 BAveral diverse entities; so that the entire phAnom­
enon of his life would be disjointed (the act begun today and 
finished tomorroV(_ being done by two distinct entities, it would 
not be recog11ised as the same on both days), undistinguisha­
ble r i.e., not properly distingnishetl from what belongs to 
anol her person; the entity fini11hing the act to-day being as 
difftt1·ent from that which beg1"1 it on the previons day as 
,my strange person I and confused [as no discrimination of 
personalities would be possible, the entire business of the 
world would be mixed up].• Aud another inevitable result of 
this wonld be tlu,t there could be no Recollection; for what 
hns been seen by one personality (which WM present yester• 

. day) cannot be Teeollected by another (that has 
Bha. P. 179• taken its place today); for BecollP.ctio,a 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 

• The f 4fparya explain■ the 'confusion ' as being due to the fact that every 
entity, according to the Bao4~ha ■enaationali■t, being a mere ' negation of contrary ,i 
all penon■ would be the 111me, and no distinction aa between the ' Brihuiava • 
and the . 'K1attriya' and ao forth \toald be pouible ; so that there would be no 
diaorimloation of their dutie11 each a■ the ' Drihmava alone eliall perform the Boma­
eacritlce,' 'tho K1attriya alone aball perform tbe B4ia141Jfl '.and ao forth, 
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is what is called • Recollection '; and no such phenomenon 
could be possible if there were· no other persistent entity save 
a• aeries of Sensations.' 

Ydrfika on 811. (39). 

[P. 4S2, L. HJ to P. 438, L. 5.) 

Tie author t1ot0 ,um, up the taell-e,tolJli,ked ,ea,on, in the 
Sntra-• ol,o 1,g reaaon of Elif)lination to. Jo.' The Propo,ition 
under t:on,lderation i, that 'Oognilion i, the quality of th, Soul' 
-says the Bhifya. 

• B«:at116 the rea,on, adduc~d artt firmly eatalJli,hed'- . 
Since the reasons that have been adduced in 

Vir. P. ,as. this .Jl.dhgiJya in proof of the E.1istence of the 

Soul have not been shaken. 

• By ,eaaon 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 whioh the 
said quality could belong, and the Soul being the only likely 
Substance left,-Oognition is regarded as being the quality of 
the Soul, 

The term ' Upapa#IIJ ' may be taken as embodying a 
separate reason for the eternality of the Soul. " Whose 
Upapalli, Pos,ibility, is it that proves the Soul's eternality?" 
It ia the poaai6ility of Metempsychosis and Final Release. 
All this is clearly explained in the BhilfY"• 

Batra (40) • . 
RECOLLECTION (MUST BELONG) TO TUB SouL; roa J'I' 

JS TBB SouL THAT 18 ENDOWED WITH THI OBABAOTBI 01' 

ma • OooN1sBB.'-SU. (40), 

BhllflJa on Su. (40), 
[P. 178, L. 4 L, to 9.J 

The term•· Upapadyall,' •must belong,• ·is to be supplied, 
to the Stl\ra ; the sense being that B,oolleotion muse belong lo 
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the So11l, and not to a mere Series of Sensation I! ;-the particle 
• tu' expressing nerlil11de (' must'). 11 Why so P" Be­
i,au,e it is the So11l thal ;, endowed with th11 ch,1raDler of the 
cogni,er; i.e. ' being cogniser ' is the character, the peculiar 
characteristic, of the Soul. It is the Soul tha.t is spoken of as 
1 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 Sout bas these cognitions per• 
taining to the three points of time is realised by each per• 
son in his own e:rperience,-every penon having such no. 
tions as ' I shall know,' • I know I and 'I l1ave known.' Hence 
it follows that he who is endowed with the said peculiar 
feature, to him belongs Recollection, and not to a m11re lieries 
of Sensations, apart from the Soul. 

[The P'Or/ika bas nothing to l!ay OD this Su. 40.] 

Bliiifya OD Sil. (41). 
[P. 178, L. 9 .to P. 179, L. 20.] 

It has been explained (under Sfl. S3) that ' Recollections 
do not appear simultaneously, because the causes of lfoco}. 
lect.ions do not appear at one and the same time' ;-and now the 
question arises-" From what causes does Recollection 
al'ise r" 

The answer is that-Recollection arises-
rsoM SUCH CAUSIS AS-(a) ATTENTION, (b) ASSOOIATIO!r, 
(c) RBTENTIVBNESS, (d) INDICATIVB, (e) DISTINGUISHING 
FBATUBB, U) LIKENE11s, (g) owNtmsHIP, (h) SUPPORTER, (i) 
SUPPOR'l'RD, (j I BBLATIONSBJP, (k) SEQUENCE, (l) SEPABA• 
TION, (m) CO·PROFESSION, (ff) RNMITY, (o) SUPERIORITY, Cp) 
ACQUISITION, !q) COVER, (r) PLEASURE AND PAIN, (1) Ds• 
SIRE AND AVBBIION, (t) FEAR, {u) NEED, (D) PBOFISSION, 
(lo} AFFECTION, (Ill) MERIT AND {111 DEMERIT. (Su. 41). 
(a) .AUet1tion-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) ~11tociatinn-is either (l) the arranging of several 
things in a connected chain, things so connected bringing 
about the recollection of one another, either in the order in 
wl1icb they have been arranged, or in some other order; or 
(2) the fixing of things (in the ple.xuses of the Body) to 
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be remembered with those already known,-st1oh connecting be­
ing done with the help of the Science of Ooncentration (Yoga). 
-(c) Beltmtiuene11-the faculty produc:ed hy the repeatetl 
cognition of like things ;-and this quality of Faculty, belonging 
to the Soul, is called ' Retentiveness'; t,his also, like others, 
is a cause of Recollt>ction.'-(d) /ndii:,itit,11-this is of four kiuds 
-l l) conjnnct, (2) inberPnt, (3) co-inherent in one substratum, 
and (4) contradictory; ( 1) e.g. smoke is the conjunct 'indicative' 
of Fire; (2) the horn is the inherent 'indicative' of the Hull ; 
(3) the band is the co-inherent 'indicative' of the feet; and 
as also Colour of Touch; and (4) the non-material eubsttt.nca 
is the coratradictorg 'indicative' of the material substance.­
(e) lJi11tingui1hing featur,--as found in a living being-re­
minas us of the race or family to which that bein~ belongs.­
in snob forms as • this belongs to the race of the ViJas,' ' this 
belongs to the family of the Gargas,' and so forth.-1f) Lilre­
n,11-tbe likeness of .{)iuatJaUa in the pictm·es reminds us 
of ]}eva.Jaqa.--(g) 011H1er1Mp-the master reminds us of the 
servant, and the servant of the master.-(h) SuppottP-r-ono 
is reminded by the landlord of his t,mauts.-(i) S1tpporlP-d 
-the ser'\Tant reminds one of the landlord.-(j) llelationsltip• 
-the pupil reminds one of the 'l'eacher, a.od the Priest of 
the person at whose sacrificial performance he officiates.­
Ck) SeqHenr.e-as in the case of a number of acts to be clone one 
after the othel' (the preceding reminds us of the succeeding), 
-(1) Separc.ttion,-when one is separated from a person and 
feels the separation, he remembers him frequeutly,-(ru) 
co-prof uai,m-one cutter reminds us of another cutter.­
(n) Enmity-of two rivals the sight of one reminds us of the 
otber.-(o) Sr,periority-reminds us of that which has produc­
ed tbe superiority.-(p) Acqui.oiition-when one has either ac­
qoired a thing, or wisbes to acquire it, he is frequently re­
minded of it.-(q) Oor,er-when the sword is remembered 
by its scabbard.-(r) Plea,ure and Pain-remind us of what 
causes Unm.-(s) Detrire and ..4Per,ion-remind oue of what 
ia liked 1tnd what is disliked.-(t) Fear-reminds one of the 
cause of fear -(n) Need-reminds one of what he needs, in 
the shape of food or clothing.-(v)Pro(e11ion-the chariot-

•Some eort of' llelatiouahip' ia h1volve,l in all that ie e11u111eratvd here. llouce 
•Relationship' hero stands for tboae other tba:i the once specially enu111erated.­

f 4fpGr,a. 
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maker is recalled by the cbariot.-(w) AJection-one fre­
quently remembers the woman whom he loves.-(x) Merit 
-reminds oue of bis }'l'l'Viuu.1 births ; aud Mel'it also· 
enables one to retain what he 1·ea<l11 and hears.-(y) I leinerit­
reminds one of the causes of pain suffered in the past. 

'rl1ese severe.I canses of Rooollection are uever cognised 
at the same time; hence no simultaneous Recollections are 
possil.,le. 

'l'he Sntra is merely suggestive of what causes Recolleo­
tion; it is by no means exhaustive.• 

Yilr{ika on Su. ( 41 ). 

(P. 433, L. 5 to L. 12J. 

It has been poiuted out tbat Recollections aro not sitnul­
tancous because the causes of Recollt,ction do not appear at 
one and the same time. " Fa·om what aauses does Recc,l­
lectiou a1·ise P" In answer to this the Siitra (41) enumerates 
the causes of Remembrance with a view to show that they 
cannot appear at one and the same time. 

F1·om all that has been said above it follo·ws that .J.ppre• 
ke11sfon is 11v, et,,r,,al. 

A'ml of 8,ctio" (3). 

---·-• ----------

0 There are otl1e1· ea111e11 al110 i e.g., lus11uit7 tiocl1 to reYive old 1uemurill1-

f tifpar·v•. 
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Section ( 4). 

[Sfilras 42-45.] 

APPREHII.NSION DISAPPEARS HOON AFTBR APPE&BANCH. 

1Jl,il1J!JO. on Sn. (42). 

[P. 179, L. 20 to P. 180, L. 16.) 

Br&q,Jl&i, Apprehension, having been proved to be ,wn• 
eternal, it would follow that it vanishes soon after appear­
ance; and yet there are aeYeral Mn-eternal tl.dngs• (e.g. tho 
Jar) which continue to exist for a time more or less remote 
(from t.he time that t,hoy are produced) ;-hence there arises 
the doubt-Is Apprehension entirely t>vanesoept (<lisappeur­
ing soon . after appearance), like Sound ?-or is it uumula 
for some time longer, like the Jar? 

We accept the view that it is totally evanescent. 
'' Why so?" 

Satr• (42). 

BEOAUIHII TORRI 18 AP'PBEHINSION Of MOTION, WHICH 
IS FLU.TING. 

BecauRtt there i, apprehttruion of Motion u,hici is fteeliilg 
(not durable).-ln the case of the arrow shot from the bow 
we perceive a l!leries 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 saries of 
corresponding cognitions. In the oaae of the apprehen• 
aion of (comparatively) durable things also, inasmuch 

• The printed text •• well as the Puri llsa. read • 11if y/111,Jm ' ; bnt the ecnsc 
reqnirea 'anifytlllilm' ; l11e Vclrfiia baa neither nifyilntJm nor anifytlmJm. Tbe foot 
of nilga1etcrnal thing~, being a11ch aa continue to exist longer, con have no bear• 
ing 11pon Bfl#lel, after this bas been proY8ll to be non-et,rnal. The meauing clear­
ly ia-it having been proved that 8qc.,lc.,lhi ia non-eternal, thi■ would naturally im• 
pl7 that it ie Heeling, evaneacent, disappearing aoon after appearance ; and 
NTeral non-eternal thiuga are found to han longer duration ; hence the Doubt in 
regard to Bu#Jai, u to whuU1er it i■ entirely evano■cent or it baa aome duration, 

With the reading • mf ,a-111' the only ■enH that can be deduced from the 
panage ie a■ follow■-' If Buc;J,Jhi le non-eternal, it ■hoold ho entirely evaneacent ; 
and if it i11 eternal, it should oontinue to exi■t; hence the doubt,' 
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as we 6nd that the perception ceases when the thing is hidden 
from view, [it follows that in this casealsothere is a seriesof 
several evanesce11t cognitiom,]; that is, when the Jar, which 
is durable, is Jlerceived, we have a series of cognition~ until 
Pomething comes bet,veen (the Jar and the Perceiver); it is 
for this remmu that as soon as something happens to inter• 
vene, the per('eption of t,he Jar ceases. If Cognition were 
dnrable (not evanescent), then the perceptional cognition of 
the Jar should continue even if the Jar bas been hidden 
from view [ which however is not found to be the case, and 
hence it follows thut there is a series of several evanescent 
cognitions]. · 'l'he phenomenon of Recollection also does 
not• prove the durability of Cognitions; for what brings 
about Recollection is the ln&pr~,sit,,a produced by tbe Cogni• 
tion (and not the Oog11ilion itsolf). Some people have 
argued that-" Cognition must be regarded as dnrable, 
because we find ltecollection of things appreh~nded by the 
cognitioo,-and no such Recollection would be possible if 
its cause, in the shape of the correspon<liog cognition, were 
non-eternal." •· Hut the fact put forward is no proof 
(of the proposition set forth). "Why?'' Because what 
brings about ·the l\ecolleetion is, not the Cognition, but, 
the· Impression produced by the Cognition; and this Im• 
pression is a quality entirely different from the Cognition. 

0 What is said cannot be I\Ccepted ; because no reason bas 
been adduced in its support." 

(The reason is this]-lf Cognition w&re somethingdurable, 
then the perception itst:1lf would continua 1for II long time, 
and there woulrl be no room for llec,,llection at all. . 'l'hali 
is, ao long as the original Poa·ception would continue to 
exist, the object cognised would remain • perceptible.' and 
while the Perception itself is there, no I Recollection ' ia 
possible. 

The Purl Msa. read a111rifi1Ac1a lii&ga1111 • Re-colloction doe■ prove;' in 
that ca■o 6"4,Jkyat1a1f latJ11I 11hould read 18 • 611,J,.fAy~tJy,Jfllll(l&·ini.1 Bnt the roading 
of tho printed text give■ bllttcr atenBO. Thi1161 aeen 110w are romembored after 
aeveral day•; thie might I.lo regarded 18 indicating that tl1e cognition of tlao thing 
hl8 continued to oxiat d11ring all then day■, Dut tbo fact le that tho cognition 
ia IC/It the imuiediate cause of Re-colloction, which Is direc1ly produced by the 
Iwpmalo11 loft by the coguition, 
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J?'irlika, on Sil. ( 43). 
[P. 483, L. 13 to P. 435, L. 4. J 

Apprel1eosion havh1g ooen proved to be non-et.erm1l, it 
would follow that it is totally evanesoeat; aad yet some ( non• 
eternal) things are found to be enduring in their character; 
hence there arises the doubt-as to whether Apprehension 
is totally evaoes06nt, like Sonnd, or it is durable, like the 
Jar. The right view i11 that it is totally l'v,me,cent. 

11 What is the exact m1311,nbg of the term ti(pa,m,1paorir­

gi'}i, (nsed in the Bl,a1g,,)?" 

