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BHASYA-VARTIKA 4-1-1 1429

Discousse IV.
Daily Lesson 1.
Section (1).
[8a¢ras 1—2).
Gencral Evamination of Activity and Defect.
Bhagya on Su. (1)

[P. 194, L. 1 to L. 4.

After Mind it is the turn of Activity to be examined.®
Albthat has been said in covrse of the Examination of the
Body as the receptacle of Merit and Demerit may be regard-
ed as constituting the Examination of Activity ;—~this is what
is asserted in the following Sigra (1).

#The Third Discourse has dealt with thefirateix of the twelve * objects of
cognition’ meutioned in 8. 1-1-9 ; these six—8oul, Body, Sense-organs, Things
perceived, Apprehension and Mind—being the causes of the remaining six—Activ-
ity, Defect, Re-birth, Fruition, Pain and Releasc ; these are the gffects of the former
six. [This is what constitutes the connection between Discourses Il1 and IV]. In
the First Daily Lesson we have the examination of thesix ¢ objects ’ ; and in the Sec-
ond we have the Examination of the Highest Cognition, the Right Knowledge,
(that leads directly to Release).—Parishuddhi,

Vardhamadna adds—Another connectiou between the end of Adhyaya I11 and
the beginning of Adhyaya 1V, consists in the fact that among the Objects mention-
ed in 8d. 1-1.9, it is ¢ Activity ' whose mention follows that of ‘Mind’; hence it
is only natural that the ‘examination’ also of Activity should follow that of
Hind.

Varghamana raises a further question—According to the rule laid down by the
Bhdgya, the *examiuation’ of a subjeot must be proceded by its ¢ mention’ and
‘definition’ ; aud as ‘ Right Knowledge’ has nowhere been mentionsd, thers can
be no justification for its eamination in the second Daily Lesson of Adh. 1Y,
The answer is that ‘ Right Cognition’ has been actually mentioned in 82, 1-1-1,
whero it is mentioned as leadiug to the Highest Good of Man ; and further, to
justify an ‘exawmination’ it is not necessary to directly mention a subject ; for we
find the Sitfras examining several subjects that are connected only remotely with
the subjects mentioned. Another question that arises is—since Right Knowledge
is the precursor of Release, it shiould have been dealt with beforehand. The
answer to thisis that a full account of Right Knowledge deinands a previous acoount
of the objects of that knowledge ; it is for this reason that Right Knowledge has
been dealt with qftBroathitheedubjeots tmyé been dedjbwith.com
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As AeTIvITY HAS BEEN DEFINED—(Sutra 1).
80 has 1l bean emamined.®
Vartika on Su. (1).
[P. 450, L. 3 to L. 18.]

After Mind it is the turn of Activity to be examined..
Hence says the S#i{ra— As Activity efc. The meaning of
the Sfifra is that Activity ia to be regurded as emamined in the
manner in which it has been defined.

Q. “What is it that has been examined in regard#o
Activity P "+

Answer—All that has been investigated in connection with
Merit and Demerit oconstitutes investigation into Activity.
¢ Activity’ is of two kinds—that in the form of cause and
that in the form of effect ; to the former kind belongs * the
operation of Speech, Apprehension and Body’; and to the
latter kind belong what are called ‘ Merit and Demerit,’ as
described under Su. 1-1-3; of ¢ Activity ’ of the former kind,
twenty different forms have been described above ; ‘Activity *

© Activity has been defined under Si. 1-1-17 as the ‘Operation of Speech,
Apprehension and Body’; and this may ba regarded as its ‘examination’ also.

These words—so has it been ezamined—are, according to the Bhdsya, supplied
to complete the Bdtra, Vishvanitha has taken exception to this :—*“It js not right
to supply these words to the Bagra ; for if this is done then the word * fafha,’
‘80’ required as the necessary correlation to ‘yathd,’ * as,’ of the Sagra (1), hav-
ing already been thus supplied, there would be no syntactical connection between
Safras (1) and (2). Hence the right way to construe is to take both Stfras to-
gether, the meaning being—* just a8 Activity is as has been defined, so is Defect also
a8 it has been defined.”

This construction is perbaps better ; but there is no point in the criticiem of
the Bhagya-interpretation ; for there is nothing wrong in construing the single
‘yaghd’ of 8a. (1) with two *fafha’s’—one supplied by the Bhagya and the
other ocourring in 811 (2).

+ ¢ All that havo been examined are the Boul and five other Qbjects of Cogni-
tion ; and nothing has as yet been examined in connection with 4ctivity # "—

Tatparya. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



BHASYA-VARTIKA 4-1-2 1431

in the form of effect, (a) subsists in & single substance (Soul),
since Prosperity (the effect of Merit) belongs to each indivi-
dual Soul separately,—(b) it is permanent (relatively, and
not evanesocent, like Apprehension, Pleasure, Pain, &c.), be-
cause its time of fruition is fixed,—(c) as subsisting in the
Soul, it is a subordinate quality and not eternal, as is shown
by the‘fact that there is death,—as has been asserted in the
Bhasya (P. 191-192), where it is said that there is death
upon the exhaustion of the Karmic residuum which has
already borne its fruit, and where the cause of Birth also has
been described (as consisting in the appearance of another
Karmio residuum) ;—then again in Sa. 3-2-60, we read—" its
birth follows from the continuance of the effects of previ-
ous acts,’—which indicates the causes of Birth-Rebirth and
Release,—~the meaning being that when this cause is present
there is birth and rebirth, and when it ceases there is Releases;
all this has been described [which shows that Activity sub-

sists in the Soul].
Bhagya on 81, (2).

[P. 194, L. 4 to L. 9.]

It might be urged that after ‘ Activity,” there should
follow the Examination of ¢ Defects,; hence the S@fra adds—
So ALso Have THE DEFEOTS—(Stitra 2)

been ezamined. (A) Inasmuch as they subsist in the same
substratum as Apprehension, Defcots are regarded as the
qnalities of the Soul;—(B) inasmuch as they are the source
of Aoctivity, and as they have the power of bringing about
re-birth, they are regarded as the cause of Metempsychosis,
¢ Samsara’ ;—and since metempsyohosis (series of births and
deaths) is beginningless, Defects are regarded as operating®
in a continuous series.t -Wrong Knowledge ceases when Right

® The right reading ¢ pravarfan¢s’ is supplied by Puri Ms. B.

+ Defacts are due to the coutemplationof desirable and undesiible things ;
henoe like Apprehension they must be qualities of the Soul; being qualities of
the Soul they must proceed on lines similar to Activity, which is the product of
the Soul's quality, Effort. Hence the examination of ¢ Defects’ becomes inoluded
in that of ¢ Activifjousfiaggdasfaom https://www.holybooks.com
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Knowledge is attained ; and on the cessation of Wrong Know-
ledge, the whole series of Affestions and Aversions drop off;
whereupon follows Final Release;—and from this it is clear
that Defects (i.e. Wrong Knowledge, Affection &o.) are liable
to Appearance and Disappearance ;—all this in connection with
Defeot; has already been explained (under Siifras 1-1-2 and
§-1.25).

: Var¢ika on Sa. (2).

(P. 450, L. 4 to P. 451, L. 8.)

It might be urged that after ¢ Activity,” Defects should
be described ; hence the Stitra says—8o also have the Defeots
—*been described.’ Subsisting in the same substratum as
Apprehension, Defects must be regarded as qualities of the Soul ;
—Metempsychosis being withouu beginning, Defeots function

in a beginningless series ;—since Defects

-oease upon the cessati.n f Wrong Kuowledye,
which follows from Right Knowledge, they are regarded as
liable to production and destruction ;—and they are regarded
a8 qualities, because while being products, they are perceptible
by means of tho inner organ (Mind)®, and not perceptible
by the Visual Organ.

End of Section (1).

Section (2).t
Defects divided into three Groupa

Vir. P, 461,

Bhagya on 8. (3).
(P. 194, L. 9 to P. 195, L. 2.]
Question :—It has been said in S0, 1-1-18 that—* Defects
bave inciting (causing activity) as their distinguishing
®¢ Indriyanjaram manzh'—ssys the Tdfparya. '
$Vardhamine remarks—82gra 2 having deult with Defects, it would
appear reasonsble to regard Sura 3 ef seg as continuing the same section. So

that the proper arrangement would be to put 8a. (1) alone under Section I, dealing
with ¢ Activity, smd\SAtraeScto8nvmder: Backiomd ) bdeslisgomith Defects. But
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feature ’; now the feelings of Pride, Jealousy, Envy, Suspic-
ion, Selfishness and the like are all characterised by the
said distinguishing feature; under the circumstances, why
are not these enumerated by name ?

The answer to this is supplied by the following Si{ra.
Safra (3).
THExE ARE THREE Gkoups oF DEFkCTS ;—[ALL -BEING

voLupro UNDER] Desiee, HaTeep anp IiLusion, waion
ARE DISTINCT FROM ONE ANOTHER (81, 3).

Of Defects there are three groups, three types : (I).The
Degire-type—under which are included Love (for the other
sex), Selfishness, Longing for acquiring, in a lawful manner,
what belongs to another, Haankering (for Rebirth) and Greed
(desire for obtaining, in an rnlawful manner, what belongs
to another) ;— IIn The Hatred-type under which are iu-
cluded Anger, Jealousy, Envy, Malice, and Resentment ;
—(III) The lllusion-typs under which are included Error,
Suspicion, Pride, and Negligence. Thus since all defects
are included under one or the other of these three groups,
they are not enumerated separately.

Objection—* Since all have the same distinguishing.
feature (of causing activity),it is not right to divide them
under three groups.”

Answer—The division into three groups is certainly
right, since * Desire’ * Hatred ’ and ‘Illusion’ are distinct from
one another [though all are causes of aclivity, yet each
has a distinctive character of its own]; e.g. ¢ Desire’ is
characterised by attackment, ‘ Hatred’ is charactevised by
aversion (intolerance), and ‘Illusion’ is characterised by
wrong notton ; this fact is realised by every man in his own
experienco: every conscious person knows when Love
appears, when he has the feeling ¢ the quality of Love
has appeared in my Soul;' he also recognises thé absence
of Love, when he has the feeling ¢ the quality of Love is

to this arrangement there would be the objection that only one Siifra, the firat,
would form a * Section ’ which is not right ; as a ‘ Section ' must consist of several
Sifras. Hence the best explanation is that under Section I we have the treatment
of ‘Defects’ onlyina general way, and that too, as a eide-issue,aa8 something
congected with Activity ; while under Section 11 we have the detailed treatment,
of * Defeots.’ ’

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



1434 THE NYAYA-SOTRAS OF GAUTAMA

not present in my Soul; and similarly with the other
two. As for the feelings of Pride and the rest, these
are all found to be included under one or other of the
three groups; and hence they have not been enumerated

separately.
d d Vargika on 8a. (3).

[P. 451, L. 8 to P. 458, L. 11].

“ It has been said that ‘ Defects have inciting for their
distinguishing feature;’ and since Pride &c also incite
people to activity,—and as such have the same characteristic
as the feelings of Desire, Hatred and Illusion—these also
should be separately enumerated.”

They are not separately enumerated, because they are
already included.  “ Wherein arethey included 7" They
have been included in the definition itself that ¢ Defects
have inciting for their distinguishing feature’ Of the
Defects thus inclnded—there are three groups §o. §c.—says
the 8#{ra. There are three groups, three types, of Defects:—
I—The Desire-type including Love, Selfishness, Longing, Hank-
ering and Greed; II—the Hatred-typs including Anger,
Jealousy, Bnvy, Malice and Resentment ; TIT—the lllusion-type,
inoluding BError, Suspicion, Pride and Negligence,

Question :—* Are the terms ¢ Love,’ ¢ Selfishness,’ and the
rest, synonymous, or have they different significations P "—
What do you mean P—* If they are synonymous, then it is
not right to say that there are three gruups;for things
spoken of by a number of synonyms do not form a group;
e.g. such terms as *‘Indra,’ ‘Shakra’ and ‘¢ Purandara’
cannot be used as forming a group. - If, on the other hand,
the terms have diverse significations, it behoves you to
explain this diversity.”

Our answer to the above is that the feelings spoken of
by the words aradiffereatofigediwidaveroixdasire for women;
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the yearning that men have for women is called ¢ Love;' as
is shown by the common saying—* unless & man is in love
he does not bedeck himself;—*'Selfishness’ is the desire
not to give up a thing, even though it is inexhaustible; even
though the thing is such as cannot become exhausted,
either by giving or enjoying, if one has the feeling not to
give that up, that feeling is what is called ¢ Selfishness;’ e.g.
the solicitude that one evinces when he wishes that people
may not drink out of the royal well (which is large and
inexhaustible) ;—* Lonying ’ is desire to possess what does not
belong to oneself; when a thing does not
belong to oneself, and yet he desires to have it,
this is called ¢ Longing ;'—that desire which leads to rebirth
is * Hankering ;' the great wish that one has for being born
again is called ‘ Hankering;'*—the desire for unlawful
possession of what belongs to another is called ‘Greed’;
when one desires, to take possession in an unlawful
manner, of what belongs to another, he 1is called
‘Greedy ’ ;—among all these *‘ Desire’ is the common
element, under the generic term ¢ Desire’ all these
special feelings are included.  II. The feeling that
distorts the body and the receptacles of the sense-organs is
called ¢ Anger’'; when on the.appearance of the feeling,
the body and the organs become distorted, it is called ¢ An-
ger’;—Jealousy is the feeling that one has of preventing
another person to have possession of what belongs to both ;
when there is a certain thing which belongs equally to
two men and is not taken up entirely by either, the feeling
that one of them has of preventing the other from wishing to

Var. P. 452,

°The special connotation attributed to the word ¢ Trigna’ here and in the
Bhagya is interesting. This word in its Pali form ¢ {ank8’ conveys the meaning
here mentivned, in Buddhist lilterature. The Sanskrit form is rarely found

tobe used in this restricted sense. Has the Bhagya borrowed the usage from
Bug@dhist literatur®@®wnloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



1436 THE NYAYA-SOTRAS OF GAUTAMA

have it, is called * Jealousy’ ;—Envy is intolerance of an-
other’s good qualities; the feeling of ‘ unbearableness ’ that one
has on hearing the good qualities of others described is called
¢ Bavy’ ;—* Malice’ is the wish to do harm to others; when
one, being himself unable to do harm to another person, yet
wishes to do him harm, this feeling is called ¢ Malice’ ;—
¢ Resentment’ is intolerance of harm done to one ;—in all
these the common element is ¢ Hatred,’ under which generio
term therefore they are all included. III. ¢ Error’ is
wrong cognition, the cognition of a thing as what it is not ;—
“Suspicion’ is doubt in the form ‘ what may this be?'*;—Pride’
consists in the feeling of self-importance that one has, based
either upon qualities that actually exist in him, or those
that, though not present, are assumed—the feeling that is
expressed in some such form as ‘Ohl how great am I’ ;—
«Negligence’ consists in failure to do what one could do
when a man is fully capable to do his duty and yet fails to
do it, it is called his * negllgence ;—1in all these the common
element is *illusion,’ under which generio term therefore they
are all included. It is for this reason that all *defects’
being included under the three groups, they have not been
enumerated separately.
“ How do you know that all this is so? ”

We learn it from actual popular usage: As a matter of
fact the several terms are used in the distinot senses described
above, and not in the sense of mere desire; for instance,
when a beggar desires alms, people do not say that * he loves
it.’

“Well, in that case, inasmuch as all have the same dis-
tinguishing feature (of causing activity), there

ir. P 444 A
vér can be no ground for the threefold division ;

® Read f§ mloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Desire, Hatred and Illusion must be one and the same,—
since they are all possessed of the same characteristic,—just

like the various forms of ¢ Desire’.”

It is not true that there is no ground for the threefold divi-
sion ; becauss ¢ Desirs,’ i Hatred' and ¢ Illusion’ are distinol
Jrom ong another. Though they all possess the common
characteristio (of causing activity ), yet each is endowed with
a differentia which serves as the basis for their being sub-
divided into three groups; just as even though ‘ Love’ and
the others are all ¢ desire,’ yet they can be differentiated from
one auother. Further, the mere possession of a common
character does not make several things one and the same;
if that were so, then there would be no ‘Commonality’ at
all [for * Commonality ’ implies ¢ diversity and multiplicity'];
if ¢ Desire,’ 'Hatred’ and ¢I[llusion’ were all one and the
same, there could be so no such assertion as ¢ this character
is common to them,’ for nothing can be ‘ common’ to a single
thing, '

Question :—* What is the differentia that serves as the
basis of sub-division ?"

Answer :—* Desira’ is oharacterisad by attachment ; the
attachment that people have for things is called ‘ Desire’ ;
—* Hatred’ 1is characterised by aversion; the aversion
or the feeling of iutolerance that one has towards Pain and
what causes pain is culled ¢ Hatred ' ;—Illusion is charaoter-
ised by wrong notion ; that is, the notion of a thing as not
possessed of a certain character, when as a matter of fact
it is possessed of that character. These distinguishing features
of ¢ Desire,) ‘Hatred' and *Illusion’ are known to all men.

Satra (4).
EObjection]—'* WHAT 18 ASSEBTED I8 NOT BIGHT ; BE~
CAUSE ALL THRKE HAVE ONM AND THH SAME THING FOB
THEIR ANTIMEESIs]Sd f@um@#/www.holybooks.com
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Bhagya on Sii. (4).
(P. 125, Ll 4—5.]

“ Desire and the rest cannot be regarded as distinct from
one another ;—Why ?P—Because they have one and the same
thing for their antithesis ; all three have one and the same
thing for their antithesis—viz : that which is known under
the names * taffvajiiinam’, ¢ knowledge of truth’, * samyasi-
mafik’, ‘ right knowledge’, ¢ @ryaprajia’, ¢ truthful cognition’,
¢ sambodhah,’ ‘ right apprehension.’”

Vartika on Su. (4).
[P. 453, L. 1% to L. 15.]

% Desire, Hatred and Illusioa must be one and the same,
—because they have one and the same thing for their anti-
thesis,—like Disjunction. Just as all Disjunctions, having
for their antithesis the single thing ¢ Conjunction’, are regard-
ed as one, so Desire and the rest, having for their antithesis
the single thing ¢ Right Knowledge,’ must be regarded as

one.”
S#¢ra (5).

[Answer]—THE REASON PUT FORWARD I8 NOT VALID,
A8 THERE I8 NO INVARIABLE CONCOMITANCE.
Su. (5).
Bhagya on 81, (47).
[P. 195, L1, 7—8.]

The Dark Colour and several such properties of Clay
have the same antithesisin the form of ‘fire-contact’, and there
are other qualities of it, which, being brought about by bak-
ing, have one and the same source ;—and yet all these qua-
lities are distinct from one another.®

Vartika on 8. (5).
[P. 453, L. 17 to P. 454, L. 2.]

The reason is mot valid §o. §oc.—says the Sifra. The
colour and other . properties (of Clay), which are all des-

® The Varfika and Tdparye counstrue the clause Saji chdr{hdnjarabhavs
with the next Sa¢rlowBuedtiés iioch bitppléitortilodyitanieraniated.
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troyed by the same fire-contact, and as such have one and
the same thing for their antithesis; and yet they are not
all one and the same thing. Hence what is put forward as
the Reason (in Su. 4, i.e. the fact of their having one and
the same thing for their antithesis) is not invariably concomit-
ant (with what is desired to be proved, i.e. being one and the
same).

This same argument also demolishes the reasoning that
¢ Desire, &o., must be one, because they have the same source,
like Sound.” For the Colour and other qualities (of the bak-
ed Jar) have the same source (fire-contact), and yet they are
not one and the same.

Safra ().
Or THESE ILLUSION IS THE WORSER EVIL; AS FOR

ONE WHO 18 NOT UNDER ILLUSION THE OTHERS DO NOT

APPEAR. (Su. 6).

Bhasya on $1, (6).
(P. 159, L. 10 to L. 16.]

Illusion is an evil; it is spoken of as the ¢ worser evil’;
by taking the three two at a time.* “ Why is Illusion
the ¢worser evil P’ Because for one who 18 not under
tllusion the other do mnot appear,—i, o. unless one is
affected by Illusion, Desire and Hatred do not appear;
and when a man has hecome influenced by Illusion,one
or the other (of the other two) appear in accordance with
the man’s impressions ;+ when the man’s impressions in regard
to a thing are attractive (such as create attachment), they
produce in him Desire (for that thing); while when his
notions are repulsive (such as create aversion), they produce
Hatred. Both these notions are nothing other than *[llu-

© Beocause the term * pdpiydn’ is in the comparative degree, it follows that
what is meant is that, as between Illusion and Desiro, and Illusion and Hatred,
Illusion is the ¢ worser evil.’

+ What is spoken of ¢Sakalpa, *Notions' is the remembrance, under
Illusion, of a certain thing as bringing pleasure, and that of another thing, as
bringing pain—~Fdpangaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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sion,’ which consists of twrong notion. Thus it is that
Desire and Hatred have their source in Illusion. When
Illusion is destroyed by Right Knowledge, both Desire and
Hatred cease to appear; this is what accounts for their
having one and the same thing for their antithesis. It is
with a view to these facts that it has been explained under
80. ). 1. 2 that, after True Knowledge ° there is a cessation
of each member of the followiny series— Pain, Birth, Activily,
Defect, and Wrong Notion,—the cessation of that which follows
bringing the annihilation of that whick precedes it, and this
ultimately leads to Final Release.
Vartika on 8. (6).
[P. 454, L, 4 to L. 11.]

Each of the three being distinct,* am:mg them Illusion
is the worser evil &c. &c.—says the Sitra, Instead of saying
that * Illusion is the worst evil ' the S#tra says * worser evil,’
as the comparison meant to be instituted is between the
three, taken two at a time; the meaning being that—
¢ between Desire and Illusion, [llusion is the worser of the
two, and between Hatreg and Illusion, Illusion is the worser
of the two.’ Why so?  Because anless a man is under
illusion the other two do not appear; it is only the man illu-
under illusion that becomes angry ; only the man under
gion falls in love; and it is only the man having the proneness
to Illusion that is deluded.t When True Knowledge has
put an end to Illusion, Desire and the rest also cease ; this is
what accounts for these having one and the same thing for
their antithesis ; that is, it is because on the destruction of
Illusion by True Knowledge, Desire and Hatred cease to
appear that these have the srame thing for their antithesis,—
and not because they are one and the same. It isonly on the
basis of these facts that it can be established that among

¢ We have taken this clause of the Bhagya along with the Bhagya on 8a. 6.

t This apparently tautological sentence has been jostified by the T'afparya
by saying that the tasenise@dinhomennssthevmantiohpobax shedandency to illusion.
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Pain and the rest, the cessation of the succeeding brings
aboat the annihilation of the preceding.

Bhasya on Si. (7).
[P. 195, L. 16 to L, 19.]

Objection :—* If what is caid in SN. 6 is true, then there
arises the following difficulty :—
, Safra (7).
INASMUOH A8 (BETWEEN ILLUSION AND THE OTHER
TWO) THERL 18 1HE RELATION OF OAUSE AND EPFECT, IT
FOLLOWS THAT ‘ ILLUSION ’ I8 8UMETHING DIFFERENT FROM
8B * DErecTs.””  (S0. 7),

“ The effect is always different from the cause ; hence
if Illusion is the cause of the Defects (Desire and Hatred),
it cannot itself be a ¢ Defect.’’

Vartika on S1. (7).
(P. 454,L. 11 to L. 14.]

*If what is said is true, then there arises the difficulty
that—inasmuch as §e. §c.—says the Sifra. [The reasoning
being stated thus]—Illusion cannot be a Defect,—because
it is the cause of defects,—like Colour &c.”

Sigra (8).

(4Answer]—TaaT oaNNoT BE; s ILLUSION 18
INCLUDED UNDER THR DEFINITION OF ‘ DerFEOTS.'—(S1, 8).
bhhasya on S84, (8).

[P. 196, L. 1.]

Defects having been defined as those that have causing
activity for their distinguishing feature—Illlusion becomes
included, by this definition, under * Defect.’

Vargika on 8a. (8).
(P. 454, L. 16—18.]

That cannot be &o. §c.—says the S#fra. Whether a
thing does or does not belong to a certain olass is determin-
ed, not by the welatian-qfi anuassmdweffeatpburt bynits character-
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istic features being the same as those of that class ; and since
the characteristic feature of ¢ Defect’ is present in Illusion,
this must be regarded as a ¢ Defect.’

Sttra (9).

FURTHER, SINCE IT 18 QUITE POSSIBLE FOR THINGS
BELONGING TO THE SAME OLASS TO BEAR AMONG THEMSELVES
‘THE RELATION OF CAUSE AND EFFECT, THE OBJEOTION
(1x S0. 7) Has No FOROE, 8. (9).

Bhasya on Su. (9).
[P. 196, L1 4—35.]

Among substances, as well a3 qualities, belonging to the
same class, it is found that they bear to one another various
kinds of causal relation.

Vartika on Su. (9).
[P. 435, L. 2 to L. 7.]

Further, since it is quite possible &c. &c.—says the
St¢ra. Even among things belonging to the same
class we find several kinds of causal relation subsist-
ing. E.g. One Apprehension is the cause of another
Apprehension, and yet it belongs to the same olass
¢ Apprehension ’'; the Shuttle, and such other substan-
ces are the cause of another Substance (Cloth), and yet they
belong to the class ¢ Substance ’; similarly with such quali-
ties as propulsion, striking, contact with conjunocts and
Faoulty.

Thus have Defects been examined.

End of Section (2).

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Seorion (3).

[Sutras 10—13.]
Bsamination of ¢ Rebirth.’

Bhasyu on Su. (10).
[P. 196, L. 6 to L. 15.)

After “Defects’ comes ‘ Rebirth.’*  In regard to this
the following abjection is raiced :—* There can be no such
thing as Rebirth, as the Soul is eternal; and no eternal thing
is ever found to be born or to die; so that the Soul being
eternal, there is no possibility of Birth and Death ; and yet
it is only these two that constitute ¢ Rebirth¢ ? "’

On this point we have the following statement of the
established conclusion :—
Sutra (10).
REBIRTH 18 POSSIBLE ONLY BECAUSE THE SoUL 18
ETERNAL. (Si. 10),

As a matter of fact it is the elernal Soul that ¢ departs’
(praifi),—i.e. abandons the former body, dies,—and having

9The doubt in regardto * Rebirth’ is as to its belonging to the Soul, or to
Apprehension, orto the Body ;—says the  Tag¢parya. To this form of Doubt,
the objection is raised in Vardhamana's ‘¢ Prakdsha’ that, it having been already
determined under Sii. 1-1-19 that Rebirth is of the Soul, there can be no room for
suchadonbt. The answer given is that from the definition provided under Sa.
1-1.19, ‘Rebirth’ appears to consist in death and birth’ ; hence the further ques-
tion naturally arises—‘ How can daath and birth belong to the Soul, which, being
eternal, canuot die or be born ?' And the most fitting occasion for dealing with
this question is that when the ¢examination‘ of ¢ Rebirth' is taken up, Var-
dhamana aleo suggests another answer as offered by ¢ others’ :—The Parvapaksin
imposes upon the Naiydyika the view that ¢ Rebirth’ consists of ¢ destruction and
production’ and then raises the doubt and the objection against the view that
¢ Rebirth ’ belongs to the Soul ; and instead of urging the objection in this form,
the Purvapakgin (in the Bhasya) starts off with the Naiyayika view that Re-
birth is something belonging to the Soul,and theu goes to say that such Rebirth
is not possible ; as it is not possible for any suoh thing to belong to the Soul.

T Thus * Rebirth,’ is impossible under the theory of the Naiy@yika ; though
it is quite compatible with the theory of the Bauddha, according to whom all
these are evanescebtpundrgeihfdestriptidmeveriahdmels.com
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‘departed’ (préfya), i.e. having abandoned the former body,
‘comes’ (bhufi)—i.e. is born, takes up another body; and
it i8 these two (departing—coming) that have been spoken of
a8 ‘Bebirth,’ ¢Pré{yabhdva, under the Sutra—*Rebirth
consists in being born again * (Su, 1-1-19); so that what is
meant (by ¢ Rebirth belonging to the Soul’) is that it aband-
ons the previous body and takes up another;* and this is possi-
ble only when the Soul is eternal. On the other hand, he,
for whom ° Rebirth ' consists of the ¢ birth of one entity and
destruction of another entity,’ would be feced with the
absurdity that one entity would be deprived of the effects of
his deeds, while another would be saddled with the
effects of acts not done by him.t And further, under the
theory that there are causes bringing about destruction (of
the Being in the body), the teachings of the sages would be
entirely useless [as the Being to whom the teachings are im-
parted cannot live long enough to profit by them],}

Vartika on Si. (10).
[P. 455, L. 8 to P, 456, L. 1.]

Aftor defects comes © Rebirth'; and in regard to this the
following objection is raised —* There can be no such thing
a8 Rebirth, because the Soul is eternal ; being eternal, the
Soul cannot be born, nor can it die; and yet it is these two

that constitute ¢ Rebirth '—which implies that the Entity,
after having died, is born again,”

°The sentence ‘parvashariram . . . préfyabhdva’ is not found in Puri
Ms. B ; but the context requires it.

t The entity that does the act, is destroyed immnediately afterwards ; the
entity thatis subsequently boro, at the time wheu the result of the said act
appears, is a totally different being ; sothat while the latter is saddled with the
effacts of the actsnot done by him, the foriner becomes deprived of the effects of
those act done by himself. Under the view that the eternal Soul is re-born, it is
the same Soul that does the act and experiences its effects.

§ According to the Naiydyika, on the other hand, the real Being, Soul, being
everlasting, persists from life to life; and its birth aud death consist respec-
tively, in its becoming connected, and disconnected, with a Body, a set of
Sense-organs, Intéllevthincsind! Semmatitins:// www.holybooks.com
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On this point we have the following statement of the estab-
lished conclusion— Rebirth is possible etc. eto.—snys the Siifra.
It is only when the Soul is eternal that it can die and
be born again. “ What is the meaning of its dyinge”
It means that it becomes disconnected with the previously-pro-
dyced Body, Sense-organs, litellection and Sensation. * What
of its being,born 2" It means that it becomes connocted with
a newly-produced Body, Sense-organs, Intellection and Senaa-
tion, forming a single aggregate. The * birth’ and ¢death’
of the Soul cannot mean that It is produced and destroyed 3
for it is eternal ; that tho Soul is eternal has been already
proved under Sa. 3-1-19,

On the other hand, the philosopher for whom the *birth
and death ’ of the Soul consist of production and destruction, is
faced by the absurd contingency that ome entily would be
deprived of the effects of his deeds, while another would be sad-
dled with the effects of acts not dome by him ;—as we have
already pointed out in course of our explanation of Su, 3-1-4,

Bhasya on Sa. (11).
(P. 196, L. 15 to P. 197, L. 2.}

Question.—* In whatmanner does tho prodwotion of things
come about ? "'*

Section (11).
(dnswer]—TrE (PrODUCTION) oOF PERCEPTIBLE f

THINGS 1S FROM PERCEPTIBLE THINGS ; AS IS OLEARLY PROV-

kp BY PerceprioN. (Su. 11.)

© [t is not easy to perceive the connection of this question with ©Rebirth,,
the subject-matter of lgc Section. The production’ questioned about now, is
the coming into existence of material objects ; and tho only counection possihle
would be that, the Bhdsya having declared that °Rebirth’ does not consist of
¢ destruction and production,’ it becomes necessary to determina the exact nature
of ¢ production,’ and then toshow that it is not possible for the non-material sub-
stance Soul ; aud heuce in the terin *préfyabhiva’ ¢ Rebitth, < bhdra’ ¢ birth®
cannot mean *production.’

Vishvanitha takes it as introduced for the.purpose of bringing forward the
various theories in regard to the *production ’ of the Body.

+The term ‘vyukia’ stande, according to the Vartika, for that which is
endowed with the counditions of perceptibility, i.e. anything endowed with such
perceptible qualities as Colour and the rest. Hence the word * vyak{d' takes
inthe Atoms also, which are endowed with the qualities of Colour &c.