What it means is that it is destroyed more qnickly than 
ordinary transient things; iii doos not moa.n 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)? 11 [The reasons are the following] 
-(A) • ApprehenRion is more fleeting in its oh11ract,er than 
other tbings,-becanse, while belon~ing to a definite commun• 
ity, and being perceptible by ordinn.ry hnml\n beingR Jike 
ourselves, it subsists in an all pervading substance (Soul), 
-like Sound. '-(B) And in snpport of the proposition tlH1t 
• fresh cognit.ions appear at each mom11nt,' we have the reason 
-• because being an Instrument,• each CogniUon illumintis 
(renders perceptibh,) a distinol object ;-wh11tever is found to 
be an illuminatoL~ of an lotlividua.l object h always found to be 
fteeting-.in its oharacter,-e g. the Lamp ;-and as a matter of 
fact each individual Cognition illumines each individual thing 
from among sach as are coming into existence and disappearing 
at every moment ;-hence Cognition also must be fleeting in its 
character;-or (0)' Apprehension is fleeting-because being 
a q1111.lit11 it is perceptible by the internal organ of perception, 
-like Pleasure.' 

0 l)og11itiou i11 an ' in■troment ' in the bringing about of the notion■ of &et)Jiiring 
or getting rid of the tl1ing cngniHcl, 

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



BHA~A-VARTIKA 3-2-42 1377 

It is with a view to point out all tliese facts that we have 
the Su/r<J-llecau,e tl,e,·e i• apprel,,enlion of motion, wl,iah i, 
jleelin!J. 

Q,.,11,eion.-" If the Cognition of fleeting obj,•cts is fleeting 
,ns the .~u/ra implies)-then, • when snch durable things as 
the Jar and the like are perceiveJ, is the cognition, then, 
d,1r,,ble, like the Jar ?-or is it even then only fleeting?'' 

.d1111oer-ln the case of the cognition of durable things 
also, the Cognition must be regarded 11s fleeting, because 
there is cessation of Perception.-That is to aay, when snch 
<lnra.ble things as the Jar and the like are perceived, then also 
Cognitions nppea.r only in a series.-" How is this known ? '' 
-Because the perception ceases when the thing is hidden 
from view; if, like tha J11.r, its Perception alRo were durable, 
then the Perception should have continued to exist even after 
the Jar becomes hidden from view. As a matter of fact 
however, the Perception is not found to continue to exist. 
Hence the conclusion is that Apprehension is not durable. 

11 Inasm11ch as there is Recollection, the Cognit.iou must 
ha dnrnble. 'l'hat is, if Cognition were fleeting, there could 
he no Recollection, for we never find Recollection appearing 
when there is diversity in the cognition ; jnst as there is no 
Recollection of things cogoided by other persons ;-a.nd yet 
t.here does appear the Recollection of things ;-from whioh 
it follows that Cognition is durable.'' 

This is not right ; for from the phenomenon of RecollPC• 
tion itself it follows that Cognition is """ d,m1lJl11 : If Cogni­
tion were durable, there would be no room for UecoJlect.ion ; 
for ' Recollection' is the name of thi,t re-cognition of things 
which is preceded by the oognitio11 thereof, and ,olticl& appear, 
on the disappearance of thal ongn"ition ; as we find in the case 
of the Recollection in the form • l have seen this thing'; 

01 Awaeflif11111' ia the right nading; not' bu;J,llii1fli1ta111 ', . 
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and no such Recollection wo11ld be possible if tbe c,rigi11al 
Perception itself lasted during all the time. Further, 
Recollection proceeds from something ; hence it cannot serve 
as a reason (for the durability of Cognitions). 'fhat it, the 
Recollection, that i.s 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
Var. P. 435. duced by the Cognition ; and it is from this 
Impression, through the help of such caunes as Attention and 
the rest {enumerated in Sn. 41), that Recollection proceeds 
(and not from the Cognition directly). 

" But there is no reason." lf you mean by this tbat-
,. What is the reason for asserting that Recollection proceeds 
from Impression, and not from the enduring cognitionR P" 
-the answer is that tho phenomenon of Recollection itself is 
the reason ; i.e • if Cognitiou is la.sting, thure can be no Rec­
ollection. 

811/ra (-13). 
[<1bji,ctio11]-11 Jp OuGN['f[ON WERE BVANESCSNT, THE 

l'BBCEPTCON OF TBCNGS WOULD BE ALWAYS INDISTINCT j JUST 

. LIKE THE INl)ISTINCT 1.'KKOKrTION oFCoLOUll DURlNG J.I0UT• 

lUNO•PLAsn."-{Sii. 4J). 
Bl1ilfga on Sn. (-tS). 
[P. 180, LI. 17-20.] 

cc If Cognition is evanescent, then the perception of all 
ooimisable things should be indistinct; just as during light.­
~i:g-flash, th~ li~h~ o~the flash being evanescent, the percep­
tion of colour 1s md1stmct. As a matter of filct, ho \Y ever, the 
perception of things is quite distinct. Hence the view (that 
• Cognitions are evanescent') cannot be right." 

Ydt·/ika on Su. (i!J). 
[P. 485, Ll. 8-10.) 

" J/ Cognition 1oere eoane1ce11t Jo. Jc.-says the 88/ra. 
If Cognition is not lasting, the perception of every percepti• 
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hie tliing should beindistinct; just as the Cognition of things 
illumined by a lightoiug-ftash is al\Vays indistinct.'' 

,Sil/ ra { -4,-1,), 

[.Llnatoer]-THl!I VIRY REASON l>U'I' FOIHVARD UIPLIBB 

THII ADMISSION OF WIIAT 18 SOUOli'l' TO llR . DENIBD. 

(:Su 44), 

Blillfya on Sil. {44), 
[P. 181, LI. to L. 21.] 

Whn.t is songl,t to be denied (by the Opponent) is that 
• Cognition is evanescent'; and this is exactly what is admit­
ted when he asserts {in 8ii. 4:J) that'' the cognition should be 
indistinct like the indistinct cognition of Colour during light• 
ning-flash," For if cognition is i11diatinct1 it follows that it is 
also eoaneacent, 

As a, matter of fact, the diversity in the character (dis­
tinct or indistinct) ofcognilions is due to the diverse nature of 
their causes, and not to any diversity in the cognition itself,• 
'J.'hat is, tl1e fact that Cognition is at one time distinct 
and at another indistinct, is due to the diverse nature of the 
cnuses of Cognitions; so thBt where the cause of the cogni, 
tion is evanescent, the cognition is i11aistin.ct, while where the 
cause is lasting, the cognition is iliatin.ct; and the sa,id dis­
tinctness or indistinctne11s is not due to the non-evanescence 
and evanescence (respectively) of Cognitions. "Why ? Be­
cause 'Cognition' is the apprehension of a, thing, be it dis­
tinct or indistinct, it is what is called 'cognition.' What 
hnppens is that, when th1:1 special foatureil of a thing ~re not 
perceived,-and only it11 general features are perceived,-then 
the cognition is distinct, so far as the cognition of these gene• 
ral features is concerned ; t and if a further cognition of 

0 This has been printed 11 Siitra. 811t neither the Nuavri1t1.ckinib.n,lf111,, nor 
Vishvanitha, nor any Siitra-Ms. roads any such Bnfra. 

t It appeara better to read this pa1111age III tilil1'<4iCl!liliiili'4tilii\<lli(-tbe 
meaning being that I when general featurea are perceived and not the apecial 
features, tbe cognition is I indi,tind.' Bot in deference to the l' rlrl ikll-and in view 
of the reading in all Maa,,-IVe have admitted th~ reading of the printed te:rt, 
and translated it in accordance with the explan11tio11 of the V cJrfika. 
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something else (in the sl111pe of the special features) does not 
appear, this is due to the n.h11enc0 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 speuial 
featureR,-then the oognitio(l is cleau·ly distinct ;-a.nd 
whore the special features being nnperceived, the general 
ftinturtis alone a.re perceived, the cognition is• clearly fodi,tincC 
-(but only so far as the special features are concerned]. In 
t,he present context, the pre1etec1J of 11peci11l features is clea1·ly 
• something else 1 (ui1ayiJ11/ura) in comparison with the pre,e,,ce 
of genual f eatrcre11 ; and if there i.i no cognition of this 'some­
thing else,' land there is oonseq11ent in.,li,linctneH, this ii1 
due to the absence of the causes of that cognition,-and not 
to the evanescent chu.racte1· of the Cognition (as the Oppo• 
nent seems tll think). lu fact a cognition that is quite iu keeµ­
ing with the ohara.cter of its o/JjP.ot is a.I ways disti,iot ; so that 
each Cognition pertainin~ to its O\VI! particular object, even 
the cognition of generalities, sho11ld he regarded 11.::1 disU110\ 
so far as its own particnl~r obj,,ot ii1 concerned; an,l similarly 
the cognition of pi:,cnliarit.ies sl1'l11hl be rtigarded 1Ls di1J(i1&ct, 
so far as its own object is coni,eroed ; for the simple reason 
that ea.'lh cognition pertainK to its own particnll\r object. So 
that when the Opponent brings forwa1·d (against us) the 
contingency of cognitions being iudi1ti11ct,-what is tha.li 
object of w bicb the cognition would have to be indi.alinot, on 
account of the eoan1Jsce1£G8 of cognitium 1 

· As a matter of fact, there being several features in the 
object perceived, there arises a. diversity in the cognitions (of 
that object); a.nd it is to the presence or absence of such 
diversity that distiuctness or indistinctness is due. ·That is, 
every objent bas two kinds of features, general and special, 
and in regard to each of these there are diverse cog11itioos; 
if both these kinis of features are present (and perceived) 
io an object, then the cognition is dilltfoct, so far as that 
object is concerned ; if however only tho general features 
are perceived, the cognition is indistinct. It; id iu this man­
ner that we can ex1>lain tho appearance of ,Uatinot t1tad india­
tinct cognitions, 

• lu ph.icu of ft{"~ f.rPr, ruad ft{'rl~, WI iu Puri, M11. B. 
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[P. 485, L. 10 to P. 4;Jff, L. 4.] 

f1te r1er1 •·ea,on put for'flJard. jt. fc.-says the Si/r&. 

What has been urged by the Opponent in So.. 43 is not 
right; as it involves self-contradiction. When he says-' be­
cause cognitions would be indistinct they shoutd be regard­
ed as lasting '-he admits the evanescent character of cogni• 
tions, which is what he has Ret about to traverse; and since 
he 0admits it, he contradicts his own assertion that • Cogni­
tion is lasting.' Fnrther the indistinctness of cognitionr; 
being due to other cattses, it can not indicn.te their evanescence 
(hence it is not right to say tha.t if cognitions are evanescent, 
the perception of things should be indistinct]. Whether 
apprehension is d;"stinct or ir,,li11tinct is not due to the dura6ilitJ 
or ei,anescen/!19 0£. the Cognitions ; it is due to the difference in 
the ca11ses of apprel1on.sioo. Then a.giiin,-,vhat has been urged 
is an impossibility ; that is, as a mattet of fa.et there is no 
such thing as an indistinct Cognition ;-why P-bec1tnse 
Cognition is nothing more than the apprehrnsion of the 
thing [Oog11ition per se being always distinct]; cognition 
consists only in the apprehensio11 of things ; and this 
'apprehension of things' is twofold-one pertaining to the 
general featureR of the thing, and another pertaining to ito 
special features. That wltich pertaitts to the goneral features 
is distinct, so fa.r a.s the general features are concerned; so 
also is that which pertains to the special fea.t11res (distinct 
in so far as the special features are concerned); and so on 
every cognition of a tliing is distinct, so far as that thing is 
concerned. Tli113 the1i, whe• lke Opp9n-en.C bl'i11gsforward th-s 
contingency of cognitious boJfog i1uU11tinrt,-rck,it is tlud ol,jeet 
<Jf which tltt cognition ,oould !,ave tu b, i1uJ.istittct, 011 a«o,u,t 
of the eoane,cr;nce of Cognitio111 1 (Bho,11a )-
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n But this would go agn.inst the ordinary experience of 

Vir. p. 346. 
men : If tl1ere a.l'e no d'iitinct and indistinct 
cognitions, then whence do we h11.ve such es­

pres~ions in ordinary ·usage as-' I perceive distincll11' ?" 

There is no force in this·; a-s the o-snge is capable of an• 
other explanation. Jn rPgard to thing~ endowed with general 
and special features, there is no di6litict11eRB ot i11tliati11cltrns11 
in the eognitioM themselTes ; the cognition m regarded as 
indiati,act simply beeaose the t,l1in~ is cognised only in it.s 

general fea~ures, an-iJ the desire for perceiving its specia-} 
features remains nnf nlfiUed. 

Bl,n1ya on 8&. ( 4,5-). 

[P. 181, L. l:!l to P. 182, L. 5.l 
As a matter of fact also, merA eoan,.scencs either of the 

t'he cogriition or of the cog11i11etl object, does not necessarily · 
make the apprehemlion indistinct [a.s the Purvapak~iu asserts 
in tiil. 43].• What has been urged ift not t true;-

8n{ra (4;5),. 

'.l'RK SAl'D J!l<:ReEI'ITroN WO0J.1,D Jiff J.llfE TRIil o:sTINC'f 

PV.RCIWl'ION OF 'fHE eoN1'1NiJOUS SEUlES OF LA:&lP•FUl\U:8.­

~ii. (45. 
E-ven if Cogmt.ion is evftfrnscent, the pt-rception of things 

must ha regnl'deu afl diHtfol't-why B-bet"a11s0 it is lik11 tlrn 
pn·c~ ption nf th11 ,·o,dfo11m11 BeTies u}' /tJm1•fla11ies; i.e., w·h~n 
the 1t'nroes of u lhmp 1:1ppi,a-1• in a contim1011H serit1s1 every om, 
of the pt,rct>p.t.ions t herE:of is evanescent ;- as altm is every one· 
of tha individual &mes percei-.e<l ;- and inasmuc}1 1\8 everJ 
perception pertaM1s to its own individual object, there exist 
as many p,m:,iplfo111t as there are jl,1mP.B; ann yet in this 
case we ffod that; tbe poroeption of ea.eh of these flomos itl 
quite distinct. 

0 In Su. 4-1, the author has met the Pllrvapak,a b7 a eort of silencer, pointing 
ont to him that his own 1tateme11t admits what heaeeka todemoliah. Now, in tl;e 

rullowing SOfra, he et11tea bis real ar'-rutneut agaioat the Oppooeot'a eootentioo, 

t Viah••uitha~ a11d also the \'irtika lake tbia NCI 11 part of the 86fra. 
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7Tilrfika on Sil. {45). 

[P. 486, L, .ft to L. 11.] 

1383 

Further, the premiss (of the Opponent's argurnent) is not 
true; it is not quite tru.e that whenever the cognition and the 
object cognised are evanescent, the perception is indistiflct. 
What the Opponent alleges is m~t trne, as tl&e s,,itl perr.11ptirm, 

etc., etc.-says the Sillra. In the case of the Lamp-fltunt'S it 
is found that ea.oh individual flame appears in 1:1, co11t,in11011s 
series-and thus there is evanescence of the coy11i11td ofij,,cts, 
as also of their oog11iliioos; and yet the pe1·cei)t,i,m of t.he:u 
as 'flames' is qu.ite distinct, e.nd j11st as it happeru in the 
case of the Flu.m"'ll, BO wou d it be in the ea.se of otber thfog11 
also. 

'l1hus it li established that Apprehension id toti..lly 
evan.esceot. 

E11d of Section ( 4). 

SeoliM (5), 
[Sutras 46-55,l 

4.Jip,·el,tmrion. i, not a qualitg of the Budg, 

Bha,!I" on Sil. (46). 
(f. 1~2, L. 5 to L. 9.] 

Intelligence or Sentience would appear to lie a quality of 
the Body, as if is found to be p1°tlsunli wlum the liody .is pres­
ent, and abseut when the Body is absent; but.-

AS A AlATJ'l!lS or P40r, IN tlUBd'('ANUKS \VE l'EROIUVH 

TllEIH OWN QUALl'l'IKS AS ALSO 'l'HB QUALl'l'IKS 01!' 11'1'JIKK8 i 
ISO i'IIA'I' '.l'HJ!: llAlTEU. IS 01'1!:N TO DOUD'l',-(SUtra. 16.) 
The mere fact of Intelligence being pt·ast!nt when the 

Body is present leaves the ma.tter doubtful; fot· in water we 
perceive Fluidityt which is its own quality, as also war1ntl,, 
which is the quality of another substance (Firte). llt!uoe 
when we perceive Intelligence in the Body, thortt al'ises a. 
doubt as to whether the lntelligenct!'perceived i:1 the quality 
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of the· Body itself, or i~ is the quality of some oth~r 
&uh.stance. 

'Yil~ika on Sil. (46). 
[P. 4a6, L. 11 to P. 437, L. 4-.] 

Jntelliget1eA or S~t1liMce wo'lllld "'l'J'ear lo /JP. a tJUality of the 
JJody,-as it i11 /ound to 1M pe11P11t K•l1en the Body is p,-e11enl, 
and abRent -wJie1i flt,,, .Bodu is ab1urnt. Wlwn one thing is found 
to be present dnring t.h~ presence of another,and absent during 
its absence, tbt'n it is i·egur<led as l,elonging to this other 
thing ; as we fiud in tho case of Colour &c. 

But tl1e were fact ol Sentienre being present dnring tho 
presence of the Body cannot prove that it is a quality of the 
Body ; because existence of one thing during the presence 
of anotl1M is possible also when o:ne is the quality of some• 
thing totally different; e g.-(a) Cognition, Disjunct.ion and 
Faculty are not the qualities of Motion, and yet these are 
present only \Then there is Motion, and absent when Motion 
is absent ;-(b) again Sound appears or.ly when Cognition, 
Disjunction and Sound are there, and yet it is not a quality 
of these. In faot that one i3 the quality of anoth&r is shown 
only by its being perceived in the latter ; i.e. when Colour 
&o., a1·e actually perceived as su~isting in a certain object, 
they are regarded as a quality of that object. Further, if 
one were to seek to deduce the fact of 8entience being a 
quality of the Body froo1 the fact tLat it is present when the 
Body is present,-the premiss would be one that is Hot tt-ue 

(not adwitted).; for all tl1at can be said is that 
although Sentience is perceived, it is not per-

11eived in the Body; it is open to doubt whllther Sentience 
subsists in the Body, or iu something else. Even admitting 
that Sentience is· pereeivtid in the Body, it is doubtful wbeth .. 

er it is a quality of the Body or of something else; /or as" 
•atcer o//aoC in substance, 1Ctt pereeir,e-, etc. elc.-sa.ys the 
Sl~r• • the meaning of whioh is quite clear. 
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BMlfya on So. { 47). 

[P. 18.2 L. l O t.o P. 183, L. :;.J 
[ ~i44-lafl(a. 1 

Sentience is not a. quality of the 'Hody. 11 Why?" 
BKOAOSE CotoUK ANb OTRKR QUAJ.l'flKS CONTINUE TO 

EXIST AS LONG AS THE BoDY KXlS'rs.-(Sil. ( 47). 

1385 

As a matter of fact, the Body is never found to be with­
out colour and such other qualities; without Sentience, on the 
other hand, it is actuaJly found (when it is dead, for in­
stance); in tht1 same manner as Water is found without 
warmth. Hence the conclusion is that 8entillnce is not a. 
quality of the Body [just &.s warmth is not q11ality of water].• 

" It way be like F'aculty." 
'l'hat cannot be; as there is no cessation of any cause 

(of St'ntienoe\, In t.he case of Faculty, it is fonnd that 
when it ceases to exist in an object, (the Body, e.g.) 
tl1is object is not 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 8entience ceases to appear in the Body, the Body 
is exactly what is was when Sentience appeared in it 
land there is no deprival of any factors, the only cause of Sen­
tience, according •.o the Opponent, consisting in the Body 
itself, which is st.ill intact]. Hence (the case of Sentience 
not being analogous to that of Facult.y) it is not right to 
urge, in answer to our argument, that " the absence of 
~entience in the Body is like the absence of Faculty." 

If (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 formulatud in the form of a Hypothetical Ueaso11i11g,_l>y Vishva,. 
uilha.-1 If Sentience were 11, quality of tbe Body, it would. like Colour &c., e:ri■t 
a■ long •• the Body 'exiats.' 'l'he Pori111.,.;11.i formulate■ it in tbe for1n of a regu­
lar Inference: ·•Sentience, &c., are not the quality of the Body,-because, like 
Sound, they do not eaist as long u the substratum.' Colour, in this case, being 
treated as ao lutance z,,r coulra. 

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



1386 THE NYAYA-SOTRAS OF GAUTAMA 

in the Body itself, or in some other Snbstanee, or in both (the 
Body as well as another Substance) A.nd none of these can 
be maintained; because there would be no reason for ony 
BJ. P 183 restriction (1mch as the followin~): (,,) '11hs 

ia · · cause of sentience suh11isting in the Body itself, 
there would be no rea11on for any such restrict.ion as that Hm1ti­
enca should appear therein at certain times, and not at others: 
-(6) the cause of sentience being in some otlit:'r Rnhstance, 
there 011,n be no rf'ason for the reatr·iction that whilH s .. 111.j. 
ence appears in tbd Body, it doesnotnppearin pit!cesof stoue 
and snch other things•;-(,:) if the cause of sentience s11b11ist11 
in both (Body and t.he ot.l1t:'r 1mbstance), t.hera can he no reasorl 
for the rest1·iction that Sentiellce appeal'li ill the Bo,ly, n.11d 
not in other sub:1tancss tha, ~loo~ to tbe same cistegory as 
that Body. 

P'ar{ika on Sii. (47). 

[P. 437, L, 6 to P. 43~, L. 4.] 

Sentitince cannot be a quality of the Body,--lwc,1use Oulour 
and oOuir qualiti8a co1&tiuue to ,g:i,t a, lu,111 "' fl,.e Bud 'I e;eist11 ; 

the Siit,·a has cited the instance per co11frti ( St>t~ Bh;;-,g,,) ; ( tho 
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. Ao instance pttr similaritv, we have in the form 
of the warmth of water. 

"It may be like P,uulty." If you m~an by this that 
- 11 Just as Faoulty, while being a qnality of the Body, doei 
not subsist as Jong as the Body lastH, so would Seotienco 
also,"-then, our answer is that this is not right, aa tl,ere i, 
no ce11111tion. <>/ tl,e caicae. Of the ),aoulty, the ea.use does not 
consist of the Bo<ly only; as a matter of fact, it is found to 
appear when there are such ca1Jses present as Propulsion and 
the like; so that it is only natural that Faculty should appear 

• ruri Ma, B rigbtly reada a na after ' loft4t#if11if 11af ra.' 
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in the Body wbon these causes are present, and should not 
Kppear when the ea.uses have ceased to exist. No such mppear­
anoe nnd t1011-appearanr,e should bt> possible in the case lof 
Sentience) where the only cause (the Body) continues to 
exist. "But the cause of Sentience also may he (some• 
times} absent in the Body." If you me11-r\ l>y this tha, 
- 11 Just as the cause of Faculty is (sometimes) absent, so 
may also t ho cause of Sentience be,"-this cannot be right, 
for none of the alternatives possib!e is admissible. The 
ean$e of tht, appearance of Sentience in the Body-does this 
c1tuse subsist (a) in the Bodv? or (6) in some other subst.ance? 
and if it subsists in the Body, does it subsist as long as the 
Body lasts? or is it occasional (due to some ea.use)? If it 
snbsisted 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 which is the occaHion or cause of 
Vir. P. 438, 

the cause of Sentience should also be sent­
it•nt. (b) If t.he cause of Sentience subsists in some other 
substance, then it behoves you to explain the reaaon why the 
eause subsisting in some other substance produces Sentience 
in the Body, :-.nd not in aoytbiog else. Further, is the cause 
subsiating in thti other E-ubstance eternal or non-eternal? If 
it is von-eterual, is it durable for any length of ti_me? or 
transient, lasting for a. moment? All these questions would 
ariise in rE>gard to the cause, just as tlu,y <lo in regard to 
8e11tie11cB itself. 

Bh.ii1ya on Sn. (48). 
[P. 183, L. 4. to L. 8.) 

Some people might argue thus :-" lo the case of the 
object pos11essed of the qualif,y of dark colour (e.g. the un• 
baked Jar,, we find that there is cessat.ion of that Colonl" 
(while the object continue, to exist); and i~ the same manner 
there may be cessation of the quality of Sent.ience (while the 
Body, of which it is a qu11.lity, continues to e.xist)." 
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Balr11 (48). 
THIS HOWEVER 18 NOT RIGHT; DBOAUSB (tN THE OASII 

or TUR on.rico·r CITED) TRICBB IS APPEARANOII OF ANOTBBB 
COLOUR DUK TO BAKING. (SQ. 48). 
Jn the case of the object cited (i.e. the Jar) there is not a 

total disappeanmce of all Colour; all that happens is that 
the ,/,a,/e Colour having disappeared, another Colour, red, is 
produoed by baking ;-in the case of the Body, on the other 
hand, there is, at death, a total disappearance of Sentience (and 
nothing appears in its place).• 

ViJrlika on Sn. ( 48). 

Som13 people argue that-0 Things are found to possess 
the quality of Dark Colour,-aJd yet such colour does not 
continne to exfat as long as those things last." This 
however is not right ; becatt1B t1,ere i, appearance of another 
01Jlour d1Je to baking-says the 8ti/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 otht!r hand, is &.bsolute. 

8/aii.fya on Su. (49). 
[P. 18:11 L. 8 to L. 14.] 

Fnrtlier, 
lNASHUCB AS QUALITIES PUODOORD BY BEAT ARB FOUND 

'1"0 BI< DUi TO THE PRESl!lNOB OF OOUNTBll-ACTIVE FORCES, 
TlH ORITJOISM: BASED UPON THl!I ANALOGY OF THESl!l CANNOT 
BK RIGH'r. (Sil. 49•, 
As a matter of fact, qualities are found to be produced 

by beat in only such substance in which there are present 
forces connter-active (destructive) of the previous quality; 
tlu,t this is so is 11bowo by the fact that the qualities produced 
by heat are incompatible whh the previous qualities. In the 
Body, on the other hand, we do not find present any force 
counteractive of the qualit,y of Sentience,-by reason of the 
presence whereof there could appear any new quality in• 

• Viah\tanitl11 take, thi, 8ilfra u coming from the Opponent ; the meaning 
being-" The Si~cjhin\a view i, not right; 11 we ftod new colours produced (and 
old oa• deatroyed) by l1eat, while yet the aub1tance remain■ the 1Bme." 
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compatible with the (preTious) qnality of Sentienr,e; and it is 
only from the appearance of such new qnality that the counter­
action (destruction) of Sentience (and hence the impossibility 
of its continuing as long as the Body laiits) could be inferred .. 
Thus there being nothing to conoteract 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 doos not so continue to exist. Hence the conolu­
eion is that Sentienco is not a quality of the Bod,1, • 

JJ'llr/ikwl on Su. ( 49), 

[P. 488, L. P to L. 17]. 

For the following rea11on also (Sentience cannot be a 
quality of the Body)-Jnt11111uch a, qualitiea prod1tcP-d TJy heaC 
etc. etc.-says the Batra, It is only when there is destruc­
tion of the previous quality of a substance that there appears iii 
it another quality incompatible with the former, e.g., the 
RedOolourappe&Ts(in the Jar) only after the destruction of the 
previous Quality of Dark Colour. In the Body however \Ve do 
uot find appearing any new quality, contrary t.o (incomp,.ti­
ble with) the quality of Sentience ; - all that is found is that 
there is total cesaa.tion of Sentience. You migh~ assert that 
_u Jn the Body also there does appear the new quality of 
,n11ooiiet1ce.." But that would x:ot be right; for the exact 
nature of suoh a quality cannot be determined; the quality 
of • insentience ' that you speak of-is it some positive 
quality contrary to aentience r or is it a mere negation qf atm• 
t1et1c1t P If it were the former. then it could be so recognis• 
ed ( which it i~ not] ;-if, on the othe1· hand, it is a mere 
negatioa of ,entience, then it cannot be regarded as a qualit1 
(appearing in the Body, in place of sentience). 

B1t.a,11a. on so. (50). 

(P. 183, L. 14 to P. 181, .L. I.] 
For the following reason also Sentience cannot be a qua­

lity of the Body:-
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Sr,f-,a ( liO). 
BIOAU81 IT PIRYADl'I'I OVIIJR '181 INTtBI BoDT,• 

Sa. (50). 

As a mRttel' of fact, like the B'>c1y, all itR oomponent parrs 
also "re pervaded by the appe1,ranctt of Sentience ; and there 
ia not a single part of the Body whet"e Sentiemu does not 
appe"r; and m1der the oironmstancei!, if St1ntience belonged 
to the Body, this would mean that, Jike the Bady, all it& 
eomponent pa.-ts are sentient, arid hence in eaoh single per• 
son there would be several sentient beingR ~ So that, jmit 
as the restriction in regard to l'lt1asul"e, Pain and Cognition 
(that the pleasure appearing in 'Oevafja~~a'M body is felt by 
Jiim alone, and not by Yajiia~a ea and so forth l is indica- · 
tive of the faot, that there a1·e sevc:,ral &t.<ntient beings,-one t.o 
each individual body ,-so would it also be in regard to tl,e 
11i"ngle body Levery component part of which being endow ... d 
with sentience, it would follow tliat tl1ere is l'estrietion a11 to 
the Jlleasure, &c., of each such part; so that the plt>asure 
appearing in one part of the Body would be felt by tl1at part 
alone, and not bj any other part of that same Body J. A 1t 

• matter of faot however, no such thing actually happens. 
Hence we conclude that Sentience is not• quality of the 
Body. 

Vilr{iko on Sil. (50). 
(P. (38, L. 19 lo P. 4SP, I,. 4). 