Astutie: Bmoistyw Calontts,
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The question being—*in what manner, and from whal
sort of material cause is the perceptible thing, such as the
Body, produced ? "-—tbe answer is that, ¢ from pereceptibio
things,! kuown as *¢material substances —i.e. from Earth
and tho other material substances, in their cxtremely
subtle cternal forms—is produced the *perceptible thing,
t.c., the ordinarily knewn Swubstanees (Earth Xc. in their
gross form), which appear in tho form of the Body, the
Sensc-organs, the Objeots and their appurtenances. Tho
term ‘wzyakta,’ * perceptible,’ stands for what is cognisable
by means of the Sensc-organs; and. by reason of similarity
to this ‘ pereeptible ’ thing, its eause also is called * wvyakta,’
* perceptible.’—‘“ What is the similarity #"—7The similarity
(between the perceptible thing and its cause) consists in
the presence of Colour &c. lHence tho meaning of the
Sitra is that—*'out of the eternal substances, Barth &ec.,
which aro endowed with the qualities of Celour &ec., are
produced the Body and such other things, which are endow-
ed with the qualities of Colour &e.’

| That this is so} fs clearly proved by Perception. We
actnally see that ont of sueh substances as Clay and the liko
which are endowed with the qualitios of Colour and the rest,
aro produeed objects of the same kind (i.r., possessed of the
qualities of Colour &c.);—and from this fact (perceived in
connection with visible Ubjects) wo infer the same in con-
nection with invisible things also; that is, in the case of the
Clay &c., wo find that tho presence of Colour and other
qualities is common to the material causo as well as its
product ; and from this we deduce tho same in regard to

the causal nature of the eternal super-sensuous things
(Atoms) also;

Var(ika on S0. (11).

Question :—* In what manner does the production of
things como about ? From what sort of cause aro the per-

ceptible things, Karth &e., (in their gross form), the Body,
the Sense-organs &c. produced ? ¥

Answer—The production of perceptible thin gs §c. §e.—~says
the Safra, * What is the perceptible thing ? It is that
substance which is equipped with the conditions of percept-
ibility ; wud msnibhdsdgeends ofvaimilpritys tonthis, the cause
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of Farth &o., in the form of Atoms, is also called °percept-
ible.’ “ What is the similarity ?” The similarity
consists in the presence of the qualities of Colour &e., and
it is by reason of this similarity of ¢ Atoms’ (to Earth &c.),
in the shape of the prescnce of the qualitics of Colour &ec.,
that Atoms also are called ¢ perceptiblo.’ [The meaning of the
Sitra thus is that] out of the Atoms possessed of Colour and
other qualities are produced tho pereeptiblo things in the
shape of the Jar and such {inanimate) objects, and also the
Bull and such (animato) objects.

“ What is the proof of this?”

That tho production of objects possessed of Colour &e. is
as described above 138 clsarly proved by perception.

“ The proof put forward is not right ; as tho premiss i3
not invariably true; it is not true that things endowed with
Colour &c, are produced out of only such things as are
ondowed with Colour &e., for we find that such things as the
Jar, tho Bull &c., which are endowed with Colour §c., are
produced out of Conjunction (of tho component parts of these
things), which is without Colowr etc.”

This objoction has no forco ; as it shows that tho objector
has not understood tho meaning of tho Si{ra;tho Sifre
does not mean that things possessed of Colour &c., are always
produced only from things possessed of Colour &c.; what the
S#{ra means is that such ¢ perceptible ' things as the Bull and
tho like aro preceded by such causal factors as are endowed
with Colour &c. In this sense the promiss put forward is
not untrue; for no causal factors. devoid of Colour &c., are
ever found to bring about such products as are endowed
with Colour &c.

Satra (12).

[Objection]—** WaT 13 ASSERTED 1S NOT TRUE ; A8
THE JAR 1sDvonieatndoenhaps/oeveidydackt'sen{Sn. 12),
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Bhasya on 8u. (12).
[P. 197, L1, 4—5.]

“This also is a perceptible fact that the ‘ porceptible’
Jar is never found to be produced out of the *perceptible’
Jar ; hence, as we do not see the ¢ perceptible’ thing being
prodnced out of the * perceptible’ thing, 1t follows that the

canse {of the praduction) of the * pevceptible’ (Body &c.) is
not a ¢ perceptible * thing.”

Vartika on Su. (12).
[P. 456, L. 17 to P. 457, L. 1.]

% What is asserted is not irue §e, §e.”-—says the Sitra.
This oriticism is based upon the notion that
things are produced out of only such things
as arp homegeneous to them,

Siifra (18).
[Answer]—Inasmucr AS 1HE JAR 1S ACTUALLY

PRODUCED OUT OF A ‘ PRRCEPTIBLE ’ BUDSTANCE, THR OBJKC-
TION HAS No rorce, (S@ (13).

Bhagya on Su. (14).
[P. 197, Li. 7—10] :

We do not say that everything is the cause of evarything ;
what we do say is that whatever ¢ perceptible’ tﬂxing 18
produced, it is produced out of a similar (i.e., perceptible)
thing ; and the substance Clay, which is called ¢ potsherd,’
out of which the Jar is produced, ia ‘perceptible.” One
who would deny such a patent fact could never be argued
with by any person.

The truth of the matier is as we have described.
Vartika on Su. (13).
' [P. 457, L. 1 to L. 9.]

The above objection (in S, 12) has no force; as it shows
that the objeotor has not understood the meaning of the
Siitra. We do not say that everything is the cause of every-
thing ; the objectionathatdhetJarismotyprodwced out of the

Var, P. 457.
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Jar can be rightly urged only against that person who Lolds
that everything is the cause of everything: In fact—inas-
much as the Jar 8 actually produced out of a perceptible
substance, the objection has no force—says the Sifra. The
¢ perceptible ’ things, Jar and the like, when produced, are
produced only out of such perceptible’ things as the potsherd
and the like ; so that the way in which the Jacr is produced
does mot militate against our view. [The reasoning being
formulated thus]—the perceptible things, Body and the like,
are preceded by such causal factors as are possessed of Colour
&c.,—becauso they are such that any one of them can be
perceived by tho organ of vision and of touch,*—like the Jar,
or like Sound,—this latter being an example per contra.
Such is the truth upon the matter under consideration.

End of Section (3).

Secrion (4.)
[Satras 14—18.]
Ezaminalion of the Theory that the Things of the World are
produced out of the Void.

Bhagya on Su. (14).
[P. 197, L. 10 to L. 14).

We now proceed to show up the doctrines of philosophers
(of several schools)}—

®This fact has been put forward in $8. 3-1-1, in proof of the presence of
the Soul in the body. Itis not easy to see what bearing it has upon the Body
being produced out of perceptible substances.

The only possible explanation is that the premiss darshonasparshanabhyam
ekarthagrahanaf does not mean here the same thing that it doesin Su. 3-1-1. Tho
meaning that fits in with the present context is that—* because Body and such,
things are snoh that any one of them is perceived by both Visual and Tactile
organs,—which is the case with the Jar, and which is not the case with Sound,—
hence the Body must be regarded as preceded by such causal factors as are endowed
with the qualities of Colour &c.

1 The Parisuddhi calls Sections 4—11 * Awpodghdfika,” * Introductory,’ or
(more correctly) ‘ Supplementary,” to the Section putting forward the theory that
¢ percoptible thingPaMrpesdiestd ot ltppervaptitle vhseges . com
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Sifra (14).

“ ENTITIES ARE PBODUCED OUT OF NEGATION; AS

NO OBJEOT COOMES INTO EXISTENCE WITHOUT HAVING
DESTROYED (I8 0AUSE)’—(Su. 14).

“ One theory is that the entily is produced out of nega-
tion ;—Why ?P—RBecause things are produced only after
having destroyed (something) ; e.g. the sprout is produced
only after the seed has been destroyed ; and not till the seed
is destroyed. If the ¢destruction of the seed’ were not
the cause of the sprout, then it would be possible for the
sprout to come into existence even without destroying tho

seed.”*
Vartika on Sa. (14).
(P. 457, L. 9 to L. 18.]

We now proceed to show up the doctrines of philosophers
—out of which some are rejected, while others are accepted.
Among these, the doctrine held by some people is that
“ entities are produced out of negation ”; and in support of
this they put forward the following arguments :—* No object
comes into existence without being destroyed ;" asa matter
of fact, until the cause has ‘been destroyed, no effect is pro-
duced ; e.g., the sprout comes into existence only after the
seed has been destroyed. And if the ¢ destruction of the seed ’
were not the cause of the sprout, then it would be possible
for the sprout to appear without the seed being destroyed.
But this is never found to happen. Hence the conclusion
is that the * cause of the sprout is the destruction of the seed
[and Destruction is negation].”

It is interesting to note that the purely theistic doctrine of God having
created the world has been put hy Gautama among these ¢ doctrines.” held appar-
rently by other people. It is in view of this that the Parfika has remarked that
the Author of the Sitra has put forward these various doctrines here—some of
these for being oriticised, and others are put up as accepted. The Td¢parya,
the Parishuddhi and the Prakdsha however do not admit this view. (See
below, Note on Sec. §).

® Whenever an object is produced, its production is always preceded by

the destruction of its material cause. Hence every object has for its cause
this Desiruction, sB@VINAGIRHSIFID Blifsrnivof wegalihnoks.com
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Bhagya on 8Q. (15).
[P. 197, L. 14 to L. 18.]
Tho answer to the above is given in the following
Stitra.
Silfra (15).
THE BEASONING PUT FORWARD 18 UNSOUND; AS IT
INVOLVES SELF-CONTRADICTION,—(S@. 15.)

The premiss—* because there is no production without
destruction’—18 unsound ; as it involves self-contradiotion,
That which destroys (the cause) cannot be said to come into
existence afler that destruction ; since it must have been
already in existence [in order to be able to destroy the cause ;
that which is itself non-existent cannot destroy anything];—
and that which comes into existence (after destruction of the
cause) was not in existence before, and being non-existent,
it could not destroy the cause [consequently the assertion
that ‘the thing comes into existence after destroying the
cause ’ is self-contradictory].

Parfika on St. (15).

The assertion that—* an object comes into existence
after having destroyed (the cause) "—involves a self-contra-
diction. That which does the destroying must
be already in existence ; that which does not
exist cannot be the cause of destruction; and that which comes
into existence could not have been in existence before ; as
that which is already in existence can never be produced.
So that to say that a certain object destroys (the cause)and
then comes into existence is to make a self-contradictory state-
ment.  “ What self-contradiction is there?” By ¢self-
contradiction’ we 1uean incongruily; i.e. if the thing
destroys the cause, it cannot come into existence (after that
destruction), and if it comes into existence (after destruction),
it cannot do that destruction. .

Safra (16).
[Not comprehending the purport of the Sid@hantin’s argu-
shentjoinSHord byrthenNihilisborayel—

Var. P, 458.
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¢ WHAT HAS BEEN UKGED I8 NOT BIGHT ; FOR AS A
MATTER OF PACT, WOBDS DENOTING THE CASE-RELATIONS
ABE APPLIED TO PAST AS WELL AS FUTURB THINGS.”
(Su. 16).

Bhagya on Su. (16).

(P. 197, L. 20 to P, 198, L. 8.]

Says the O{raponant]-—“ As & matter of fact wordd denot-
ing[thz' case-relations are used in regard to past as well

as future things; e.g. ‘the son shall be born,’ (where
the fulure son is in the Nominative casel— he rejoices at
the son to be born, [where the fulure son is in the
Accusative Case|,—* he appoints the name of the son
to be born’ [where the future scn is in the Genitive case],—
¢ the Jar existed ’ [where the past Jar is in the Nominative
case],—*he is sorry for the broken Jar ’ [ where the past Jar
is in the Accusative case],—'these potsherds are of the
broken Jar ® [where the past Jar is in the Qenitive case],—
‘Sons, not being born, are a source of anxiety, to the old
Father's [where the future son is in the Nominative case] ;—
—we find several instances of such secondary (figurative)
usage. ‘What is the primary basis of this secondary
vsige P’  Immediate sequence is the primary basis: and
on this basis of *immedinte sequence,” what the expression
¢ comes into existence after haviug destroyed’ means is that
¢ when going fo come inlo ewistence the sprout destroys the
seed ;’ and the Nominative character (of the Sprout, not yet
born) is purely secondary (or figurativc).”

Vartika or Su. (16).
{P. 458, L. 6 to L. 13.]

® What has been urged elo. eto~says the S#fra. We find
* that words denoting cade-relations are applied to paes as
* well as future things. FE.g., in connection with past things
“ we find such jexpressions wused as—*he is sorry for the
“ broken Jar,’ ¢ these potsherds are of the broken Jar,’ *the
“Jar existed ;' and in connection with fulure things we find
% guch expressions as—* theson shall be bown,’ ¢ one rejoices at
¢ the son to be born,’ ¢ he appoints the name of the son to
“be born,’ ¢ sons, not being born, are a source of anxiety to

® The V actikiFexiio Wi whiéh! givés otdve ¥omeeis.com
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% the old father ;’—we find several such instances of fignra-
“ tive usage. The sense therefore of the expression ¢ the
“gprout comes into existence after having destroyed the
“geed’ is that * when going to come into existence, the
« gprout destroys the seed.” ¢ What is the meaning of des-
“ traction in this case? On ghe strength of (by reason of)
“ immediate sequence ‘ destruction ’ means ¢ comingjinto exist-
“ ence immediately after;’ that is, inasmuch as the sprout
« comes into existence immediately after the seed has been
¢ destroyed ' [the meaning of *destruction’ is immediate
reguence} Safra (17).
[4nswer]—|EveN s0] THE VIEW- PUT FORTH OAN-

NOT BR ACCEPTED ; BECAUSE A8 A MATTER OF FACT THEKN

18 NO PRODUOTION OUT OF THINGS DESTROYED.—(S0Q. 17).

Bhagya Su. (17).
(P. 198, L, 5.]

As & matter of fact, the Sprout is no¢ produced out of the
destroyed seed. Hence it is not true that ‘ Entities are pro-
duced out of negation ” (as alleged in Sa. 14).%

Vartika on 8a. (17).
[P. 458, L. 18 to P. 459, L. 7.]

The anewer to the above arguments has already been
given under Su, 15—viz: that the view put forth involves
sslf-contradiction ; as & matter of fact, there can be no des-
truction by a thing that has not come into existence ; nor is
it that whenever a thing is born it has the capability of des-
troying (its cause). Then as regards the allegation that

® It the* destruction of the seed ' were thecause of the birth of the sprout,—
then, how ie it that we find no sprout appearing wheu the seed is broken ap iuto pieves
by the hamumer, and the disruptared cumgoneut piecss do nob form another compo-
site? Aod how is it that the sprout appears only when the disraption of the seed
fo followed by & fresh composite formed out of its disjointed component pieces ?

These faots clearly show that the birth of the sprout does not arise out of the
¢ destruction ’ of thiaesdoaFisypwrydatips://www.holybooks.com
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*“words denoting case-relations are applied to past and future
things” (Su. 16),—we do not deny that there is such usage;
all that we mean is that there can be no production out of &
non-existent cause. That words denoting case-relations are
used in connection with past, present and future tlrings, we
have ourselves pointed out in the gourse of our consideration of
the general question of the validity of cognitions ; where we
have cited such examples as ¢the tree stands’ &c. &c.
Further, as regards the assertiom of the Opponent—* by
reason of immadiale sequence * destruction’ means coming
into existence immedialely after,”’—this is not true; for the
cause of the sprout does not consist in the *destruction of
the seed’; what happens is that the component particles of
the seed, which (in the seed) are combined in a eertain
fashion,® have their former composition or combination des-
troyed, and another combination of them takes place ; + and
it is out of the latter combination that the sprout comes into
existence ;—and until the previous combina-
tion (of the particles) has been destroyed, it is
not possible for another combination to come into existence ;
it is only in this sense that ‘production’ can mean imme-
diate sequence, For these reasons it is only right that the
seed should be the ¢material cause? (of the sprout). With
a view to point out this fact we have the S#/ra—* there
is no production out of things destroyed.” 'The cause of the
sprout is not the ¢destruction of the seed,’ but the compon-
ent particles of the seed, l.ln:ough the abandoning of their
previous composition. This is what the S8/ra means.

Vir. P. 459.

o1 Pyakrilavydhandm ' is the better reading ; with *vydhafavydhdndm’' the

clause means ¢ which have their combination destroyed.’ The Bhiagya on 853, 18

teads *sydhalavydhdnim.'
+ 'l‘h'e same particles that were originally arranged tiuto the form of the seed
come o be re-arrnmdribddeﬂmﬁmm.h%%gg%m
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Safra (18).
IN 50 FAR AS ¢ SEQUENCE’ 18 MENTIONED,—THIS WE
Do NoT DENY. (Su, 18).
Blidsya on Si. (62).
[P. 198, L. 7 to L. 14.]

The fact that the ‘coming into existence ’ (of the sprout)
s perceived by the ‘destruction’ (of the seed) constitutes
their ‘scquence’; and in so far as this ‘sequence has been
put forward (by the Opponent) as the reason (probans)
for the proposition ¢hat ** Entities are produced out of nega-
tion ;™' —this ‘sequence’ we do not deny; all that we mean
is that, wheu the composition of the particles becomes disturb-
ed, the previous combination ceases and another combination
takes 1ts place; and it is out of this latter com-
bination,—and not out of negation—that the next sub-
stance is produced.*  What happens is that the component
particles of the Seed have aroused within them a cortain
motion, by reason of some (unknown) canse,—whereupon
they abandon their previons combination and take upon an-
other ; and it is from this latter combination that the sprou¢
i3 produced ; in fact we actually see that the *particles of
the seed’ and their ‘composition’ constitute the causes of
the production of the Sprout; and unless the previous
combination has been destroyed, it is not possible for another
combination to como into existence ;—this is all that consti-
tutes the ‘sequence’ between ¢ Destruction’ aad ‘coming
into existence’;—but this cannot prove that ** Entities are
produced out of negation ” (as alleged by the P@rvapaksin ).
And inasmuch as for the production of the sprout there is
no other causo except the component particles of the seed,
it is only r'ght that the seed should be admitted as the cause
of the Sprout.¢

Vartika on Su. (18).

[P. 459, L. 9 to L. 13.)
At first there is deséruction of the seed, then there comes
the production of the Sprout,—this is what the 8%¢{ra means,

® This passage, in & somewhat altered form, has already appearcd iu the
Vartika on Sa 17,

tBecause, says the T@{parya, uuless the soed is there, the componeat parti-
cles of the seed cddf¥dsgdrom https://www.holybooks.com
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If mere * Negation ® were the cause of the production of the
Sprout, then anything would be produced out of anything
and everything; for the factor of * Negation ’is the same in®
all cases; when for instance, the paddy-seed is destroyed—
there does not remain in it any capacity for persistence
(or connection with anything) ; and if an effect were to be
produced without any trace of connection (with its cause),
then it could be brought into existence by the force of all
things; as a matter of fact, however, every effect is found to
be connected (with a cause). From all this it follows that
mere Negation cannot be the cause of anything. Such is the
meaning of the §#{va.}

End of Section (4).

Section (5).
[S&{ras 19-21.]

Eaamination (} the Theory that God is the Cause of the
Universe. 3

® There being no difference between the tulal desiruction of the barley-seed
and the total destruction of the paddy-seed ;—both destructions being total,
without any trace of the previously existing things,

4The JTatparya offers it own criticisms against the argument that—* since
things are produced outof ' Negation,’ the constituent cause of things isthe
Void,"~which srgument also it reads in the Pdrvapaksa-Safra 14. For detailsthe
reader s reforred to the Ta¢parya, p. 417, .

$1n regard to this 8ection there is a difference among Commentators. Accord-
ing to the BAdgya, the Varfika and Vishvaniths, it is meant to propound the Nai-
‘ydyika Sigghania that the Universe has been created by God ; and in accordance
with this view, 80. 19 puts forward the final Siddhdnfa, 58. 20 puts forward an
objection sgainst the SiddAdnfa, and 5a.21 answers that objection from the stand-

pointof the Sigdhdnfe. It is this interpretation that we have adopted in the
translation. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Bhagya on Su, (19).
[P. 198, L, 14 to L. 18,]
Another philosopher says—
S#{ra (19).
GoD 18 THE CAUSE ; BECAUSE WE FIND FRUITLESSNESS
IN THB ACTIONS OF MeN,

As a matter of fact, we find that Man, desiring a certain
thing, does not always obtain the fruit of his desire ; henoe it
is inferred that Man’s acquisition of the fruits of Lis actions
is dependent upun some other person; and that Parson upon
whom it is dependent is God ; hence it follows that God is
the Cause (of the World).*

In view, perhaps, of the fact that such an iuterpretation of the Section is
inconsistent with the introductory assertion of.the Bhdsya (P. 197,iL. 10)=* we
now proceed to show up the doctrines of philosopliers,'—the Td{parye, followed
by the Parisuddhi and Prakdska, has taken it as representing the criticism of the
Veginta dootrine that “God is the cometitwent cavse of the Universs.” By this
interpretation 84, 19 represents the Vedinta ‘view,[88. 20 shows the untenability
of that view, and 88, 21 puts forward the final Nydya-Siddhdnia that God is the
oreator, the efficient cause, mol the constituent causs, of the Universe.

G

There is also a- wider issue involved in this Scotion. The Commentators are
agroed that the Siddhinta view here put forward is that God is the Creator of the
Universs. Now the question arises—How is it that this cardinal dootrine of the
system has been inserted by [Gautawa-as a side-issue? He has put it forward
only among “ certain philosophical dootrines ; ” and not as the frus docirine,
Nor is it easy to reconcile the dootrine of God being the Crealor with the view that
there is no such thing as ‘begicaing of Creation “—as is often found re-itersted
by the Var{ika (e.g. on P, 445 and P. 466) ; if there is no begnning, God may be
the Coniroller, the Ruler, He cannot be the Crestor. From the Bhapys also
(P. 801, L. 8) it seems that God is Reld to be only the Seer, Knower, Ommiscient,
All-powerful.

®Aocording to the Tdfparya this Bitra presents the Vedinta view that God
isthe constituent causs of the world ; the Parisuddhi remarks that though the
8a{ra has used the general term ¢cause,’ yet it is clear from the context that the
constitaent ¢ cause’ is meant. Vardhamdna remarks—* From this Parropaksa S8fre
ftids olear that the purpose of theSection is to refute the Vedanta-theory.’ In support
of this view is also the fact that the preceding section also has dealt with the
question of the comstituent causs of the world.

The Vediats dootrine is thus stated by the J8fpsrye—* The phenomenal
world wsy not hbvsweomeiout fufthisNeidyit . omiyoestainlybe produced out of
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Var{ika on Su. (19).
[P. 450, L. 13 to P. 460, L. 2.]

God is the Cuuse elc, ele,—says the S@{ra, Wa find that
even though man desires a certain thing,
he does not obtain the fruit of his desire;
from which fact we understand that Man’s obtaining of the
results of his actis dependent upon someone else; if Man,
ihdependent!y by himself, were capable of obtaining the
results of his actions, then the action of no man conld ever
be fruitless; and no one would ever bring pain upon
himself ;—and both these are actually found to be the case;
—hence it follows that God is the cause (of the Universe).

Stfra (20).
[Objection ®]—"* It 18 NOT 80 ; BEOAUSE A8 A MATTER

OF FACT, NO FRUIT APPEARS WITHOUT MAN'S ACTION.”
(St 20).

Brahman, which becomes modified into the several nanes and forms [i-e.
objects and their qualitiés, says Vardhamina], exactly in the same manuer as the
clay is modified into the Nar &c. ; or (according to other Vedantins) Braliman,
through the limitations cast by the beginningless Nescience, appears in the form of the
several phenomenal substances, just as the face appears in several forms, through
the limitations of the substances in which it becomes reflectod. Itisthis Brahman
that ismeant by the term *Ishvara? in the 8@fra ; this term connoting the pow-
ars of reflection and action, both of which are present in Brahman alone ; and not
in Negation, or in Primordial Matler, or in Atoms. Man himself does possess thess
powers, Butif Man were the ordainer of the World, and had the necessary pro-
pertiss of omniscience and ommnipotence, then he could never undertako an action
that would turn out to be futile, fruitless. And masmuch as we do find the actions
of Henturning out fruitless, ws conclude (hat God,—i.e. Brakhman—is the Cause of
the World. Sa. (19).

® According to the Bhdgya this Sagra is an objection urged by the Parvapakgin,
sgainst the Nyiya doctrine stated in 8d. 19, According to the T'd{parya, itis an
objection urged by the SiddAdntin Naiydyike, against the Vedanta doctrine stated
in 80. 19. In pursuance of this interpretation, the Tatparya introduces this Si. 20
as follows : It puts forth arguments against the Vedinta theory of thiugs evolving
or modifying out of Brahman, and concludes with the assertion thatit is not right
to hold that Brahmmeavebrascer sadifiesiotosherendietsophsnamenal substances ; and

Var. P. 460.
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Bhasya on S1, (20).
[P. 199, L1 2 —8.]

[Objection]:—** It the appearance of fruits (of actions)
were dependent upon God (entirely), then such fruits could
be aﬁcompllshed even without the desire (and action) of
man,

Varfika on S, (20).
[P. 460, L. 4 to L. 9.]

Itis not so, elc. eic.—says the Safra. If God were the cause
of things, then there could be experiencing of pleasure and
pain even without any act of Man; and the result of this
would be that all activity of Men would disappear and there
would be no possibility of Release; and the character of
God being one and uniform, all His acts would be of one
and the same kind. If, on the other hand, God brought
about effects, with the help of (under the influence of) causes
(other than Himself), then it would mean that He does mnot
produce that whose help He requires; e.g., the potter does
not build the stick &c. (which he nceds). If it were only
under the influence of Men's acts that God was the cause
of the Universe, then so far as those acts are concerned, God
would not be the all-powerful God at all.”

as such is the constituent cause of thinge ; though it may be that Brahinan or God is the
efficient cause of things ;—and then it goes on to eay that in connection with the view
that God is the efficient cause of things, it might be held that in creating the world,
Gud is ot iuflueuced by any other force ;—and it is with a view to guard against
this view that we bave 8a. 20, which shows that God s influenced by the actions of

It may be noted that the roundabout manner in which the Ta{parya hias got to fit
inthe Sigra to its own interpretation shows that it is, perbape, not what the Safras

really mean ; that ispibwdiéixsedaesnokosringuponstpeiiadinpstheory at all,
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Siatra (21),
[Answer}—Ixasuvon as 1T 18 INPLUENOED BY

Hiv, THERE 18 NO FOROR IN THE REASON (PUT FORWARD).*
(sn' 2’ ).

Bhagya on Su. (21).
[P. 199, L. 5 to P. 210, L. 15.]

~ As a matter of fact, God helps the efforts of Man ; i.e.,
when Man is trying to obtain a partieular frait, it is God
that acoomplishes that fruit for him; when God does not
sccomplish 1t, Man's action becomes fruitless ;—hence" since
things are thus iuflnenced by God, what has been-urged to
Bhi the effect that—* because as a matter of fact
. P. 200. . . , . 9 s

no fruit appears without man’s action "—is

no reason at all.

[The question now arises=Whatis God? The Bhdsya
proceeds to answer this question]—Ged is a distinct Soul
endowed with certain qualities ; for as a being of the same
kind as * Soul’ He cannot be put under any other category ;
hence God is deﬂt{ed as a particular Soul endowed with such

®The Td}parys, in pursusnce of its own interpretation, remarks :—* Having
rejocted the two theories—(1) thatthe World is levolved out of Brahman, and (2)
that God, independent of all other forces, is the Creator of the world,~the author
of the Sdfra now puts forward his own final Siddhanta,’

Aoccording to the BAdgya, this Batra is only the Naiyiyika's answer to the objec-
tionarged in 80. 21;; the sense being that—* inasmuch as Man's efforts are influenced
by God, what has been urged in 84. 20, agaiust the view that God isthe eflicient cause
of the world, isnot a valid reason.’ )

The Ny8ya-8igdhants is this expounded by the Tutperys :—The World bas the
Atoms for its constituent cause ; and its efficiont cause is God as influenced by Men's
acts ; and these aots also have God for their efficicnt cause ; nor is there any incon-
gruity in this; since even though the carpenter is belped and influenced by the axe,
yet the axq also is made by him, The reason put forward in Su, 20 has no force
against the view that the world is the work of God s helped by Men's scts, thongh
ivis an sffective argument against the view thatin cresting the world, God does not
require the belp of Ruythingieutéider Himselt,ww.holybooks.com
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qualities as—(1) absence of demerit, wrong knowledge and
negligence, and (2) presence of merit, knowledge and in-
tuitiveness , and to Himalso belongs, the eight-fold ¢ Power’
—oonsisting of ‘minuteness’ and the rest—as the result
of His Merit and Knowledge ;—His ¢ Merit ’ follows the bent
of His Volition ;—He controls the activity of the residuum of
of Merit and Demerit subsisting in each individual Soul,
as also that of the Earth and other material substances ; and
He is Omnipotent in regard to His oreation, not however,
failing to be influenced by the results of acts, done by the
Bla. P. 201 beings He oreates ;—He has obtained * all

a. b <08 the resultsof His deeds ; [and continues to act
for the sake of His created beings, because] just as the
father acts for His children, so does God also act father-like for
living beings, There is no other category except the category
of ¢ goul' to which God could belong; for (as in the case of
Soul 80) in the case of God, no other property, save Buddhi,
Cognition, can be pointed out as being indicative of His
existence.f From scriptures also we learn that God is the
‘ Seer, the Cogniser and the Knower of all things.’ If God
were not discernible by the presence of Buddhi and such
other indicatives of the ¢ Soul,” then, being, as He is, beyond
the reach of ordinary Perception, Inference and Words,
how could His existence be described and proved by any-
one?  Lastly, if God acted irrespectively of the effects
of acts done by the beings created by Him, then, this view
would become open to all those objections that have been
urged against the view that * the creation is not due to the
acts of Souls” [ Zide, end of I Daily Lesson, Adhyaya III).

Var{ika on S, (21).
[P. 460, L. 11 to P, 471, L. 9.]

Inasmuch as it s influenced by Him ele. eto.—~says the
ddifra. We do not say that God is the cause of the world,
independently of the actions of Men &o.; what we do assert

is that God helps the efforts of Man.

® We have adopted the reading of the Puri Ms. B. m instead of QrAwYY,
which latter is the reading adopted by the Tafparya ;this latter also explains
WTHREY 25 QATHARWRIT.

4 Thongh God differs from other Soulsin the poivt ot His Cogunition &c. being
eternal, while those of others are evanescent, yet He must be clussed ander the

same oategory ; sinde,NKY SRRAISHAM, HPELVIV ThARMMALF Bagdhi &o.
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‘“ What is the meaning of helping in this case ?"

What it means is that He instigates each act (of Man) in
accordance with its true character, and in due consideration
of the time of its fruition. The philosopher, who regards
God as the cause of things, irrespectively of the acts of Men,
becomes open to the objection that under his theory there
remains no possibility of Final Releagse. Under the theory
that God is dependent (upon the acts of Men) there is no
such incongruity.

The rest is clear in the Bhagya.

When the Author of the Sutra declares that things are
influenced by God, he admits that God is the efficient cause
(of things); that cause is called ‘efficient’ which helps the
other two kinds.of cause—the constituent and the non-
constituent ; e.g., the shuttle &c. help the yarns (which are
the constituent cause of the Cloth) as well as the yarn-
combinations (which form the non-constituent cause of the
Cloth). :

“ 1f God is the efficient cause of the World, then what is
the direct constituent cause of the World ?

We have already explained that the constituent cause of the
World consists of the Earth and other sub-
stances in their subtle form, known under the
name of ‘ Atoms.’

It having been admitted that perceptible substances are
the constituent cause of the World,—and there being a
difference of opinion in regard to the constituent cause,—we
have (in the Bhagya) a treatment of the subject of God ; that
is, .people have held different views in regard to the
efficient cause of the World,—some people holding ¢ Time’
to be that cause, others ‘ God,’ while others again put forward
Primordial Matter; and nmong these diverse opinions which
is the right on®Pnloaded from https://www.holybooks.com

Vir, P, 461,
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The right view is that God is the efficient canse of the
- World ; for it is in support of this view that we find proofs
coming “forward unimpeded. “ But the very existence
is still unproved.”  If you mean by this that—* it is only
after the existence of God has been proved that it could be
proved that God is the efficient,* and not any other kind of
Cause ;—as & matter of fact, the very existence of God is
still unproved, hence the enquiry stated is not proper,’—
then our answer is that this is not right ; because by this
very enquiry the emistence of God becomes established ; that
is, the emistence of God is established by that same proof
which establishes the fact of His being the cause (of the
World); for the simple reason that that which does not exist
can never be the cause of anything. * What is the
reasoning that proves the fact of God being the cause?”

We state that reasoning as follows :—¢ Primordial Matter,
Atoms and ‘ Karma’ t can act only when, prior to beginning,
they are controlled by an intelligent (conscious) cause,—bes
cause they are themselves unconscious,—like the axe and
such other implements ;—the axe &c., being unconscious, act
only when they are controlled by the conscious carpenter,
—and similarly Primordial Matter, Atoms and °‘Karma,’
being themselves unconscious, are found to aot;—hence it
follows that these also are controlled by conscious agents.

Those who regard Primordial Matter to be the cause of
the World have held that what controls the activity of Prim-
ordial Matter is the ®purpose of Man,” i.e., Primordial
Matter acts when urged to activity by the purpose of man ;
this ‘punrpose of man’ is twofold: (1) the perception of
Colour &oc. and (2) the perception of difference between the
Soul and the Attributes (of Matter); and neither of these

* frfireeTCRATRTY ie the right reading.

t.8ome people ascribe the origin to the action of Primordial Matter ; others to

Atoms, and others again to the ‘Karma,’ or the oollective residue of the deesds
of Men. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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purposes can be accomplished without the action of Primordial

Matter.

This doctrine cannot be accepted ; as before the activity
it is not possible; that is, until Primordial Matter acts
and becomes modified into Maha{ &o., there is neither
¢ perception of Colour &o.’' mor ¢perception of difference
between the Soul and the Attributes of Matter’; so that
these causes (of the activity of Primordial Matter) being
absent, no activity of Primordial Matter would be possible.
In answer to this it might be ‘argued that—¢the said
causes are present (even before the action of Primordial
Matter) for that which does not exist already can never
come into existence, and that which exists can never
cease to exist;”—but in that case, the theory would
mean that what urges the activity of Primordial Matter is
Vir. b. 46a. the ¢ purpose of Man,’ which is already in

) existence; so that the aotivity of Primordial
Matter could not be for the accomplishing of the ¢ purpose
of Man’; in ordinary life whenone already possesses a certain
thing he does mot act for the sake of obtaining that
thing.  Further, (under the theory as now explained),
the activity of Primordial Matter would be unceasing, its
cause being always there at hand. That is, the activity of
Primordial Matter being for the ¢purpose of Man,’ inas-
much as the *purpose of Man ’ would es hypothesi be there
in existence, the said activity should be always going om.
If, even though present, the ‘ purpose of Man ’ did not urge
the activity of Primordial Matter, then the said ¢ purpose’
cannot be the cause of that ¢etivity ; for that alone can be
regarded as the cause of the activity of Primordial Matter
during whose absence the said Matter does not act and
during whose presence it does act. It might be urged that—
“ Even though present, the * purpose of Man' fails to urge
Primordial Matberiinteisotivity;/ onv acoouas sfrobstruction,”
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—But in that case, since the removal of the obstruction
would be impossible, there would always be absence of activity ;
it would be impossibleto remove the obsiruction to the ‘purpose
of Man, for the simple reason that according to you that which
exists ocannot cease to exist; so that the obstruction being
everlasting, there would always be absence of activity.
Further, you (S&inkhyas) hold the view that Primordial
Matter consists of the Attributes of Sa/fva, Rajas and Lamas
in the state of equilibrium; and it behoves you to
explain why this equilibrium ceases; until the equilibrium
has ceased, there can be no disparity (which is necessary
for the activity of Matter). “ The disparity is due to
relation of mutual subserviency among the said Attributes
being unsettled.” *  On this point also we put to you the
following question—How is it that in (Primordial Matter)
what has been equal [i.e. the Attributes comes to be more
orless ? For certainly there is mneither addition of any-
thing new, nor subtraction of anything that has been there
(and under these two conditions alone can there be disparity
where there has been equality].  Then again, Man per-
ceives Sound and other things, not perceived before,—
Bug@ghi makes them perceived ; now do these things—Sound
&o.—have any peculiarities produced in them (when they
become perceived P or do they not have any such peculiarities
produced in them P—If, when perceived, they have some pecu-
liarities produced in them, then this (involving the assertion
that peculiarities, not Present before, are produced) goes
against your dootrine that “ what has not been in existence
already cannot be produced.” If, on the other hand, the
things are perceived without having any peouliarities pro-
duced in them, then also your * self-contradiction % remains :
this view of yours going against your dootrine that ¢ the

© At one time Sagfva predominates over the other two; then 1.Rqjas predomi-
nates and then Jamas, and so on, this unsettled relation causes the disparity which
loads to the activitpmvMaaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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purpose of man urges the activity of Primordial Matter,”®
Thus it is found that the more the doctrine of Primordial
-Matter being the causé of the World is examined, the
more opposed to reasoning it is found to be.

There are others who hold that the cause of the World
consists of Aloms as controlled by the * Karma' of men. To
these philosophers we address the following remarks :—(A)
If Atoms are active, such activity should be unceasing ?
“But they act under the influence of the peculiarities of
time.” What has been said in regard to
Atoms npplies to Time also. That is to say,
just as Atoms, being ‘unconscious things, stand in need of a
conscious countroller, so does Time also; as unconsciousness
is present there also.  * But there can be activity in un-
conscious things also, as we find in the case of Milk ; i.e. just
as Milk, which is unconscious, is active, flows out, for the
nourishment of the calf, similarly Atoms, though unconscious,
would be active for the accomplishment of the purposes of
man.” This is not right; for what is put forward as the
premiss is itself still to be proved ; just asit is still to be
proved that Atoms are active by themselves, so is it still to be
proved that the unconscious Milk is active by itself. In
fact if the Milk were active by itself, then it could flow out
of the teats of the dead mother also ;—it is however never
found to flow out of dead bodies ;~—hence it follows that the
Milk also is under the influence of a counscious agent; speci-
ally because the reason (for postulating such influence, viz :
unconsciousness) is found present in the case of Milk also,t
From all this we conclude that whenever an wuncomscious

® If the things are perceived, it means that the ‘ purpose of Man’—in the
shape of the Perception of things—is accomplished ; and if this is accomplished

without the appearance of any fresh peculiarities in the' things, then for what
would theaotivity of Primordial Matter be necessary ? So that the two doctrines

are not compatible.

+ The right rﬁéiﬁgldims://www.holybooks.com

Var. P. 463.
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thing is active, it is 80 only under the influence of a conscious
agent:  (B) The following is another reason:—It is
only when the perceptible world, consisting of the elemental
substances &o., is controlled by a conscious agent that it be-
comes the source of pleasure and pain,—because it is en-
dowed with Colour and such other qualities,—like the shut~
tle &c P~-Again, it is only when Merit and Demerit are
cofitrolled by & conscious agent that they bring about the
experiences of man,—because they are instruments,—like
the Axe &o,  ‘“ The Soul itself shall be the controlling
agent of Merit and Demerit ;. that same Soul to whom the
Merit and Demerit belong shall be the conscious agent con-
trolling them (and not any other Being in the shape of
‘God’).” That cannot be; for they (Merit and Demerit)
cannot be there before the Soul has already become endowed
with Body -and Sense-organs,* until the aggregate of the
Body and the Sense-organs has been produced for the Person-
ality (the Soul), it remains incognitive and does not perceive
Colour and such otler objects of cognition ; and there being
no cognition, how could he attain any Merit and Demerit ?
Further, if the Personality were independent
in its actions, it could not bring about suffer-
ing for itself; for certainly no one desires pain for himself ;
further, when one strikes his own limb, or cuts off his own
head, he does so with the notion that the maiming (caused by
the striking of the limbs) and the dying (caused by the cut-
ting off of the head) are desirable for him [and this could not
be so, if our Man were an independont agent]. If it be
held that ¢ the Atoms become active when controlled by Merit
and Demerit,’—that cannot be right; because of their
being unconscious things; no unconscious thing has ever by
itself been fouund to be the controller of anything. Even grant-
ing (for the take of argument) that Merit and Demerit have

# agrqyvay’ of the Bibliothecs Indica Edition gives better sense than ‘griwy’
of the Benares .diasmlnloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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the power of urging the Atoms to activity,—the view put
forward cannot be accepted ; as no Instrument by itself (in-
dependently of a conscious manipulation) has the power of
accomplishing * any act; as a- matter of fact, no Instru-
ment by itself is ever found to accomplish an act. = If
(with a view to avoid the said difficulties) it be held that—
“ the action is brought about by Merit and Demerit, through
the Atoms,” —this also cannot be accepted, for no such thing
is ever found to happen; as a matter of fact we never find
action being brought ahout by what is an ‘objective’ or an
‘instrument’ [and the Atoms and Merit and Demerit belong
to these two categories]. ¢ The Soul shall be the doer (the
agent),”  That we have already answered by pointing out
that (prior to the appearance of the Body and the Sense-
organs) the Soul is eatirely incognitive [and as such cannot
do anything]. ° * The (first) appearance of the Body &o.
would be without cause.”  That also cannot be right ; as no
such thing has ever been seen. And there is no other explan-
ation possible. Hence the only possible conclusion is that
Atoms aswell as‘ Karma ' become active only when controlled
by conscious agents.

Objection :—* Not being imbued with action, the conscious
Being cannot be the cause.”

If you mean by this that—¢‘ the Potter and such active
agents are always found to be such as are imbued with
action;—God, on the other hand, is devoid of aot.ion.——hence
He cannot be the cause (the creator, of the world),”"—then,
this cannot be accepted ; for none of the alternatives posaible
under this view can be maintained : when it is said that
“ @od is devoid of action,” to what action does it refer P }

* ficqrfing e is the right reading ; as is clear from the following sentence.

t+ The Purvapakgin takes his stand upon the position that action means
vibration, which presupposes some sort of material body, and as God has no such
body, it follows that he must be devoid of action. The Biddhantin's reply is
that vibration is not the only form of action ; as knowing, llmllmq, willing &o.
also are actjous ; MMWWWWMW
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Our actions are of two kinds—(|) that in the shape of
Throwing Upwards and the like, and (2) that which is spoken
of by means of verbs. If the assertion that ¢‘God is
devoid of action’ refers to actions expressed by verbs,
the faot stated as the  reason’ (that God is devoid of action)
is not trua; for God is held to be self-sufficient (independent) ;
as a matter of fact, God is ever independent. = * What is
the meaning of self-sufficiency ? " It means that He is not
influenced by other agents and that He on His part influences
other agents ® ; this we have already explained in course of
our explanation of the ‘case-relations’. If, on the other
hand, the allegation that ‘God is devoid of action’ refers
to such action as Throwing Upwards and the like, then, the
premises put forward [* what is devoid of action cannot be the
cause of anything, hence God, being devoid of action, can-
not be the cause of the world’]is clearly *inconclusive, ;
for as a matter of fact, we find both kinds of causes—active
as well as inactive ; at times substance produces
another substance after their action has ceased ;
e.g. when two things (atoms) are in motion and they come
into contact, their action (motion) ceases, and it is only then
that the two things produce other substances, through
the said coutact ; this provides an example of the produc-
tion of things by causes not in action, again, when several
substances (yarns, e g.) come together and form an aggregate,
a single substance (Cloth) is produced out of such conjunc-
tions as are distinct from the specific causes, [i.e., the conjunc-
tions between each pair of yarns, which are the ¢simple
causes ' of each of those ‘ pairs of Yarns’']; while when a
certain component part of an object is separated from it
[when for instance, the corners of a square piece of wood
are out off], the previous objeot (the wooden square) ceases
to exist, and, the remaining component substances (parts
of the wood-square) bring into existence a different object

©The senso rdjaiveicidoddainghgaokrewudrivgeqls.com
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(in the shape of the rounded piece of wood) ;—~and here also
we have the production of an object without any action
ou the part of the causes. Oa the other hand, some sub-
stances produce others only when endowed with action; e g.
when two things come into contact by the action of one of
them (e.g. when a ball of clay is thrown at the clod of Earth
lying on the ground), and the said action comes to end on
aocount of that contact, the new substance (the enlarged
olod of Karth) becomes produced simultaneously with the
cessation of the said action of one of the two substances;
and here we have an exampie of the production of a sub-
slance by causes endowed with action.  Further, your
argument involves self-contradiotion also; since your phi-
losophy does not admit of such action as Zhrowing Upwards
and the like.

[The Opponent raises fresh objeotions against the idea
of God being the Creator of the World]—* God cannot be
the Cause (of the World), because none of the alternatives
possible under this_theory is admissible : E.g. if God is the
Creator, does He orehte things (a) through something
else ? or (b) independently of anything outside Himself P
“What does this mean ?" (a) If He does it"through the help
of something else, then He cannot be the Creator of that by
the help of which He ocreates other things; and so with
other things also. The fact that ¢ God is not the ereator of
the thing upon whose help He depends’ would also serve
a8 an argument (against the idea of God being the Creator
of the World). If it be held that God creates certain things
independently of everything else,~then it should be possible
for Him to create all things in the. same manner. (b)) And
if God be held to create all things independently by Him-
self, then the action of men would become futile; and this
would mean that there would be no Final Release for men ;
and all the objeations;dthas himvovbeenybargedn (in Adh. II1)
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against the view that the Oreator of things is not dependent
upon the actions of men, would become applicable to the
- the view now put forward.”

[Our answer to the above is as follows]—Inasmuch as
we have never held the view that God creates things in-
dependently of all things ontside of Himself, our theory is
not open either to the objection that Merit and Demerit
are futile, or to those objections that lie against the view
that the Creation of the World is not dependent upon
the actions of men.  Asregards the argument that—* God
cannot be the Creator of that thing by whose help he creates
other things,”—this is not quite true; it is not true in all
cages that one does not create that by whose help he does
something else; e.g. 8 man who is well-versed in several
orafts makes the axe with the help of other implements,
and with the help of that same axe he makes
sticks and such other things, and with the
help of this stick he again makes the Jar;—and yet by
making these things one after the other, the man does not
cease to be the ‘ maker." Similarly with the help of Merit
and Demerit, God makes the Body and its pleasures and
pains,—and He also brings into existence Merit and Demerit
with the help of Mind-Soul contact accompanied by pure
and impure intentions (respectively)—and He also produces
the pure and impure intentions through the remembrance
(on the part of men) of past pleasures and pains, and with
the help of things that brought about those pleasures and
pains. ‘At the time that He creates a ocertain thing,
He is not the maker of that which helps Him in that
creation.””  If you mean by this that—* at the particular
time when He brings into existence something made by Him,
He cannot be the Oreator of that with the help of which
He briugs that thing into existence,”—=then our answer is that
we do not say that God creates all things at one and the same
‘time; what wewsaydés thatirHeereates-things one after an-

Vaa, P. 466.
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other ; and the said objection does not lie against the theory
of God oreating things one after another. The thing
that He creates in the beginning—the creation of that
must be without the help of anything else.”  If you mean
by this that—** if God creates the Body &o. through the help
of Merit and Demerit, how does He create the first
thing at the beginning of creation ?"—then our answer is
that since we do not admit of any °beginning of oreation ’
there is no room for the question; in fact we have already
explained that the world is without begioning. 1t is thus
also that Merit and Demerit come to be effective ; that is to
say, Merit and Demerit subsisting in the several living beings
can be effective only if the world is without beginning and
the Oreator is dependent upon things oatside of Himself,

[A fresh question is started]—'* When God creates the
world, for what purpose does He create it? In ordinary
experience we find tba{ when a man does something, he does
it with a certain motive—such as ‘I shall obtain such and
such thing,' or ‘I shall get rid of such and such a thing * ;—
for God however there can be nothing to be got rid
of, because He has no pain; nor can there be anything to be
aoquired, as He is allepowerful (and as such is already the
master of all things).”

[There are two answers to this question]—(I) Some people
have held that it is for purposes of amusement ; some people
explain that God oreates the World for purposes of amuses
ment.  This view however is not right; for ‘amusement’
is that which brings happiness to those who, in the absence
of that amusement, would not obtain happiness ;—and
certainly the Supreme Lord, having no pain, cannot be a
seeker after happiness; as it is only persons in pain that
lOOk for hlppihall)aded from https://www.holybooks.com



BHASYA-VARTIKA 4-1-21 1473

(IT) Others have explained that God creates the world for
the purpose of showing His powers; these persons have
held the view that it is with a view to make known the
manifoldness of the world (created by Him)
‘that God creates it. This view also is as
unsound as the foimer one; there is nothing gainéd
(by God) by making known His powers, nor is anything lost
by not making them known.

“ For what purpose then does God create the worldP "

The most unobjectionable view is that it is by reason of
His nature being so that God creates things ; just as the
Earth upholds things, because such is its very nature,—and
similarly with other things,—exactly in the same manner
God acts because such is His very nature; for as a matter
of fact the very nature of God consists of activity.  *““If
God’s activity is due to His nature, He should act constantly,
without cessation.” If you mean by this that—* if the
very nature of God consists of activity, then it is not possible
for Him to be aclive and inactive by turns; for it is not
possible for that whose very nature consists of astivity to
cease from activity ; nor should it be possible to create
things one after the other, because the nature of a thing
is one and uniform [so that there cannot be activity and
inaotivity, and consequent creation and non-creation, one
after the other]; it will not be possible for God to say at
one time ¢ may this come off, and at another time ‘may
this not come off ;* for out of a cause which is of one uniform
nature, we never find different kinds of products issuing,”
—then our answer is that the objection does not lie against
us, for we qualify God as endowed with intelligencs; we have
already explained that God’s nature is endowed with in-
telligence, and what is dependent upon ‘things outside
itself can never be incessantly active; it cannot produce
everything at mnelcand fithentpamevtimepdin cfact what alone

Vir. P, 467.
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come into existence are the causes of which happen to come
together, while that of which the causes do not come together
does not come into existence; and certainly it is never
possible for the causes of all things to come together at one
and the same time; hence the contingency of all things
being produced at the same time cannot arise. When God
does become active, towards creating a certain thing He
had to wait for (a) the time of fruition of Merit and
Demerit to arrive, (b) the appearance of other (auxiliary)
causes, (¢) the proximity of beings related to the tbings to
be created (d) the fruition of the Merit and Demerit belong-
ing to the beings related to the thing to be created, and
(e) the non-obstruction of the aforesaid conditions,

“ The Godliness—Omnipotence—of God,—is it eternal
or evanescent? If it is evanescent, you should poiut out the
cause that produces it; in the case of the peron whose
powers are evanescent, there is always a diversity of causes
bringing about those powers—the power of being minute
or large at will and so forth ; and so in the case of all other
beings. And (there being diverse causes of His Powers)
there would be several Gods.  * What would be the harm

if there were several Gods?’  There would

be this difficulty, that if two Gods, with
oonflicting motives, intended to act towards the producing
of a single thing,~there would be no (effective) action at all.
If it be held that one would surpass the other, then the
one that surpasses would be the God, and not theother. If,
on the other band, the powers of God are eternal, then
there would be no use for Merit (in His case), as His powers,
(being eternal), could not be the result of His Merit.”

Our answer is that the powers of God are eternal. Nor
would this view be open to the objection that in that case
His Merit would be useless; for the Merit that belongs to
God does not psedone pesvemin.iimeywhas.dt-does is to help

Vir. P. 468,
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the aggregate Merit and Demerit subsisting in each individ-
ual Soul. ([This answer has been given on the understand-
‘ing that” Merit does belong to God]; in reality Merit does
not belong to God [all His purposes being accomplished
by means of His Knowledge and Power, which are eternal];
so that the objection that has been urged has no application
at all to our view.

‘ Inasmuch as we can have no definite conception of
the nature of God, there would always be a doubt as to
whether God is a ‘substance’ or He belongs to one of the
other categories of ¢ quality ’ and the rest.”

God is a substance,—because he is endowed with a guality,
that of Intelligence,—like other substances. “If God is
intelligent, He must be like other Souls (encased in a Body,
and so forth).” No, He is not like other Souls, for the
simple reason that He is endowed with distinct qualities;
just as Earth &c. (though substances) are not regarded as
Souls, because they are endowed with distinct qualities
(which do not belong to Souls), in the same manner, since
God differs from other Souls in His qualities, He cannot be
like these other Souls.

“ What is the difference in His qualities P "

In answer to this some people declare that the merit,
knowledge, dispassion and power of God are of a superior
order,~this superiority consisting in their eternality.

This however we do not understand ; for there is no
such proof of the eternality of God's Merit &o. as there
is of His being endowed with intelligence ; and one cannot
acoept that for which there is no proof.

The real superiority of God, which constitutes His
difference from other Souls, consists in the eternality of His
intelligenoe ; the intelligence of God is eternal, as also the
other comnmon qualities of Number &o.,~~God being endowed,
like dkasha, wisinsixeualitivms:/wivWehabdsstizoproof of God’s
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intelligence being eternal?’  The proof of this consists
in the fact.that Atoms are active only when controlled by
an intelligent agent. “This fact ouly proves that God
is possessed of intelligence; how does it follow that this
intelligence is eternal 7'’ That follows from the fact
that God’s intelligence is not restricted to only one thing at
a time; such intelligences us are restrioted to one thing at
a time are found to appear only when the Body and such
other (accessory) causes are present; God's intelligence,
on the other hand, is not restrioted to only one thing at a
time ; as is shown by the faot that at one and the same time
" it brings about several effects; e. g. we find

several immovable things (trees) coming into
existence at one and the same time; and this could not be
possible if God’s intelligence were restricted to only one
thing at a time. The qualities present in God are only
the. following : Number, Dimension, Separateness, Con-
junction, Disjunction and Intelligence,

Var P. 469.

If, from the fact of God being an intelligent being, one
were to deduce the fact of His having a body also,—the
person who would make this dediiction would have to admit
those Body and other (attendant) thinge to be either eternal
or non-eternal, If they are non-eternal, then the presence
of Merit and Demerit also will have to be admitted (in God);*
and if ibat were admitted, then, being under the influence
of Merit and Demerit, God would not be ¢ God ’, the * Supreme
Lord’, at all. If then you assume the Body &ec. of (fod
to be eternal, then you would be making an assumption

~contrary to what is directly perceptible [mo Body being
ever found to be ever-lasting]; and if you are prepared to
admit what is apparently absurd, you might as well admit
Intelligence (Cognition) itself to be eternal; and if you hold
that in God there are several (evanescent) intelligences appear-

© For, as already proved, the Body &c. of each individual S8oul is due to its
Merit and Demerit,Deithiénddehiél;rthetitorémlierscbildobs 56 body.
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ing in & continuous series,—then in that case, it would not
be possible for several trees &o. to come into existence at one
and the same time. If (in answer to this) it be held that even
though appearing in a series, those intelligences are opera-
tive upon all things ® (So that it would be quite possible
for several things to be produced simultaneously),—~even so
this would be assuming something quite contrary to well-
known facts; and one who would make such an assumption
might a8 well admit Intelligence itself to be eternal, Thus
then it is found that Intelligence can be either eternal or
appearing in a continuous series ; and it has been shown that
it is not right to hold that it forms a continuous series.

[The Opponent takes up the thread of the original discuss.
ion]—* If God be held to be different (from other Souls)
gimply by reason of His being endowed with qualities
different from those found in other Souls,—~then this would
mean that such things as are possessed of the same qualities
are identical ; e.9. Time and Space.”

Certainly not; what you say does not necessarily
follow from our hypothesis; what we assert is simply that
from the difference in qualities there follows diversity (in
the things), and not that from non-difference of qualities there
follows identity (of the things); e.g. we find that though
several Jars are possessed of the same qualities, yet they
are many ; 80 that even though Time and Space may be
possessed of the same qualities, yet they are regarded as
different, by reason of the fact that they bring about diverse
effects.

Further, unless God were endowed with intelligence, it
would not be possible for the World to come into existence.
And this intelligence or cognition of God is operative upon
all things, bearing upon past, present and future things—

© The right readfng i gresovifibryy talaglyww.holybooks.com
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and is direct (intuitive)®; it is not inferential, nor vevbal
[nor analogical, nor sense-perception] ; for neither Inference
nor Scriptures bear upon that. God's cognitions being ever-
lasting, there is no Faculty (Memory); i.. inasmuch as
God’s cognition is eternal, there need be no Faculty or
Memory for Him ; and because His cognition
is eternal, and there is no Faculty in Him,
He has no Reocollection; there being no Recollection He
can have no inferential cognition. He has no pain, because
He has no Demerit ; and having no pain, He does not become
disgusted with things; and for that same reason he has no
hatred ; Desire there is, but it is not tainted (by ignorance),
and is unobstruocted in regard to all things, just as is Hls
Intelligence (or Cognition).

¢ 1s (God bound or released? "

He is not bound ; baoause He has no pain; and not bemg
bound, He cannot be released ; a8 it is only one who has been
in bondage that can be released ; and there is no bondage
for God ; henceHe cannot be released.

“ 8inoe God is not related to the other Souls, it can not
be pomble for Him to control them.” -

If you mean by this that—* the Merit lnd Demerit
subsisting in the other things, (i.e. the other Souls), are not
related to God, either direotly or indirectly ; and Merit and
Demerit cannot be operative unless they are controlled
(by God), "—our answer is that there is” no force. in this;
as an unborn relation is always possible ; some pepole have
held that there is an unborn relation (of God) with the othor'
Souls ; and. this ¢ unborn relation,’ not hvmg been denied in
the Ny&ya system, it may. be taken for granted. The philo-
sophers who have postulated the ¢ uxiborn relation’ prove it
by the following reasoning :=—* God must be related to 4kasha

Vir, P, 470,

® Prajyabyd means dirvect cognition, not cognition dorn of the Senses ; for God's
cognition being eteRaly UaRSRDE Bori tirsprovdiisdiolybooks.com



BHASYA-VARTIKA 4-1-21 1479

and other all-pervading substances,— because He is in contact
with corporeal. substances,—like the Jar ;—the Jar, being
in contact with another Jar,* which is a corporeal substance
becomes related to Ak2sha and other all-pervading sub-
stances,—and as God also is similarly connected with corpor-
eal substances, He also should be related to Akasha and
other all-pervading substances.’ “ This relation between
God and Souls—is it all-pervadingornot?”  This question
is meaningless, and as such, need not be answered at all; ¢
all that we can say is that there is such a thing as the
relation: of God with other Souls; we do not go further to
examine whether this relation does, or does not, perva.de over
God and the other Svuls.

Those philosophers also who do not accept the presence
of the ‘unborn relation’ (as between God and other Souls),
—for them also, inasmuch as it is possible for God to be
related to the atomic Mind, there would always be the said
relationship (with otber Souls); there is a Mind belonging
to eaoh individual Soul, and all these Minds are related to
God ; and thus then, it being possible for God to have this
(indirect) relation, through relation (of Mind), with the
other Souls,—it is by. this relation that God controls
all Sonls ;—just a8 action is produced in /the hand by
the Man's pffort nnd the connection of the /Soul with the
hnnd and the Hand, rendered thus active, becomes connected
with the pinoer or some such implement, and
by means of these instruments he gets at the
red-hot ball of iron (which the hand ocould not get at
direotly). _

“ What you have put forward may be accepted as an
argument for God being regarded as the cause of- the World
at the beginning of Creation ; but from this same argumens,

Vn P. 471,

® Weufraelier gy is the right reading.
+ warrcafiar R ewiohditise fidght dawdiivgyw. holybooks.com
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it would seem that God canxot be the cause of the world at
the' present time.”

-The same argument holds good for the present time also;
the same arguments hold good even now :(a) ‘the Merit
and Demerit of Souls dying must be controlled by an intelli-
gent Agent; '—(b) ‘the Earth and the other-elemental sub-
stances down to Wind are operative in performing their
respective functions of upholding (wetting, burning and blowing)
only when controlled by an intelligent Agent,~because they
are themselves unconscious,—like the Axe and such other
instruments ; '—(c) similarly wo can make ‘Grass and such
things’ the subjeot of the syllogism (proving that they are
controlled by an intelligent Agent), and the premiss put
forward in the form ¢because they are the objects of visual
and tactile perception.’—In the same manuer, in regard to
whatever object there may be a difference of opinion,—~and
it may be found to have the character of a ¢ product,’—we
can make it the ¢ Subjeot,’ and prove the same fact.in regard
to it by means of the example of the Axe and such other

- instrumentq. The same conclusion is proved by the Beriptures

also ; that God is the cause of the world we learn also from
.the Scriptures ; 6.9. [we may quote the following Smriti|—
‘The ordinary man, ignorant and not master of. his own
bappiness and utthappiness, cango to Heaven or to ‘Hell, only
as propelled by God. When that Lord 1] awake, .then
alone is the world active ; and when, with His mind composed,
He goes to sleep, the entire world disappears.’®

# 75 Pagparys says thip is * Gmrifi’ The M on the existenes. of
* God is continned aDgestciadgthfio e Pafburu-vppbants-498, .
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Seotion (6).
. " (Stgras 22—24.)
Bramination of the View that the World is the result
of Chance.
Bhagya on Su. (22). .
[P. 201, L. 6 to P. 202, L. 5.]
Another philosopher asserts as follows :— -
Sutra (22).
“''HE’ PRODUOTION OF RNTITIKS MUST BE WITHOUT AN

HPFIOIENT OAUSE ; A8 WEB SKE 8UCH THINGS AS THE SHARPNESS'
OF THH THORN AND THE LIEE"” (Su. 22,)

“ The Body and such other entities must be regarded as
produced without an efficient oause ; since we see such things
as the sharpness of the thorn and the like ; such things as the
sharpuoess of the thoru, the variegated oolour of the minerals
found in mountainous regions, the smoothness of stones, are
found to be produced without any eflicient cause, and yet
each of them has & constituent cause ® ; the saine must be the
case with the production of the Body &o. also”.

* SqrEE% of the printed text gives no seuse ; the right reeding WqVYTIYEW,
whio is countenauced by the Vdrtibs, is found in the Purl Ms, B,

Itis cloar that what the Pareapakpis denies iu the present Bajra is the
Nyaya-theory of God being the eficient cause of the world ; the Sdtra distinotly
mentions the ‘nimiffa’, aud thg BAdgys makes it still olearer by saying that the
things wentioned—¢he sharpness of the thorn &o.—Aave a constitusnt cause, and
yet they have no :effioient osuse. Thus explained, the present section becomes
conuectéd naturally with the foregoing section dealing with God ae the gficiont
cause of the world. In Chelr anxiety to connect this section with what they con-
sider the principal subject ok the 4@hydya—the conatituent cause of the world—the
commentators have ueedlessly contused the issues involved. E.g. the Parishuddhi says
— The Parvapakgin proceeds to ariticise the SigdAsxnfa position (put forward uuder
Sa. 4-1-11) that perceptible things. are produced out of . perceptible causes ;
snd for demolishing this view he begine with the demolition of the eficient
cause—"; and Vardhamina adde that in reality the PQrvapakgin's standpoint is to
deny all kinds of cause of the world. Vishvankjha also says—*If thiugs are due to
were chaincs, then Atowms cannot be the constituent cause, uor God the eficient cause,
of the world [henoe the Parvapakyin insists upon: the chance-theory, and the
Siddhaptin controvactynithied from https:/www.holybooks.com
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Variika ou Su. (22).
[P. 471, L. 17 to P. 472, L. 6.]

Another philosopher (the Materialist) says—* The produot.
fon of enlities eto. elo.—says the SQtra. Just as such things
as the sharpness of the thorn and the like are found to be
produced without an efficient cause, and yet each of them
has a constituent cause,~~so must be the-case with the pro-
duction of the Body &o. also~says the Bhagya, This Sotra
is meant to put forward an illustrative onmple. What is the
actusl argament (that the illustration is meant to substan-
tiate) P [The reasoning is]—* The Body and sueh other
particular products must be without an eMcient cause,~be-
cause they have a partioular shupe—h’ke tho thorn and suoh
other things.”

(The Parfika offers its own answer to tho lbove argn
ment]—The reasoning canunot be accepted; because in the
oase of things of which we do nob perosive an effieient cause, -
we can find oub such cause by means of Inferonce; that ‘is
to say, when we cannot perceive by our seuses the effic-
ient oause of a certain thing, we have to seek for it by
means of Inference. ‘“Why s0?" For the simple reason that
the thing in question would be similar to things known to
to have an efficient cause; as a matter of faot, we find that
objects with shapes, such as the Jar and the rest, have effic-
ient causes ; the Body and the Thorn &o. - also have shapes ;
hence it follows that these latter also have efficient causes.
Further, this matter has been explained. “ What bas been
explained?’ It has been explained that—* the production of
the Body is dus to the influenceof previous deeds’ (Su. 3-2-60).
And there is no object with shape as is admitted by both
parties to be without ocause (whioh ocould serve as the oor-
roborative instanaa.iaiths Rervapabeinis axllogism).
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Sulra (28),

[The Ekaq8shin's answer to the P#irvapaksa.)
SINCE THR NON-OAUSE 18 (SPOKEN OF AS) THB ‘CAUSB,’
THE SAID PRODUCTION OF ENTITIES IS NOT ‘ WITHOUT OAUSE.'

Bhasya on Su. (23).
[P. 202, L1, 7—8.]

[Some Naiy#yikas have offered this as an answer to the
Parvapaksa view expressed in Sf. 22]). It is alleged (in
Sa. 22) that ¢ bhavofpatii’, the ¢ production of entities’, is
‘animiffafah’ ; [and since this latter term ends in an affix
which has the sense of the Ablative, it can only mean that
the ¢production’ proceeds from °*animiffa’ *non-cause'];
and that from which a thing proceeds is its * cause’; so
that since (from what is said in Su. 22 it is clear that) the
‘animif{a,’ ‘ non-canse,’ is the ¢ cause '’ of the ¢ production
of entities ’, it follows that the said ¢ production ' is not
* without cause ' (as is alleged by the Parvapaksin).