For the follo,vin~ f9;\9?11 "lsJ Saotieooe cannot be a 
quality of the Bt)dy,-b~oa1111t it peru11dea etc. ,tc.-says the 
Bfl{ra. Like tho Bo-,ly, the component parts of •he Body 
also are perv11-ded by the appearance of Sentiance. '' Wh"t 

is t,hi, IDt,aning of this peroa11ion? •, It 
.means that no part of the Body is withou, 

Sentience; for too si1nple reason that (under the Opponent's 

• AucOl'Jiug. tu tlu1 P:.ri1!t11.l )hi, tlti1 Stlf.ra contaiu1 the followh1g argu­
ment:-' Sentieoce oa,m,,t 1M a 11pecilic q11&lit7 ol the Budy-becauu it i1 • 
quality that perva.des over the wbole of ite 1ubstratn1n,-like Sound.' It 
IJllt on to re1D1rk, -Tui., 1011&oiug of the &Jtr. wa■ IO clear and pateut .iaat 
the Bia lt,11Mra did II Jt think it n101111&ry to mention it, and be put dowD 
ooly that interpri:!tation of it wii,re!l7 it btaa1oe conoec&ed witb, and in&rodDOtorf 
au, the following 81lf r•1-' 
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theory) all parts of the Body would be equally capable of 
producing Sentience; 80 that like the Body, these parts ahu, 
would be 80 many S,mtient beingH. " Y 83, we grant 

· that the parts of the Body a.re sentient:• That cannot be i 
that would lead to a restriction of cognitions; that is, if like the 
liody, all its component parts were so many distinct sentient 
beings, then th«e would be a. restriction as to their cogni­
tions [the cognition appearing in one part of the Body would 
have no connection with another part]. 

Bha1yo on Sn. (SI). 
[ P. 184. L. 1 to L. 5). 

[Objection]-" It has bLeU said that I there is no p1\l't of 
the body where sentience does not appear;' but-

11 'I'HIS IS NOT RIOH'l' •; FOR l'r IS NO'r FOUND IN SUUII 

PAR'l'S or THE 8llDY AS llAlltS AND NAILS, (Su. 51). 
" In hairs anti in ruLil:,i m, do not fail any Aantience 11.ppea.r,. 

ing i l!IO that it is uot right to say that it pe1·c11de1 uoer 
the f'Rtire body." 

Va,.fika on Su. (51). 
(P. _.39, L. 6.] 

11 The parts of the Body cRnnot be re~rded "~ ee11tient, 
for no sentience is found in the hairs and in the nails. '!'bis 
S IHra is meant to be the statement of an example (1t.g11 inst the 
SicJcJhintin's argum:mt)." 

Su/ra (52). 
(.4nlW8t]-IMASIIUOR 18 THK BooY EX'rBNDll ONL!' 

80 FAR AS TRI HIN, TRKH JS NO P\ISSIBILITY OP SKN• 

'l'IKNCB APPIABING llf SUCH 'fBINOB AS li..UltS AND N&ILS. 

(Su. 52). 
Bliil,y,J OD so.. (52). 

[P., 184-, L.- 7 to L. 9.] 
' Body • bas been de&ned as • the substratum of Sense­

organs;' 80 that. the Body, which is thu receptacle of life, 

t The •a. ap11eariug i11 the l'rioted te:r.t a■ part of the Bl&,ifya. 1hould form 
part Gf 11; 8JfM; 1110h heingtbe rHding of 111181!rt1 t,irt,. 

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



1392 THE NYAYA-S0TRAS OF GAUTAMA 

mind, pleasure, pain and cognition, can be regarded as ex­
tending only up to the skin; hence it is natural- that no 
Sentience wonld appear in the Hairs and Nails. The pre 
sence of suob things as Nails and Hairs in t:Jie Body is dne 
to the action of certain things [ and they do not form constitu• 
ent parts of the Body]. 

'Yiit>lika on Sn. (ll2). 

r P. 489, LI. 8-9.J 
l111J1much a, !J-c. J-c.-saya the Bi/ra. Hairs aud Nails 

are things that are only in contact with the Body, and not 
its constituent parts. Hence there is no possibility (of sen­
tience appearing in them). 

Blan1ya on Sn. (5!l). 
(P. 184, L. 9 to L. ts.J 

For the following reason also Sentience cannot be a 
quality of the Body :-

80/f'a (63}. 
BKOAUSB l't Dl1HRS IN CHARACTER JROM TRR QUA!.t• 

'J'IES 01' THI 801>1-(SD.. 53). 
Qualities belonging to the Body are of two kinds-(J)Im­

perceptible, ll.g, Gravity, and (2) P01·ceptible by the fenses, ,.g. Colour, &c. Sentience is a quality of a totally different 
kind from the said qualities: It; 01mnot be reg,uded as im• 
,eroeptibl,, because it is capable of being sensed (felt) by itself; 
nor can it be regarded as perospli/Jlt' by the aen,e,, because it 
ta cognisable by the Mind.• :f4'rom this it follows that Sen­
tience is the 4uality of a substance totaUy different from 
the Bod1. 

'JTiJrfilea on SQ. (~3). 

[P. 489, Ll. 12-14.) 

Qualities of the two are of body kinds-(1) Somo are per• 
eeptible b1 the external Sense•organs, ,.g. Colour, &.,., and 
(!) some are beyond the senses, ,.g. Gravity. 8,11ti111e, i, a 
gualily of a totally different kind ; it eannot be regarded as 

• The eorrect order appear■ 1in the V•rfl~Ne below, Therigla& read• 

iilg 1111~d1pp11r tobe lfmffl iiiftNi+INIC -"4•11•1 ~~. 
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perceptible IJy the emterttal 1ense-org1rn1, because it is 1el/-a.ppre-
11ended; nor _can it be regarded as beyond the senses, beeause 
it is actually perceived by means of the Mind. 

li'rom aU this it follows tl1at Sentience cannot be a qnalit1 
of the Body. 

Siifr,1 ( 54). 

[Objection J-11 WHAT 18 URGKU IS NOT BIGHT; .AS 

'l'UERl!l IS Dll<'FEBKNOK IN OHAKAOTBK AMONG COLOUR AND 

OTHER QUALl'l'IES (BKLONGINO ro TH_R Boor)." (Su. 64). 

Bha,,,. on Su. ( 54). 
l P. 184. Ll. 15-lti.] 

'' Just as, evenLthough differing in character from one 
another, Colour aud the other qualities do not cease to be 
,111alities of the Body,-in the @ama manner, Sentience also, 
though differing in character from Colour and the other 
qualities, need not cease to be a q11ality of the Body." 

P'a, /ika on ~ll. (541. 

[P. 4:39, LJ. 24-18.) 
11 Colour &c., tbo11gh differing from one another, yet 

remain qualities of the Body; similarly Sentience, though 
differing from Colour, could still remain a quality of the 
Body." 

Sulra (55). 

[A,1swe1]-INASH(ICH AS CoLOUB AND THB OTBH 

QUALITIES (or the BoDY) ARR PEIOEPTIBLB BI THI SBNSBS, 

THIil■ JS NO INCONGBUITY IN 'l'HBIIB (BELONGING TO TB■ 

Boor). (Su. 53). 

Bha1ya on Sn. (55). 
[ P. 184, L. 18 to P. 185, L. 2. J 

• Also 6tcau,e thty are not peraeptiblt'-(this should be 
added to the 81/ra); [the meaning of ~he ·so.tra beingl 
Colour &c., though differing among themselves, yet do n~ 
go beyond the limits of the two kinds (mentioned under Sa. 
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&S); and Sentience also, differing from Colour &o., sl1011ld 
fall within the limits of these two kinds, if it were r~ally a 
quality of the Body ;-as" ml\tter of faot, however, Sent,ience 
is found (as shown nuder S11. M«) to lie beyond the limits 
of the said two kinds ;-'1eoce it follo\VS that Sentience 
cannot be a quality of the Body. 

Though the fact of s .. ntience not b•ilongin~ to the Body 
has already been established by what has bel:'n said nbove 
(in Section 3) in rega,·d to Cognition not hl~longing to 
Material Substances, or Sense-organs, or ?vlind,-yet. it baa 
been dealt with over ag1tin (in the present section), for the 
purpose of st.ating additional arguments (such as pertain to 
the Body speci6oally) : specially beoanse the more is truth 
investigated the more fnlly estabhshed it beoomes. 

Yarfika OD Sn (55 ). 

lna1un,,eh 111 Oolou.- f'o, ~r,.-s:1ys the Sii(,·,1. What the 
Stl~ra poioti Ollt is tb'3 fact that the Qua.litie~ of the Body 
fall under two beads. lu regard to the diff~renoe among 
Colour &o., there is not possible ei~her any univt~r~a.1 aftirma• 
tioo (suoh as• all that dilfar from one another in being gesta• 
Nd or smalt &c. &o. m11st belong to the Body'], or any univer• 
aal negation [such aa 'all that diffar from one anotherio being 
gestated or smelt &o., cannot baloag to the Body ' ] ; hence 
among these there is mere 'diff13rance of character' ; and t.hu s 
there is no premiss-either universl\l afti~m•~tive or uuiveraal 
negative-that could prove that Sentienoe is a quality of 
the Body. Hence the anslogy put forward (in Su. IH) does 
not hold good. 

The reaaooa that we can deduce from what is said in the 
present aection are the following :-(a)• Sentience cannot 
be a quality of the Body,-because while there appears no 
other cauae, and there does not appear any other contrary 
quality, it does not continue to exist as long as the Body 
laats,-just like the warmth of water.'-The fact of Senti• 
enoe perndiog thv entire body (put forward in So. 50) i■ 
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not an nrgnment (in support of the conclusion that c Senti­
ence does not belong to the Body'); it bas been put. forward 
only with a view to point out that the theory that Sentience 
belongs to the body involves the incongrnity of having to 
admit the presence of several sentient beings in the same 
body. (b) • Sentience cannot be a qunlit,y of the Body, 
-because it is not perceptible by means of au external organ, 
-like Pleasure &c.' 

., What. is dealt with in this Section has already been 
fuJly dealt with before j why should it l1ave been introduced 
again r .. 

It has been re-introduced, because the more i, e,uth in veal• 
igated tl'6 mor" f,,llg e1l11l,li1hed it 6ecome1. 

E11d of Section (C.). 

Section (6). 
LSntraa 56-59.] 

7'reating ,j the .Mind. 

Blillfya on Sil. (M). 
(P. 186, L. 2 to L. 9.] 

'l'he character of Apprehension having been examined, 
it is now the turn of Mind to be examined; and the question 
arising-Is there only oue l&ind in each body, or several r• 
-[the answer is J 

'l'BI MIND :IIUST BI ONl!l ONLY; SJNOB 'TBRRE IS NON• 
BIMULTANBl'l'Y OP CoONJ1'10N8. (8n . .ju,. 

• It baa been eaplaiued in !Sil. 1,1-16 1bat • the 11011-tiimulta11ui1y of Cogui• 
lion■ i■ the indicatin of .Mind ;' thi■ would be truP1 if there were ■everal Miud■ 

in a body, or if the )lind wrot of large dimen■ioo,. The prea•mt en11uiry i■ nnder• 
talLeu for the puq,o■e of 6udiu1 out 101ne Wl'au■ of couceutrating the Mind ; 
l(te111pt1 at cu11ce11tr1tion could be fruitful only if then were oul7 one Mind ; if 
there were 1tive1al 'Mh,de, there need be no attempt at concentr1tio11; no ab■trac• 
ti-:u of tl,e Miud or Meditation wculd be po&1ible. 
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There are two kinds of • non-simultaneity of cognitions' 
-(1) the non-simult1u1eity 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• 
simultaneit.y ' 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 P" If there were several Minds, it 
would bo possible for several Sense-organs to be in contact 
with several Mind~ simultaneously; whereby there should be 
several cognitions appearing (through these contn.cts) at o_ne 
and the 1.1ame time ;-hnt 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). 

'Yar{ika on So.. (M). 

rP. 440, L. 9 to L. 17.] 

Apprehension has been duly examined; it is now the tnrn 
of the Mind, which we proceed to examine; and the question 
arising-ls there only one Mind to each Body, or there are 
several Minds ?-the answer is-The Mit1d musl /Je ona only 
~-o., ~c. It is a patont fact that Cognitions appear only 
one after another; and this fa.et pr·oves the singlenesH of 
Mind. " How P '' If there were several 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 DPar, it would ha possible for the several cog• 
nitions of these seve1·al objects to appear at one and the same 
time. 

That • non-simultaneity of cognitiont1,' which is found in 
the case of the cognitions of several things by means of one 
aense-orga~, is not what is regarded aa indicating the single-
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ness of the Mind; because that 'non-simultaneit.y' is due to 
other causes; that is, it is dne to another oause, in the shape 
of the nature of the 'Instrnm~nt' (which can accomplish only 
t>ne thing at a time ; and the Sc1iso-orga11 is an iuslrmnenl). 

Su(rn (at'). 
[OIJection]-" WHAT HAS BIH:N ASSll.ll'l'Eb IS NOT 

RIOH't' ; FOR AS A )IA'l'TRR OF ~'ACT Wl!l I)() r~:1w1m·a 

811.:VEIIAL AOTtoNS (OOGNl'l'IONS) AO'fUALJ;T APHAIHNU SlllUl.• 

TANEOUSl,Y,"-(Sfi. 57), 
n iififY<" on Su. (57). 

[P. 185, Ll. 11-14.] 
•• (When the pupil perceives his 'reachet going in the 

forest] he l1ak t.lie following notions,-' thi~ 'feacher reads­
walk.s-Lolds the water-pot-looks at the pat.h- hears tho 
sounds proct-ediug from the forest-becomes frightened-keeps 
on the lookout f.or signs of serpents or tigers-remembers the 
place of destination•' ;-he does not notice any order of 
t1eq11ence among these cognitions; so that all these may be 
regarded as appearing 11imnlta.11eo11:.ly ;-and hence it fol­
lows that there are several 1\-Iiuds." 

Yiir/ika OU Su. (a7). 

What leas beAt& asserted ia not ri!1ht, etc. etc. -say15 tl1e 
Snira. 'l'he rest is clt'ar in the IJM11yt1; 

Sufra (:5a). 

[ A11s10er l-'l'HR SAID PKUCtt>TfoN 1s 1,1u.: 1·1111.: PEK• 

OEP'J'ION OF TUE FIIIE•OIROLI!:; AND IS·l>tll!: 'l'O 'J'H~ RAPID11Y 

OP MOTION-(Stl. 53\. 

Bhc,~ya on Sil. (68). 
(P. 185, L. 16 to P. 186, L. 9.] 

ln the case of the whirling fh-e-brand, even though there 
i, sequence among the several pet·oeptians of the fire, yet it 
is not perc.eived, by r8'&0ll of the extreme rapidity of mo­
tion; and the sequence not being perceived, there arises the 

• The 71tparJli adopla the readiog •~ and explain■ it ae ""1rflf. 
The ri1lit. reading 1pp11r1 to be tl11t found in the Puri M1. B. ttiPft~. 
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idea of the continuity (of tire in revolution), which gives 
i·ise to tbe notion that there is a. single circle "./ fire ;-simi• 
Jarly in the case of cognition■ also, Sequence, evPn thouflb 
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 simnltaneous]y. 

"But is the notion of the aimu]taneity of cognitions 
due to the non-perception of sequence iu them P Or, is the 
perception of simultaneity due to the actual existence of 
simultaneity P-Yon do not shO\v any 01mse for accepting the 
one or ~he other view in prt1ference to the other : [so that 
the matter must be open to douht]." 

We have already c:iplaine~ that cognitions of several 
t hinge, due to 1 he action of the sense-organs, appear one after 
the other ; and this cannot be denied, being directly per• 
ceptible by each man for himself. Furtber, wbenPve1· we 
think of a number of tl1ings seen or heard before, our 
ideas of them 11lways appc•ar one after the other, and never 
simultaneously, aud from this also we can infer (tbat the 
cognitions in the case cited in Su. 57 are not simultaneous). 