Par{ika on Su. (23).
[P. 472, L. 6 to L, 10.]

Somo people offer, to the Piirvapakga, the following
answer—Since the non-cause §o. §e.~says the SBfra. The
‘non-cause’ °animiffa,’ itself would be the * ciuse, ’; for
that from which a thing proceeds is its ¢ cause ' ; hence
arising out of ‘ agimiffa ’,the said ¢ produotion of entities’
cannot be said to be ¢ without cause.’ '

Suira (24).

- ¢ Nturpra * (Cause) AND ¢ ANIMITTA ® (* NON-0AUSS ')
BEING TWO DISTINOT THINGS, THE ANSWER (OPPEBED
IN 80. 23) 18 No ANsWEBR AT ALL. (SOU. 24).
" Bhasya on Su. 24).
(P. 202, L. 10 to- L. 18.]
¢ Nimit{a', Cause, is one thing, and its negation (ani-
miffa (‘non-cause’) is another; and the negation cannot be
the same a'quﬂlNedwpﬁdviww.mybgaks.mn it is said



1484 THE NYAYA-SOTRAS OF GAUTAMA

that °the vessel is without watcr' this denial of waler
is not the same as water. [So that there is no point in
saying, as the .Blmd!ahm has said in Su. 28, that the
‘am;niua' ‘non-canse,’ is the ‘nimiffa’, ¢ canse’, of produc-
tion

(The real answer to the Pi#roapaksa put forward in Sa.
22 is that] the view therein put forward in no way differs
from the view that ‘the omgma.tlon of the Body &e. is not
due to the actions of men’; and heing identical with this view,
it must be taken as refuted by the refutation of that view,
(under Sttras 3.2. 60—72),

Varfika on $0. (24).
[P. 472, L. 10 to P. 473, L. 18]

The answer offered in Su. 22 is not right ; for ¢ mmma
and ‘anjmifta’ bong §o. §o.—says the S#jra. ¢ Nimif{a'
ir one thing and ils negation is another ; and -the negalion
cannot be the same ag. the ‘negalived '—siys the Bhasya.
* Nimijfa' (being » positive term) affirms a thing, while
¢ Animi{{a’ is its negation; and cert.ainly it is not right to
identify ¢ afirmation * with ¢ negation ',

The view propounded in 80. 22 in no way dlﬁem from
the view that ¢ the originationof-the Body &o, is not due to the
aotions of men’; and being identical with that view, it
should be regarded as having been refuted by the refuta-
tion of that view (under Su. 3-2, 60—72),

(The Partika offers its own answer to the Pﬁrvapalcoa]—_
He, who asserts that ‘‘ the production of the thorn and such
things is" without cause ”, should be asked the following
question—1Is it the production of the Thorn ouly that is
without cause? or that of all things P If it is the produe-
tion of the Thorn only that is held to be without cause, then
on the strength of that as an example, it can be proved

that all the rest has a cause. If, on the
Vor: BATS o otharchandsthe.viasm deld darthat all things
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are without cause, then there is self-contradiction ; sinee
yon admit - of the relation of the Teacher and the Taught ;
you hold all things to be without cause and yet you are
expounding a certain doctrine (to some one), and this pro-
cess involves a self-contradiotion [the espounder is the
notive agent, the person to whom something is expounded is’
the objective ; and these two conceptions involve the notion
of cause). In fact, the very use of a sentence involves
a self.contradiotion "on your part; when you put forward
the sentence—* the production of entities. 'is without
cause, a8 we see such things as the Sharpness of the
thorn and the like” (S0. 22)~you make use of uomothmg
that serves as the emzpounder (of a doctrmo), and then
to say that ‘thereis no such thing as causs’ involves a
self-contradiotion [sinee the espounder is a kind. of ovuua)
_ Further, ¢ the production of entities is . without cause,’ snd
¢ the production of entities is'dne to a cause,’—hoth these are
sentences (verbal expressions);—now if yon do perseive
the difference between the meaning of these two expréssions
.—then this very fact sets aside the allegation that **the
production of entities is without cause ;" since the paroep-
tion of the difference in the meanings arises from (and has
for its cause) the difference in the two expressions. If, on the
other hand, you do not ddmprehend the difference in the
meanings due to the difference in the expressions, then
there would be no point in making use of a particular
expression,—~any expression might be nsed to convey any
meaning, (there being, ew hypothesi, no difference in the
meanings of different expressions). = Then again, one who
holds the production of entities to be without cause strikes
at the root of all practical usages of men. And in asserting
that *the production of entities is without ocause,’ if you
include undevovibioally wakkiss, /bhen oo oamhbave nothing
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to serve as the corroborative instance (of your syllogism);
it, on the other hand, you include under it only a few
entities—such as the Body and the like—then, whatever
might be cited as the corroborative instance, it would be
wanting in one of the properties of the Probandum,—it
would have the property of being with shape, and would not
have the property of being without cause [according to both
parties ; and it is essential for the Instance to be one that
is admitted by both parties to be on all fours with what is
meant to be proved].
End of Seotion (6).

Section (7).
[Sh¢ras 25—28.]
Bzamination of the view that All Things are cvancmnt. ’
Bhagya on 8Sa. (26).
[P. 202, L. 18 to L. 18,]
Other philosophers ha.ve held the following view :—
. Shfra (23).
“ ALL THINGS MUST BE RVANESOBNT ; BEOAUSE THEY
ARE LIABLB T0 BB PRODUOED AND DESTROYSD. '* 84 (25).

°The causes, out of which the things of the world are produced,—do they
consist of all evanescent things ? or of all éternal thiugs? or of some eternal and
some evauescont things ? This is what is going to be considered now. If the
first two alternatives are trme, then there can be no ‘Rebirth, such as the
Naiyadyka postulates, Hence it betomes nocessary to refute them; and the
present section proceeds to refute the first of the three alternatives. The position
controverted here is not the same as that in which all things are held to be
momentary ; ‘bebause the PQrvapakgin here admits some sort of jcontinuity of
existence of things and as such differs from the thorough-going Ksanabhagavadin
Nibilist—Larishudghi.

Pardhamana, in view of what he has said in connection with the precoding
section, says —Though what has been proved in the foregoing section is that the
things of the world have an ¢ficient cause, yet what the present section takes
up {s the question of eteruality or evanesosuce of all three kinds of cause, because
in & general way wiiatliniisdachiidrinhppeofvatuthelifciisicoanse is applicable
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*“ What is the meaning of bein evanesoeul; ? That
which exists only for some time is called * evanescent.’ That
which is liabls o be produced is non-ewistent while it is not
produced, and that which is /isble fo be destroyed is noun-
ewisten! when it has been destroyed ; ®* and what this means
is that all material thin uch as the Body &o.—uand all
non-material things— fmtlon and the rest—bot.h kinds of
things are found to be liable to production and destruction ;
from which it follows that they are all evanescent.”

Vartika on Su. (25).
[P. 478, L. 16 to P, 474, L, 5.]

“ All things are evanesoent §o, §c.—says the Safra. What
is the meaning of being ¢ Hvanesoent'? That which ewisis for
only some time is called *evansscent;’ that which is liable to
be produced is non-emvistent while it is not produced, and that
which is liabls to be destroyed is non-ewistent after it has been
desiroyed ; and what this means is that all material things—the
Body &o. and all non-material things—Cognition and the
 resb—bath kinds of things are found to be liable to production ;
from whick ‘it follows that they are all evanescent,”—says the
Bhagya.

to the comstitusns and non-constituent causes u.lsq. The precise Doubt or
question to be doalt with in the present seoliou is—whether or not sognisabdility
is i variably concomitaut with evanescence.

Vishvanagha says—If all things are uVuuMnt, the Soul also should be
evanescent ; henca it becomes uecessary to coutrovert that view.

® The priuted text reads wrfiwd ; tho Vargika (Bib. Ind. edition) aud tho
z'agparya read «g fird ; we have adopted the latter, as being more in keeping with
the sense of the sentence as a whole. With the ‘former reading the sentence
would mean—that which is liable to be destroyed is never not destroyed.’ Though
this will give some sort of sense, yet it would not be in keeping with the rest
of the passage, The Ta{parya coustrues the Bhdgya to mean—' thingr are.nos-
existont after destruction; hence liability to production and dutruoﬁon pmu
that things exist only for sometime, they are evansscent.’ -

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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(The Varfika offers its own answer to the above argu-
ments of the P#rospakss)—Inasmuch as the argument
stated -in the S®frs stinds in need of a corroborative
instaisge,*—and as it includes ¢ all things ' under the Propo-
sition itself [leaving nothing to serve as the required instanoe]
it is vitinted by the absence of a corroborative instance ; your
proposition is that ¢ all things are evanescent,’ and this makes
Virp.ane,  Boorroborative instance impossible; as everything

""" isincluded under the Subject (‘all things'), and
what is itself to be proved cannot form the corroborative
instance. Further, the probuns—*because they are liable
to be produced and destroyed '—is non-pervasive:(i.e., not
present in the entire Subject); you make *all thinga’ the
subject, and then predicate of them ¢ liability to be produced
and destroyed ;' but as a matter of fact this ¢ liability to be
produced and destroyed’ is not present in several such
things as Atoms, Akasha (Time, Space &o.), some qualities’of
these, and in Communily &o. ; so that the probans is non-
pervasive. N

- Safra (26),

[The Ekaqéshin's answer to the Pi#rvapaksa]—
WHA'? I8 ABSBRTRD CANNOT BB TRUE; A8 THE  BVANESOENOK ’
ITSBLY 18 BPEENAL, ST, (26).

Bhagya on Sa. (26),
[P. 203, L1. 20-21.]

1f the ecvanescencs of all things is everlasting (eternal),
then, by reason of the eternality of that ‘ evanescence,’ it
cannot be true that * alé things are evanescent; ‘—if, on the
other hand, the said ‘ vvanescence ' is not ever-lasting, then
while the ¢ evanescence’ would. be non-existent, all things
would be eternal |

® This is howrtheFadperynerplviosthesarmousardony
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Var{ika on 81. (26).

When the Opponent asserts that * all things are evanes-
cent,” he should be asked the following question—Is the
* evanescence ' of all things everlasting P or evanescent P If
the ‘evanescence’ is everlasting, then all things are not
evanescent. lf, on the other hand, the °¢evanescence’ is
evanescent, then by reason of the absence {at times) of the
¢ evanescence,’ all things would be eternal. For these
reasons the Probans put forward is ¢ contradictory.’

Salra (27).

[The Siddhantin’s objection to the Ekadeshin’s argument
in S0. 26.]

As A MATTEE OF FAOT, THB ‘ EVANESUBNOE ' 18 NOT
BTBENAL; LIKE THB DESTRUCTION OF FIRE AFTER HAVING
DESTROYBD THS THING BUANT BY I1. (8@, 27.)

Bhagya on SQ. (27).
[P. 208, Ll. 2—3.]

The said ¢ evanescence ' is not eternal. ** Howso?”
Just as Fire, after having destroyed the thing burnt by
it becomes itself destroyed (extinguished), similarly the
* evanesoence of all things,’ afler having destroyed all things,
becomes itself destroyed. [So that there need be mno in-
oongruity in regarding the ‘ evanescence * as ¢ eternal.’]

Vartika on 8u. (27).
‘ (P. 474, Ll 11--12.]

As a maiter of facl §o. §o.~-says the Silfra. Justas
Fire becomes destroyed after having destroyed the thing to
be burnt, so does ¢ evanescence’ also become destroyed, after
having destroyed all things.

S#fra (28).
[The Final Sigghania.]
. 'T'HB BTERNAL OANNOT BB RIGHTLY DBNIED ; BECAUSE

THE DBTBRMINATION (ASTO A OBRTAIN THING BEING BTERNAL

_ OB BVAMBUOBNT) MUGT BS IN ACOUMDANOE WITH WHAT I8

AOTUALLY PEROBIVED: freﬂwtﬂa[\)lww.holybooks.com
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Bhagya on Sa, (286).
[P. 208; L. 5—9.]

The theory propounded (in Sf. 25) totally denies all
‘eternality; ' butthe total denial of ‘eternality’ is not right.—
Why P—Because the delermination must-be in acoordance with
what is aclually perceived. That is, when a certain thing is
rightly found to bo liable t6 be produced and destroyed,’ it
should be regarded as °evanescent ’, while what is not found
to be so liable should be regarded as the reverse; and as a
watter of fact, the said lability to be produced und destroyed is
not perceived by any means of right knowledge,in such things
as the elemental substances in their subtle forms, Akfsha,
Time, Space, Soul and Mind,~~some qualities of these,—
Community, Individuality and Inherence ;—hence the conclu-
sion is that all these are eternal. ‘

_ Var{ika on Sa. (28).
~ [P. 474, L. 18 to P. 475, L. 10).

The theory propounded in 8. 85—that “all things are
evanescent "—totally denies ‘etermality’; but the elernal
cannot bz rightly denied &c. &o.~says the S#frs. 1t is
not right to totally-deny * eternality,’ beoause the delermination
must be in acoordance with what is actually perceived; it is
only in cases where we actually (peroeive what has been. put
forward as the reason) i.e.; ‘liability to be produced
and destroyed’, that on the strength of ‘that reason,
evanesoence can be admitted. If you regard things as
eoanescent without any reason, then' the statement of the
reason—" because they are liable to be prodaced and
destroyed '—becomes stultifled (futile). Further, -one who
speaks of ‘non-eternality ' (evanescence) must admit eterns
ality ' also, a8 the negative particle always signifieseither denial
of what is possible, or eolusion, (contradistinotion) ; as a matter
of fact, the negative patticle, when used, is used
in the sense of either (a) denying what is possible,

or (b) esoluding.(eliminating);and.in eithescasenit presupposes

Vir P. 4765,
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the existence of what is the second term in the negative com-
pound ; so that (a) if the compound ‘non-eternal’ denotes
what is eternal,then,—inasmuch as what is denied in one place
is only what exists in another place, it follows that what is
signified by the second term in? the compound exists ;—and
(8) if the * non-eternal ’ is that which is other than etsrnal,
even 80 what is signified by the latter term in the compound
becomes established; for unless the thing signified by the
latter term exists, thero can be no sense in a thing being
other than that.: And inasmuch as ° non-eternality’ is an
actuality—* non-eternality ’- being accepted (by us also) as a
property of things®-—there would be nothing wrong (even
according to us) in the assertion that ‘all things are non-eternal’
\if by ‘all’ are meant all those things that are actually found
to be liable to be produced and desiroyed) ; further ‘non-etern-
ality ’ is a property, and as sucb, it cannot exist if the object
to which it belongs is non-existent ; and in this sense (since the
very existenoe of the property of * non-eternality ' presupposes
the existence of things), thoro néed be nothing wrong in the
-allegation that ¢all things are non eternal.’ It-beingjadmitted
(by both parties) that whatever is liable to be produced and
destroyed is non-stefnal, the Oppounent might try to prove the
‘non eternality’ ofall things onthe ground of their being evistent
deings, the meaning of *monseternality ' being either ¢ being
suspeoted of being non etethal,’ or * being other than eternal s;
~—but for such a person also non-eternality would be possiblé
.only when there would be in existence that which is denoted
by the second term of that compound (i.e., the eternal thing),
and his very proposition would be faulty; and hencs his
allcga“on becomes rejected.
End of Section (7).

l‘“: wifregerar m t wifireged is the right reading, as in tll:

footnote. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Section (8).
[S@tras 29--88.)
Eeamination of tha Theory that A!l Things are Eternal.

. Bhagya on Su. (29).
(P. 203, L. 9 to L, 12.]
Here is another sweeping assertion :—

S8¢ra (29).~[Pitrvapaksa).—** ALL THINGS MOUST BE
ETERNAL ; BECAUSE THR FIVE EIRMENTAL SUBSTANCES ARE
BTERNAL”—(S0. 29),

“All this, everything in the'. wbrld, is an elemental
substance ; and elemental substances are eternal, the .total
destruction of any - elemental :substance being impossible
(according to the Naiy8yika himself) [hence everything must
be eternal).”* ' '

' 7 Varjika on 80. (29).
[P. 475, L. 10 to L, 18,

. The following is’ another sweeping assertion:—* Al

_things are etornad> &o. &o.—says the Sira. Bverything in
this world is an elemental substance; and all elementol sub-

_ 8lances are olernal,~tha tolal destruction of any elemental subd-
slance beiny impossibla,—says the Bhasya. Heuce it follows
that all things are eternal.”

- Sifra (30).
[Siddhanta.]

WHAT HAS BEEN ASSERTED OANNOT BE RIGHT ; A8 WE
ACTUALLY PEROBIVE THR OAUSE OF PRODUCTION AND OF DEs-

TRUCTION.—{ S0, 0).

® It oll things are ;tornal, there can be no Re-birth, as Re-birth pre-supposes
the destruction of theBodyadcl duomititpsdtossary bty bonlcovertithis view.
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Bhagya on 81 (30).
As a matter of fact, we actually perceive the cause of the
grodnotmn (of things), as well as the ocause of (their)
estruction ; and this would be incompatible with the view
that all thmgs are eternal.*

Vartika on Sn. (80).

What has bean asserted cannof be right &e. gc-says the
8il{ra. OF entities, we actually perceive the cause of produc-
tion, as also the oause of destruotion ; neither of these would
be possible if the entities were all eternal; for what is
eternal is neither produced ner Jestroyed.

Shgra (31).

‘(Objection)—* ISASMbOR A8 ALL THINGS Possmss
THE OHABACTERISTICS OF ELEMBNTAL SUBSTANOES, THB
peNTAL (IN 80. 30) 1s Nor riGEn.”  (S0. 31.)

Bhagya on 81, (31).
(P. 208, Ll. 17—18.)

“ The thing, of whloh you think you perceive the causes

f production and destraction, is not found to be anything to-

F different from, and devoid of the ohumt.emtlos of,

Elemental Substances ; and inasmuch as everything possesses

the characteristics of ’Elemental Substances, it must be an

Elemental Substance; so that the denial (in S0. 80) is not
right.” t '

o

® Things composed of elemental substances are not the ssme as the elemental
substances themselves ; the Bull and the Jas for instance are not the same as the
subtle Atoms; for if they were so, they would bb as jmnperoeptible as the Atoms
are. And since we aotually perceive the cause of production aud destruction of
such things as the Bull and the Jar, these qannot be eternal, even though 'the
elemental substances may be s0.~Tafparys.
1 Elomental substances are eternal ;—the Ball and the Jar are not anything
different from Elemental sabstances ;—henoe eternality cannot be denied of the
Bull and the Jar. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Vartiks on 1. (81).
[P. 475, L, 1 to L. 18.)

Inssmuch as all things &o, o.—says the Sttra, ¢ That
of which you think you perceive the ‘causes
v of production and destruction, is not found

to be devoid of the characteristios of Elemental Substances ;
and inasmuch as everything possesses the ocharacteristios of
elemental substances, all things must be eternal,”

[The Parfika supplies its own answers to this argament
of the Piirvapaksa]—(1) When the Opponent says that * all
things are eternal,” he admits that nothing is produced and
nothing is destroyed; and since he admits this, all his
activity, which is for the purpose of obtaining what is good
and avoiding what is evil, would be futile.  (?) Since
¢ all things’ have been made the ¢ subject’ (of the argument)
there can be mno corroborative instance.  (3) The very
use of the verbal expression is stultifying; d.e., the verbal
exprossion—"all things must be eternal, because the five
elemental substances are eternal,”—isused only for the purpose
of explaining things to the other party ; now what does the
Pirvipakgin do by means of this verbal expression ? (a) Does
he establish what is not known ? Or (b) does he disestablish
(set aside) what is already known? (@) [f he establishes
what is not known,—what sort of establishing is it that is
brought about by the expression ? IF it is the knowledge of the
(thing) that is brought about, then this goes against your
view : youallege that ¢ all things are eternal,’ and yet you admit
that the knowledge (which also is intluded in ‘all things’)
is brought about (or produced). If, on the other hand,
the verbal expression does not bring about the knowledge,
then what is that ¢ establishing’ which is brought about by
the active instoumentalityofthotensonings (that you hgve

Vir. P. 476.
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propound‘ed)'P * Every active agent must accomplish some-
thing new ; on one hand the very idea of the ‘ accomplishment
of something new ' is incompatible (with the Opponent's
theory of all things being eternal); while on the other (if
nothing new is accomplished) the ‘active agent’ loses its
oharaoter ; for if the thing is eternal, there is nothing to be
brought about in it (by auy active agent).  (b) If the
Opponent aocepts the view that he intends (by his verbal
expression) to disestablish what is already known,—this view
also involves the Disestublishinent, or setting aside, of
what is eternil (which is absurd). If *disestablishment’
be held to mean disappearance from view (not destruction),
then also it would have to be admitted that when a ocertain
thing disappears from view, there is either something new
produced, or some previously existing thing destroyed ; so
that in no way can you escape from ¢ self-contradiction ;’
f.e, when it so happens that a certain thing, not perceived
before, comes to be perceived,—there is always either the
production of something new, or the destruotion of some-
thing that existed before; and since you cannot but admit
this, you cannot escape from self-contradiction,

Sefra (32).

(Answer]—WHAT HAS BEEN URGED OAN NOT BE
BIGHT; FOR AB A MATTER OF PAOT, THS OAUSE AND PRODUQ-
TION ABB ACTUALLY P&RONIVED, (S0. 82.)

©¢ 8adkana,’ ‘ Mcaus of acormplishmeat’, is that which accomplishes some-
thing ; aod as such there must be something that is accomplished by it, The
reading of the Bibliotheca ndica Edition gives no souse; that of the Benares
edition is gt wyAwnt aret safly, which may b rendered to meaa—*that which
(for its accomplishment) renders the MW active or operative.’

ut wertare wreet Ry appears to be the right reading, which has been
adopted in the tranglationoaded from https://www:holybooks.com
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: Bhagya on Su.‘ (38).
‘ | P. 204, L. 1 to L. 16].

As a matter of fact (in the case of every ordinary thing,
such as the Bull, the Jar and the like), the cause is actually
perceived, as also the production of the thing possessing
qualities analogous to the qualities of the cause; and neither
of these can be possible in regard to an ‘eternal’ thing;
nor is it possible to deny that there is such perception
of the ‘cause’ and the °production’ (of the thing); nor
again is it possible for a perception to be entirely devoid
of a resl objective basis; so that on the strength of this
perception it is inferred that the product is produced
(brought into existence) as possessing qualities analogous
to those of its cause; and it is that product whioch
forms the real objective. basis for the said perception. This
(the products having qualities similar to those of its cause)
aocounts for the fact that “all things possess the obaracteris-
tios of Elemental Substanges ” (that has been urged by the
Opponent in Sf. 81).% ,

“Further, as a matter of fact, we find that the effort of
the cognitive agent is put forth only when he is urged by
a desire for the cause of the production (of what he wishes to
obtain) and the destruction (of what he wishes to get rid of).
[So that Man's effort also presupposes the produstion and
desiruction of things). : ’

Thirdly, every composite substance is known to. have
that character; 4, e.. it is a well-known fact that every
composite substance has the character of being liable to
production and destruction. ‘

Fourthly, what has-been urged by the Opponent is not
applicable to Sound, Motion, Cognition and such things; as
a matter of faot, the two reasons put forward—{a) “ because
the five Elemental Substances are eternal’ (S@. 29) and
(b) ¢ becanse everything is possessed of the characteristios

*Thefact of the Ball and the Jar having the ocharacteristios of Elemental
Substauves is due to their being the products of those substaaces, sud ot to their
being the samne as those substances. Henocu tho ssid fact cannot prove the
eternality of the Bulbanddhddawtom https://www.holybooks.com
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of Elemental Substances” (80. 81)—are not applicable .to
such thingd as Sound, Motion, Cognition, Pleasure, Pain,
Desire, Aversion, and Effort, [as not one of these is either an
elemental substance, or possessed of the characteristics
of elemeutal substances]; hence the reason (is ‘anekants’
(inconclusive ; because non-pervasive). '

[Says the Opponent]—* Like the cognition of tﬁings in &
drgam, the said perception (of the cause and of production)
is wrong.” '

The same may be said of the perception of Elemental
Substances also. What you mean is that—'¢The percep-
tion of the production and the cause of thiogs is of the
same character a3 the cognition of things in a dream’;
but if that be so, then the same might be said also in
regard to the perception of Elemental Substances;
and the perception of Earth &c. also would have to be
regarded as similar to the cognition of things in a dream [so
that there would be no justification for regarding even
the Elemental Substances as eternal].

The Opponent says]--*If there are no such things as
the Earth &o. then the practioal usages of men would come
to an end.”

The same would apply to the other case alse; if there
were no real objective basis for the perception of the produc:
tion and the cause of things, then alsp all practical usages
of men would come to an gnd.

Further, to argue that * the said perception (of
production &o.) is as unreal as th® cognition of things
during dreams,” is not a right argument at all [i.e,, it cannot
prove any such counclusion as the Opponent desires to
prove, oiz, ordinary things like the Bull and’ the Jar are
exaotly like the Atoms of Elemental Substances];—(a)
because Eternal Substances (Atoms) are beyond the reach
of the senses (which the ordinary things of the world are
not), and (3) because they are not objeots of production and
destruction (whioh the ordinary things of the world are),

® oo the Virfartuiaded Theubdas: (firpibaaks.com
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Vartika on 8. (53).
[P. 476, L. 18 to P. 478. L. 12

It has been urged (in S0. 31) that *everything is
possessed of the characteristics of elomental substances,
bence all things must be eternal”; but thisis not right;
as the fact put forward oan be explained otherwise;
the presence (in ordinary things) of the characteristics of
Elemental Substances is capable of being explained other-
wise (than on the basis of their Htermality) :—1It is due to
the perception of production and of oause, As a matter of
faot, we perceivd the produotion of things as - possessing
qualities analogous to those of its cause, and we also perceive
the cause itself ; both these would be impossible in regard
to eternal things; of the eternal thing there is no produc-
tion ; nor is there any cause of the eternal thing. And yet
both these actually exist (as vouched for by our peroeption).
Hence the conolusion is that the product is actually produced,
as possessing qualities analogous to those of its cause;
and when it is pdeuoed ag possessing qualities analogous
to those of the cause, it is ouly natural that the produot
(ordinary things like the Bull and the Jar) should possess
the characteristics of elemental substances (which substances
are its cause). This argument has been: alreudy explained
by as in detail when we pointed out that ‘the production
of perceptible things is from peroeptible things, as is oclearly
proved by perception’ (Sa. 4. 1. 11).

Further, the probaus put forward (by the Opponent)
~—%beoanse the elemental substances are eternal ¥ (S0, 29) is
non-pervagive.  ‘“How so?”  For the simple reason
that it does not apply to Motion and such other things;
as a matter of fact, Motion, Oognition, Sound &e. do not fall
under the premiss ¢ because the five elemental substances are

eternal ’.*
* gl w wmn{d Www holybooks com
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Further, the Opponent’s argument becomes nullified by
our perceiving the effort put forth by the cognitive agent ;
the effort of the cognitive agent is found to be put forth
when he is urged by a desire for production and destruc-
tion; and this would pot be possible if all things were
eternal (and there were no production, nor destruction).

Further the composite substancs is known {o have that
property ;—we have already proved that the composite subs.
tance has the property of being liable to be produced and
destroyed; and what is alleged by the Opponent is not
right.

Objection—** How is it that though the Reason (of the
Opponent) is only ¢ non-pervasive ’ (not present in the entire
subject, the Bhagya calls it ‘ inconclusive’, andkanta’?”

Answer—What is meant by the reason being ‘andkania’
is that the Subject subsists during botb ends (during
ezistence as well as during non-swistence) of it ; the Subject
of the Proposition * all things are eternal’is All,~and this
‘ull’ includes things known as ‘Elemental Substances’
as well as those that are not known as such; and since
this * subject * (All) co-exists with ¢ both ends '~—Heis-
tence a8 well as Non-ewistence—of the Reason (* possessiug
the characteristios of Elemental Substances’), it is not right
to say that ¢ all things possess the characteristios of Elemen-
tal Substances.’—I[t is in this sense that the reason bas
been called an2kants’' (having the subjeot not restricted
either to its Kuistence only or to its Nou-ezistence only), * -

® This passage is obsoure. We have adopted the interpretation of the Pdfparya :

1t constraes the sentence QuETTTEY STV o }Ar: WPATY TWTTWEY QU
WNEeTTY ; though it is diffioult to regoncile this construction with the compound:
od form later on m The meaving ageording tg the Fajparys
_is that of the reason—* pussessing the oharacteristics of elemeutal substances —
there are two ends,’ existence and aon-emistence ; and the subjeot ¢ All " is concomi-

tant with both ; Bavenloglied fiadéirs dheteniad wabstéacy™ whioh  co-exist
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~ Objeclion=* Like the cognition of things in a dream, the |
said pezception (of the causes of production-of things) is
wrong." '

. 1f you mean by this that—* The idea thata certain
thing is produced and destroyed is ndt true; the real produc-
tion and destruction not being there, the notion that the
thing has been produced, and that it is destroyed, is & mere
misconception; just as” during a dream though the things
do not exist, yet there is a misconception of them ’,—then
our answer is that this is not true, there being nothing ‘to
prove that it is as you say ; that is, you simply assert that
when we conceive of such things as the Bull and the Jar
as being ‘produced’ and ‘destroyed,’ there is no such
thing in reality as ¢ production’ or destruction,’—and you do
no} bring forward any proof of such non-existence (of produc-
tion and destruction) ; and unless proofs have been ad-
duced in support of a certain assertion, it cannot be
accepted, And how things have a real existence apart from
sensations, we shall explain later on.  Further, if the
notions of * Production ’ and * Destruction ’ be regarded as
mere misconception, then the same might be said of the
conception of Elemental Substances ulso—this conception
also being like the couception of things during a dream.

with the ewistence of the reason, and * non«glemental substances, ' which co-exist with
the non-swistence of the reason ; 8o ‘that i¢ is. mot right to say that ‘all thinge
" possess the characteristics of eldmental substances.’

The more natural meaning of the words would appear to be that—‘the
reason subsists in both ends of the subject ;' but the difficulty in this interpretation
isthat it the Reason subsistsin all conditions of the Bubject then it is quite
valid ; and if by ‘twoends’ are meant ‘existence and non-existence,’ then it
would be true to say that the Reason co.exists with the existence and the pon-
existonce of the subject ¢ all ;’ for as & matter of £act, ‘ possessing the characteris-
tics of elemental substances, which is the reason, is never co-existent with
the non-salstence of ‘all things’. 1t is better on the whole therefore to accept
the interpretation RévthePagpirya.https://www.holybooks.com
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« But if there were no such things as the Karth &o., then
all practical usages of men would come to an end.” If you
mean by this that—"‘ [f the Barth and other Elemental Sub-
stances do not exist, then there would be an end to all
practical usage which is based upon such substances,”—then
our answer is that exactly the same may be said of the
other case also : If the existence of Elemental Substances
is admitted simply through fear of all usages coming to an-
end, then, for' that same reason youshould admit also the
¢ production’ and ‘destruction’ of things; as no practical
activity can be carried on unless there are *productions’
and ‘ destructions’ of things.

Further,—(a) becauses eternal substances are beyond the
reach of the senses, and (b) because they are not objects of pro-
duction and destruction, &o. &o,—says the Bhagya. Every-
thing eternal is super-sensuous, and not the object of pro-
duction and destruction; hence it is not right to assert that.
the said perception (of production and destruction) is as unreal
as the cognition in a dream.

Further, when you speak of the ‘misconception of
Production and Destruction’ it behoves you to explain what
is the real object of ¢ Production and Destruction ;’ and
for one who holds all things to be eternal, there can be
no objects of ‘ Production and Deatruction ;' and if you deny
the existence of the object, you have to deny the existence
also of a misconoeption relating to that object.