In the case of the cognitions of syllables, words and 11en• 
tences, and those of their meanings, sequence fails to be per• 
CP-ived by rPason of rapidity. "How so P" [As a mat• 
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 connec­
tion with each one of those syllable11,-then the he11rer recog• 
nises one or several syllables as forming a word,-haviug 
recognised the word, he ponders over it,-by this pondering 
he recall.1 the meaning of that word,-ponders over a num­
ber of words as constituting one 11mlellc .. ,-h,,ving cognised 
the meanings of the words as syntactioally connected, he re• 
cognises the meaning of the sentence.-Eventhough there are 
aomanycognitions involved (in theproceH of ourcomprehen• 
sion of the meaning of a sentence), yet by reaaon of the rapid­
ity with which they appear, their sequence fails to be per• 
ceived. 'l'his ei:arnple explains the ordinary notion of simul­
taneity that people have in regard to Cognitions. 

[While tbe above facts cannot be gainsaid by either 
party),-in support of the contrary.view-that Cognitions do 
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actually appear simultaneously~ there ia uo instance which is 
free from doubt (and admitted by both parties), on the 
1trength of which it could be inferred that there are several 
Minda in a body • 

. 'Ya,1,tca on Sn.(58). 

[P. 440, L. 19 to P. 441, L. 5). 

'l'he followinl Slltra supplies the answer to the foregoing 
Vir. P. 4'l. Sn~ra: Tke ,aid perception etc. etc.-aays 

the Sntra. Just as in the whirling fire­
brand, the sequenc~, even though present, is not perceived,­
ao also in the case of cognitions, the sequence, even though 
present, is not perceived, 1:.y reason of rapidity. '!'here 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. 

sae,a (~,9). 

FoR BIAIOKB ALRBADY HEN1'IONED, THB MIND 

IIUBT BB ATOMIC. (SQ. 59). 

BAil,ya on So. (59). 
[P. 186, LJ. 11-12]. 

That Mind is alomic, and that it is one,-both t.hese pro• 
parties of the Mind ;oUow from the 1M&-simultaneit11 of Oog• 
nitio111. If the Mind were something larg,., then it would 
be possible for it lio be in oontaot with several .sense• 
organs at one and the same time; and this should give rise 
to several Cognitions 1imultaneou1IJ1, 

Varlika on So. (59). 

[P. 441, LI. 7-8]. 

For -reason, etc.-saya the Sli/ra. That the Mind is alo­
mio ia to be deduced from those same reasons that have been 
put forward in support; of the view that it is one only. 

End of 8ecti-,n (6)~ 
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Beotion (7). 

[8iitras 60-72,) 
Tlte Bod.'I i, form,,J ,m,ie,· t.hll ]1,fl,m,c, 

"f the U111een Jl',n·ell (of De11i11'g). 

Bhllfya on SU. (60). 

[P. l81J1 L. 12 to P. 187, L. 9.J 

• The Mind, along with the Sense-orga!is, is fount) to 
operate only within t.he Rody, never outside the Body; of 
the cognising p~rson also, all e:xperien'.:iug of objEicts, consist­
ing of apprehension &c , is found to occur only in the 
Body i so also his acquiring of ~ht, desired and abandoning 
of the undesired lliiog,-and aP other operations carried on 
by man. Withr egard to the Body, tbereis a dive1·sity of opinion, 
which gives ri,;t: to the following doubt :-ls tbe formation 
nf the man's Body due to his 'K,,rm,rn,' or, is it 

• llince the ~lir11t operates only in the Body, it r1 only right that the es:act 
tiature of the Body ~h,11ald be e:a:amined after the d,nrncter of the Mind hae bee11 

di11cussed,-111y" the rartika. An eJ111minati.:m of tire i\liud require& an e:umiua­
tion of its receptncle, Body, nlso-the 1bfp11rva ar!Js, 

The use of the pre~nt «eHq11iry c<'naiste in tl1e clete,111i11i11g the relation of a 

particnlar Soul with a particular Body, and the birth and Final Relea&fl of that 

Soul, as aho what ia called I Death.' If we can prove that the connection of tho 
Soul with the Body ia due to the pallt deerls of that Soni, all thi,.e phenomena 

become eiplained; tl111a alone ie nse found for tf1e law,, relatrng to the dutie■ of 
the 11ver11l castes and corrditionM of man. Thua it is that all that has gone befcra 
in the Nyayasutra becomes j11ijti6cd-P11ri,htlt'lii, 

Man's experie11~es occur in the Body i the Mincl, like all Sense organ•, 

functions in the Body; &nd thl'Sll f~t• Clln be e1pla-ined only on the I asia of 
?sbn'a body being due to bis past deedd. Hence the necessity of the pre~cot 
enquiry. It would ■eem that th11 proper occasion for this investigation wa, the 
Section that dealt with the B.,dy itself. B11t it eomea in more natlJl'ally in 
eonnection with the Mind, wt,i1.·h is the pri11eipal instrument of all man•• pleaaure, 
pain &c. • • • • Sume pe,1vle think tliat the Body of the child i■ due to the 
JC'a,.man, 11ot 11f the child itaelf, hut of the Father. B11t thi• i■ not right; bec11H1 

tl11 Body of maa m1J1t be the product of 1h11 act■ of that peraon who regards 

thu Body u bim■elf, aad tell for the eiperiencn obt1i11ed through 1111d in tha& 
Judy;- Yar(l1iai,"Jna. 
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the product of the material substances, independent of any 
•Karman' P We hear several opinions expressed on this 
point, The truth on this point is as follows :-

Silfra (60). 

'l'BB FORMATION OF 'J'IIB BoDY Ill DUE TO THE PBBSIST• 

ENOS OF THl!l EFFECT OF PICEVIOUII A01rs.-8ii. (60). 

Tho term I purv!&kri(am,' ' previous.' stands for those 
deeds, or actions in the shape of tht1 'Activity of Speech, 
Cognition and Body.' that were done thy the person) in his 
previous bo,Jy ;-tha 'effect ' of the said 'acts' consists of 
Merit and lJnn,1rit produced by them ;-the •a,mhrnujha,' 'per­
sistente,' of t.hat 'effect,' means the c,ontinning of it as subsist­
ing in tha Soul ;-and t~1e ormat.ion of the Body is out 
of the material substances a, operafeLl 11µ01& bf/ t!,e ,aid 

Bhi. P. 187. 
• per11ist1:nce of Metild Dnnerit,' and not 
ont of the material substances by themselves. 

That particular Body belongs to a Soul ~ubsisting in which 
the Soul regards' it, as I,' attached to which and desiring 
experiencE'S in which that Soul obtains tha va1·ious kinds of 
object.a and acquires (brings about.) Merit and Demerit; 
and when this Body falls off (on deah), auotl1er is brougqt 
into existence by the force of tha ' Fcoaculty ' iu the shape 
of the Eaid 'Merit and Deinerit' along wiLh (and operating 
upon) the material subHtances; when this second body has 
come into existence, there go on again actions for the 
fulfilment of the ruan's purposes, just as in the previous 
body ; and the man's activities go on as in the previous btdy 
All this ph,.nomenon is possible only on the basis of ihe 
assumption that the product-ion of the Bouy is out of ~he 
ma.tel'ial 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 snch matter sub. 
stances as are operated upon by man's quality iu tha shape 
of Eff orl; 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 
iuatance as hia Merit and Demerit). · 
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'Yurtilra on Hu. (60) 
[P. 441, L. S to P. 4•12, 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 WA 

proceed with the discussion of the Body; the question being 
-Is the production of the Body brought a.bout by material 
aubstances independently of tbe • K11rman' of the Soul, or 
i11 it brought abont by them, ait influenced by this KarmanP 
This doubt arises on account cf the difference of opinion 
on the point ; we have heard of c'!iverse opinior1s expressed 
about h. 

The truth is that-The formfl.tion, n/ tlte RoJg /c. /c. 
-says the Sii#ra. The term • prer,iou, act, ' ,t,m,la for '1,0,11 
action,, i11 the ,haps nf the activity of Speecl, 11ogt,ition a ntl 
Bndy, thrd u,ere don11 IJy tl,, per1on in ki1 pre,,i,,," Body ;-t/i, 
• egect' of the ,,Jid aot11 coJ11i1t1 n/ M1trit and DemP.rit ,.rodu.ced 
bg Uatm-tl&e • anu/Jan,Jha. ' • per1i1terii,e ' of th<1t ',.fftJct ' mean, 
the eontir1uing of it a, ,ub,i1ti11g i,1 the Soul. That there are such 
effects as • Merit and Demerit ' is shown by the fact that 

. the time of fruition (appearance of the re3ults) of m1on's 
acts is not 6.xed; that is, it is not, certain whether the effects 
of a man's acts will aoorue to him du,·iog iihe present life or 
in another world, and ia another birth. When the material 
substances are influenced by the said Me1·it and De,aer:t, 
they' bring about the Body, which is not brought about by 
the material substances by themselves. 

Bow is 

Vir. P. U2. 

itself P '' 

it that K1Jrma11, whicb is called • Merit and 
Demerit,' does not bring about its effect at 
the same time as (i.e., immediately after) 

• Botb edition rucl, i~ I b7 wbioh the meacing wodld be • &111 Blind 
funotlo111 in &he Bod1 wbioh i, 14ripped with &he Se1111,organ1', The BA4f,a 
and &he TAt,Gr111 both have iMN\IIUa~ I b1no1 we ban adopted tbi■ reading. 
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Who says tbst it does not bring about its effect? All 
that we mean is tl1at the time of fruition is uncertain: When 
all the various causes hearing upon the thing are present, 
and while present they are not obstructed in any way, then 
certainly the act does bring about it11 effect immediatel1 
after itself; a.nd in cases where the action doe3 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; that is, a present act 
fails to bring about its effect imlllediately, because it ia 
obstructed by that Karmic residuum of the man which ia 
undt,rgoing fruition,-i.e., that Dharma and Adharma 
whose effects have not been already experienced ;-or the 
non-appearance of the Eiffects of actions at all times may some­
times be due to the obstructiou caused by the fructifyini1 
Karmic residuum•- of other living b ings, whose experienoea 
ore akin to those ir1 question; -or again, the non-appearance 
of the effects rnRy be due to the acts being obstructed b1 
tl1 e acts of t liose other living beings who would bo sharers in 
the• Karman' of the man in question ;•-or because such aux­
iliary causes as Merit and Demel'it are not present at the 
time ;-or Merit and Demerit do not b1-iog about ,their effect 
at all tiwes,as the auxiliary causes themselves are obstructed by 
the acts of othe1· living beings. Iu fact this process of 
• Karman I is incomprehensible, and i, cannot be previously 
determined by human beings; what we have been pointing 
is only by way of illustration. 

11 What is the reason in support of the Proposition that 
it i11 only suoh material substances as are iuftutmced by 
Karman and not those that a.re not so inff.uenced, -that 
bring about the Body P '' 

• E.g., the el!eot of the good aot1 of a mao are are apt to be oullllied by tb• 
evil deeds of bl1 wife or IOD, · 
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We state the reason aa follows :-(A)• The Body musi 
be the product of such material substances as are inftuenc• 
ed by a specific qnality of the Sonl.-beca11se while 
being a product, it is capable of ful6.11ing the Soul's 
purpoae-all t,hat is capable af fulfilling the Soul's pur- · 
pose is found to be the product of suoh material substances 
as are influenced by the specific quality of the Soul,­
e.g. the Chariot which is capable of fulfilling a man's purposes, 
Js found to the product of substances influenced by the 
apeci&c 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 inftneniJed by something else.' 
Or (B) • Because it is the source of pleasure and pain, like 
the Jar and such things' ;-(0) 'because it is a product, 
Jike the Chariot &c.' ;-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! f For these 
several reasons the Body must be tbA product of substances 
influenced by the Merit and Demerit of the Man 1, 

Bh1Jf11" on Sn. (61). 
[P. 187, L. 9 to L. 18.J 

On this poiot the Atheist argues as follows:­

Butro (61). 

•• THE FORJUTION OP THB BoDY OUT OP MATERIAL SUB• 

8TA1!101~ 18 BXAOTLf LIKE TBII PRODUO..-ION 01' lfATB• 
RIAL BODIES OUT or JUTH.IAL SUBSTANOBS." so. (61\. 
" From out of material substances themselves-independ• 

ently of • Kat"man •-are produced material bodies, in tb~ 
shape of Sands. Pebbles, Stones, Orpiment and Soot; and 
they are taken up (by men) on acconnt of their being cap8" 
ble of accomplishing the purposes of man. In the same 
maaner the Body, being produced out of material substances 
independently of man's• Karman,' would be taken op by him, 
of aoooUDt of its being conducive to his purposes." 
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1"ilrfilea on Sn. {61~ 

[P. 442, L. 21 to P. 448, L. 5.] 

On tbia point the Atheist argues as follows:-" The 
fonnaCiaa of tl&e Bodv etc. etc.-From oat of material 
1u61tana,, tl&em,elon-ir&depe11,l11nlty of Karma-are produoetl. 
mat,rial iodit,, ira the 1ht1pe ()f Sand,, Pe/Jble,, 8toJ&e1, Orpi• 
m,,d and 8ool, and ar, ta.ten up on t,ccount of their being 
capable of act:ompli1hing tf&, purpose, of mar&, and the Body 
also would be similarly produced. This 8ii/r<1 is meant to 
point out t.he invalidity of th, premiss-• bees.use the Body i1 
oonducive to man's purpost '-(wbichhas been put forward 
by the 8i4,Jhilnlin in the Yllt1ika, p. 4i2, LI. 15-16)." 

Bulra. ( 62) • 
'1.'ll_lS 0.ANROT BB l'COEPTID ; BKOAUSI WHAT IS URGED 18 

STILi, TO BB PRO\'ED-(S0. 62) • .. 
Blio,ua on Sn. (62). 

Just as it is Ifill Co 6, pr-01Jed that • the format(on of tbe 
Body is independent of Karman,' so is it ,,m lo be proDed that 
• the produ.otion of 8aoda, Pebbles, Stones, Orpiment, Soot 
and soch things is independent of Karman' ; so that being its&lf 
still to be proved, the said premiss cannot serve as a valid 
reason. 

Yilrlika on Sii. (6!). 

(P. 448, L. 5 to L. JS], 

If what is urged in SO. 61 is meant to be a reason '(put 
forw&Td as proof of the oonolusioo 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 rea.soning is meant to be. 
-•material substanoes,independently of Karman, bring about 
the Bod.11-because they are capable of accomplishing man's 
purpose,-like Sand &o.',-then, ,Ai, c,u,no& be act:P-ptttd be­
oa••• tolua4 ii 1rged i, ,,till to h p,oved. · Just as it is ,till te 
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61 prooed that the Body is produced out of material sub• 
stances, irrespectively of Karman, so is it still to be proved 
that the production of Sand &c. is independent of Karman (Des• 
tiny). lo fact, that the production of Sand &o. also is doe to 
'karman' is proved by the same r8!1son (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 O}lariot 
which is found to be produced out of substances influenced 
by a specific quality of man; and thero is no auoh instance 
available in support of the conclusion that the production of 

anything is independent of 8armat1. 