Bhagya on Sa. (88{.‘
[P. 204, L. 16 to P. 205, L. ll.i|l

“ What really happens’, says another philosopher, * is
that the Original Substance remaining constant, one property
of it ceases and another property is produced ;—aund this is
what forms the object (meanin gof the °destruotion’ and
¢ production’ of the thing; in fact when a thing is said to
be ‘ produced,’ it is something that has been already in
existence (in otheioformrroofhttthevworiginakssubstance) even
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before that ‘ produetion ; * and similarly when a thing is said
to be ‘destroyed’ it continues to exist (in the form of the
Substance) even after that destruction [for all that has
happened is that one property has disappeared and another
has appeared | ; and in this manner all things are eternal,” *
. f'l‘hia doctrine is refuted in the following Sifra,]
St¢ra (38). ‘
THI8 OANNOT B& ACOKPTED ; FOR (UNDER THIS THEORY)
THERR WOULD BE NO POSSIBILITY OF DIPPERBNTIATION, —
- (S0. 38). 7

There would be no possibility of any such differentiation as
‘this is birth, and that is cesmation ;' as under the theory put
forward what isbornand what has ceased toexist are both eztant.
(A)[In regard to properties also} there could be no differentiation
(as to Time), such as ¢ this property is born and that property
hasceased’, as both are equally eztant ;—(B)nor would there
be any differentiation as to time,—8uch as ‘at this time there
are birth and cessation, and not at:that time, for at all times
things would. be equally extant; (C) nor could there be an
differentiation as to relationship, sugh as °there are birt
and cessation of this property, and not of that,’ for both
propertiez would be equally eztant; (D). nor again, could there
be any such differentiation in regard to Time, as ¢ this, not yet
como, is in the futilu;e. and that 18 past ; ' for under the theory
all things arve always ewzlant, which means that they are

" always ‘present’ [and as such can never be spoken of
as ‘ future’ or * past ']. _

None of these objections lie against -the view (held by
the Naiydyiks) that ‘birth’ (production) cousists in the
coming into existence (gaining its own nature) of what has
not been in existence, and oessation (destruction) consists
in the ceasing to exist (losing its own natare) of what has

_®The Pafparya ‘calls this dostrine Sodyamdiuvandmmafem ;' does it mesn
the ‘SAaiva’ system? The dootrine is thus sunmed up in the Pafparya—*“The
modification undergone by Substaaces is of three ‘kinde: (1) modiBieation of pro-
perties, (2) modificatian of - condition, and (%) modification of age, Bg. (1) ( the .
original subtanoe Gold in lump becomes modified into the ear-ring, and here we have
the modification of the property (shape) of the gohl ; (2) when the ear-ring is
broken up and made into the bracelet, we have the modification of conditious, i.s.,
the ear-ring has renounced its pretent snd reverted to tbe past ocondition, and the
bracelet bas removed ite futurs and reverted to the presemt condition ; and (8) in
the begfuning the bracelet is new, young, andin time it becomes old ; 50 that here we
have the modificatidavtigadefherorijiingl/ puid vémilapcsastant all the time)."
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been in existence For these reasons we oconclude that it
i8 not right to assert, as has been asserted by ths Opponent
(Text L. 1, P. 205), that—* a thing exists before it is born,
and it exists also after it has been destroyed.”
Vartika 8. (88).
[P. 478, L. 13 10 P, 479, L. 5.)

» Other philosophers have offered anothor explanation of
the dootrine that “all things are eternal*. What this means,
according to them, is that —*tha original substance remain-
ing constant, only its property oceases, and another property
comes into existence; that which bas ceased continues to
exist even after cessation, and that whioh comes iato exis-
tence has also been in existence befors that comiug into
existence.” ' '
~ The answer to this is that, this cannot be adcepted als. elo.
—says the §afra. The rest is clearin the Bhayya.

When you assert that—* that which has ceased continies

to exist after cessation’’—you should be asked the following
" question: —What is the meaning of the expression that the
thing hss coised Pw If you say that what it means is that ‘it was
peroeived before and is nob perceived now ’,—then we ask, to
what is due the non-perception of what exists ? If it were due
to obstruction, then such obstruction should be pergeived. In
fact we have already explained (P. 470, L. L5 et seq.) that
when a thing, not perceived befors, comes to be perceived,
it has to be admitted that a new peculiarity has been pro-
duced in it and & previous peculiarity has dropped off. 1f
however you adinit of this explanation, you contradiot yoursslf
[as for you there can be no predactioa of aaything new,
or dropping off of auything]. Then agaiu, a3 regards your
assertion that—=‘‘ that which comes into existeuce has exist- .
ed before that coming into existenoe also,” —this cannot be

D) Reqesrafi mae&hmmmmmmmmm
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right, as it involves a self-contradiction. To say that a thing
comes into existence and then to say that ‘it exists’ is a
coutradiotion in terms [that which already exists gannot
come irlo evistence). If ‘coming into ogistence® be
explained as ‘manifestation,’ ‘ coming into ' view,” —even so,
the objections urged before rewain in force, and it further
involves the admission (on your part) that the * manifestation,’
which was not in ezistence before, has come into ezistence [and
this is incompatible with your dootrine]. :
bind of Section (8),
Section (9).
[Satras 34—36.]
The Befulation of the View- that all is Dicersity, there
is no Unity,
Bhasya on 840. (34).

. [P. 205, L. "1 to P. 206, L. 4.)
The following is unother sweeping assertion (of the

(Bauddhas) : —
Saira (34).

( Paroapakga. |
“ ALL MUST BE REGARDED A8 DIVERSE; BEOAUSE THB
SYMBULS (NAMES) OF THINGS RBFBR TO DIVERAR BNTITIES."'®

(Sn. 84).

° It bas boeu established np to this poiut that all things are aggregates of—* the
Quality and the Qualified,’ ¢ the nogative aud positive,’ * the intulligent sud uon-intelli-
geut, ¢ the eternal and non-eternal '—and it becowmes necessary to refute the theory
that there is no such thing asthe ‘aggregate whole.' This theory has been held
in several forms—(1) the theory that there is no wnity (refuted in- Sa. 34—388),
(3) *all is mere Void' (8. 37—40), (3) “there is only ons thing,’ or ¢ there are

* only two thinge,' sud eo forih, (82, 41—48). All these have to be refuted, because—
(1) if there is no unity, uo oue thing, then of what could there bé an aggregate ?
(2) it nothing exists, and ull is Void, there can be no aggregate ; and (8) similarly
there can be no ¢ a“ngate' under the theory of abgolute Moni: "= Pariskudghi.

The doctrine put forward uuder this Satra is thos ‘explained fu the Fafparya :—
¢ All things must. bediverse, distinot ; because there isno such thing as * substance,’
apart tqomoolonr&o.,ndoolour&o.,m distinot fromn one another ; nor is there
any suoh thing as * composite’ spart from the componcuts, and theu lattor are
distinot from oue another.” Such is the view of the Saxérdntibas and the Vai-
bhdsikas, Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com .
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*“ All must be regurded as diverse; there is no single
entity.—Why P— Bhavalakganuprif hak{va{—says the Shtra;
the ‘latgapa’ or ‘symbol’ of the *blava,' * entity,’ is that
which distinguishes it; 4. e. its name; and the names refer
to diverse entities; as a matter of fact, all ‘ names of things’
deunote combinations; e ¢, the name ¢ Jar’ is applied to the
combination of ¢ odour, taste, colour ani touch,’ (the qualities
of the Jar), and also to the combination of the ¢ bottom,
sides und neck ° (the parts of the Jar) [and these are
diverse, distinot from one another; and the Jar is nothing
apart from these qualities and component parts]. The
‘Jur’ has been mentioned only by way of illustration
[the same holds good in regard to the numes of all
things.]"

: Fartika on 8u. (34).

(P. 479, L. 5 to L. 12.] - ,

The following is unother sweeping assertion;—‘ Al
must be regarded as diverse etc. elc.’ ;—the ‘name’ of a thing
is the word; as it is by its name that the thing is dis-
tinguished ; and all the ¢ names of things’' refer to diverse
entities; e.g., the name ‘Jar'; i.e. the name of a thing is applied
to a diverse combination of components, as we find in the
case of the word ‘Jar’; similarly with other words. 'The
argument may be formulated thus:—The word ‘Jar’
must réfer to diverse things,—(a) because it is a single
word,~like the word ¢ army ;' or (4) because when we’ hear a
word prooounced we have the cognition of several things,—
i.e., because the hearing of u word gives rise to the cognition
of several things,—as we find in the case of the word
‘army’.,’ .
Satra (85).
| Sigdhanta.] :

WuaT 18 ALUEGED OANNOT BE ACOBPTRD ; BECAUSE (AS A

MATTER OF FACT) 8EVBEAL (KINDS OF) THINGS GO TO
MAKE A BINGLB ENTITY.==(Su. 35.)
" Vishvadsatha states the dootrine thus—*Such things s the Jur aud the like
must be regarded asdistinct, even from thewselves ; bevause the odour, taste, &o,

of these things, as also their component parts, are distinct from one another ; and
the ‘Jar’ is nothingP@wriondas Miews Wes:{/www.holybooks.com
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Bhagya on 80, (35).
[P. 206, L. 4 to L. 8.]

The compound ¢ andkiakganaik ' should be treated as
one that has the middle word eliminated, and as standing for
‘an2kuvighalaksanail, ‘several kinds of things’ As a

" matter of fact, it is the single entity (the composite sub-

stance, Jar) that comes intv existence as related to Odour
and other qualities, and to the Bottom and other com-
ponents; in fact, the Substance is something different from
sts Qualities, and the Composits is something different from
the Components; both these facts have been already ex.
plained by us (under 80. 2-2-38 et seq.).

Vartike on 8. (35).
[P. 479, L. 14 to P. 480, L. 8.]-

Whot is alleged cannot be accepled ete. ele, The com-
pound ‘ andkalaksanaih’ should be treated as one which has
the middle word eliminaled, and as standing for * andkavi-
dhalakgapaih.’ It is & single entity that is produced as
related to Odour and other qualities, and to the Bottom
and other components; and thus it being found that the
names of things demote a single enmtity, the rest of the
argument (in refutation of the Pi#rvapsksa), though not
actually stated in the Siitra, is understood to be implied,
That the Substance possessed of Qualities is something
different from the qualities, and that the composite is some-
thing different from the components, has already been
explained by us. o

As regards the argument put forward (in the Farfika
on S0. 34)—that “the word ‘jar’ must refer todiverse
-things, beoause it is a single word,”—this cannot be right ;
a8 there is no corroborative instance : (a) As a matter of
fact, there is no word that refers to diverse things; specially
because such words as ‘army’ and the like are not admitted
(by all parties) to be-applicable to diverse things. We
have already shownaaboverhawswordsoliod amny ® refer to
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single entities;—(b) secondly, since ¢ all’ (words)
have been made the ‘subject’ of the argument,
there can: be no corroborative instance ;—(c) thirdly, the
faot that has been put forward as the ‘reason’ (*being a
word ') must be explained otherwise (than on the basis of
the assumption that * the word must denote diverse
entities ;) for as a matter of fact, Colour and other qualities
are actually perceived as subsisting in a single entity, and
this single entity is perceived to be the éomposite object ;—
(d) fourthly, inasmuch as the negative particle is known
to denote either denial of the possible or elimination, the
reason put forward is ¢ contradiotory ' also; i s,
the term ‘ andka ’ (‘ not-one ’, ¢ diverse ’) contains the negative
particle; and the use of the negative particle is possible only
a8 negativing things, in the sense of either : denying what is
possibla’ or ¢ contradistinction ’; now in the case in question,
if the negative denotes the denyiung of what is possible, then
the assertion that ¢things are angka’ means that they are
not-one; and singe this is, ev-hypothesi, the denial of
what is possible, it follows that being ‘denied’ in one place,
it existe elsawhere; so that the use of the term *andka’
implying the existence (somewhere) of the ¢ Eka, One,’
your statement becomes self-contradictory. If, on the other
hand, you hold the view that the negative particle (in  angka’)
denotes ‘ contradistinction’, then the term ¢an@ke’ means
‘ that whioh is other than ome,’ and this also involves the
admission of the one; for unless the one exists, there ocan
be no such thing as ‘other than one.’

Bhasya on §8. 36).
[P. 206, L, 8 to L, 20.]

Vir. P. 480.

Further.— :
- THE DENIAL OANNOt BE RIGHT, A8 THE SYMBOLS (oF
THINGS) ARE .RESTRIOTED IN THEIR APPLICATION. (Su. 36).
The denial-=that * there is no single entity "—cannot be
right ;—why Paeforthre: veryrsimplewressonishat: the symbols
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of things are restricted in their application’; as a matter of
fact, the ‘symbol’ of entities,—1i. e. the word that forms their
namo, is restricted in its application to single entities ; as is
clear from such expressionsas ‘1 am touching that Jar which
I saw before,’ ‘] am seeing that whioch I touched . before.’
Then - again, as a matter of fact, we never perceive any mere
¢ group of atoms’ as such, and these ‘groups of atoms’ (as
composing the Jar) being imperceptible (by reason of their
-extreme minuteness), that which is actually perceived must be
a single entity (composed of those atoms), '

(A) It has been subsequently urged by the Opponent
- that—*“there can be no single entity, because all things are
mere groups (of several things) " ;—but if there is no single
thing, there can be no group of things. What the Opponent
means i8 that—-* there i no single entity, as the names of
things apply only to groups ";—but the fact is that if there is
no single thing, there can be no * group’ ; as the ‘ group’ is
nothing more than the conglomeration of several single things ;
so that the allegation—* There is no single entity &o.""—
involving a self-contradiotion, is most incongruous, That
is, that §ing\e entity) of which the denial has been alleged,
(by the Opponent, on the basis of the premiss), *‘ because the
names of thingdare applied to groups,”—becomes admitted
by the Opponent when he asserts that  the names of things
are applied to groups”; for the ¢ group’ is only & collection
of several single entities. (B) Further, in making the alle-
gation—“becausa the names of things are appliea to groups
of things"—=you admit the ‘ group,’ and then in the propo-
sition, * there is no single entity ” you deny each component of
that ¢ group’ [ for each such component can only be a single
entity ] [and when each component is denied, the group also
becomes denied ipso faslo]. Thus then, the Opponent’s alle-
ation being beset with a twofold ¢self-contradiction’ (A &
), it must be rejected as a frivolous assertion.

Vartika on Su. (86).
 [P. 480, L. 10 to P. 481, L. 19.]
" For the following reason also (the Pﬂmpabga cannot be
accepted :—As the symbols of things elo. eto.—~says the S#tfra,

The theory that * there is no single entity ” cannot be right;
—why P —heonusaithacaymbolecef $hings areisantrioted in their



BHASYA-VARTIKA 4-1.36 ' 1509

application. As a matter of faot, when. the name ‘jar’ is
uttered, it does not give rise to the idea of seversl things.
“How do you know that it does mot give rise to this idea P
(A) For the simple reason that the word takes the Singular
termination ; the word ¢ Jar 'is in the Singular number ; and a
word in the Singular number couldnot apply to several things.
—(B) Further, as a matter of fact, the direction (addressed
by the older person to'the yonnger) and its comprehension
(by the younger person) both pertain to a single entity’; e.¢., the
Jdireotion ‘ bring the jar’ refers to a singla jar; and the per-
son to whom this direction is addressed, on comprehending
the meaning of the words, brings up a single jar; and the
fact of the direction and its comprehension p«rta’ining to
the single object clearly indicates that the name ‘ jar’ denotes
a single entity.

Then again, yon regard the qualities o/ Oolour and the
components (as denoted by the name of a thing); but as a
matter of fact, these do not form the actual denotation of
words, they come in merely by implication, this implication
being due to the fact that they are inseparable from the
thing (actually denoted by the word).

Further, if every thing were a mere *group’ of compo-
nents, atoms), ® there could be no end to its dismemberment ;
hence that point where the dismemberment ceases must be
the single entity. That is to say, when the Opponent regards
the Bull, the Jar and such things as meére ¢ groups of compo-
nents, he admits the ‘group ’; and under the Opponent's
theory [ by which all things are mere groups of
endless component atoms] it would not be possi-
ble to conceive of any thing (e.g , the Jar) as having become
‘smaller’ and ‘ smaller’ (by) dismemberment; as each dis-
membered -piece would be- capable of néver-ending dismem-

* SR ATV ipthe-vightcrsedingsgien hy/the Td§porpacom

Vir. P. No, 481,
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berments);—such aconceptioncould be possible ouly if the ob-
jeot could be conceived of as so many component substances
constituting the Jar (and such notion would be impossible if
there were no such single entities as the * Jar’ and the like]; so
that for the purposes of the snid conception it has to be almit-
ted that iu the case of every object, there is a point which
represents the smallest dimension to which it can be reduced
(by dismemberment', and this smallest —sized thing would be
indivisible; so that atthat point all further dismemberment
should cease; and that where no further dismemberment
(into component particles) is possible must he a single entity.

Further, one who denies the ons must deny the many
also ; as the many is only a collection of several ones. *You
will perhaps take np the following position :—*(a) That
which you regard as the indivisible atom is only a conglomera-
tion of Colour and other qualities; ” or () that * the four
substances, Earth and the rest, combined togebher form the
Atom.”

(¢) Now, iu{der this theory,~which means that when
Colour and other properties come together they constitute
the 4tom,—it has to be explained to what belongs the Celour
that is found in the Atom; and similarly with the other
qualities. (b)If, again, you allege that the foursubstances {Barth
Water, Fire and Air) coming together constitute the Atom,
—and it means that the quactette is a collection (of four
substances) —then, it behoves you to explain of what
things each one of the four substances singly—Barth,
Water, Fire and Air—is the collaction, If you postulate
an .endless series of oolleotions, then you go against your
soriptures, according t» which the Atom is a collection of
eight substances; as has been declared (in the Baugdgha
Sil{ra)—+ Kamdylagravyakogurashabdah,” ** Verily the Atom
consists of eight substances, and is without Sound.” (?) .

T ®The AuthorRewrtieskiesithiesistiy dfriothehpmtysotBuddhists.
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Thus (we conclude that) if there is no singls entity, there
cannot be many entities; so that the theory of the Opponent
has got to be entirely rejected.

‘The Pliroapaksa has put forward the reason—* because
the names of things apply to groups;” but this is nothing, in-
volving a8 it dres a twofold self-contradiction. * Why two-
fold#” - (1) In the first place in the argument—* There iy
no singls entity (Proposition), because the names of things are
applied to groups . Probans),”—there is contradiction between
the Proposition and the statement of the Probans; as unless
there i8 a singls entily, there can beé no group ;—(2) secondly,
when you deny the single entity on the basis of the group,
you deny the group itself. Thus the Opponant’s allegation being
beset with a twofold contradiction, it must be rejected as a
frivolous assertion. The rest is clear in the Bhasya.

Bnd of Seotion (9).

Section (10).
[S#fras 37—40.)
The Befutation of the Theoty that All is Mere Void.

" Bhagya on 8#. (87).
[P. 206, L. 20 to P. 207, L. 18.]
The following is another sweeping assertion :—
Sillru (37).
‘“ ALL THINGS MUST BB NON-BNTITIES, BECAUSE ALL
THINGS ARE KNOWN TO BE MELB NEGATIONS OF ONE ANOTHER.”
(8a. 37). .

All things must be regarded us /non-entities ;—why P
because all things are known to be mere negalions'of one
another. As u matter of faot, the Bull is ‘non-existent
in the form of ¢ Horse,’ and the Bull is ouly ‘not-horse;
similarly the Horse is ‘ non-existent' in the form tho* Bull,”
and the Horse is onlg ¢ no?bull ;' thus we find that the names

of things ( ‘ Budl,, ¥ orfHRs BEHQARARMILADY (00 substrate)
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with tho notiqn of *nou-existence ' as also with negatlion;
from which it follows that ull things are non-ezisient or non-
entities.” * ' ’ ‘ :

(The Badgys offers its own answer to the Nihilistic
doctrive put forward in the Si#fra]—1he assertion put for-
ward cannot be right ; bacause there is contra:liction between
(A) the two terms of the ['roposition and (H between the
Proposition and the Statemeunt of the Probans:

" [(A) Theterm ‘all’ signifies seoeral thinyy without evsaption,
while the term * non-eutity * signifies-bire nsg stio« »f esislense ;
of these two the former is sowmething possessed of a definite
character, while the latter, is totally devoid of any character;
uow how can that which is spoken of as possessed of definite
charaoter, .6, ‘all be a mere ‘non-entity,’ which ‘is
devoid of any ocharacter P Uertainly the * non-entity,” which
is totally devoid of any character, cannot be predicated either
as ‘several’ or as ‘ without oxception’ [which are the two
factors in the denotation of the term ‘all.’

“But it is just all shis that is non-entity; what you
(Logician) callthe all’ is what is reslly only non-entity.”

Even so the * contradiction’ does not cease ; for the con-
ception of ‘several things'and ‘ without exception ’ vannot

® This Nihilism iNlpul expounded iu the Pd¢parya :—* All things —Primiga
aud the rest—are actually fouud to the cagnisod as uou-cxistent’ and absy
spoken of in negative terms ; heuce it follows thet the namesof those thiugs
are concomitant with these (the motion of non-existence and negation) ; hence
Pramiga aud the resp wmust be regarded as uon-existent, as noneutities, just like
the Cloth that bas either not cume into existence or has beeu destroyed. Further
are these things—Pramipa &c.—eternal or evauescent ? If they are eternil, they
must be non-eutities, beiug without any capacity or power ; as we have already
explained how no sequonoe buin passible amng thiugs that.are eterval, no etérnal
thiag cau ever bring about a product. If, on-the other haud, the things are evan.
esoent, then, since they would be liable to destruction, they would be as non-evistent
at the first as at the second moment. Further, if things aro emistent, they should
upt be lisble to destraction, and as such they could not be destroyed at any point
of Lime ; for the blue Uolour, being brought about by its osuses, can never be turned
into yellow by even thyusands of painters. ln fsot evanesoent things oan not
but beregarded as liable to destruction. From all this we conclude thatsll things
are more Void, Blash ; and it is only through assumed ewisienod thet they appoear
a8 ovisting. . The reasoning may be formylated thus :—* All names of things. spply
_ to non-existent things,~because they are concomitant with noticas'of ndn-saistence
and negation,~like b tipesthubico andih (destroyed Ologhis'com
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possibly arise in regard to what is mere non-entity;* and
yet it is just this conoception that'is expressed by the term
‘all ;* henoe it follows that this ‘all’ cannot be a non-
entity. .

(B) There is contradiction also between the Proposition and
the Statement of the Probans : the Proposition is in the form
‘all things are non-entities, and it denies the existence (of
all things) ; and the statement of the Probans is *because
all things are known to-be mere negations of one another,’'—
which admits that there ig * mutualnegation ’ among ¢ things ;
and then on the basis thereof—the fact of there keing mutual
negation having been established,—itis asserted that ‘all
things are non-entities’;—now if *all things ‘are nonentities;’
then it is not possible for ¢ things ' to be the * negation of one
another;’ and if ‘things’ are * negations of one another,’
then * all things ’ cannot be ¢ non-entities.’

Vartika on 8u. (37).
[P. 482, L. 1to P. 843, L. 2.]

Another sweeping assertion is—* All things must bs
non-enlities, &o. &o. All things are non-entities ;—why P—
because all things are known to be mere negations of one
another. 'That is, inasmuch as the names of things are
concomitant with the notion of ¢non-existence, and with
‘negatiou,’ all things must be *nor-eutities,'—just like the
unproduced and destroyed Cloth. As a matter of fact, all
names of things are concomitant with °non-existence,’ and
also with ¢ negation,'—just like the destroyed Cloth; as in
the expression ‘the Cloth does not exist.—‘ But in what
way is the Oloth non-existent ; and when isit non-existent P '—
It does not exist, in the form of the dish and such othey things ;
and it does not exist when it has been, destroyed. Similarly
the word ‘Jar, being concomitant with the notion of  nen-
existence,’ clearly indicates the absolute non-existence of

®The sight reading iv waqTd Reqyw (asin the Puri Ms). Construe thus:

mmm@m mm\l/ww.holybooks.com
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the Jar; in the same mauner, all names of things being found
to be concomitant with * non-exnstenoe, it follows that all
things are non-ezistent.”

In the above there is contradiction, (4) between the two
terms of the Proposition,and also () between the Proposition
and the Statement of the Probans. By two things being
¢ samandadhikarapa, or ‘concomitant,’ it is meant that the
words expressing them end with affixee having the same
meaning; i.e., affixes with the same signification are used
with them; and when you make use of this expression
(*samanaghikarpya’ in your Statement of Probans), you
admit the evisience of things and also thé existence of words
that form the names of those things ; so that your Statement
of the Probans (wherein the expression ‘samanaghikarana’
is used) becomes ocontradictory * (to your Proposi-
tion).* Further, your Proposition is in the form—¢ that
which you regard as all must be a non-entity ;” but
a8 & matter of fact, the notion of ‘that’ can never arise in
regard to a mere non-entity ; nor can the notion of ¢entity’
arige in regard to it. Further the term * non-entity * denotes
the negation of entity ; and the use of the negative particle
is not possible unless what is denoted by the term ,compound-
ed with it actually exists, as the negative particle. can only
mean either ‘denial of what is possible’ or ¢contradistine-
tion, a8 we have explained before, as is found to be in the case
of such oompoimd ‘words as ‘not-one,’ * non-eternal’ and the
like. In the same manner we can also find contradistinction
between the term ¢all’ and the term ¢ non-entity,’ The rest
is clear in the Bhagya.

Further, if all things are mere non-anmin. it behoves
yon to explain the exact nature (and signification) of the
affixes; if everything is & non-entity,. you should exphm

© Por fq: read fipwipanicha fthe UétyaredvBritiony books.com
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what is the character of the affix ; if the affix also is & noms
entity, then the assertion, that .** samanaghikaranya consists
in the affixes having the same meaning,” involves a con-
tradiction in terms. You talk of concomitance with the
notion of non-existence and with negation,’ and yet you
deny the same when you make the sweeping
‘ assertion that “all things are non-entities ;"
and certainly that which is a non-entity can never be the
substratum of anything ; the *substratum’ is that whereln
something subsists, and certainly nothing subsists in a non-
entity. ’

Var: P, 488,

Bhagya on 84, (38).
~ [P. 207, L. 18 to P, 208, L. 17.]

s The following is the answer (to Nihilism) offered by the
i{ra— -
Sitra (88).

WHAT HAS BEEN ALLEGED IS NOT RIGHT, BECAUSE THINGS ABM,
BY VIRTUR OF THRIR VERY NATURE, ACTUAL BNTITIRS.

(4) All things cannot be non-entities ;—~Why P—Because
by virtue of their very nature things are actual entities,
(really existing). The proposition laid down is that by their
very nalure things ewist, * Whatis the nature of thingsP"”
¢ Existence,’ ‘ being an entity,’ and so forth constitute thenature
or charaoter common to Substances, Qualities and Actions ;=
‘haviog action’ und so forth are the ‘character’ peoculiar
to Substances ;—the qualities ending with Touch belong to
Earth;—s0 on and so forth there are endless characters

eculiar to the several things of the world ;—in Community,

ndividaality and Inherence also we find specific characters.
All this distinotion among things, which is recognised in
aotual experience, would not be possible [if all things were
‘mere non-entities], as a non-entity is without any character;—
and yet such distinotion among things does exist ;—from
whioh it follows that all things are not mere non-entities.

(B) [Another interpretation of the Satra)—Ory the words
of the Sfi{ra may be taken to mean that—what has bean as-
seried cannol boviglitsibecensepach thing fooxesagnised as having
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a distinot individuality of ils own; that is to say, when the
word ¢ Bull® is used, what is apprehended is & particular
substance quslified by (belonging to) & particular community,
and not & mere non-entity. If allthings were non-entities,
the Bull would have been recognised as a ®non-.entity,’ and
the word ¢ Bull’ would have denoted & non-entity. * But how
do you know that the word ¢Bull* does not signify a
non-entity ?”®* We know it from the fact that whenever the
word ¢ Bull’ is used, it brings about the notion of a particular
sybstance, and not that of a non-entity, For these reasons
w%mt‘ has been asserted by the Opponent cannot be right.

(0) Or, the words of the S3{ra * na svabhdvasid@dhdh, etc.’
may be explained to mean as follows:—When you assert
(Bha. P. 207, L.) that * the Bull is non-existent in the form of
the Horse,” why do not you say that * the Bull is non-existent
in the form of thabull”?$ That you do not say so indicates
that in the form of the Bull the Bull is ewistent; this is what
is meant by the expression ¢Svabhavasidghi, ¢existence in
its own form.’ [If you really mean that things are non-
existent], why cannot %ou say that the Horse is not-Horse,
or that the Bull is not-Bull? Since you do not say so, it
follows that in its own form, the substance ewists.

} As a matter™of fact, whenever there is denial of non-
difference—* difference’ consisting, in this case, of the absence
of conjunction and such other relations, and *non.difference’
consisting of identity,—even really existing things come to be
spoken of as co-substrate (concomitant) with the notion of
* non-existence,’ as we find in the case of the expression ‘the
jujube fruit is not in the cup ' ;§—so that in the case in- ques-
tion, in the expressions *the Bull is non-existent in the form
of the Horse,' ¢the Bull is not-Horse’, what is denied is the
non-difference between the Bull and the Horse,~the meaning

©The right reading is SETIW QTATeRY WLATE TEYR, as found in Lari Ms. B.
1‘“M WETTWTEYR is the better reading, as found in Pari Ms, B.

{ This, according to the Vdr{ika, explains how we lave the negation expressad
in the statement, ¢the Bull is not-horse.’ .

§This is sn obscure passege ;the obscurity bemng due to wrong readings. From
whiat follows in the next sentence it is clear that the passage should read as follows—

wwfteritmr—sdirmitesed  ssffrsrerftesireeaeg (—
mmuﬂmmmm.com ’
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being that, ¢there is no identity between the Bull and the
Horse’; and this identity being denied, there comes about the
co-substrateness or concomitance of the notion of ‘ non-exist
ence’ with the thing, ¢ Bull ’; hence the expression ¢the Bull
18 non-exisient, in the form of the Horse ’; just as in the sen-
tence ¢ the jujube fruit is nol in the cup 'y the conjunction of
the fruit with the cup being denied, we have the co-substrate:
ness of the notion of ‘ non-existence ' with the fruit, which is
a real entity. [All this shows that ‘concomitance with the
notion of non-existence, upon which the Opponent bases his
arguments, in Bhasya, p. 207, L. 1-2, is not incompatible with
real entities].

Var{ika on (38).
|P. 483, L. 2 to P. 434, L. 6.]

The answer given in the 8afra is as follows :—What has
bean alleged, elc., eto., (S0, 38). What we mean is that all
things exist in their own respective characters; and this
serves to point out the absurdity in the position put forward in
the preceding S8¢ra.  How so?"” When in 88¢ra 87 you say
that * things are known to be mere negations of one another,”
you assert the things to be mere negations, non-entities; and
saying this you regard things to be, by their very nature, non-
entities. Further, the statement ¢ things are mere negations of
one another” isopen to the objection that it contains a needless,
superfluous, qualifying term ; in order to express the idea
that all things are non-entities, all that need have been said
is that ¢ things do not exist’, and it is not right to say that
‘one thing is not another’ [and this is exactly what your
words mean]. Then again  another ¢ (‘ifara‘) is a positive
term, and when all things are non-existent, there is
nothing that could be affirmed and spoken. of by means of
the word ‘another’; what you have done is to admit the
fact of a certain thing being .spoken of by means of the
word °‘another,’ and then to negative one thing in regard to
that another; and in doing this you have admitted the faot
of certain thingshexiag the.oharsoteronfantitios,
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“ What is the own characler of things P "—asks the Oppo-
nent, '

[Our answer is as follows] ¢ Baistence’ ‘being an Entity *
and 8o forth constituie the charaoter common to Substances,
Qualitieg and Actions; having action and so forthare thecharaoter
peouliar (1o substances) ; the qualities ‘ending with Touch belong to
Barth ; and 80 on and so forth there are endless charaoters paculiar
to the several things of the World—(Bhasya). Among Com-
munity, Individuality and [nherence there are endless sub-divi-
sions, some general and others special. Al this distinction
among things, which i recognised in aclual ezperience, would
nol be possible, if all things were mare non-enlities; as a non-
enlity 18 without any character ;~-and yet such distinctions
among things dors exist; from which it follows hat all things
are not mere non-entities.—(Bhasya).

(b) Or, the phrase svabhavasid@hah (of the Sttra) may be
explained as follows ;—When the word *Bull’, is used it does
not bring about tho\idea of a non-snlity ; what it expresses is
a certain substance belonging to a particular community. If
all things were mere non-entities, then the word ‘bull’, on
being used, would express a non-entity, From this it follows
that all things are not mere non-entities,

(¢) Or, the phrase ‘svabhavasigdhdh* may be taken to
mean as follows :—You assert that ‘the Bull is
non-existent in the form of the horse’, ¢ the Bull
is not' Horse’, but why do not you say that ‘the Bull
ia not-Bull'*? Since you do wvot say so, it follows that
the Bull does ewist (in the form of the Bull).$ *The
assertion that ‘the Bull is not-Bull’ would be self-contra

®The reading of the Bibliotheos Indica Edition Is simpler.
+ m. thomight veadings ingiveninibafordgoteks.com

Vir: P. 484,
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dictory.” If it is only through fear ‘of self-contradiction
that you dp not assert that ¢ the Bull is not-Bull’, then, my
friend, the existence of things becomes established.

“How thendowe have the negation ‘the Bull is not-Horse' ?*

As.a matler of fact, whenever there is denial of non-differ-
ende, even really eaisiing things come to be spoken of as co-sub-
strale with the :.otion of non-ewistance ; as we find in the case of
the ezpression ‘the jujube fruit is not in the oup’, (Bhisya)—
where what is negatived is the connection between the fruit
and the cup, and yet neither the fruit nor the cup is a non-
entity.

Sitfra (39).

[Obfection.]—" THERE I8 NO SUOH THING A8 THE CHABAOTKR
(OB INDIVIDUALITY) OF THINGS; FOB WHAT I8 80 REGARDKD HAS
ONLY A BELATIVE EXISTENOR,''® (S8. 39).

Bhagya on 8a. (39).
[P. 209; L. 2 to L. 4.]

% ¢ Relative * is that which is due to the relativity of things :
e. 9., & thing is spoken of as ‘long’ in relation to what is
¢ ghort,’ and short’ in relation to what is *long ; * and neither
of the two has an absolute existence of its own—Why
so?—Because such is the force of relativity. Hence we
conclude that there is no such thing as the character or
individuality of things."$

Vargika on Su. (39),

[P. 484, L. L. 89)

“What is asserted’ cannot be accepted; as the characier
of things is purely relative; and nothing has an absolute

© Batish Chandra Vidyabhigana reads in this 8ajra a reference to the Madhya-
mika-88fra.

+All things sre relative : the blue is blue iu relution to, iu comparisou with, the

yeliow, the father ismoimrelation o thn s A fRskihowith Allthings.—~Tdfparya.
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existence of its own ; as we find in the case of such thingy as
the Long and the Short, the Prior and the .Pon!erigr.”

Siifra (40).

| Answer]—WBHAT 18 POT FORWARD CANNOT Dé RIGHT,
AS IT INVOLVES A 8BL¥-0ONTRADIOTION (S0, 40),

Bhagya or 8i (40),
LP. 209, L. 6 to L. 15].

If a thing is ¢long’ only relatively to the ¢short,’ then
the ‘short ’ should be non-relative; for to wbat would the
‘short’ be relative ? (Similarly) if a thing is ‘short’ only
relatively to the ‘ long,’ then the * long ' should be non-relative;
for to wga.b would the ‘long’ be relative? And if the two
depended upon each other, then the negation of one would
imply the negation of the other, so that there would be nega-
tion of both, Hence it is not right to assert that the
character of the ‘short’ is to be determined only relatively
to the ‘long.'* '

Further, if there is no such thing as the ¢character’
-Sor individuality) of things, [and all is merely relative), why

0 we not have the\relative notions of ¢ length * and short-
ness’ in regard to two equal Atoms, or to any two objects
of equal size? For, taken relatively or non-relatively, the
two things remdin the same ; the two things taken relatively
remain precisely the same two things, even when not taken
relativer ; the presence or absence of relativity does not
alter the things themselves [so that under the P#rvapaksa
-theory, there can be no reason why the notions of ‘length’
and ¢ shortness' should not arise in regard to the two Atoms];
but if the character of things were purely relative, then the
presence of relativity (of one thing or the other) would surely
make a difference in the nature of thin “What then is
the effect of relalivity on things)?” What ralativity does
is that when we perceive two things, it becomes possible for

©The whole of this passage is ead better in Puri Ms. B. Y yweariargt
ot vermdfess fxfinrind..... fdaomdfess | fefrmindeg Qi
qwit | eefratrasaidersasRsRrREITa K e vomeesrsyaw
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us to perceive the preponderance of one over the other;’
that is, when one sees two things antl notices a prepouderance
in one of them, he regards it as ‘ long,’ and that which he finds
deficient, he regards as “short;' this is  what is dove by
relativity.
Varlika on St (40).
[P. 484, L. 11 to P. 485, L. 16),

* What is put forward cannot be right &o. &eo. 1f the ¢ long’
is only relative to the ¢ short,’ then the ¢ short ’ should be non-
relative ; if the ¢ short 'is only relative to the ¢ long,’ then the
‘long ' should be non-relative. 1f both are relative to each
other, then that in relation to which the other is produced
should become non-relative ; so that the negation of one should
mean the negation of both. Z'uken relatively or non-relatively,
the two things remain the same ; the two things taken relalively
remain precisely the same two things, eben when not taken
relatively, (Bhisya) ; and it does not make any difference in
one or the other. * How then does there arise any ap-
prehension of preponderance (superiority) ? If the two things,
taken relatively and non-relatively, remain the same, then
there should be no such conoeptions as ‘long ' and ‘ short."
Certainly such conceptions should not be impossible ; when
two things are perceived, a certain preponderauce in one or
‘the other is always perceived ; &s & matter of faot, in regard
to the two things we have two definite notions, one in regard
to each; in one we perceive a certain preponderance (and
henoe regard it as ‘long’ ), while in another we perceive
‘shortness’ (due to a certain deficienoy) ; then we come to
ponder over the two conoeptions, and this poadering gives .
rise to the notion °this is lonyer than that, that
is shorler than this;’ this notion does not arise
from the coming into existence of any new thing. '

SE. g. When we perosive the bamboo relatively to she sugar-cane, this uloﬂvltj
leads us to the judgment that the former is ‘longer’ than the latter, or that the
. Intter §n ¢ shorter’ URK SR ESHEPM https://www.holybooks’com '

Vir. P. 485,
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Further, if there were no such thing as the ‘character
of things, their ‘relativity ' also would be impossible. In
fact, if the distinctions into ‘long’ and  short’ and the like
were due solely to the differences of relativily, without any
regard to the ©character’ of things,~then, the said notions
(of ‘long’ &c.) would be possible in regard to even things
taken relatively to everything. As a matter of fact however,
relativity has nothing to do with the notions of ¢ Colour,

~¢Taste,’  Odour ' and ¢ Touch;’ and when God perceives two

minute atoms, He does not conceive of one atom as ¢ long ’
or ¢ short * &o., in relation to another. From all this it follows
that the conceptions are not all brought about by relativity,

[Having explained the Bhagya, the Par{ika proceeds to
offer its own criticism of the P#rvapaksa|—The assertion
that “ all things are pon-entities " is absolutely wrong. « Why
is it wrong P " Well, in the first place, it involves the absurdity
of explaining and not explaining the nature of the Means of
Cognition : the man who asserts that all things are nou-entities
should be asked to explain the nature of the Means of Cogni:
tion; if he explaind it, he contradiots himself; while if he
does not explain it, then he cannot prove anything, as for
him there is no ‘means of Cognition or ¢ proof.’ Secondly,
« all things are non-entities  is a sentence ; and if the person -
making this assertion comprehends its meaning, then, as before,
there is self-contradiction ;. while if he does not comprehend it,
then the mere uttering of letters is absolutely futile. Zhirdly,
of the sentence * all things are non-entities ' if the Plryapakss
petceives the speaker and the: person spoken to, he contradicts
himself. Fouthly, ¢ all things ars non-éntities’ and ¢ all things
are entities,'—these are two distinot sentences; and if the
Opponent perceives the difference in their meaning, he con-
tradiots himself ; while if he does not perceive it, the use of
different wordecisfatiefrom https://www.holybooks.com B
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Thas we find that the more we examine this theory of all
things being non-entities, the more unamenable to reasom it
is found to be.

End of Section (10),

Section (11).

[Sutras 41—43.]
Beamination of certain sweeping assertions in regard to
the exact number of things,
Bhagya on Su. (41).
[P. 209, L. 15 to P. 211, L. 8.]

The following are the sweeping assertions in regard to
the exaot number of things:—(I) ** All things are one, all
being equally existent” ; (II)" ** All things are iwo, being
divided into eternal and non-eternal’’; (III) *“ All thin
are thres, cogniser, cognition and cognised” ; (IV) * All things
are four, cogniser, means of cognition, cognised and cognition ;
and 8o on there are other assertions on the point. It is the
examination of these views that proceeds-now.s

®These views are criticised, because they limit all things within one particular.
number :—According to (T) there is only one thing, according to (11) there are two
things, and eo forth.

The Parishugdi remnarks—The question arises—why should the 1I, IIf and
other views be criticised —when they are not incompatible with the Nydya view
- of things being the cunglomeration or composite of several component particles ¥
But the fact of the matter is that those theories limit things within one definite
namber enly : e. g, ‘There are only two things', and tio only,—then, inas-
much as those two would be everlasting, there would be no explanation of the fact
that they bring about their effeots only occasionally; under this theory the
Appearance of effects should be unceasing. BSimilarly with the other views,
The Tafparya offers the following explanations of the two views mentioned in
the BAasya : — o '

(1) The entice-plienomenon of the world is nothing apart from the Light
of Consclousness ; everything'is an emanation from this Light. There isno
difference among cognitions, nor between the coguised object and its coguition ;
sseverything is & manitestation' of Consciousness, which fs cognition, (II)  Eternal’
and ‘non-eternal’, being contradiotory terms, must include all things ; there can
be nothing that is ddtwitiesidcstéranl hisest Howwaabipoks.com
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S8ira (41).
ANY ABSOLUTR LIMITATION OF THE NUMBER (OF THINGS)
CANNOT BB ESTABLISHRD, RITHER IN THR EVENT OF THB MEANS

*(OF PROVING IT) BEING AVAILABLR, OR IN THAT OF 178 BEING
Nor AvaiLaBLR. (SO, 41.) )

. If the means of proving the desired conclusion is (avail--
able, and) something different from the conclusion fo be
proved, then no limitation of number can be proved ; as the
said Means will always, ex-hypothesi, be somet’img outside that
limited number (which, being included in the ¢ conclusion to
be proved’) could not include the means of proving (that
same conclusion). If, on the other hand, there is o difference
between the Means and the Conclusion to be proved by it,
then also the li itation of number canuot be proved, as
there is, ex-kypothesi, no real means of proving, and in the
absence of such means nothing can be proved.

Vartika on 8. (41).
[P, 485, L. 17 to P. 486, L. 6.)

The following are the views propounding an absolute
limitation of the number of things: * All things are ane, all
being equally eairent &o. &o. &o.” says the Bhasya. The
following S8¢ra is meant to refute all these views: Any
cbsolute limitation of number &c., &o.—says the Snfra. It is
not possible to establish any of the views seeking to limit
the number of things ; because the means (of
proving a proposition) must be something
different from that which forms the subject-matter of the
Proposition itself ; i.e., having stated the Proposition in the
form * all things are one’, if the person puts forward a proof
in support of it, which is something different from what

The * other assertions” referred to in the Bhdgya are—(1) that of the
SaakAgya, that Soul and Primordial Matter are the only two entities ; (2, that of
the Bauggha, that the only entities are the five shanghas of Colour, Nawe, Impres.-
siou, Sensation and Cognition ; and (&) tist of the Paekupata, that the ouly

entitios are the Pashu (living beings), their bondage, the removal of this bondage,
and the Lord. - Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com )

Vir. P. 486
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forms the subject of that Proposition, then the said limita-
tion of the number of things to one only does not become
established ; for the means and the subject of the Proposition
(being different from one another} would constitute two
things, Similarly with the view that * there are only two
things ¥ and so forth [for the means of proving this also
would be different fiom the two things that form the subject-
matter of the prcposition ; thus making three things]. If, on
the other hand, there is no means of proving, apart from
the subject of the Proposition,—then also the limitation of
number ¢ unot be proved; as in this case there would be
no means of proving; for what is fo be proved cannot itgelf
he the menns of proring.
Siifra (42).
Oljection—* WHAT NAS BREN URGED I8 NOT TRUF; A8
THE MEANS (OF PROVING) I8 ONLY A PART (OF WHAT I8 TO
BE PROVED),” (S0, 42).
, Bhagya on 81, (42).
(P. 211, Ll 56.]

“Tt is not trne that the limitation of number ecannot
be proved ;— why P—becaure the means is a part (of what
is proved by it) ; itis only a part (of the subject-matter
of the Proposition which is the Means of proving that Pro-
position ; so that the Means need not be anything different.
Similarly with the views that there are only two things, and
so forth.”

Far{ika on 8u. (41).

[P. 486, L. 7 to L. 10.]

“What is urged is not true &o, &o.—says the Safra. As
a matter of fact, the Means is only a part of the Proposition
to be proved, —this is what.the 8ffra means. The means
is only a part of what is to he proved. Such being the
case, the Means of proving our conclusion does not come to
be anything different from the limited number sought to he
proved by it ; nemis.therproving withonbites means.”
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Safra (48).
[ Answer)—THaE REASON PUT PORWARD IS N RBASON

AT ALL; A8 (ACCORDINC To THB PORVAPAKSA) THINGS OAN
HAVE No ¢ PARTS '.—(S10. 43).

Bhagya on Su. (43).
[P. 212, L. 8 to L. 8.)

~ The reason put forward (in S0. 42) is ‘“as the means of
proving is only a part of what is to be proved;” but this is
not a valid reason ;—why P—because the Opponent has laid
down the rweeping assertion that *all things are one only,”
without any exception at all; and then (in the reason put
forward) he speaks of a certain thing (the Means of Proving)
a8 being ‘one’ (part of the subject of the proposition); but
there 18 nothing (apart from that ‘ome’) which, in the
Proposition, takes in, all things, that could be the * part’ and
the necessary ‘ means of proving.'* Similarly with the other
views limiting the number of things to ‘ two’ &e.

If all these sweeping assertions in regard to the limita-
tion of the number of things proceed on the basis of the
denial of the indefinite number of diversities among things
due to their distinctive properties, they militate against
well-known facte ascertained from Perception, Iuference
and Verbal Cognition ; and as such they have to be rejected
as wrong dootrines. If, on the other hand, they proceed
on the basis of the admission of the said diversities, then
they. renounce their absolutism ; as the inclusion of things
(under any one head) is ‘due to the presence of common
properties, and the exclusion (or diversity) of things is due
only to the presence of distinct properties [so thatthe
admission of the diversity of things involves the admission
of an indefinite number of diversities, and the renouncing of
all limitation of the number].

1 there were such a thing as the part of what is to be proved, then this
would mean that there is no absolute limitation of the number of things to ons only,
When it is stated that “all things are one,’ nothing is left out; so that there
is nothing that is not included in tbe Proposition which conld be the proof of

that proposition.

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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All the above sweeping assertions (from S0.14 to S0. 43)
have been ‘examined with a view to get at the discernment
of True Knowledge.

Vartika on S0. (43).
[P. 488, L. 12 to P. 487, L. 7.

The reason pul forward is no reason at all, §e. §s.—says
the Safra. That the Means is a part of what is to be proved
is no reason at all; because the subject-matter of the Proposi-
tion is without parts. When the proposition is put forward
in the form ‘all things are one,’ nothing is left out, all
things, without exception, being made the ¢subject ;* 8o that
‘all things,’—whioch can have no parts—being the ¢subject,’
there is nothing that could form the Reacon or ‘Middle
Term;’ and what is to bs proved cannot form the Reason;
spevially as the operation of a thing upon itself is something
incongruous; hence that which has itself got to be p: oved can-
not be the Proof; the ‘object’ can never be its own
‘instrument.’

If all thess sweeping assertions in regard lo the limitation
of ths number of things procsed on the busis of the deniul of
the indefinite number of diversities among things due to their
distinctive properties, they have to rejected as wrong
doctrines, because they militate against well-known facts
asoertained from Perception, Inference and Verbal Cognition ;
as a matter of fact, the diversity among such things as the
Bull and the Jar is directly perceived ;—diversity is proved
by Jnference also ; since what is inferred is always some-
thing different from the means of that inference ;—diversity
is shown in verbal cognitions also; the
speaker is the person who knows the thing
spoken of, while the person spoken to is one who does
not know the thing [and these two persons must be
diﬁerent]. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com

Vir. P, 487.
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If, on the other hand, ths 8sid swe-ping assertions procesd
on the basis of the admission of the said diveraities, then they
renounce thair abs-lutism. Tf it be held that—* there is non.
difference among things by reuason of their possessing common
properties and there is differonce by reason of their possess-
ing distinotive proporties,”—then, this does not militate
against the Sigdhanfa dootrine. In fact, unless there is
diversity among things, there can be no room for commonality ;
8o that when the Opponent spesks of ‘commonality,’ he
must admit the ‘diversity’ also; and when he denies
¢ diversity,” he must deny the ‘cowmonality’ also ; for the
‘commonality’ cannot subsist except on the basis of
¢ diversity.’

End of Section 11.

Section (12).
. (Satras 44—54.]
On Fruition—the Tench Object uf Coynition.
Bhdgya on Sa. \44).
[P. 212, L. 8 to L. 12.]
After Bebiith, comes Fruition ; and with regard to this—

TaERE AKISES A DOUBT SINCE THE ACCUMPLISHMENT
OF THB RESULT (0F ACTS) I8 VOUND TO APPEAR IMMEDI-
ATHLY AS WELL A8 APTE®R SoME TIMB. (SQ. 44.)

When a man cooks rice or milks the cow, the results, i the
shape of the Rice and the Milk respectively, appear immedi-
ately ; whereas wheu he Ploughs the field and sows the seeds,
the result in the shape of the Harvest, acorues to him after
some time ;—now the Agnihsfra is an act, the performance
whereof is laid down in the text * one desiring heaven should
perform the Agaikofra’; and in regard to the fruition of
this act, thensoarigess sordawbbwas Hoyosehether or not any
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results follow it, and if they do, when they follow, and so
forth).*

. Var{ika on 80, (44).

(P. 487, L. 8 to L. 15.]

Fruition has been mentioned after Rebirth ; and in regard
to this there arises u doubt, elc., e'e—says the S¥#fra. OCer-
tain acts have their fruition appearing immediately ;.e g., the
actions of cooking and milking ; the results of these, in the
form of Rice and Milk, appear immediately after the acts.
Other acts again have their fruition after some time; e, ., the
actions of ploughing and sowing ; the results of these appear
after some time, not immediately after the acts, in the form
of the harvest. 'The Agnihotra laid down in the text °the
Agnihotra should be performed * and such other sacrifices are
also acts ; and in regard to these there arises the doubt—Is
the fruition of these immediate, consisting of the heat
(emitted by the sacrificial fire) or some such thing P—or is
their fruition such as appears at some other time ?

Stgra (45).
[Siddhanta.]—THE FRUITION I8 NUT IMMEDIATE; BE-
CAUSE IT I8 SUCH AS OAN BE EXPERIENOED ONLY AT A LATER TIME.§

° Says the Parishuddhi—It is not possible that there should be any such doubt
regarding Fruition in general, as to whether it appears immediately after the act, or
after the lapse of some time ; for so far as the acts of cooking, etc., are concerned,
it is already ascertained that their fruition is iminediate ; and in regard to the act of
Agnihogra, etc., also, it is already kuown that its fruition comes ouly after the
lapse of some time. But what gives rise to the doubt is the very fact of the
Agnihojra, efc., being actions, involving the effort of an intelligent agent ; and inas-
much as it is found that the aetivities of intelligent beings are of both kinds—some
having their fruition immediately and others after the lapse of tiine, there is nothing
toshow for a:rtain to wiioh of ths two classes the action of Agnihogra belongs.

+ This 8#ra is not found in the Nydyasichinibandha; and the Tatparya calls
it* Bhigya'. Vishvanitha treats it as ‘Sutra’, and it is found in the Puri ‘Satra’
Ms, as also in Sitra Mee. C. and D. :

The Sigdhanta embodied in the SQfra is in anawer to the Parvaraksa that it is
uot uecessary to assume any iovisible superphysical results for Agnihotra, eto., since
we fiud them bringiog about the immediate result in the shape of Fame, eto.—
Vishvandtha. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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(80, 45).
Bhagya on S0, (45).
[P. 218, Ll 1-2.]

* Heaven ' is the result mentioned in the scriptures; and
the attainment uf Heaven accrues only to another body,
which comes after the present boly has been destroyed;
and ‘in the case of actions done with a viaw to the acquiring
of landed property also we find that the result does nat
- appear immediately after the actions have been done. *

Varfika on St (45 .
(P. 487, L. 17 to P. 488, L. 5]
The fruition is not immediate elr., olc.—says the Nfifra.
Heaven is the result mentioned in the sorip-
tures; and an action enjoined in the Veda
can never be fruitless ; nor is the performer of the Agnihotra
ever found to undertake its performance simply with a desire
for obtaining heat from the fire ; from all this it follows that
from the contact of the Mind with the Soul,—which follows
after the performanve of the sacrificial acts, and which is
aided by the ‘presence of pure intentions, —there appears
in the Soul Dharma, Merit and this Merit, having its
potency untrammelled, when aided by suitable conditions of
time, eto., brings about the result (in the form of Heaven);
and it ia only when the present body has fallen off, and the
Soul becomes equipped with another body, that the said

result appears, and not immediately after the performance of
the act.

Vir: P, 488,

SBira (46).

(Objection,}—" THE FR UITION OANNOT APPEAR AT AN-
OTHER TIME; ASTHR CAUSE THEREOF WILL HAVEK OBASED TO
EXIST.”

® Puri Ma. B. rends qryReprrrsy which wonld mean that—*in the case of lll;
actiors done by wen still in the meshes cf ignorance.’ But in view of what follows
later on in the Bt Bedld fodb/thesrsnding bbithmpkintstitest is better,
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S0, (46,
Bhagya on S1, (46)
[P. 218, Ll 45.]

“The actusl action (the eacrificial performance) having
ceased to exist, the result of that action could not come
about, in the absence of its cause (in the shape of the action);
for as a matter of fact, no effect is ever found to be produced

out of a canse that has ceased to exist.”
Var(ike on 84, (46.)

“The fruition, eto., etc.—~says the Sifra, What is
declared is that the result of the sacrificial act appears in
another body, long after the sacrificial oblation has ceased
to exist, and also after the present body has been destroyed ;
~—but this is not right ; as nothing can be produced out of a

cause that has ceased to exist.”
Sifra (47).

[A4nswer.]—PRIOR TO THE ACTUAL ACCOMPLISHMENT
OF THE FRUITION THEKE WOULD BB SOMETHING (IN THA
SHAPE OF AN INTERMBDIARY), JUST A8 THERK I8 IN THE CANE

OF THE PRUIT OF TREES.

Sa. (47).
Bhagya on S0. (47).
[P. 218, L. 7 to L. 18.]

The man who desires fruits renders such services to the
tree as pouring water at its root, and so forth ; and it is only
after the uotual act of watering has ceased to exist that the
earth-particles (under the tree’s roots bgoome lumped to-
gether by the particles of water, and becoming heated with
the heat underground, they produce a juicy substance; this
juioy substance, as modified by the heat, comes into contact
with the tree and, in a peculiarly modified f.orm enters into it
and produees the leaf eto., and the fruit; —in this manuer the
actios of watering is fruitful, aad yel the result does no¢

quite follow frosnaogansechmt s ankively.ceased to exist.
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In the same manner actions produce (in the Soul)a faculty
in the shape of Dharma-4Adharma, Merit-Demerit; and this
faculty, after being produced, comes to be helped by other
causes and thus brings about the result at a later time. This
is what we have already explained under Sf. 8-2-60, where it
has been shown that ‘the body comes into éxistence on account
of the continuity of the results of previous deeds.’

Vartika on S1. (47.)

[P. 488, L. 10 to L. 18]

Prior to the actual accomplishment, etc., etc.—says the
88ira. We do not say that the effect is produced from a
cause that has ceased to exist ; what we do say is that by the
action in the shape of the offering of the Agnihotra libations
Pharma, Merit, is produced in the manner described,
and from this Merit follows the result. Just as the man
desiring fruits does the acts of watering the roots of the tree
and so forth, but the fruit cannot be produced out of the act
of watering that has ceased to exist; and what actually
happeus is that the act of watering having been done, it
comes to be infwenced by the ‘ Karma’ or destiny of the
man who would eat the fruits of the tree, and affects the
partioles of earth which being thus lumped together become
heated with the heat underground aud produce a juicy sube
stanoe ; this juicy substance directly permeates the tree till
its fruits appear ; and it is thus that the leaves and fruits are
brought about. Such being the case, it is clear that the ac-
complishment of tle fruit does not follow from the watering
that has ceased to exist, nor is the watering useless.

Bhagya on S0, (48).
[P. 218, L. 18 to P, 214, L. 2).
Pgrvapakga.

" Says the Opponent—

“ PRIoi TO ITS ACCOMPLISHMENT, TRE ACOOMPLISHED

FRUITION  (MBSTI3R)c OANN AR SR BITERB{A) SON-BXISTENT,
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(B) oK EXISTRNT, (C) OB EXISTENT-NON-EXISTENT ; BECAUNK
¢ EXISTENT’ AND ‘NON-EXISTBNT ARE TOTALLY DISSIMILIAR.”®
(Su. 48).

(a) A thing that is liable to be accomplished (produced)
could not be non-existent, before its production; because of
the restrictivn in regard to the material cause of things;
that is, as a inatter of fact, for the bringing about of a
certain product (the Jar, e.g,) it is only one partioular
material (Clay) that is brought in; and'it is not that any and
every material is brought in for the making of all things ;
thore could not be this limitation ar restriction (in the form
that one product is produced out of only one material sub-
stance, and not from all substances), if the product were
absolutely non-ewistent (before its production).t”

(b) “ Nor could the thing be ewistent (prior to its produc-
tion) ; because if the thing already exists, before it is brought
about, there could not (need not) be a further ¢production ’
of that same thing.” '

(¢) “Nor oould the thing be both esistent and non-
exislent ; because °*emistent’ and © non-ezisient' ara lolally
dissimilar : the term ° existent’ affirms a thing, while the term
‘ non-existent ’ danies it ; and it is this mutually contradictory
character that is spoken of as ¢ dissimilarity ’ (in the Sitra);
and because of this fact their being contradictories, no co-
existence of them is possible.’’

*The question going to be discussed now is whether the Fruition or Result
of Acts is something that, prior to its being brou:ght about, was ~(1) already
existent, or (2) non-existent, or (3) both existent and non-existeat, or (4)
peither existent nor noun-existent. The Purvapakga propounded in the Sagra is
that no une of these alternatives is possible, Lence there can be no such thing as
the ¢ fruition ’ of actions,.—Tda¢parya.

The fourth of these alternatives is founl iu the Vargika, not in the Safra
or in the Bhdgy. In this Safra aleo Dr. Satish Chandra Vidyabhdigana finds a
reference to the Madhyamika-Safras.

+ The Qery fact that it is only out of Clay that the Jar is produced, clearly
shows that the Jar already exists in the Clay. Cf. Sadkhyakdrika, 9—
¢ Upadanagrahandjdwnicaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Var{ika on 8Su. (48).
| P. 488, L. 19 to P. 48¢, L. 9.)

“ Prior to its accomplishment, the Result cannot be &o. &c.

(A) A4 thing that ia liable to bs produced’ could not be
noneesislent before its production, because of tha restriction in
reqapd to the materiul rausa of things ; the non-existence (of the
product, prior to its production) being common to all things,
there could be no explanation of the restriction that oertain
products are produced out of certain causes only (and not
out of all).” ,

(BY “Nor could the product be eazisfant, prior to its
production ; for the production of what is already existent,
would be an absurdity ; it is a contradiotion in terms to speak
of a thing as ‘ esistent ’ and yet as ¢ produced.’ ”

(O) «“Nor could the product be both ezistent and non-
esistent ; as ¢ existence ' and °‘non-existence ’ are totally dis-
gimilar; ‘existeice’ affirms a thing, while ¢ non -existence ’
denies it ; and there can be no co existence between affirma-
tion and denial ;'heqse the product could not be &ath ewistent
and non-evistent.”

(D) “ Nor, lastly, conld the product be neither eaistent no
non-esistent ; for the exact nature. of such a product could
never be determined ; it is impossible to indicate the precise
charaoter of such a product (as is neither existent nor none

existent).” :
Bhasya on 8. (19).
(P. 214, L. 2.]

Sigdhanta. '

The truth of the matter is that prior to being produced,
the thing to be produced was non-esistont.—* How so "’ —

Siifra (49).
. BEOAUSE WS PEROIVS THB PHODUNTION AS WH L AS
pEsTRUCTION (OF THINGS).® (S0. 49.)

91f a thing is existent, even priorto being produeﬁl,it means that it is eternal ;
and if it is eternal, EBsuewn imacibe! produbtipa: dndest rumtibeadsicom
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Var{iks on Sn. (49;.
[P. 489, L. 9 to P. 420, L. 17.]

Prior to being produced, the thing to be produced is non-
existent,—this is the truth, i.e., the true view. “ How so P "'—
Because we perceive tha produotion a s well o8 the destruction of
things—says the Si{ra. We find that a thing, not perceived

" before, comes to be perceived afterwards; and this can be
possible only in the event of a thing being produced which
was non-existent (before being produced) ; we find also the
¢ destruction’ of the thing, when we cease to perceive the
thing that was perceived before. All this could not be pos-
sible for him who regards all things as cternal ; according to
the theory that prior to being produced, the thing is szistent
there can be neither °production’' nor * destruction’; and
he who denies the ¢ production’ and ¢ destruction ’ of things
will have to renounce all worldly activity. Because, when
a man undertakes an activity, for what purpose does he do it ?
“ Well, he does it with such motives as ‘I shall obitain this,—
I shall get rid of that.” True, it is with such motives that
the man nudertakes activities ; but for the person who holds

things to be existent (even before they are pro-
duced) there can be nothing to be either vbirined
or gut rid of.

Var : P, 490.

Further, for such a person there would be no use in put-
ting forward the Proposition and the other factors of the
inferential reasoning; as he denies the °production’ and
¢ destruction ' of things ; and if there is nothing that is either
produced or destroyed, then there vcan be no useful purpose
served by the putting forward of the several factors of the
inferential reasoning [as these are put forward either for the
production of, or bringing about, right cognition, orthe destruc-
tion of wrong cognition]. If it be held that—* it is for the
purpose of bringingeaboutthewonvistionshat all things are



1536 THE NYAYA-SOTRAS OF GAUTAMA

ezigtent (even prior to production) (that the factors of the
inferential reasoning are put forward),”’—then (our answer
is that), since (under the Opponent’s theory) the said convic-
tion would be already ewistent, there would be no use in the
putting forward of the inferential factors; for when a man
already possesses & thing, he does not have recourse to the
causes caloulated to bring about that thing. * The putting
forward of the inferential factors would be for the purpose
of removing ignorance (i.e., doubts and wrong notions).”
This also stands on the same footing; and unless there is
something new produced in the man, his ignorance does not
cease. If again it be held that—* the bringing in of causes
is for the purpose of manifesting (the effect),””—then we
ask, what is this ‘ manifestation’ that is brought about by
the cause P If it is an * effect,’ then the allegation involves
a self-contradiction (on the part of the Parvapaksin'. If
again, the ¢ manifestation ' be held to be some property of the
effect,—even so the °self-contradiction’ does not cease.
If, thirdly, ‘manifegtation’ means perception (apprehension)
—then too, since your assertion neans that ‘such manifesta-
tion, i.e., apprehension, in regard to the effect, is prodaced,’
you do mnot escape from ¢ self-contradiction.’ If, fourthly,
it be held that—* the manifestalion of a thing means that it
has existed till then in the form of the cuuss and it now
appears in the furm of .the product,”—even so the *self-
contradiction’ remains; for according to this explanation
‘ the appearance in the form of the product’ is something
that was non-ewistent before, If, fifthly, the ¢ manifestation ’
be held to be only a particular phase of the cause itself,—=
even then, it would mean that this ¢ phase of the cause,’
which was non-ewistenl, comes into exislence, is produced;
and this would involve * self-contradiction’ on your part. If,
in order to meet this difficulty, it be held that the said

phase of the caranicalea huw heanalvesipooisimt,—then the
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bringing in of the cause can serve no purpose. If,
sixthly, the ‘manifestation’ be explained as ‘ the augmenta-
tion (expansion; of the signs (indicatives) of the cause,'—then
our answer is that the expression ¢augmentation of indica-
tives’ can have no meaning, if there is no coming into
saistence of something that did notexist before; so that in
_this case also the bringing in of the cause would serve no
purpose ; and further, this explanation also would mean
that ‘the augmentation of indicatives,’ was non-ewistent
before aud comes into existence afterwards; so that thus
also you do not escape from ¢ self-contradiotion.’ Thus it is
found that in whatever manner ¢ manifestation ’ is explained,
in every case it militates against the notion that the product
is existent (even before its production).

Bhagya on Su. (50).
[P.214,L 4toL. 8]

It has been alleged (in the Bhasya on Si. 48) by the
Pitroupaksin that—* Prior to its prodaction, the Product is
uot non-existent, because of the restriction in regard to the
material canse of things; ”"—[the answer to that is as

follows]—
Sigra (50),
THAT THE PRODUCT IS NON-EXISTENT 18 OLEARLY
PROVED BY THAT VERY CONCEPTION. (8. 50).

The conception (of restrictivn in regard to the wmaterial
cause, which the Opponent has cited) is in the forum ©this
thing, and not all things, is capable of producing this effect ; '
and this conception clearly proves that prior to being produc-
ed, every effect is known as capable of being produced by &
particular-cause ; and that this conception is correct is shown
by the fact that the production of the effect is actually in
accordance with that couception; and in fact it is only on
the basis of this conception that we can explain the restric-
tion in regard to the cause of the thing. 1f, on the other
hand, the product is already existent, prior to being produc.
ed, then thereoweawbidwsuchshing asyvitss'gprodustion’ [so
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that there cuuld be no couception ut all in regard to its being
produced out of only a particular material cause].®
Virtika on Sa. (50 .
(P. 490, P. 17 to P. to P. 494, L. 4.]