111,'ilga on Bo. (88). 
[P. 187, L. 17 to P. 188, t3.] 

What has been urged (in Sil. 61) in regard to the ' pro• 
duutioa of material bodies out of material substances ',­
any analogy between this and the case in qntstion · 

THKRB JS NONE i HClUIUll PARHNTS ABI THB OAOSII 
or FORMATION (or TBB BODY), (Su. 6S). 

What has been urged by the Atheist bears no analogy to 
the casa in question. " Why P " Becanse the • material 
bodies' mentioned (Sands &c.) are produced without seeds; 
while the Body i~ always produced from seeds. 'rhe term 
• parents' stands lor the ooule and semen, which constitute 
the 'seeds' (of the Body); and what brings about the birth 
of the Body ont of the material substances in the mother's 
womb are-(1) that ' Karman' of the personality himself, 
which is conducive to th& e::rperieoces to be gone through by 
him in tbe mother's womb, and (2) the • Karman ' of the Pa• 
rents which is condnt1ive to the e.xperiencPs resulting from 
the birth of the child. Thus it is established that there i& 
connection with • seeds' lin the shape of Semen and Ovule). 

Yir/th on 811. (68). 
[P. 4"'3, L. 18 to L. 19.] 

What ha, be,n urged aboH in rtga1·d to ' the formaUon of 
'fflaleJ'ial 6odie, otd of mat,rial 1u61tance1 ' '1ear, no analogg 
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to 11ae ca,e in guealinn, ' beca,11e Paret1l1 o·re tlte cau,e of t/11 
prodtAction of the Bodg.' The term 'Parents ' stands for 
the or,ulo cnd,,emen, 'J'he 'Karman' (Dest.iny) 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 \fomb,-botb 
these Karma, conjointly bring about the birth of the Body 
in the mother's womb. It is in this manner tLa.t the • con­
nection of the seeds' is established;• and it is on account 
of this connection of the seed that the child born belongs to 
the same genus as its parents. 

811/•·a (64.). 
AND 80 ALSO 18 TBB ,oon,-(Sn. 64). 

Bl,tJfyt1 on Sil. (64), [P. 188, L. 8 to L. 14,] 
'll,e cause of tl,e /urmation of tl1e Body '-this has to be 
added, being the pri11oipal clause (of the sentence of which 
Siitras 6S and U are component parts). 

•Food' is wh&t is eaten and drunk; and t-he j11ices. 
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 sufficss for the accretion of the necessary 
aggregate ;-the accretion thus formed goes on to devtilop 
into such aggregates as (1) the cell, (2) the mass, (") the 
fmtus, (·O embryo,t (5) arteries, (6) l1ead, aud (7) feet &o., 
-and ult-imatt,ly into what comes to be the substratum of 
the sense-organs ;-when the fmtus has been formed, the 
juices of the food are absorbed by it through the umbilical 
cord, and it eontinues to grow till it becomes 6 t for being 
born. No such development is found to occur in the case 
of food lying in the dish (and not eaten by a perion) : From 
r.li this it follows that the development of the Body of the 
ohild is dependent upon the ,ktJrm11n (Destiny of the 
Parents), 

* n ~;if i1 the riglat reading. 
t From (1) to (4) 1r1 tb1 nam11 of the senril 1b1pe1 of the d11veloping 

fmto1-11y1 the fOfparya. 
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Tar/i/rt& on Sf&, [6')• 
[P. 44S, L. !l to P. 4H, L. 5.] . 

.A.l10 6,eauas food i, th, oou,e of the prod11mia11 of tl, 
Bodg-snoh is the complete sentence. n is alao meant to l,e 

a oiroomstanoe that puts the 0888 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 J uioes; these go on deve­l'ir. P. 444, 

)oping in the mother's bod.1; and aggregating into the shpe 
of the fmtua in the womb the1 come to form the Cell &o , 
and finally develop into Hands, Feat, &o., throngh the aeore• 
tion of material sabstanoas indoenoed by • K•r••• ' 
If the material s11bstanoe1 were not inftoenced by Kdrmt111 
(when developing into the fmtua), then similar devel­
opment showd attend. the food in the dish alao. There 
is however no suoh development of the food in the dish. 
Benoe the coool11sion is that in the formation of the human 
body, the material sabstanoes do stand in need of the iotla­
enoe of KartMn or Destiny. 

8ulrt1 (6~). 

8PIOIALLY BBOAUH, IVll'I WHll'I rBYSIOAL OONlflOT• 

1011 IS PBl8111T1 1'HHI 18 NO Ol&TllNl'f {IN 'IBI APPIH:_ 

ANOI Of i'BI IPPIOT). (811. 6:t). 
BA01ga on 80.. (65). 

[P. 1881 L. 16 to L. 19.] 

As a matter of fact, every oonneotioo of the Parents does 
no~ ~ring about e;ooception ; •~d the onl1 explanation of 
tb11 1s tha, there 1s no ooooept1on when the neoesaar1 intlu• 

• lfcl11ftr ii &he .right rlldiug ; tbe HDN bei11t1 that-' if &be Du&ia1 of &be 
Panats bad no&bing to do with deqlopmeat of &he foetu, 111d this wu dae 
&o the iadepeadent action of &be material 111batanON &bemllelY11,-tben &be food 
ia the dilh ■hoald allO develop iato the :btas i11 the UIDe muaer u lbt food 
u&u by the mother. 
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ence of Karman (Destiny), is absent; and when this inftnenoe 
is pre~ent con~eption does ta~e place. _This is the only ex• 
planation ~oss1ble of the s•1d unoerta1nty of conception. 
lf thematenal substances were independent (of any sncb infla• 
ence as Destiny), there should be cer~inty of conception• 
for under that hypothesis, there would be no element want: 
ing in the causes necessary for the formation.of the Body. 

Yarlika on SU. (65). 

(P. 4-14', L. 7 to L. 9.] 

Sper.iallg 6scause ~ta. etc.-says the Si/rt1. If in the for­
mation of the Body, the material substances were iodepend• 
ent of Karman (Destiny), then, every conneotioo of the 
parents should lead to tlu, birth of a ohild. If, 011 the 
other hand, they are dependent upon Kt£r1ri1&n, the uuoertaioty 
becomes easily explained . 

• Dh.a1y11 on Sn.(66). 
[P. 188, L. 18 to P. 189, L. 12.] 

Further, 
JusT .u KARMAN (DBSTINY) (8 TBI OAUSB 01' TBI 

J'ORMATION Ol 1'Hl!l Boo,, so IS IT ALSO o, THB OONNIOT-
101' or THAT Bo»Y (w1TH A P1RT1ouu11 Soot).• (Su. 66). 
It is, as a matter of fact, impossible for the Body to be 

formed out of the E.'\rth and other material . snbst.anoe1, 
independently of Destiny ,-the Body consisting, as it does, 
of an aggregation, brought about by mea•1s of an arrange• 
ment or disposition, rnoat difficnlt to encompass, of .such 
(heteroiteneous) components as-ll) the arteries through 
whioh the bodily humours and life-breath flow. (2) the bum• 

•Tbi■ Safra antioipat11 the objootioo that, when a body i1 bom,it l"Omll into 
contact with all 8oul1-1inoe all are equally omnipre111nt,-10 that a bO'ly ■bould 
belong to all Soni■ eq11ally. The an1wer i1 that, thoogb io a geaeral way all Soul• 
are in contact with the Body, yet the ■paoial conoection of the body with one in­
di,idnal Soni i■ doe to the D11tiny of that Soni; which Destiny determines the 
esad body fit for the ezp1rieoc:e1 in ■tore for that Soot. 

Would it not be ■im;.>ler to take tlaa 8lfre1 to maao tliat ' th■ connectfoo o.f 
P•r111lul10i1 daeto the De■tiayof the Soul to be boro of tbt1t .,.rent■.' Tbi■ 
would be more in ketping wiUI the context, 
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ours oF the body culminating in the semen, (S) the Tendon, Skin, 
Bones, Veins, Muscle, embryo and footus, ( 4:) he11.d 1 arms and 
belly, (o) the thighs, (6) the Wind, Bile and Phlegm per­
meating the Body, and (7) the mouth, t.hroat, chest, stomach, 
intestines and bowels ;-consequently we conclude .that itJ 
formation is due to Destiny. In the same manner if among 
the causes (bringing ahout the body) there is nothin~{ th11t is 
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, 
pain and cognition of all the Souls ;-as a matter of f aot 
however, each Body is found to be connected with only one 
particular Soul; and the only explanation of this restl'iction 
is 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 
wbioh the residuum subsists, and connects that body with 
that Soul. Thus it is found that just as De11liii!/ is the c1ms11 
of eke formation of tl,e B"dg, 10 ia it also of U,11 connectipn 
of that Body witl, a ,articular Sm&l. What we mean by 
• connection ' is the relation that each Body bears to an 
individual Soul. 

'P'arfika on S11. (66). 

[P. 444, L. 8 to P. 445, L. 9.] 
Objection:-'' The connection with all Souls being equal, 

they should all have a com111on body,-there being nothing 
to restrict a body to any one Soul only," 

An1wer :-If what you mean by this is that-1' One Body is 
related to all Souls, through conjunction brought about either 
by conjunction or by motion; and in the Dody itself there 
is nothing that could restrict it to any one Soul ; nor is there 
any thing in the Soul whereby any one B~dy could be the 
means of the experiences of that Soul only ; and yet such 

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



BHA$YA-VARTIKA 3-2-66 1411 

restriction is actua11y found to exist; hence it behoves the 
BicJtjha1.tin to explain this restriction (of one Body to one 
Soul),"-then our answer to this is provided in the next 
Su{ra: 

Justo, Destiny etc. fla.-says the Saf,·a. That same 
Destiny which brings about t.l1e Body also serves to restrict 
the connection of tbat Body. If the formation of the Body 
were not due to Destiny, then we would have the incongrui• 
ties already noted above. 11 But to what is due the subsist­
ence of t,he Destiny in a particular Soul?" If you mean 
by this that-" even if Destiny is what restricts the forma­
tion of the Body, whence does the restriction of Destiny 

Vir, P. 445. 
arise? ''-then our answer is that it is due 
to the rf'striction of the bringing about of its 

· own connection ; tliat is, when one Soul becomes connected 
with one Body, the Destiny resulting from this connection 
belongs to that 8oul. "But whence the restriction in regard 
to the connection 1 This quesLion shaU pl:'rsist in the same 
manner as that relating to the rest1·iction of the Deatiny.'' 
Not so ; for Mind is the cause of restriction; tbnt is, the 
connection brought about by the Mind belongs to that Soul 
to whom the Mind belongs. 11 The same question arises 
in regard to the Mind also; the Mind being equalJy related 
to aU Souls, whence the restriction ? " Destiny itself is 
tl1e cause of this restriction; the Mind belongs to that partic• 
ular Soul with whose Destiny it is bound up, " How 
does tbis come about at the beginning of creation (when there 
is no Destiny)?" This objection has no force, since wa 
do not admit of any such thing as the ' beginning of crea­
tion;' the world is without a beginning, as has been proved 
under Su~ra B•l-llJ; and the objection urged is applicable 
only if the world has a beginning, and not if it has 
none. 
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Bilra (67). 
BY WBAT BH BIIN 11.\ID IN TBI PRIOIDINIJ 80Tll 

TRI .&DSINOB OP UNlVHSALJTT BAS HIN BXPLAIIIID [i.e., 
BROWN TO Ill IIIPOSIIBLII, INBXPLCOABLB UNDIB TIIH POR\"A• 
PAKf.& (Su. 67)). • 

BT&lfy<i on Sn. (67). 
[P. 189, and U to P. 190, apd 15.] 

What is called •a.nig1un11', 'absence of universality', ha.s 
been explained-by what has been said iii the preceding 
Stl~ra,-•just as Destiny is the cause of the f'1rmation of the 
Body so is it also of the connection of that Body with a 
particular Soul,'--as impoi.sible 1..nd inexplicable nnder tha 
theory that the formation of the Rody is not due to Destiny. t 

Q. 11 What does, Nig«mo, • Universality,' mean here P " 
A. What is called • Universality ' here is the idea that 

the bodg of 01111 &.'iloul i, tl,e ,ame a, that of all 8011.l, i so that 
what is meant by • fianyama,' 'absence of Universality,' ia diver,i• 
ty, distinction, peaaliarie-g,-i.e., the idea that the bodt of 011e 

8011.l i, di.f/ere1it fr11m tlud e/ another.: • 

• All the co1nme11tariea esplai11 this Sil\ra as ai1n.id against the following 
Si6kbya-doctri11, :-" The formation of the Body ia net due t'> Deatiny; it is due 
to the functioning of Priinordial !latter, tbict Print mlial Matter, through its 

own inher,mt actifity, imhp,ndJ:itly of M:irit, Do·urit ""·• evolves the ee,eral 
products." 

The S~ra hae been rendoted acc,1r,1i11g to tl,e e:rplanation provided by the 

(lom1nentator1, \Vo,tld it not be ahnpler to render it as follows-' What baa been 
Aid diapose, of the objection that there co11ld be no reatiriction u to which Soul 
■hould have wl1icb Body.' 

t We have arlovted the reading-4r~iffirfitt1{tif 11'~ 'If~ ...... 
~ 11f!9: which has been adopte,l by the TJfpar11a ; according to which 
and the Va,m,11, thia 1ente11,;e ■bould ba conatrued that :4r,q4p.q4 . 
~ 'IN wafPcPfflijff 'lffl ...... lR'!ffl The Tafparga explainatbe purport 
11 follows-• The abae11ce of Univer■ality-i.e., the fact that no aingle Body can be 
common t.o all Souls -that lias been described io tile prece:liug 811tra-Aa, bee11 
apl4i11ed-i.e., ahowu to lie iinp,naible under tlae tlleory that the brmation of the 
Dody i11 brought 11bo,1t l•y ,naterir.l •11lutaoce1 iudapeodwutl,l' of any ■-oh influence 
as that of Deatiuy ,' · 

i • Nigama 1taod1 for U.1ifler,,dil1, tha idea ol all Soula having a common 
l,ody ; ' A11iy11,n11' mean■ reo11••11iu,r,alily, the idea tllat on• S0111 hu one body and 
another a totally dilfereot one-T!lfpary11. 
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As a matter of fact, we actually find such diversity or 
distinctions in the birth of bodit"s as (,,) one is bom in a higlt 
family, another in a low family, (b) one is praiseworthy 
aad another blameworthy. (c) one is full of diseases while 
another is free from diseases, (cl) one is complete while 
another is maimed, (e) one is full of suffering while another 
is full of happiness, <J> one is endowed with excellentcbarac• 
teristios of ma.11 while another is quite the contrary, (g) one 
is endowed with good properties while another possesl!es 
bad properties, U,) one has e0ici1mt and another weak 
dense-organs. ('rhese are the orud~r differences ordinarily 
perceptible] there are sevttral subtler differences, which are 
innumerable. All this diversity io the birth of Bodies can be 
due only to the Dastiny attaching t,o each individual Soul 
(which determines the oharaote1• of the Body into which that 
Soul is going to be born). On tho other hand, if there were 
no such diverse Destinies, attaching to individual Souls, (as in-
8.uenoing the birth of the Body), then-there boiog no 
difference &I[long the Mouls r.btimst,lves, ancl the Earth and 
other material substances (a.a constituting Pl'imordial Matter> 
being the same in all oases1 and there being nothing in these 
substances to lead to any restriotion,-it would come to lhi1:1 
t.bat all bodies belong to all Souls. As a matter of fact bow­
EIVer, the life of ~ouls is oot found to be so (that it11 such as all 
bodies belong to all t:fouls). Hence the conclusion is that 
the forrnation of the Body canuot but be duo to the inOuence 
of DeRtiny. 