It has been alleged that—* prior tv its production the product
0 nol mon-ewistent, because there is resiriction in regurd lo
the muteriul cause of things ;" and the answer to thix is thal
that the product is non-enistant &o. &o.—says - the Sdfra. As
a matter of faot, the restriction in regard to the material
ocause of things is due, not to the fact of the thing being
already ewxistent, but to its potentiality ; the
idea (involved in the said restriction) being
that—* this effeot is capable of being produced out of this
cause, aud it is not cupubdle of being produced out of another ;
and it is only when a man has conceived of the thing in this
fashion (as something capible of beiny brought into esistence)
that he brings in, for the production of that thing, such a
cause a8 ia capable of producing it ; and no one brings . in
all causes for the production of all taings; and this for the
simple reason that ull things are never found to be produced
out of all things.

Further, what the Pilroapaksin admits is that there is
a oertain restriotion in regard to certain things being the
causes of certain effects,~and he admits this on the basis of
the restriction that is foand in regard to the actual produc-
tion of things and also of that which is found in regard to
the products (as pertaining 1o certain causes); but while
admitting all this, he has got to explain the exact significa-
tion of the terms ‘cause’ and ‘effect;’ what is it that is

Vir. P, 491,

¥ The very conception that a thing is produced only out of a certain cause
proves that before heing produced that thing must be non-existent. The weaver
takge up the yarus with theidea ~* the Cloth shall bs produced out of this’ uud not
that ‘the Cloth is here already;’for in the latter case, why should he put forth
any effort to brin®intendsted dsctie Doth whivh ndtady i ®
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meant by ¢ cause ?’ and what is it that is meant by * effect P’
“ Well, that which does or brings about a thing is the
rangs, while that which is done or brought about is the
effect.” Bat if it is the ‘manifestation’ (of the thing)
that is brought ubout [for the thing itself being alveady
azistent, could not be brought about), then this becomes open
to the objections already pointed ont above “ But even
-in connection with ewistent things we find the root * karofi,’
‘to do, being used; s.g. in such expressions as °keshan
kuru’ ‘do the hair,’ ¢ prigthan kuru,’ ‘do the flour’”
But these examples do not serve your purpose ; for in the
case of the doing of hair, that which is done, or brought about,
is & peculiar dressing of the already existing hair, and this
peculior dressing is something that is not already existent ;
similarly in the case of the doing of the flour, what is done
i8 the removul of dirt out of the existent flour, and this
removal of dirt is something not already existent; so that
there is not a single thing which we ever find as being the
object for the bringing about of which a cause operates.
Hence the view put forward cannot be right.

The Opponent might urge—‘‘if it is the non-existent
thing that is brought ahout, then, why is it that the horn
of ths assis not brought about ?”’ But who says that the
ass ' hornis not brought about ? If there s such a thing as the
‘ass’ horn’ (and it is only such a thing that could be spoken
a8 ‘ass? horn,’) it is certaioly brought about. “ But why
does the Ass not become the cause of the horn? [why does
not the horn grow out of the ass’ body? |” We do not
kuow why it does not grow out of it ; that it does not do so
we only conclude from the fact that we have never seen a
horn being produced by the Ass.  This also explaina the
oase of the * hare’s horn.” The hare’s horn’ is not brought.
about, not because it is non-existent, but because there is no
oause that cotld hriag itosbomt./win. fagbpdhecénon-existence '
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of a thing cannot be treated as a reason for its being brought
about ; what is meant is that since what is already emistent
cannot he produced, it is the non-rzistent thing that is
produced. Further, when you make the assertion that—*¢ the
Ass’ horn is not produced becausa it is non-emistsnt,”—you
go against your own doctrine : according to you the ges’ horn
cannot be non-existent ; and according to youn, whether a thing
i8 egistent or non-eristent, it is produced if its cause is present !
And it is thus that for the person who holds the view that all
effects are existent (even before they are produced) all
worldly usage comes to an end : For him nothing »ew—(that
which is not already existent)—can ever be produced, and
nothing old—(that which has been existent)—can ever be
destroyed.’

Question.— “ What is the proof for the view that the effect
(prior to production) is non-ewsistant ? ¥’

A nswer ~Proof there can not be, either for the exislence
or the non-ezistencs of things; thereis Inference only when there
is no difference of opinion in regard to the thing in question.®
“ Whereupon then is there the quarrel (if there is agreement
in regard to the thing itself:? " The quarrel is in regard to
the properties (exact nature) of that thing in regard to which
both parties are agreed. So that in the case in question, the
yarus being the things admitted and agreed upon by both
parties, it is in regard to these (the exact nature of these, in

*This sentence, according to the Tutparya, should be construed as w K

wra® (Targufe) whifg wfirfadte mﬁ‘ The idea underlying the
question of- the Opponent is that if the thing, which would be the subject of
any Inference that the SiddAdwfin mighg put forward, is fon-epistent, it cannot
form the ¢ subject’ of auy Infercnce at all;so that every Inference in regard
toit would be dshraydsiddha, Baseless.

The anawer anticipates this dificulty and meaus that uo Inferential reason-
ing in possible in support of either ezistence or nom-evistence ; for an inferential
reaa.ning is porsible only if the ‘ suliject’ is admitted by both parties ; and so long
an there is no agreement in regard to the thing itself, there can be no inferential
rossoning put forwmibhyeaithenpaitys://www.holybooks.com
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relation to the Clpth) that several tlieories are propounded :
() One party asserts that the Oloth is only i. e. non-
different.from) the yarn ; (b) others hold that the Cloth is the
yarns arranged in & certain form; (o) a third party alleges
that it is the yarns alone that appear in the form of the pro-
duct (cloth); (d ) according to others, one charaoter-(of the
yarns) disappears and another appears; * (e) whnle according
to a fifth party the Oloth is only the yaros entlowed with &
peculiar potency. (2) Among these several theories,—in
answer to the first, all that is necessary is to prove that the
Cloth is different from the mere yarns; and this has been
already done (in Adh. II). (b) Asregards those who hold
that the Oluth is anly the yarns arranged in a particular form,
against them we have the following argument:— Prior to
the time that the Cloth is actually parceived (as a finished
product), the yarns were devoid of that particular form,— -
becauge they are the cause of the Cloth,—like the Loom, ete.
[This shows that the OCloth is something different from the
yarns). (c) and (d) 'This same argument also disposes of
the view that the yarns themselves appear in the form of the
product ; as also the view that there is disappearance of one
character and appearance of another. (e) The person who
asserts that the Cloth ig only the yarns endowed with a
peculiar potenoy (admits that prior to the causal operation
bringing about the Cloth; the yarns have existed as endowed
with another potency and . hence) does not militate against
anything ; and hence we do not put forward any argument
against this view. In faot, what is asserted in the statement
that ¢ the Cloth is the yarns endowed with a peculiar petency’
is exaotly the same that has been asserted by the Siddhantin
in the statement— That the product is nan-existent is clearly-
proved by that very conneption ' (S80. 50). Under every one

» quimeerfiralip vis baddglitamntitgs://www.holybooks.com
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of the (first four) theories mentioned, it is impossible to have
the notion of the ¢ Cloth * without the production of something
that did not exist before; and as such the ¢ self-contradiction ’
involved in them cannot be.escaped. '

[The Piircapuksia puts forward an argument in support
of the theory that the Product is existent even prior to its
production]—* What really happens (in the case of the Cloth)
is that the yarns serve the purpose of manifesting that (Cloth)
which already exists ; and it is for this reason that they are
brought in by the person who waats the Cloth ; just as the
spade (i3 brought in by the person who wants the water
hidden underground, which is manifested, or brought into
view, by the spade).”

But this ‘ manifestation’ of the existeut thing must be
something that was non-exislent before ; and just as the non-
evistent * manifestation’ is ‘brought into existence so may also
the non-ezistent product he brought into existence. All this
has been fully explained before.

Further, the" Piroapukgin has put forward (in Bhdsya on
So. 48) the reason—‘‘because of the restriction in regard to
the material cause of things.”—But the * material cause ' is a
cause ; and if the product is already existent, we do not see
what purpose could be served by any oause; this objection,
whioh we have urged before, remains still in force. Then,
as regards the corroborative instauce of the * spade, ete.,’
that you have cited,—the fact is that the spade is brought in,
not for the purpose of the water, but for the purpose of re-
moving the incrustation (over the water); and this ‘removal of
the incrastation’ is a sort of disjunction and comes into ex-
istence after having been non-existent; so that your corrobora-
tive instance is not what it is meant to be. If the Opponent does
not admit that there is disjuuction (in the case of the digging
out of water),-5dhen;natiadmitbing.\eonjuastien;’ he should be
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asked to explsin how the notion of ¢ disjunction® comes in
(when one is digging the earth). He might explain that the no-
tion of * disjunction ’ is-due to mere non-contact (between the
buckets of earth dug out and the pit). But this ¢ non-contact’
—(a) i8 it merely absence of conluct ? or (4) something other
than conlact? ** What do you mean ?” («) If ¢ non-contact’
is ouly absence of contact, then you have to explain whence
this absence comes about. If there is a cause that brings
about the contrary of the ‘contact',~ then it is just this that
is called * Disjunction’; so that it is not true that there is
no such thing as Disjunctioun; for we have already expluined
that what is denied in one place exists in another place.*
Further, there are two kinds of ‘ non-contact’ (1)—in which
there is no touching at all, and (2) in which there is a going
asunder of what were touching before; and this latter is
what is called ¢ Disjunction,’ and it is this disjunction that is
“brought about by means of the spude &ec. (6) 1f on the
other hand, ¢ non-contact’ be held to be something other than
contact,—this also- will be of two kinds; and bLence this
view also will be open to the aforesaid objections.  If (in
view of the above difficulties) the Opponent holds ¢ Dis-
junction’ to consist in the two things being produced in sep-
arate places [and ¢ Conjunction’ to consist in the two things
being produced olgse to each other, neither °Conjunc-
tion’ nor ¢ Disjunction’ being regarded as quality],—then
our answer is that, in view of the qualified expression being
in the form, ¢ these two things have been produced in separate
places ,—¢ Disjuunction’ cannot consist merely in the two
things being produced in separate places; in Jact, the
& ¢Contact’ or ¢ Conjunction ’, being nvqunlity, can be desiroyed either by (le
* destruction of the substance t» which it belougs, or by the appearance of a
contrary quality ;in the casein question we do not find any destruction either
of theencrusting layers of earth, or of the water; so that there must be the

appearance of some quality contrary to contact ; and it is just such a quality that
is called ¢ DisjunctiomtvalPagpariam https://www.holybooks.com
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qualification ¢ produced’ is applied- to the thing that is
produced ;—the qualification ¢separate’ is applied on the
basis of things ooccupying differént points in space ;— the
qualification * disjoined ' is applied by virtue of the things
being disconnected ;—all these several distinct causes or
bases of the notions of diversity are inferred from the diversity
in the notions themselves ; and the three terms, ‘separated’,
¢produced’ and °disjoined,’ are not synonyinqus terms.
(So that the notion of things being °disjoined’ cannot be
due to their being produced in . separate places, as held by
the Opponent]. Further, (in course of our refutation of the
momentary oharacter of things) we have already refuted
the view that the two things (on being disjoined) are pro-
duced in separate places ; hence for this reason also ¢ Disjunc-
tion * cannot consist merely in the tivo things being produced
in separate places.

“ As a matter of fa.cb,” says the Opponent, “ Disjunction
itself is only momentary, hence it is not possible for any
ocognition of Didjunction to appear.”® 1t is not so; for the
time during which the cognition of Disjunction appears is
that which is taken up (1) by the mavifestation of the ¢ com-
musnity ’ (to which the particular Disjunction belongs) and
(2) by the destruction of coujunction ; that is, when the Dis-
junction is produced by its cause, first it manifests (renders
perceptible) the Community (to which it belongs),t and after
| ‘this Community has been rendered perceptible,
it brings about the coguition of the Disjunction
itself,—then it destroys the previous conjunction,—and after

Vir P. 404.

®The vognition of Disjunction conld be possible only if it coutinued to exist
loug enough to allow of the functiouing of eitber Perception or some other mneaus
- of oo‘nitlon Since howewer it exists ouly for oue momeut, 1o such funotwnm;
is'possible ; and hence no cogition.

+ This, says the Tafparya, is according la the view that the specific coguition ‘
of every particulat thihg must be preceded by the oogniuon of the community to
which it belomge.: Downloaded from https:/Mww.holybooks.com
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the destruction of this conjunction, when there comes into-
existence another conjunction of the things concerned [as,
when the two rams striking against each other, repeatedly],
the Disjunction is itself destroyed. Thus then, inasmuch
as Disjunction is found to exist for several moments, it is not
right to say that it is destroyed as soon as it comes into
existence.

From all this is follows that it is the (previously) non-
ewisien! thing that is produced (by causes).

Si{ra (51).

[Objection ]—“THE REORPTAOLRS BEING DIFPERENT [ IN
THR 0A8B OF THB FRUITION OF ACTS], IT I8 NOT RIGHT TO
ARGUB THAT IT 18 LIKS THE FRUITION OF TREES."—

" (8a. 51).
Bfiagya on Sa. (51).
[P. 214, L.L. 10-11,]

“[In the case of the fruition of trees] it is found that the
services rendered, in the shape of the watering of the roots
and so forth, as well as the fruition, both are in the tree
itself,—hoth have the same tree for their receptacle ; [in the
cage of the fruition of actions] on the other hand, the action
occurs in the present body, while the fruition appears in the
next body ; so that there being a difference in the receptacles,
what has been urged (in Sa. 47 does not prove anything at
all (in regard to the sacrificial acts being the cause of fruition,
in the shape of Heaven &o.).”

Var{ika on Sa. (51).

[P. 394, Ll 6-8.] . )

The receplacles being different &o. &c.—~The aotion of
‘watering the roots and the fruition, in the shape of leaves .
and fruits, both appear iun the tree ; while the acte (of sacki-
fice &o.) are moneindthanpresentvhedpoanditheir fruition
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(in the shape of Heaven) appears in the next body; so that
there being a difference in the receptacles, the instance of
the ¢ fruition of trees ' is not applicahle at all."’
Sifra (52).
[4nswer]).— INasnuon as HAPPINESS SUBSISTS IN THR
SovL, THR 0BJEOTION HAS NO FOROB AT ALL. (Si. 52).

Bhagya on Sa. (52).
[P. 214, Ll 18-14.]

Happiness, being perceptible to the Soul, subsists in the
Soul ; astion also,—in the form known as ¢ Dharma,’ ¢ Merit’
—subgists in the Soul,—as Dharms is a quality of the
Soul; thus then, there is no possibility of receptacles being

different. % .
Varliks on Su. (52).
(P. 494, L1. 10-11].

Inasmuch as Happiness &o. &o. What the S#/ra means
is that it is not true that there is difference in the recep-
tacles ;—=the act subsisting in the same substratum as the
fruition of the act.

. Sifra (63).
[Objection]—* WHAT HAs BEEN JUST SAID Is NoT

TRUE ; -A8 [THE OBTAINING oF | SoN, Wirk, Carrre, Crora-

ING, GoLp, FooD AND SUCH THINGS ABE MENTIONED AS

THE FRUIT (oF aors).” (S, 53).

Bhagya on Su. (53).
(P. 214, L1. 16-17.]

“ As a matter of faot, what is mentioned as the *fruit’
is the obtaining of such things as the soa &, and not
¢ Happiness ’ ; we have such assertions a3—* one who desires
landed property should perform this sacrifice,’ ¢one who
desires a son should perform fh2¢ sacrifice’ ¢ and so forth,
8o that the assertion (under Sf. 52) that ‘ Happiness® is the
fruit of actions is not true.'’

. #¢Heaven', which is the result of eacrificial acts, is only a formn of Happiness ;
and Happiness subsists in the Bou), not in the Body ; and the Svul remaius the
same through théssveitablieegfrom hitps://www.holybooks.com
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Var{ika on Sa. (53).
[P. 494, L.L. 14-15).

“TPhat has deen just said is not true, &o. &o.—What is
mentioned as the fruit' is the Son and such things; and
certainly the Son does not subsist in the Soul.”

Siitra (54).
’ Answer,—~INASBMUCH AS THE REAL FRUITION RE-

SULTS PROM CONNECTION WITH THR THINGS MENTIONED,

11 IS ONLY INDIRKOTLY (FIGUBATIVELY) THAT THESS

LATTEK AKB SPOKEN OF ASTHB °PruUIT’.—(SQ, 54)

Bhagya on SQ. (54).
[P. 215, Ll 2-3.]

As a matter of fact the real fruition, in the shape of
Happiness, results from connection with the son, wife, &o.,
and it is for this reason that these latter are regarded, or
spoken of, only indirectly, as ‘fruit’; just as food is
(indirectly) spoken of as ¢ Life,’ in such statements as ¢ Food
is life itself.’

Vartika on Sa. (54).

{P. 494, L. 17 to P, 495, L. 2.

Inasmuch as the real fruition &o, &c.—As a matler
of fact, from the counection of such things as the Son and
like follows Happiness, which is the real ‘fruition’; and
the it is only by reason of being the cause of Happiness that
the Son and others come to be spoken of as- ¢ frait, Just as
by reason of Life being sustaived by Food,
food comes to be spoken of as ‘life’. That
such usage is merely figurative or indirect we infer from the
fact that in reality Food is not Life, and yet people make use
of such expressions (which can be explained only on the
basis of the assumption that the language is figurative].

Var, P. 465.

End of Section (12).

Downloaded from Hﬂps:”www.holybooks.com
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Seetion {13),
[Satras 55—58.]

Ezamination of the nature of Pain.
Bhasya on Si. (55).

|P. 215, L. 4 to P. 216 L. 4],

After ¢ Fruition’ (in S0. 1-1-9) is mentioned * Pain’; and
this has been defined (in Sfi. 1-1-21) as ‘that which is
counected with anuoyance is Pain’, But now the gquestion
is raised—* Does the Siddhantin mean to totally deny such
& thing as * Pleasure, ’ which is felt by every personality P
or does he mean something else P e

® Quastion—* What is it that has to be azamined in the present section ? No one
denies that there is such a thing as Puin ; nor is there any donbt astoitsbeinga thing
to be got rid of ; it might be useful to examins whether it is eternal or not; but it
has already been established, in course of our refutation of the ductrine that all
thinge are eterual ; what canses pain is also woll known to be such things as ths
serpent, the thora and so forth ; Activity has been fully examined, as- aleo its
Eifects, in the form of Birth &o. ; and how the cessition of the cause leads to
the cessati.m of its effects has been shown under 84. 1-1-2. What then has remained
wninvestigated, for the sake of which the prevent section has been takerr up ?”

Answer ~Pain has Doen defined as that which is connected with amnoyance ;
by ‘aunoyance’ hereis mneant the feeling of annoyance ; and this aocording to the
Siddhanta, includes, not only Pain anlita causes, but Pleasure also, If this is duly
realised, then there is no room for the question put by the Piarvapaksin ; but he has

put the quoation in view of the primary meaning of the term ‘annoyance,” which
is restricted to Lain only.—Purishuddhi,

The seuse of the Parvapaksa has been thus expounded in the Tdfparya :—
% Weadnit that Puin is that which i connscted with annoyance ; but that which is
experieuced by every personality’ »s Pleasurs, that cert.iuly could not be regarded
as Pain ; as this would be contrary to experience. As regards the Body and the -
venee-organs &o ,—if they are to be regarded as Pain because they are the
Bource of Puin, they may be regarded as ‘Pleasure’ aleo, as being the source
of Plaasure, [n fact the timidity involved in the idea of regarding everything
as paia is likely to strike at the root of all worldly ueage. As a matter of fact,
when a maan eate ineat, he removes all the bones and heacw does not suffer the
pain that might be due to the bones; eimilarly & wise man will enjoy
Pleasure only, taking care to avoid all that may be likely to bring pain.”...It is in
view of all this tindvthioRidrhipwhybithas payehisajrestian.com
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Our answer is that the meaaing of the Sigdhantin is
something different.  “Whyso?P” It is not possible to
totally deny Pleasnure, to whose existence testimony is borne
by all men. The teaching (of the Sidghanfa) that Pleasure
should be looked upon as ¢ Pain’ is meant for the removal
of all pain for the persoa who has besome disgusted with
the sufferings caused by the experiences undergine during
a series of births, and deaths, and is anxious to get rid of
all similar experiences.®  “ But by what method (is this
advice effective)?”  The bodies of all livings beings, all
the regions where people are born, all rebirth, (all conditions
of life), every one of these is beset with * annoyance, ’ being—
inseparable from Pain; and it isin view of this fact that
the sages have tendered the advice contained in the Satra
* Pain 18 that which is connected with annoyance’ (Sa. 1-1-21);
and the meaning of this is that all the aforesaid things
should be looked upon as ‘ Pain’.t  Reasons for this view
are put forward in the following Sa{ra.

Sigra (55).
Tue Bixra or THE Bopy &c. 18 oNLY PaIN; Because It 18
BESET WITH ANNOYANOES, (SD. 55.)

The term * janma’ (in the S#{ra)stands for that which {s
produced, i. e. the Body, the Sense-organa and so forth ; and
the ¢ ufpaffi’ of *janma’ is the coming into existence of the
Body &c io their various forms. The °several aanoyances ’
aro—the least, the medium, and the grealest ; the greatest
‘annoyance’ is of those in hell; the medium is that of the
lower aniwals ; and the least is that of human beings; of
the divine beings, as of thuse who have got rid of all attach:
ment, it is still less.  When a person pérceives that every
condition of life is beset withannoyance, he becomes confirmed
in his idea that Pleasure and its causes, in the shape of the
Body, the sense-orgaus and cognitions, are all regarded as
‘ Pain’; and when he has come to look upon all these as

® The T ifparya explains the expression * ubpafsisgth dadai 'as the regions for
the acquiring of thinga, whick brings pleasure and pain.

$1£ it were pausible to obtain pleasure unmized with pain, no intelligent person
would everseek to get rid of it : as & matter of fact however, uo such uaalloyed
pleasure is ever met with ; hence what the SiddAdnfs meaus is, not the total
denial of all Pleavidoybubtinkt it Pledutipesiioatd tadydiredspoarns Pain.’ T'afparya.



1550 THE NYAYA-SOTRAS OF GAUTAMA

¢ pain’, he loses all attachment to all things of the world;
and after he has harboured this dis-attachment, all his longings
for worldly things come to an end:and his longings having
come to.an end, he hecomes freed from all sufforing, just as
when one uuderatands that by the contact of poison, milk
becomes poison, he no longer seeks to ohtain milk, and
not obtaioing it, does not suffer the pangs of death.

Vartika on Sa. (55).
. (P. 495, L 8to L. 16.]

After ¢ Fruition’ is mentioned ¢ Puin,’ anthis has baen dofin.
ed as * that which is connected withannoyance i3 pain * ; now is it
meant to deny Pleasure which is felt by all men P Or is the
meaning something else? Tha answer is that the maauning
is different ;—why 2—hecauss it is not possible to totally deny
Pleasure to whose existence lestimony is borne by all men. The
present teaching, that all things should bs looked upon as
¢ Pain,’ is for the benefit of that person who has become
disgusted with the sufferings caused by the experieaces of
long-continued series of births and deaths ; the motive of the
teaching being to make the person look upon all things as
¢ pain’, and looking\ypon them as such to become disattached
from them, and having become disattached, to become
released. ** In what manner is he to look upon all things
as Puain P’ It has been declured by the sagus that—*all
bodies of living beings, all rebirth, and every condition of
life, being iutermingled with Pain, is Pain.’ The said con-
templation of all things as Pain has been taught ; the follow-
ing 8#fra provides reasons for the same: The birth of the Budy
§c., §e.—eays the SHlra.* Janma’ here stands for that which
is produced,—i.n,, the Body, the Sense-organs and Cognitions ;
¢ birth’ stands for the coming into existence of the Body &c; the
“ Gpa((i’, *birth, of ‘Junms’ *things produced,’ is what is
meant, by ¢ the birth of the Body, 4¢.’ The ¢annoyance’ is
of various kinds—least, modium and greatest. The rest is
clear in the Bﬁﬁlﬂdﬂded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Bhagya on Sa. (56).
[P.216,L. 4 to L. 9.]
The teaching that all things should be looked upon as
¢ Pain ' is not meant to be a denial of Pleasure;—Why ?
It 18 NoT 80 ; BECAUSK PLEASURE ALSO 18 ACOOMPLISH-
ED DURING INTRRVALS.¢ (8. 56.)

By the teaching that all things should be lookad upon
s ‘Pain,’ it is not meant that there is no such thing as
* Pleasure’ at all ;—Why ? Bacause Pleasure alsois accomplish-
ed during intervals; that is, as a matter of fact, in the
intervals of ‘annoyances, ' Pleasure i3 actually accomplished
and experienced by all living beings; and hence it caunot be
denied entirely.

Var{ika on Si. (56).

[P. 405, L. 16 to L. 20.]

It is with the view explained above that we have the
teaching that all things should be looked upon as *Pain’;
and it does not mean that there is no such thing as * Pleasure *
It cannot mean so; because Pleasure also §e. ye.—says the
Sitra.

Inasmuch as in the intervals of annoyances, we actnally
porceive Pleasure being accomplishod (we cannot possibly
deny the existence of Pleasure).

Bhagya on S&. (57).
[P. 216, L. 9 to L. 19.]
Further,— .
Tuere 18 No DENIAL [oF Preasure]; Brcause [aLt
THAT IS MEANT 18 THAT] INASMOCR A8 THE MAN EXPERIENG-
ANG PLEASURE 18 OPPRESSED WITH THE FRAILTY OF LONGING,
THERE 18 NO OKSSATION OF ANNOYANOE FoR HiM. (Si. 57.)
' The *non-denial’ (in the S@tra) is meant to be that of
Plearure—by the teaching that it should be looked upon as
* Pain’; that such is the meaning of the Sa¢ra is clear from

SqerETTTT is the reading of the Nyaydsachinibandha, of the Stjra-Mss, O, and
D. as also in VishvRiahdmeded fonTipPusi SitisoMsooteadoss Lere.
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the context. * Longing '—is wish, the eager desire for ac-
quiring a thing; and the ’frailty of this longing" is as
follows :—when the man experiences pleasure from a certain
thing, he desires that thing,—and sometimes $he desire is
not fulBlled, or if fulfilled, it is fulfilled only in part, or is
fulfilled in such form as is beset with obstacles ;—and from
this ¢ frailty of longing’ there arise various kinds of mental
suffering; so that the man ezperiencing pleasure, being op-
pressed with the frailty of longing, there is no cessation of an-
noyance for him;—and it is because there is no cessation of
annoyance that it has been taught that Pleasure should be
looked upon as * Pain’. It is for this reason that Birth is
¢ pain,’ and not because there is no pleasure atall. This
is the idea that has been expressed in the following verses :—

(1) ‘For the man who desires a desirable t.hinf. as soon
as that desire is fulfilled, another desire quickly besets
bim.’

(2) * Even though a man obtains the entire sea-girt Earth,
along with all cows and horses, that secker after wealth does
not become satisfied with that wealth; what pleasure, then,
can there be for one who desires wealth?!

. Par{ika on Sa. (57).
N\ S
[P. 495, L. 20 to P. 496, L. 9.)

For the following reason also, there can be no deninl of
Pleasure &o. &o,,~says the Sttra. Inasmuch
as when a man goes through his experiences
and finds out that such and such a thing brings pleasure,
aund such others bring pain, he tries to acquire those that
bring pleasure and to get rid of those that bring. pain; and
when he tries to obtain the thinga that bring pleasure, there
come upon him several kinds of mental sufferings; and it is
on account of the experiencing of these sufferings that all this
is called * Pain’,—and not because there is no such thing as
¢ Pleasure.’ It is exactly this idua that has been express.
ed by the SEKQ)éﬂnﬂ&QefﬂiMI!g:/m&Mybéoks.com

Vir : P, 498.
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¢ Hor _the man who desires a desirable thing, an soon as
that desire is fulfilled, amother desire quickly besets him’;—

and so forth. :
Sitra (58).

-ALSO 'BEUAUSE THERE ARE BEVERAL KINDS oF PaIN
* WHIOH PEOPLE WRONGLY R#GARD A8 PLEASURR ;—(30, 58).

‘ . Bhagya on Sa. (58).
(P. 217, L. 1 to L. 13.]

‘we have the tnstruction that Pleasure shoulldbe regarded as
Pain’ [these words complete the sentence of the Satra).
The ordinary man, addicted to pleasure, regards
Pleasure as the highest end of man, and feels that there is
nothing better than Pleasure; and hence when Pleasure has
been attained, he.feels happy and-contented, feeling that all
he had to attain had been attained’; and under the influence
of illusion, be becomes attached to the Pleasure, as.also to the
things that bring about its aceomplishment ; becoming so ate
tached, he makes an attempt.to obtain the pleasure ; and while
he is trying for it, tere come down upon him several kinds
of Pain, in the form of birth, old age, disease, death, the
contact of disagreeable things, separation frem agreeable
things, the non-fulfilment of desires and so forth; and yet
all these several kinds of Pain he regnfds as ¢ Pleasurs.” In
fact Pain is a necessary factor in Pleusure ; without suffer-
ing eome pain no pleasure can bs dbtained ; hénce as lsadiag
to Pleasure, thig Pain is regarded by the man-as Pleasure ;
and such a man, having his mind obssessed by this notion
of ¢ Pleasure ’, never escapes from metempsychosis, which
oonsists of a running series of births and .deaths. And it is
as an antidote of this notiom of Pleasure that we have the
teaching that all this should be looked upon as * Puin.’

Birth has been celled ‘ paig,’ because of its being besst
with ‘pain’, and not because there is no such thing as
Pleagure. ~ '

Objection : —** If that is.so0, then why is it not said - simply
(in S0. 55) that *Birth is Pain '? When this simple expression
might have been used, the faot of the Sitra having used the
expression *Birth is only pain’ shows that the idea meaat
to be conveyedisthatedhers s novplossuvestall.”
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Answer :—What the emphatic term “@va’ ‘only,’ implies
is that what is laid dowo is conducive to the cessation of
Birth. * How [does the particle serve the purpose of indicat-
ing the cessation of Birth]?” What it means is that
Birth is pain, not by its own mature, but by reason of its be-
ing beset with Pain; and so with Pleasure also |which is

- ¢ Pain ’ because it is intermingled with Pain, and not because
there is no such thing as Pleasure). This is what is meant
by the words of the 8@{ra(55),~~and not that in Birth there
is'only Pain (and no Pleasure at all),

Vartika on Su. (68).
[P. 496, L. 11 to P. 497, L. 3].

Also because there ore &o. &o.—says the Siifra. When
a person makes an effort to obtain Pleasure,and suffers pain
in the process, he regards that Pain as Pleasure, by reason of
its forming an accessory to Pleasure; and thus he betakes
himself to it again and again; so that he does not escape
from the series of births and rebirths. And it is with a view
to counteract this notion of ¢Pleasure’ that we have the
teaching that ‘allis Pain.’ ¢ If that isso, then, why is it
not said simply fha\t' Birth is Pain ? When this was all
that should have been said, the fact that the S#fra has used
the words *Birth is only Pain’ shows that the idea
desired to be conveyed is that there is no Pleasure at all.’®
What is really meant is that even though
there is Pleasure in the intervals of Pain, such
Pleasure also is only Pain,~~because it is beset with Pain, and
not because there is no such thing as Pleasure at all; and
the emphasising particle ‘@va,’ ‘only,’ is meant to indicate
the means of putting an end to Birth; what the emphasis
indicates is the putting an end to Birth; the sense being
that when one contemplates that ‘all is Pain,’ he does not
betake himself to things that bring Pain; and not betaking
himself to those, he becomes released.

Vir: P, 497.

Downloadﬂﬁdmﬁt&ﬂﬁw. (dla)ooks.com
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Section (14).
[Sttras 59—68. )
Eazamination of the Nature of Final Release,
Bhagya on Su. (59).
[P 217, L. 14to P. 218, L 8.}

*  After ‘ Pain,’ ‘ Release ' [has been mentioned and defined).
This Release is thus denied (by the Opponent)—
Siifra (59).
Pirvapaksa.
“ SINCE THERE 18 CONOCATENATION (a) or DEsrs,
(h) oF ABERRATIONS AND (¢) OF ACTIVITY,~THERE CAN
8k No RELEASE.”’—{S0. §9).