Further, the separation (f reellom \ of the Soul from tho 
Body is also rendered possible by the possibility of the 
exhaustion of Karm(et& (Destiny). • Th11t i1;1 to say, 
when the formation of t,be BoJy is due to Destiny, it becomes 
possiblet for the Soul to become st1parated (freed) from that 
body.-" How P ,,_ 'l'hrottg1' tl,e pu,aibilitg of the e~hau1tio11 of 
Destiny. It is possible for Destiny to be exhausted in the 
following manner :-Right Knowledge having destroyed lllu­
aioo, the person becomes free from all attachment,-he 

• Thia appear1 aa StJfrcl in the pri11ted tvxt. But no aucb Siltra ia found in 
the Nyclgc11Jcli-NifNM4AtJ, nor iu Sutra M111. C. aud D., nor i11 Vi1hvaoi\ha'1 
VriHi, . 

t For•~ read qqw u foaud in Puri All. B, 
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commits no further deeds, by body, speech, or mind, wllic'h 
could lead to his r~-birth ; so that thern is no further accumu­
lation of Destiny, and all past accumulation becomes exhaust­
ed by his passmg through the experiences resulting there• 
from; thus (in the absence of Destiny) tl1ere 'being nothing 
to bring about a further Body, when the present Body falls 
off, no further Body is formed, and hence there is no further 
bondage {for that Soul). If the formation of the Body were 
woe due to Destiny,-ns of the material substance (Primordial 
Matter) itlllelf there can be no destruction,-there would be no 
possibilit,y of the Soul ever beeoming freed from the Body. 

Yar,ika on Sit. (67). 

[P. 445, L. 11 to L. ]9.] 

By ,,!,at lias &een said 4'0. &o.-snys the Suf ra. " Wbat 
is meant by Nigama ? " • Niyama' stands for the not.ion 
that I just as one body belongs to one Soul ao doea it belong 
to all Souls'; so that onigama, • absence of Univel'l1ality • 
atnrnls for diversity, distinction, the notion that • the body of 
onv 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 forma,ion of bodies were doe to material substance11 
independently of Destiny; while (if it were doe to Destiny), 
inasmuch as there ia diversity in the Destinies of men, a 
diversity in the bodies would be only oa,nral. 

Th, 1tip1m,tion of tl,e ,Soul fr<>m tlt6 BmJ.g i, al,o renrlertd 
flOllible IJy t/,e poB1ibility of th, e11hnu1tio-n of Destiny. There 
are two causes of the Body--monife,tea and unmanif,at,d; 
of the U nmanifested ca1l8e, which is called I Destiny,' there ia 
eshaustion due to the experiencing of its results; and when 
Destiny bas been exhausted, material substances (the mani­
fe,ted causes), even though present, do not prQduoe another 
bo4y ; and hence Final Release becomes accomplished. If 
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Destiny ba.d no influence (over the substa.ncea 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 relea,;ed P 

Biitra (68). 
• h IT DB A8SER1'ED THAT-" TRE FOBIIATION OY 'l'HIII 

Boor JS DUB TO 'Al,)Jl~.l' {(A)' NON•PKBOEr'fll•N, t OK (D) 

UNSHN Q,U.U.lrY) "-TBBN [oUB ANSWER 18 'I'HATJ IN THAT 

CASH, BVEl1 U'TBR FINAL RICLKASE · 'J'HEIU!: WOULD BI: 

Lll:Kf.lROOD 01' A Boor BIING PRODUCED. (SQ. 68). 

B1,a,y11 on Su. ( 08). 
(r. 390, L. 11 to P. 19t, L. 15.] 

tA]" It is olural,ana, 'non-pel'ceptiou,' that is spoken 
of as at/rift,,a, (in thl" Su/ra). As a matter of fa.et, the forma­
tion of the Body is bro11ght about by • non-pereeptioa. ' 'l'bat 
is, as long as the Hody has not been formed, the pe1•ceiver, 
being without a reeeptaole (abode), c,nn,ot perceioB things, the 
things to be perceioed by him being of two kinds-(a) the 
object (Sound, Taste, Odour &c.) and the dioersilg or tli.f P-r,mce 
between the Unmanife11ted ( Pa·imordial Matt.er) and t.he Soul ; 
-and it is (iri view or this ' non-perception,' and) for this 
purpose (of accomplishing tlLe percttption of these two kinds 
of things) that the Body is brought iuto existence. Hence 
when the said p111·ceptio11 (of both kinds of things) has beea 
accomplished, the material substances have done all tluty Lad 

• The pri11ted text, •• alijo the N '4,a1ilaA'IMi6c"4lco, includes tlai1. clau1e alao 
under the Sil~ra. Bat neither Visbvanatha oor auy 60tra Ms. read, the Hu!ra so; 
according to these the for1n of the Sutra ia simply 'ptmtU1fafpraa111igo' para,,,. 
But from tbe Blwfga (!>. HU, LI, 10 &c.) it is dear tJ1at the text of tbe SiiSra i-. 
u printed, 

The Vclr(ih aud the Ttlfparg11 explain this objection as JM'Oceeding from the 
SmlQII (A). The BAa,r,a latter on, P, 191, L. JO, offel'II auotber explanatio11e 
whereby the objectiOD ia repreeented u coming fro10 the Jaioa (B). 

The Tdfparyd bu esplaioed the term 'A~ritta' of tbe Sutra, which tlie 
Bhuya eaye, i11ynoaymoua here with ',.ar,lw.HU,' oon•perception,'-to raeau &be 
non-perception of 1■cb object■ of enJoyment 111_ Sound 1111J tlao I ike, 11 allO tl,e 
non-perceptioa of the di■tiuctior.i betwoou 8Jul aud Malter, 
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to do (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 poBBible." 

If you hold the above vitHV, then onr answer is that 
-in tl&a, casP., eoen aftsr F'tnr,l BeleaRB, tkere tt1ould 6e 
lik,lil,ood of n f urtl,er Body l,11i_ng 6orn. 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 perm,ption-wl1ilo 
the Body has not been formed; and there is ' impossibility 
of perception' after the Body has ceased to esist,-wbicb 
also is another 'non-perception ;'-and bfttween these two 
'non-perceptions' there is no difference; so that, even after 
Final Release, inasmuch as 'non-perception' [ whioh, accord in~ 
to yon, is the sole ea.nee of the production of the Body J 
would be there, there woald be every likelihood of another 
:Body ooing prodnced. 

11 Bnt the fact of tht1 parp,,,e of the Body-produelioa 
laaving bttn accompli11hed forms the point of difference 
(between the two• non-perceptions)."• 

This cannot be right; bec-.1use as a matter of fact, we 
find prodootion or accomp]ishment as well as non-accom­
plishment. That is, if what you mean to nrge is that­
.. When percept.ion (of ordinary things, and of the difference 
between Soul and Matter) has been accomplished, the 
material substances have their purpose fu161led, and as 
1uch, do not go to form another Body; and this forms the 
point of difference (wherein one kind of 'non-perception,' 
that due to the cessation of thtl &dy upon Final Release, 
differs from the other kind of 'non-perception,' that due 
to the non-existence of the Body, before it has bee11 pro­
duced].'' -then, our answer is that this cannot be right; 
because we find production on accomplishment as well as 
on non-accomplishment; that is, as a matter of fact we find 
,hat Bodies are produced a.gain and again (for the non­
released Sonl), even though the material substances have 
\heir purpose fulfilled by the Soul's perceptitJn of the things 
of the world ; and inasmuch as the Bodies produced 
again and again do not (always) bring about the ;aroeption. 

• Tbi■ ii printed •• Sii!ra. But no 1ucb Sfttra ia found an1where. 
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of difference between Soul and Matter (which is the only 
purpose left to be accomplished for the Soul by these 
snbseqnent bodies), the production of all these bodies must 
be regarded as purposelesa. 

From all this it is clear that, under tbe theory that 
the creation of things is not due to Destiny, the formation 
of the Body cannot be re~arded as bein~ for the purposes 
of ' Perception ;' while under the theory that the said creaa 
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) 'P~rception' consists in e:i,periencl', 
which is the result of deeds done {i e. Destiny). 

[B] The clause ' t,uJa(/ri1lakarifam' may be taken as 
representing the theory of other philosopher~:-" Ar!ri1ta is 
the name of a particular qnality of Atoms, wb ich brings about 
action or motion; it is when urged by this qna1ity that the 
Atoms combine and bring abont the Body ; whereupon 
this Body is entered by the Mind, which also is urged to it 
by its own qnality of ' A,Jri~t,i' ; and when the Body has 
become entered by the Mind then the Perceiver begins to 
have his perceptions." 

The answel' to this theory also is that-' there ia lileeli• 
h,od of another Body /Jeing produced '-since the Mind i11 not 
destroyed ; that is, even after Final Release, there would 
be likelihood of a further Body being produced, as' Atlri1ta,' 
the qnality of Atoms, is iodestructibl~ (and hence persists 
even after Release), 

P'ar/ika on 811. (68). 

[P. 44 , L. I to P. 448, L. 8.) 

It may be asserted that-it ia due to atlri,ta i that is, 
the formation of the Body is due to a,Jri, ta,-the world 
' a4.1'ifta ' meaning a,Jar,h<Jna, f&On•p,rceptfon. That is, at 
the beginning of orea,ion, Primordial Matter becomes active 
by reason of the Soul's purpose; and becoming t.hus active 
it brings about the Body undergoing modifications from 
the Mahat onwards; and it is only when tbe Body has been 
produced that the Perceiver perceives the things to be per• 
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ceived ;-thing, lo bs perceio,tl being of two kinds: (1) 
Object, and (2} difference 1'etween Soul and .Matter ; and 
when this t,ercPplion has been aooomplished, Primordial 
Matter, l1aving its work accomplished, does not act any 
further. Thus Lhen, it is • non-pe1·ception ' (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 Fil&,d Btlease 
tAers would bt lilcelihoo,/, of a Bodg b4iag Pro,/,uced. Accord­
ing to the above there are two kinds of ' non-perception ;' 
(1) t that which is regarded as the impo11i6ilitg of perceJt­
tion, before the acti"ity of Primordial Matter, and (2) that 
impo18i6ilitg 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 shouhl come to this-just as Primordial Matter 
becomes active for the necomplishment of man's purpose, 
before be has percaioed the difference between Soul and 
M.atter [thisactivitybeingdueto' non-perception' of difference 
between Soul and Matter],-so in the same manner, 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 impoBBibilitg of perceioi,ig the ,,bject, 
of perception), But no such activity (after Final Italease) is 
admitted (by the Sinkhya). Hence the formation of Body 
cannot ho aLtributed 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." 

11 Beadq~for~-
t "'{N<«llltNildl is the right reading. 
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This cannot be right;• beoauae aa a. matter of fact we 
ftnd material substances active, when their work has-been 
accomplished ae well as when it has not been accomplished: 
E.g. the 6rat Body of the fiou1 haviog accomplished the 
work of the perception of Oolour and such other objects of 
perception, the second and subsequent Bodies could not; 

be the meaus of bringing about the perception of Oolour 
&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. Theo 
again, the formation of the Body being for the aooomplish­
ment of the Soul's purpose,-and tl1is 'purpose' consisting 
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 
purpoaeless. 

" What we mean by • non-perception ' (as the cause of 
Body-formation) is a particular kind of desire lo pert:eioe." 

If you mean br this that-" Non-,erception does not 
mean a6,enr.e of perc,ptio,-., it means only the de,ire C. 

perceir,,, and no such desire can arise when Primordial Matter 
has accomplished its work in regard to the Person,".:...thia 
is not right; because before the activity of Primordial 
Matter has set in, the said desire cannot appear; unt~l 
Primordial Matter baa aotu11lly evolved into Mahal &o., there 

Vir P. 447, 
can be DO d6sire to perceive ; how· then can 
any Slloh de,ire be the cause of the said 

activity (of Primordial Matter)P "By reason of omnipo-
egoe, it is there at tha~ time also.'' If you mean by this 

• The right reading i■ 'I' SWI( ~ 
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that-" Primordial Malter is endowed with aU cansal poten­
cies, and endowed with these potencies, which constitute 
its own essence, Primordial Matter is omni present; and 
since it is omnipresent, there is de,ire to perceive in the 
:Matter, even before its activity has set in,"-then, this 
cannot be right; as in th:1.t case there would be no possibility 
of Final Release. Just as the De,fre lo Perceiv" is there 
(before activity). so also would the ' Percuption of Difference 
between Soul and Matter~ be ther~ (by reason of the omui­
presence of Primordial Matter); so . that (if during th~ 
activity of Matter also, the saiil P~rception is there) 
there would be no Final Release at ull. In fact while 
the Perception of D.iff ere11ce is there1 there should be 
activity of Primordial Matter;' and your theory involves the 
further incongruity that even when the P,1rcepiion of Difference 
is there, the De,ire to Perceioe does not cease. Furl.her, 
according to you that which erists never loses its beiug1 so 
that where the De,irtJ to Perceive exists (it can never cease), 
whence could there be Final Release P Then again, 
De,ire to Perceioe and Perception of DiO°Brence being mutually 
contradictory, how could they exist at one and tbe sa.rne · 
timeP 

If the Opponent were to say that what he means by • non• 
perception' is ojii,iJna, lgnorancs,-he should be met with 
the following alternative:-" What is • ajf£iJ11a.' 'Jgnor• 
ance1 P Is it ab,snatJ ofknowl11dge P Or wrong knowledge P 
'' What do you mean by this P II If it is mere abBBm:e, then 
no Final R~lease is possible, for before the acbivity of 
Pri'mordial Matter, as also after its work has been aooom• 
plisbed, this ab,enoe of knowledge will be there. • If, on the · 

• Before the aotivit7 of Primordial matter ·there i■ GNACe r,flmou,l,dg,, of 
dllfereace between Soul and Matter, and after Primordial Matter hu done lte worlr, 
there ii 116-et o/ illOllll,dge, of ordinary thinp. · 

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



BHA~YA-VARTIKA 3-2-68 1421 

other hand, 'ajnlna • stands for wrong kn0taledg1, that cannot 
be right ; as before the activity of· matter, no. such wrong 
knowledge is present (there being no objects that could be 
linownJ. cc Why should the '!Drong kttowledge be absent 
(before the acLivity of Matter) ? " For the simple reason 
that (according to the 8anlehya) wrong kn"ialedge is a qnalily 
of Bul4lai (which is not present before the activity of 
Primordial Matter). Further, after l'rimordial Matter has 
done its work, Bu-f/4hi would cease to e.1ist; bow then oou.ld 
its quality, wrong knowledge, remain ? " " But in accord­
ance with the tbeory that Products ·are ever existent, the 
Wrong Oog•itio,i i~ always present." By saying this yo11 
set aside Final Release entirely. "Why r" Because 
to hold that Wrong Knowledge is ever present means that 
Bight Knowledgff (which. leads to Release) is ever absent. 
F11rther [if it be •. urged that Right Kno\Vledge also is ever 
present, according to the Sitikhya theory of every Product 
being ever-existent], Kight Knowledge and \Vrong Knowledge 
(being cootraclictoriea) can never exist at the sa.me time ; 
hence it ca.onot be right to bola that ac~ivity (which is preceded 
by Wrong K,&otoledge, ez-1,yp·,the,i) is for the a13complishment 
• of Bight Knou,ledye. According to your theory there i& 
nothing that is acm-eaiiatent,-and what is existent never 
loses its bbing; so that all ·things being always existent, it 
behoves you to explain for the sa.ke of what thing ,hould 
Primordial Matter become · active. If you bold that the 
activity of Primordial :Matter is for the p'urpose of manift-aling 
(what already exists in an unmanifesLed form),-then th.e 
question remains as before : ls "this ,n.ariiftstation existent 
before the said activity r or non-existent P "What is 
meant is that what was unperceioed before (activity) becomes 

· • ftRllf, not """"'' i■ ~h• right reading, 
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perceived (after). " When a thing becomes perceived, 
is there any fresh quality produced in it P or does it become 
perceived without any such quality bei,ng produced P If YC?U 
hold that it is perceived after a particular quamy has been 
pro,luced in it, then this involves a Balf•contradiction on your 
part. • If, on the other · hand, you hold ,hat it is perceived 
without any fresh quality being produced in it, then, i, 

behoves you to explain wby in that case, it is 
,1ot peroeioed before (activity of matter). lo 

fact bowaoever much yoo may t~.v, you can never esp lain the 
production of any fresh quality; while if you deny the pro­
duction of a fresh quality, 700 cannot e~plain the pi!r• 
uptilJililg and impercPptibility of the thing. 

If, on the other hand, the formation of the 'Body is doe 
to Destiny, t.ben i, is only right that for the purpose of bring• 
ing about the perception, material substances are influenced 
b7 the quality of the man (in the shape of his effort) and 
thua- bring into existence his Body ~-for Ynless the Body is 
produced, the Perceiver, being without an abode, cannot 
perceive thingt. 

Others have explained a,JrifttJ (to which the formation 
of the Body is attributed) as a _quality of Atoms. In the 
case of t,hese people also, there woul,l /Je likelihood of a Bodg 
t,eing produced, al,o afltJr Final Belea,e, 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 produued. . 

8u/rr.1 (69). 

Te1n• SHOULD BI 'NO BIYIBANOI 01 COJ!INIO'lIOJr,­

TBIB BIIMG DUi TO THI AOTIO• o• ¥111D.t (S1l. 69)0 

• The idea of anything being prodaced after ii DOt oompuiblt 'ltl&h &be 
lliiakbya theory 'of 'muifeatation,' _ 

t Tllil Slltra ia no& fouud inlbe Part8ttra-Ma.; it i, foaad eTerywhere elae, 
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B!&ilfg• Su:. (69). 
[P. 191, L. 17 to P. 19~!, L. 3.] 

[Another objection against the Jaina view, referred f;o in 
the latter part of the Bha1ya on Sn. 68.] 
. If the mind enters (into the Body) by virtue of • a,Jri1t,,' 
the U11seen Quality of the Mind, there should be no s~verance 
of connection (between the Mind and the Body). For under 
this view~• to what could the moving out of t.he Mind from 
the Body be due? Under our theory the said moving out 
(of the Mind from the Body, at death) ii; dne to the fact 
that one set of Karmic Residuum (to which the dead Body 
owed its exist~Iice) having been exhausted, another set of 
Karmic residuum (to whici1 the next Houy wouhl be due) 
sets up its fruition, t u The moving out of the Mind 
would be due to the unseen quality (A<!ri,ta); that same 
unseen quality which has been the canst, of erd1°a1,::e (of the 
Mind into the Body) will also be the cause of its e:eit." 
This cannot be right ; for one and the same thing cannot be 
the cause of both liflf (which is what the ,mh'atice of Mind 
means) and dealk (which ia what is meant by the Mind's 
ta,it); according to your view the same Unsean Quality \lOuld 
be the cause of both life and death; and this is absurd. 

Y.iirlika on So. (69). 
{P. 44A, L. 10 to L. 15.] 

· There alwuld be no 1eoeranc11 u/ cmrnection: de, etc.-says 
tbe Si/ra. (The vie,w traversed here is as follows]-" Atoms 
combine, among themselves, by rdason of their Unseen 
Quality,and having combined, they bring into existence ,he 
Diad and ot,her products, down to the Body ; and this Body is 
entered by the Mind, through its own Unseen Quality . ., 

Our answer to this is that whatleadi.1 to the entrance of the 
llind into the Body [i.e. the Unseen Quality] being eternal, 
by what oould its exit (from the Body) be brought about P 

• ft i• better thaq ~ 
t lfW ""'"" ......... npil-Th1111 words have no connection with the pre­

, 1111t contut. They lie aot found in tb• Puri Iha:, nor iu any other maouaeript 
•veoae. 
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According to our theory, it is on1y 1·igl1t that upon the exhaus­
tion of the (former) Karmic residuum, eeit sliould be brought 
a.bout by the (neit) Karmic residuum and death should 
ensue. It will not be right to assert that the U oseen Quality 
of the Mind would be the cause of both ( its et1lrat1ce and 
ea,it) ;-because one and ihe same thing cannot be tl:ae cause 

of both life and death. 
Siilra (70). 

INABIIUCR AS DEATH WO!JLD KOT BI!: POSSIBLR, TH! 

BonY SHOOl,D HA.U TO BE KIOABDIU) AS KVSR•LAIS1'1NG, 

(Su. iOJ. 
Bl,iifga on Sn. (70). 

[P. 192, t. 5 to L. 8.] 
When, on the experiencing of the fruits (of all deeds) 

there is exhaustion of Karmic residuum and the Body 
falls off, it is called • death ' ; and under the intluence of 
another Karmic l'esiduum there is •rebirth.• Now, if the 
formation of t,he Bocly were due to t,he material substances 
themselves, independently of Destiny, what is it the e:r.haus• 
tion whereof could lead to the flLll of t.btt Body, which is 
called • death' ? And there being no death we understand 
that tAe Body ,ho,dd ka11e to le regarded a, eHr•laating. For 
if Death were due lo mere chance, {ancl not t.o a speei.tio cause 
relating &pecifically to tbe individual), then there could be 
:no difference in· the manner of death (in several persons).• 

Yorlilu .on Su, (70). 

[P. ~48, L. U to L, 18.] 

lH111&ucA a, Deall elo, eto.-aaya the 8,11,a. What we 
mean by saying that • th_e Body should have to be regarded as 
eternal' is that Dttath would not be po■sible; because, aa,we 
have already explained l'l'ext, L. 448, L. 12) • the Unae,n 

•Sora• peraon1 die io the womb, 1ome u iiooa II they ■re born, and 10 forth. 
1f tleath were ilol the effect of a ■pfCila cau1t, it 1Jao11ld be either ,,~z, like 
~-. or ID ablolute IIOll••nlilv, like tht u7-lotu1,-flfpcirNG, . 
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Quality, which i11 the cause of the entrance of the Mind, is 
eternal, and thera is no such Unseen Quality as ,vould be the 
cause of its exit.' If Death were due to mere chance, there 
would be no difft,rence in the manner of Death. 

BhfJJga on Sii. (71 ). 
[P. 192, L. 8 to L. 11.J 

The Opponent,-with a view to criticise wl1at bas been 
urged against him, to the effect that ' there would be likeli­
hood of another Body being produced' (Su. 68),-argues 
· as follows :-

. H 1'r WOULD BB LJKB THE ETIRNALITY or TUR .l>AICK COi.OUR 
or 'lBB ATo:11.' 1• (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 manner the 
Body though formed by t-be Unseen Quality (of the Atoms), 
would not appe'ar again, after Final Release." 

. Vartika on Su. (7 l ). 
[P. 4-19, LI. 1-8.] 

"ll would be liks e,c. eto."-says the Sa/ro ; this is the 
answer that they give to what has been urged against them. 

· 11 Just as the dark colour of the Atom is t'lternal, and yet it 
is set asi<le by fire•cllntact, in the sama manner the Unseen 
Quality of the Atom and of the Mind (e,en though eternal) 
would be set aside by Bight KnowledgB." 

Bil/ra 172), 
THAT CANNOT DB; AS THIS WOULD INVOLVB (A) TBB 

ADHISSION or WHAT 18 NOT SOPPOBTBD (BY BBABONINO OB 

PAOT)t [ (B) oa, TBII AOOBUING OJ' WHAT IS NOT BAHNBD.] 

(Su. 72,) . 

•Thi■ Bllra, though not fouod io Blltra )[a. C, ia foond everywhere elae. 
tThe f lfpa'11J CODltrae■ the Sitra thus :-promllfillll "";f'lrlkrif1111 'aA=rlfa•' 

-rrat ,.,, II ,,.,,,.,,,.,,,,,.,..i,11'4A1m-fa1ga 1 116Agllg!l1111t 1 116AppafGIINI. 
f11fpra,ai\g4f. Tbi1 i, the iatarpatatioa that hu lreea adopted iu the traaalation ; 
11 allO a HOODd inteipretaiion \8)1 pul forward in Iha B'All!J•• 
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BlaD1ifa on Su. {72.) 

[P. 192, L. 13 to P.191, L. 22.] 
(A) The instance cited (in Su. 71) cannot be right;­

c• Why?" -becau,e thu would inr,oloe ,1&/j admi11ion <1( 1ohat 
i, not ,upported.. The term 'supported' stands for nol cnm-­
palible wit!, ,1 ny righi Oognilion ; t.he 'alJl,gDgama .' 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 incompat.ible with all right notion. Hence the 
instance cited cannot be right; since what is asserted is 
neither perceptible, nor cognisable by inference. Thus what 
the 811/ra (';'2) urges is the fact that ,,hat has been cited by 
the-Opponent is something still !o b, pr,11wl. 

• (B1 Or, the Siitra. may be e:-:plained to mean that-'l'haC 
cannot fJ,., as this wo·14/d inr;r,loe tlie accruing of what i, ,iot 
earned. A person who, on the basis of the example of the 
Dark Colour of the Atom, seeks to support the view that the 
format,ion of the Body is not due to Destiny, draws upon 
himself the incongruity of tt,e ac,m,ing of lhe une11rned. 'l1hat 
is, the theory would involve the contingency that pleasure and 
pain accrues to the man without bis having done the aots 
leading up to that plt,asure and pain. If, in answer to 
t.bis, you say "yes, be it so ;"-then our answer is thit this 
would be contrary (a) to J'erceplion, (b) to Inference and (c) 
to Seri pture : · 

(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 alJ persons. 
" What is ths distinction p•, The distinctions are such 
as drong and roeole, /Jf1lattJd an1l quick, dio"JrBtJ and -.,niform, 
and so forth. (Under t.!10 Opponent'11 theory) tho1•e can be 
no speciality in the causes bringing pleasure and pain to eacb 
individual Soul sep;Lrately ; and unless there is some SJ)t'Ci• 
ality in the cause there can be none in the effect. If, on the 
ot~er band, the ~dyent of pleasnre and pain is due to Destiny, 
-108:s!Duch as 1t 1s poas1ble (a J for the acts of diverse per• 
sonaht1ea to be strong or weak &c., (6) for their Karmic resi• 
du~m to be corr~sp~ndingly mo~e or leas potent, and (o) for 
t~e1r acts to be of diverse or umform charaoter,-it is only 
nght that there should be- a corrtisponding distinction in the 
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Pleasure and Pain resulting from those act.a. And since no 
auch distinction fo, the cau,e would be possible on the theory 
of the Opponent, there should be no distinction in the result• 
ant pleas'lre and pain :--a.nd this would be incompv.tible with 
(contrary to) a fact known hy Percepti~n. 

(b) 'I.1he Opponent's theory would be contrary ~o Infer­
ence in the following manner :-The distribution of Pleasure 
and Pain among persons is found to follow from the distri• 
l>ution of their qualities; e.g. when an intelligent person, 
having recognised a certain pleasure as brought about by a 
certain means, de,ire, that pleasure, he makes an effort to 
obtain that means. and thereby obtains the pleasure i and he 
does not obtain it otherwise l i.e. if he does not put forth the 
said effort] ;-similarly, wlu.,n a person, having recognised 
a certain pain as brought about by a certain means, desires to 
avoid that pleasure, he makes an efort to avoid that means, 
and the1·eby avoids that pain; and not otherwise. 
Now in the case in qnestion, we find that there are certain 
pleasures and pains that .accrue to a person without any 
effort on his part l such for instance as the sufferings due 
t.o a mis-shaped body] i and on the strength of the well-known 
facts just mentioned, we in/er that the distribution of these 
pleasures and pains also must be due to some other quality of 
the intelligent being {if not his direct e8ort) [and this other 
quality is Merit:Dt1me,-it conatituting the person's Destiny,] 
This inftlrence would be coutradicted 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 'a<Jri,ta' ({Juseen Force, Destiny), and since the 
time of its fruition is not definitely fixed, it is regarded as 
indefinite•; while .Apprehension and the other qualities oftbe 
Soul are pet·ceptible and evane1:1oent. 

(o) The Opponent's theori would l;>e contrary to Scripture 
in the following manner :-'I here are several Scriptures writ­
ten by sages, containing the instructions imparted by those 
Bdges, in · regard to the performance and avoidance of 
actions ; and the effect of such instruction we find in the 

• We have tran1Jated the reading &1"JGH1flaif11111 -; though to ieep up the 
contraat with the I evau811C8DC8 ' of Bu4~bi, a,pokeu of in the nest &enteuoe, 

,1 ,,aea1fltifom,' permanaut 'Ja1tin1,' would appear to be the better reading. 
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shape of activities of men consisting of performance ·in due 
accordance with their respective castes and · conditions. of 
life, as also in tbA shape of cessation from activity, ooneist­
ing of avoidance of action. Both these kind! of actions, 
good and evil, would be impoasible, under the philosophy 
of the Pilr'r,apak1in; so that this philosophy is contrary to the 
view (in consonance with Scriptures) that the 1¥'C)ruing 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 accrning of 
Pleasure and Pain is not due to Destiny" -is clearly wrong 
and is ma.int..1,ined only by the worst sinners. 

Thus ends the Bhllfta on 

4.dl,!Jiiy• Ill. 

ra,lika on Sil. (72). 

'l'haC cannot be e&o. etc.--says the 8iff'a. Tbe term 
'alt,-i/llbl,yogama • means the avowal of a view in support of 
which there ia no proof ;-this is what the SS#rtJ means. 

Or, the Silra may be taken literally' as it stands ; the 
meaning being that the theory involves the absurdity of a 
man suffering tile ooosequeooes of wh&.t he has not done. 
This haa been explained in. detail in the Bla1gt1. 

'Soul, Body, Instrument, Objects, Apprehension and 
:Mind,-every one of these things has been desoribed in 
this discourse in its true form.' 

Thus ends the Yilrlii• on· 

. .d.,Jkyayt1 Ill. 
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