“ (a) On aecount of tha concatenation of debls there can be no
Release. The ¢ debts’ are thus described (in the Shatapatho,
Brahmana, 1.7-2-1) = When the Brahmwpa is bora, he is
born under three debts: from the debt owing to the Risis
he becomes freed by leading the life of the Religious Student,
from the debt owing to the Gods he is freed by the perform-
ance of sacrifices, and from the debt owing to the Futhers
he is freed by begetting children ; '—the ¢concatenation of
these debts consists in the comnection (presence) of aots
connected with the debts; that it i3 necessary throughout
oue's life to perform these acts (towards the olearing of the
debts) is thus mentioned (in the Veda)—*The sacrifices
known as the Agnihofra and the Durshap@raamasa should go
on till old age or death,—itis only by either old age or
death that one becomes freed from the netessity of perform-
ing the said sacrifices .—So that the concatenation of these
debts persisting (till the man’s old age or death), there is
no time left for the performance of acts conducive to Release ;
hence it follows that there can be no Release.”

“ (b) On account of the concatenation of Aberrations, there
con be no Release. The man dies beset with aberrations [viz.
Ignoranee, Egoism, Affection, Hatred and Yearning for Life],
and he is born beset with aberrations; and he is never found
to be absolutely free from the concatenation of these aberrations
[Frem which it follows that he can never be free from Births
aad Deaths ; imbybheredcam bepoovReleagehts.com
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% () On account of the concatenation of Activity there ocan
be no Release. Frowm birth till death, man is never found to
be absolutely free from the* operating of Speech, Mind and
Body." From this it follows that the assertion made (in
8. 1-1-2) to the effect that—* there is a cessation of each
member of the following series —Pain, Birth, Activity, Defeot
and Wrong Notion,—the cessation of that whioh follows
bringing the annihilation of that which precedes it, and this
ultimately leads to Release,'—is not true.” -

Vartika on Sa. (59).
(P. 497, L. 4to L. 11 ]

After the mention of ¢ Pain’' comes ¢ Release ; ' and this
is thus denied by the following Sttra :—*Since there is con-
oatenation §c., §e.' (a) Since there s concatenation of Debls
there can be no Release ; ‘ concatenation ' means the necessity
of having to act up to them continuously ; the man is never
freed from this concatenation of Debts, from birth till death.
(b) Since there is concatenation of Aberratinns there cun e no
Lelease; the man is born beset with aberrations and he dies
beset with aberrabions. (c) Since thers ds concatenation of
Activity there can bs no Release; since there is no time at
which the man does not do some act or the other.”

Bhtgya on 81. (60).
[P. 218, L. 8 to P, 21, L. 8.]
_ Siddhanta.

Our answer to the above is as follows :—(A) Our answer
to the argument, that “since there is concatenation of Debts
&o., &c,’'—is that the term *‘Debt’ (in the texts quoted)
stands for what is like debt. ‘ ’

Siifra (60).
INASMUCH AS THE WORD OANNOT BE TAKEN IN ITS

PRIMARY SIGNIFICATION, THE STATEMENT MUST B8 TAKEN A8

A DESOKIPTION BY MEANS OF A WORD USED IN (T8 SECONDARY

(FIGUBATIVE) SIGNIFICATION ; EPECIALLY A8 IT I8 ONLY THUS®

THAT THB SENSE OF OONDEMNATION AND OOMMENDAe

TIO0N 18 OBTDN\IDoadQSMrﬁﬂ)pS://www.holybooks.com
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The word ‘ripaih,’ (in the passage quoted from the
Shatapatha Brahmana) is not used in its primary senmse of
debt ; the word ¢ debt * can be used in its primary senso only
in a case where one gives to another something that has to:
be repuid and -another receives such. a thing ; and this
condition is not present in the case spoken of in the passage
quoted ; hence it follows that—inasmuch the word * debls®
cunnol be tuken in ils primary signification, the statement must
be laken as a description by means of a word used in its
secondary (figurative) signification ; the sense being that what
are described are ¢like debts.’ Such figurative descriptions
are very common; e.g., when the ! young student’ is describ-
od as ‘Fire;' just as the 'word ‘Fire’ elsewhere used
in one (the primary) sense, is applied to the young student
in another (figurative) sense,—80 in the case in question, the
word ‘debt,’ elsewhers found used in the primary sense, is
used in the passage quoted in a different sense.  * But
why should there be a description by means of a word in
the figurative sense P Becauss - it is only thus thut the sense -
of condemnation and commendation is cbtained ;—the meaning
of the passage being that ‘if a peraon fails to perform the
acts referred to, he is condemned in the same manner as the
debtor, not repaying his debts; and if he does perform
the acts, he is commended in the same manner as the debtor,
repaying his debts;’ this is what is-meant by. the figurative
description of the acts as * delts.’

The word ‘jayamanah,’ ¢ when he is born,’ is also used
figuratively ; as otherwise (if the wurd wure taken in its literal
sense), the man would not be entitled to the performance
of tlie acts mentioned ; what the phrase, * when the Br@hmana
is born’ means is ‘ when the Brahinana enters the state of
the Honseholder,'—this is what is meant by the man ¢ being
born ;’ (that such must be the sense is clear from the fact
that) it is only when the Brahmapa enters the state of the
Householder that he becomes entitled to the performance
of the act mentioned ; on merely being dorn from his mother's
womb (which is the primary meaning of ‘being born’) the
Brahmanpa is not entitled to the performance of those acts;
as a matter of fact, when the child is just born from his
mother’s womb he is not in a position to perform any acts;
for only such persons are eatitled to the performance uf an
act as (a) areodesirousirof hapguiningoithekresunlts following
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from that act and () are capable of performing it. (a) That
to be entitled to the perforinance of an act it 18 necessary
to have the desire, for results calculated to follow from that
act is shown by the fact that the imjunctions of the ants
always spenk of the presence of such desire; e.g., in the
injunction ¢ ome desiring heaven should offer the Agnihofra
libations ;* and (b) that to be so entitled one must be capable
of performing the act is shown by the fact that it is only a
person who is eapable of doing an act that can do it; since
it is only a capable man that can do an act it follows that it
is only a capable man that is entitled to the performance
of that act; as a matter of fact, it is only the capabls man,
and none other, who actually undertakes the performance
of an act. If the word *born’ were taken in its primary sense
(of coming out of the mother's womb), then both these
conditions would be absent in the ohild just born; at the
time that the child is just born ont of the mother’s womb,
there is not present in it either the desire for the results
following from any act, or the capability to perform it,
An assertion made in the Veda in no way differs from an
assertion made in ordinary parlance,—both being the work
(utterance) of intelligent  persons; and in ordinary parlance
no one, even the-most foolish, would ever address, to the new-
born child, such Injunctions as *Study the Veds,’ ¢ perform
‘saorifices,’ * lead the iife of the Religious Student,’ and so forth;
how then could a wise Sage, who says only what is true and
faultless, and who is prompted to teach pupils, ever address
such injunctions (to the new-porn ochild)? No dancer ever
dances before blind men; no singer sings to deaf persons.
Then again, itis ouly the person who comprehends what is
taught that can bethe recipient of the teaching; i. e, he
alone who comprehends what is taught, cau have the
teaching addressed to him; and certainly this ocondition is
PAL. P. 919, not present in the new-born infaut. Further,
PR the Brabmapa-passage itself (quoted by the
Parvapakgin) speaks of acts that olearly indicate the state
of the Housvholder; fas a tlr‘mtﬁer of faot:; the action Eth:t
the speaks of is such as requires the presence of the
wifor::‘:g:s t?uoh is olearly indicative of the state of the
Houseliolder. From all this it follows that what is meant
by the term ‘born’ is one who has entered the state of the House-
holder. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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.Further, the assertion (in the text guoted) in regard -to
old age and death (being the limit of the performance
of the Agnihojra &v.) can be explained on the basis of the
assumption that the acts continue to be' performed till the
ceasing of the man's desire. That is till the man's desire for
the results (accruing from the act) does not cense—does
not come to end—he should continue to perform the act ;—
it is in this sense that the assertion in regard to ‘old age
an death’ would be applicable to the man,  Further,
what the passage—* by old age is the man freed &o,’—means
is that when the man reaches the last quarter of his life,
he enters the state of the Renunciate and thus becomes
freed from the obligation of performing the sacrificial act ’;
the term ¢ old uge ' standing for the last quarter of man's
life, when he enters, the stute of the Renunciate ; it is in con-
nection with the last quarter of man’s life that Renunociation
bas been enjoined. 1f the term *old age ' meaunt absolutely
decrepit senility, then the assertion—*by old age is man
freed &c.” would have no sense at all ;* it conld not be taken
to mean that * when the man is disabled (by decrepitude),
he becomes freed from the obligation &o.;" as for the man who
is himself unable to perform a sacrificial act, the Veda
permits external aid ; e.g. (a) * or the pupil might offer the
libativns, his services having beon secured by the teaching
of the Veda,’ (6) ¢ or the milk offerer might offer the liba-
tions, his services having been secured by presents of wealth.’
Such being the case, the passage can either be taken as
¢ descriptive ' of what has been enjoined in another text, or
some other meaniog (that of direct injunction of the acts
for the new-born infant) may be arbitrarily assigned to it.
And there can be no doubt that the most reasonable course
is to take it as containing a * desoription ’ of what has been en-
joined elsewhere,f the most natural meaning of the passage
being that ¢ when the Householder undertukes the psrform-

®Recause when the man has reached the state of senility, or bas died, he
actually becomes freed from all oll)ligltionl.

{The passage itselt does not contain a single injunctive word. Even so there
might have been some justification for regarding it as an injenction if we had
found no other Vedic text containing the necessary injunction ofAthe Agaihotis
&o. Asa matter of fact however, there are hundreds of such texts. There can

therefore be no justiGioation for assuming the passage in gnestion to be injunotive,
—~Jdiparya. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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ance of the sacrificial aocts, he is as much under compulsion
asa debtor,” Then again, what form the direct objective
of mnan's effort are the means of accomplishing the desired
result, and not the result itself ; and when the said means
have been duly accomplished they lead to the accomplish-
ment of the Result ; so that what has been enjoined previously
(in some othar passage) is the oming iatv existence of the means
leading to the Result ; and the same is also spoken of subse-

uently (in passages ocouring later than the pissage in ques.
‘tion); so that it must be the person connected with the said
x;xouns.thsb is referred to by the term ‘jaéyamina,’ *being
1y: ’

“But,” says the Opponent, * there beiag no direct injune-
tion (of Renunciation)—[the passage in question cannot be re-
garded as referring to the state of the Renunciate]”

This, however, is not right ; as thers is no direct in-
junction of the negation of it either [so that the fact cannot be
urged one way or the other]. '

*“The Brahmapa-text directly enjoins the state of the
Householder; if thers were other states also [such as that
of the Renunciate], the Brahmana would have directly en-

ined thesealso; so that, inasmuch as there is no direct
injunction of these other states, we conclude that there is no
other state.” '

There is no force in this, we reply; as of the negation
of such other states also there is no direct injunction; we
find no such direct injunction of the negation of other states

' OThis anticipates the following argumsnt of the Opponent—* The new-born
infant may not have the capacity of discerning the result, aud of knowing. and
attempting to obtain, the maansleading to that result. But it certainly has the
capacity of bringing upon iteelf the results of acts : if the child does an act, however
uncoasciously of its being the means of a particular result, the merit or demerit ac-
sruiag from that act will certainly aocrueto the soul of the infant. So that there
can be nothing incongruous in the acts beiug enjoined for the new-born child.

The sense of the reply is thus explained in the F'2yparys :—The direct objec-
tive of mau's effort cangot be the Resull ; what the man tries to obtain, in the
Bret instanoce, is the mmeans that Jeadsto that Resull ; and certainly the new-born
ohild can have no idea of what is the means leading to a Result. Heuce no
injanction could have any effect upon it. For this reason the only right course
is to take the word>dbunidcidcthércigininive vonee) atybxrplninedrabove:
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as—*‘there are no other states, that of the Householder being
the only one state;’ hence, inasmuch as we do not meet
with any direct injunction of the negation (of the state of
the Renunciate), the argumant put forward can have no force
at all. Then again, the direct injunction (of the state of the
Householder) in the passage in question is based upon the
faot that it is that pa.rticu%w state that forms the subjeot~
matter of the context; just as we find in the case of the
various scienves, In the case of tha sciences it is found that
the fact that each science directly lays down certain things
only is due to those things alone being connected with its own
subject-matter,—and not to there being no other things at all;
similarly the fact. that the passage 11ys down things connected
with the state of the Householder only is due to this state form.
ing its subjeot-matter, and not to there being no other states.

Then again, we find verses and proselexls speaking of
Final Release; as a matter of fact, we find several Rik verses
and Brahmana-texts speaking of Final Release (along with
the meaus of attaining it, and the four states, specially that of
the Renunciate, fall under these) As instances of verses, we
have the followiag :—(a) ¢ The sages, blessed with children
and desiflng we.lth, fell into death (and rebirth) by per-
forming actions ; other sages, who were endowe:d with wisdom
transcending beyond actions, attiined immortality,’ ;—(b).
‘neither by action, nor by progeny, nor by wealth,—but by
renunciation, only—did they attain immortality ; that im-
mortality which shines beyond Hewven, hidden in the cave
(beyond ordinary cognitions, which the renunciates alone
enter)’ (T'a({iriya Aronyaka,10-10-3) ;=—(o) ¢ I know that Greas
Person, effulgent like the Sun, lying bayoud Illusion, by
knowing Him alone does man transcend deth, there is no
other path for going beyond’ (¥7ajusandyi Samhifa, 31-18);
and as prose-texts we have the following :—(a) *there are
three stages of Dharmna—Sacrifices, Study, and Charity ; the
first of these constitutes Austerity ; the second is the Religious
Student residing in the house of the Teacher; and the third
is the same person putting himself under severe penance
while residing in the Teacher’s house; all these .lead man
to pure regions: it is only one who is firm in4 Brahman
(i.e. tho Renunciate) who reaches immortality ' (Ohkasdogya
Bbi. P. 221 Upanigad, 2-23-1);—(b) ‘It is with a view to

T pattaisushivnmegionyshabiyRemnpiates take to
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renunciation ' ( Brihagaragyaka Upanigag, 4-4-22) ; (o) * Th

say that man is made up of desires ; as he desiref)so( does :z
put forth efforts, and us he puts forth efforts. so does he
act; and as he acts so does he bevome,’—having in this
way described the process of metempsychosis determined
by the performance of acts, the texts go on to lay down the
real teaching thus—¢when the man with desires becomes
free from desires,r he becomes without desires, beyond
desires, having all his desires fulfilled, his desires centred
in the Self,—~then bis life-breaths do not out, they be-
come absorbed here and now, being Brahman he attains
Brahman itself.’ (Brihaddranyaka Upa.igad, 4-4-5 and 8).

Thus then we find that the assertion that—** Since there
is conoatenation of debts, there can be no Release "—is not
right. There is yet another text—* the four paths leading to
the gods’ (Juiftirivasamhifa b-7-23)—~which speaks of the four
states ; and hence also it is not right to say that there is only
one state (that of the Householder) laid down in the Veda
[and that the state of the Renunciate is nowhere enjoined).

Var{ika on Sa. 60.
. [9\497, L. 11 to P. 500, L. 5]

Our answer to the argument—*because there is concatena-
tion of Debts ”—is as follows :—Inasmuch as the word &o. &o.,
~—pays the 8#fra, In the passage quoted the word ‘debt’
isnot used in its primary sense; as in the matter spoken
of there is no receiving and repaying of something to be
given back ; it is only in a case whera one person gives some-
thing that he expects to be paid back, and another person
receives such a thing,—that the word *debt’ is applicable in
its primary sense; in all other cases it is used in a figurative
sense. It is for this reason that the passage should be taken as a
desoription by means of @ word used in a figurative
dense; just a8 we have in the expression the
young student ie * fire’ ; the word * Fire’ primarily applies to
that partioular form of Light which is capable of burning
things; and being primarily applicable to such Light, it
comes to be. applieddatheryonng.hojemshe basis of a certain

Vir : P. 498,
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similarity belween the boy and the said light ; and the boy
comes to be spoken of as ‘fire’; in this expression the
term ¢ fire,’ being in apposition to the term ‘boy, does not
express the idea that the boy is capable of burning things ;
all that it means is that the boy is endowed with the pro-
perties of tawny colour, vigour aud so forth, which are found
in Fire also ; and since the word is applied to the Boy on the
basis of the presence of the said qualities (gumas), such usage
is regarded as ‘figurative’ (bassd upon gumas). Exactly
the same is the case with the word ‘debt ' in the passage
quoted. ln fact the statement * man is born in debt ” is &
figurative one ; the fignre involved being ‘simile’ with some
of its factors eliminated: *“ What is the exact signification
of the simile? " It connotes absence of freedom, the sense being
—just as the debtor is under compulsion, so the man, whena
born, undertakes the performance of acts under compulsion.’

The term °jayamanah,’ ¢ when born,’ also is a figurative
one ; it cannot be taken in its primary sense: at the time
that the child has just coms out of the mother's womb (this
being the primary meaning of ¢ being born’), it is a mere
lump of blood, hands, feet and mouth ; and in this condition
it is impossible for it to perform the acts of study and the
rest, Hence what the term means is ‘ on becoming a house-
holder., ¢ But what is the similarity between the House-

‘holder and the new-born child (on the basis of which similarity
we could have the figurative expression) ?” The similarity
consists in connection with action; it is on acoount of the
Householder becoming connected with the actious of Agnihofra
and the rest that he is said tobe *born ’; jnst as the new-born
ohild, coming out of the mother’s womb, becomes connected
with the body (and its functions), in the same maunner the
Householder, becoming connected with the Agnihotra and
other actions,~and thus bearing similarity to the ohild,—
comes to be spoloen-ofi ras hheingwhornboott But why (should
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wo have recourse to this explanation)?” For the simple
reason that it is only one capable of doing an act, and
desirous of obtaining the results accruing from the act, that
is entitled to the performance of that act; the only man
that can undertake the performance of an act is one who
is capable of doing it, and who is desirons of obtaining its
results. The child just born out of the mother’s womb has
neither the capability to do the acts mentioned, nor has he
the desire for their results; while both these conditions
are present in the Householder. Hence it follows that in
‘the passage under consideration it is the Householder that
is spoken of as *being born,’

Further, says the Bh3gya, the assertion in regard to*old
‘age and death’ can be explained on the basis of the
agsumptim that the acts continus to be performed
till the ceasing of tha man’s desire. The injunction in the
passage, in regard to the Brihmana performing the acts till
‘old age’ is capable of another explanation : What the
mention of ¢ old agé.and death ' means is that the acts are to
be performed till the man’s desire for their results ceases ;
that is, when there is cessation of his desire,—when his desire
bhas ceased—then alone he should give up the Agniho[ra The
term ‘old age’ stands for the last quarter of the man's life;
i it meant that the act shou!d be performed ag long as the man
lives, then there would be no sense in the statement that © the
man becomes freed from old age &o, &o.,’ specially as for the
man who is himself unable to perform the act, the bringing in
of external aid has been permitted; which means that so
long as the man does have desire for the results following
from the acts, he may have the offerings made through
snother person ; and when there is no desire, there is Renun-
ciation.  * But on what ground is it said that the Agnihotra
offerings are todeomadesniypssovlong aishe-anan has desires

Vir: P. 499,
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for its results P It is done on the ground that in counection
with the injunction of actions the Veda always mentions
the presence of desire ; in the ‘oase of every action we find
the presence of desire mentioned in connection with its
injunction; e.g. ¢ one desiring heaoen should perform &o. &e.’

Further, the person to whom a teaching is addressed must
be.one who comprehends the teaching ; it is only the person
that understands a teaching to whom the teaching is imparted ;
no singer dings tn a deaf audience; and no dancer dauces be-
fore blind men; and since the new-born ¢hild cannot com-
prehend a teaching, no teaching can be addressed to it,

The Vedic utterance does not differ from ordinary ut-
terances. No ordinary man, however foolish he may be,
could ever address to.the new-born child such words as
‘study,’ ¢ perform sacrifices,’ ‘lead the life of the Religions
Student ;’ how then could a sage, who always says what is true
and faultless, address such injunctions (to the new-bora
child) ?

Such being thecase, the passage can either be taken ds a
“ description’ of what has been enjoined in another tezt, or
some other meaning may be arlitrarily asrigned to it ; and thers
can ba no doubt that the imost reasonable course is to take
it as conlaining a‘desoription’ of what has been enjvined else-
where (Bhasya). If the passage were taken to mean something
that is contrary to all evidence, this could be done only
arbitravily; the assumption of all meaning contrary to
reuson is possible only in a whimsical fashion; and this would
exactly be the caseif the passage were taken to
mean that ¢ the new-born childis beset with debts.’
On t.he other hand, if a passage is taken to mean something
that is in accordance with evidence, it is taken as a *descrip-
tion;' and we have ah instanca of this where we take the
term ‘being born’ as meaning ‘ when the man enters the
state of the Huwsehoddemh hittBubvhnwgbodo you know that it

Var: P. 500.
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is the Householler that is specifically meant?' For the

simple reacon that that is the state oconducive. to the

performance of sacrifices; our reason lies in the faot that the
performer of the sacrifice is a part and parcel of the sacrifice.

Further, the effort of the actor is always turned directly to
the means of accomplishing the act, and not to its Result; for
instanoe, the cook direots his efforts directly to the collection
of fuel, which is the means of accomplishing the act of cook-

ing,—~and not to the Cooking itself, nor to the getting together

of clods of earth and such other things as are not® conducive

to the fulfilment of the aot of Cooking.

The rest is clear in the Bhagya.

. Question.—* How do you know that the passage in ques-
tion is meant for the person who has the desire for results
aocruing from the acts P "

Answer. —The direct injunction in the passage is based
upon the faot that it is that particular state (of man) that
forms the subject-mgtter of the context; just as we find in
the case of the various sciences,

Bhagya on 8. (61).
[P. 221, L. 8 to L. 17]
As a matter of fact, the passage speaking of ‘the dgnihofra
and the Darshap@rnamasa sacrifice continuing till old age and

death’ must refer to the man that desires the results (follow-
ing from that act). “Why?"”

Sifra (61).

INABMUOH As THERE I8 TBANSPORTATION (OF THE
Firus) INto Tum SoutL, THE DENIAL (or RELEASE) oANNOT
BR RIGHT. (S0, 61.) .

. Ttislaid down in the Veda that— Having offered the
Prajapatya sacrifice, having offered the libation of all his

belongings, aud having transported the Fires into his Soul,
The seuse denwads:tbacreudiogrhitpRTBHRWIRIGRY ks'com '
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the Br&hmana should go out a8 & Renunciate ';—and from
this we ledrn that the * transportation of the Fires' (which
means the end of the Agnihao{ra) is only for the man who has
risen above all desires for children, wenlth and fame, and
when his desire for the results (of the Aynikofra) also have
entirely ceased. To this same end we have the following
Brahmana-passage (Brihadaranuake, 4'5):—* Yajfiavalkya,
when %oing to undertake another austarity, said to Maitr8yl
a8 follows: Oh, dear one, I am going to wander away from
this place, I shali therefore make up an nnderstanding between
you and Katylyani; you have already had your instructions,
O Muaitreyi.! Immortality extends only so far ;—having said
this Yajfiavalkya went away a renuuciate’,

Parfika on Su. (61).
[P. 509, L1 9—10.)

Inasmuch as eir., eto.—~says the S#i{ra. Inasmuch as
the transportation of the Fires is laid down as to be done
only after the desires have ceasel [it follows that the passage
speaking of Agnikofra etc, refers only to such men as have
a desire for the results accruing from those acts).

Stitra (62).
INasMUCH A8 THE ‘COLLECTING OF BSAORIFIOIAL

VESSELS’ COULD NOT BE POSSIBLE IN THEIB OASE, THE BEsuLrs

MENTIONED' OANNOT PERTAIN 70 OTBERS (THAN HOUSE-

HOLDEKS), : g
(Sn. 62).

Bhagya on 80. (£2).
[P. 221, L. 19 to P. 222, L. 13.)

If the performance of the acts till ‘old age and
Bhi. P. 292 death ’ were taken ns referring to all men
T (Householders as well as Renunciates), then
the after.death rites ending with the °collecting of the
saorificial vessels' would also have to be performed for all
men; and in that case there would be no point in the
desoribing of the ‘rising above desires,’ which we meet
with in such passages as the following—*The ancient
Brahmapas, great teachers and learned, do not desire'oﬁ-
spring, their igwuhaing‘ﬁ-mhahs:/shﬂlhmodlacmith offspring,
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we for whom the Self is the whole world P—it is these Brah-
manas that, having risen above desire for sons, desire for
weulth and desire for fame, live upon alms.,’ Briha-
daranyakn— U,panigad, 3:5°'1). Because for one who has  risen
above desires ' (including also the desire for results aceruing
from the dgnihofru etc.,), there can be no possibility of those
rites that end with the ‘ collecting of sacrificial vessels.’
SYeoially because Results do not supply sufficient motive to
all men to the same extent.

Further, since we find four stages of life laid down in
the Ifikasas, the Purdmis and the Diarmashlsira scriptures,
it is not right to hold (as the Parvapaksin does) that there is
only one state (that of the Householder). It will not be
right to regard the said soriptures as having no authority ;
for the authoritative character of these is voushed for by
authoritative texts; as a matter of fact, the authoritative
character of [fikasas and Paranes is vouched for by Brah-
mapa.tezls, which are entirely authoritative: e.g., ¢ The
Atharvanjyirasas declared the Ifihdsas and Purdpas; and
these Itihasas and Puripas constitute the fifth of the Vedas.’
(Chhandogya Upanig:d 3°4'3). For these reasons it is not
right to say that the said [/ihdsis and Puranas are not
authoritative. As iegards the Dharmashdstra scriptures, if
these had no authority, there would be an end to all business
among living beings, which would put the wholg world into
coofusion. Seoond? , inasmuch as the * seers ’ aud * speakers ’
‘are the same, there i8 no reason why these scriptyres should not
be authoritative;as a matterof fict, the ‘ seers’ and ¢ speakers’
of the I(ih3sas, Puranas and Dharmashasira scriptures are.
the same as those of the Manjra and Brahmaga texts (of the
Veda). Thirdly, inasmuch as there is a (restriction in

to their subject-matter (the said soriptures must be
authoritative) ; as a matter of fact, the authority of each
scripture bears upon its own special subject-matter ; and the
subject-matier of the Mun{ra and Brahmana texts is different
from that of the /fikasas, the Puranasand the Dharmashusfra
soriptures ; ¢,9., ‘sacrificin] performance’ forms the subjeot-
matter of the Manfra and Brahmapa texts, the ¢ dvin s.of
of men® that of I{shashus and Purap s, and the °regulation
of men’s business’ that of the Dharmashas¢ra soriptures. 8o
that, since no single one of these control all the said
pubjects, everyronelofithenn musy bewegardedces authoritative
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in regard its own special subject; just as every one of the
sense-organs is an authoritative means of the cognition of its
own special object of perception,
. Vartika on 81, (K2),
(P. 500, L. 12-15.]

Inasmuch as the collecting, &o., &o.—says the Shfra;
that is so say, it is not possible for the rites ending with
the * collecting of the sacrificial vessels’ to be performed for
those who, upoa the cessation of all desires, have become

"renunciates, If the passage (quoted by the P#rvapaksin)
applied to all men without distinction, the rites ending with
the *oollecting of sacrificial vessels’ would have to be
performed for all men.

The rest is clear in the Bhagya. .

Bhagya on 8. (63),
(P. 222, L. 18 to L, 18]

As regards the second argument propounded by the
PRrvapaksin (in S0 59) viz: *“since there 18 no cessation of
concatenation of the aberrations (there can be no Release),”
—our answer i3 a8 follows :— '

Sagra (83).
RELBASK I8 POSSIBLE ; INABMUCH AS (WE FIND TRAT)

THERE ARE NO ABEBRATIONS IN THE CASE OF THE MAN IN
DEEP SLBEP, WHO DREAMS No DE¥AMS. (S0. 63.)

As a matter of fact, we find that when aman is in deep
sleep and dreams no dreams, there is an end (for the time
being) of all connection with attachment, as also of all con-
nection with pleasure and pain, Exactly in the same way
there could be an end of all these at Release also. In fuct

eople who have realised the real nature of Brahman actually
Kesoribe the condition of the ¢ released’ Soul as similar to
that of deep sisep.®

# The only difference buing that while during deep sleop, the tendeucy of
aberrations is prmnt—[by virtue of which the man becomes beset with then on

waking]—at Release there is no such tendenoy left ; {so that there is no chance
of the Released matDbeingeaibastbmithtpbervatinnedrytidfracyom
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Var{ika on 80. (63).
(P. 500, L. 15 to P. 501, L. 1.]

Our answer to theargument, based upon the fact that
there is no cessation of the series of aberrations, is as
follows :— Releass is possible elo. elo.—says the Sifra. Just
as in the case of the man in deep sleep, dreaming no dreams,
there is an end of the ¢ concatenation of aberrations,’ as also
of all connection with things bringing about pleasure or
pain,—exactly in the same manner there would be an end
of these for the released man. In fact people
have described the condition of ‘ deep sleep’ as
that of the yogin who has attained Release.

Bhasya on 8. (64).
{P. 222, 18 to P. 228, L. 2.)

As regards the third argument—viz,, * because there is

concatenation of Activity,"’~our answer is as follows :—
_ SGra (64).
Fon THRE MAN 'WHOSB ABBRRATIONS HAVE BEEN DESTROY-

£D, AOCTIVITY-DOES NOT LEBAD T0 REOBUDESOENOE. (Si. 64",

‘When Love, Hutred and Ignorance (which are the aberra-
tions) have been destroyed, Aotivity does not lead to recrudes
cence ;—* Becrudescence ’ stands for re-birth at the end of the

revious birth; and since this rebirth is always brought about

Desire,—when all Desire has been destroyed, » there is- no
further birth after the previous one has come to anend ; and this
is what is meant by ¢ non-recrudescence ’ ; and this is Release.

- ¢ But this would mean that actions are fruitless. "’

Certainly not; for our doctrine does not deny the experi-
encing of the fruition of one’s acts. All that we say is that
the previous birth having cume to an end, there is no further
birth, and we do not say that there is no experiencing of
the fruits of one’s acts; (our view being that) the fruition
of all one's acts comes about in the last birth (preceding
Release) (8o that there is no fruition left to be experienced].

*The reading maou not fit in with weqray, In the Varfika we find
the expression WY GEQRTIIA; s0 that we profer to read the BAdgya also as WYY
gearTiean ; amkdntakadpegtamrefaridg oy gugpooks.com

Vir. P. 501.
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Var{ika on Su. (64).
[P. 501, L. 1 to L. 10.]

In answer to the argument,  because there is concatena.
tion of Activity,”—the Stitra says :—for the man whose aberra-
tions elo. ato, If the aberrations are not there, Activity, even
though -present, is not conducive torecrudescence ; which
means that it does not become the cause of (it does not bring
about) Merit or Demerit. ¢ Reorudescence ’ means rebirth after
the end of the prévious birth ; and this is brought about by
Desire ; as has been explained under S 3-1425, where it
has been shown that ¢ there is no birth for one who is free
from attachments.’ It might be urged that *‘this would
mean that actions are fruitless;” but it is not so; because
the experiencing' of the fruition of actions is not denied ; we
do not say that the man is released, while the Aotions are
still there (whose fruits have not been experienced) ; what we
mean is that during the last birth of the man all his ¢ actions
are exhausted by fruition.’ . : ’

Sira (65).

(Objeotion]—* WrAT HAS BEEN JUST ALLEGED I8
NOT POSSIBLE ; AS THE CONCATENATION OF ABERRATIONS I8
INNATE (IN MAN). ' (SQ. 65).

Bhagya on 8. (65).

[Says the Paroapaksin]—* (essation of the concatena-
tion of aberrations is not possible ;~=why P—because the
ooncatenalion of aberralions is innale in man ; as a matter of
faot, the concatenation of aberrations is without beginning ;
and what is beginningless can never be destroyed. ”

(Vartika on (S1. 65).
[P. 501, L1 12—14.]

 What has been alleged §o. &o. Cessation of the contena-
tion of aberrations is not possible ;—why P==because the
ooncatenalion of alertations dsinnale fuymanoss a matter of
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fact, the concatenation of aberrations is without beginning,
having been set up naturally by itself ; and as such it cannever
be got rid of. o '
Bhasya on Su. (66),
[P. 228, L. 8, L.9.]

To the above objection some people (Ekad 8shi—Logicians)
make the following reply :
' Sifra (66). '
(A) ¢ JusT As THERE {8 BVANESENOB OF THE NEGATION
OF THINGS PRIOR TO THBIR COMING INTO EXISTENOE,— 80

THERE OAN BE RVANESOBNOE OF INNATE THINGS ALSO.’
(Sa. 66.)

‘ The negation or absence of things, prior to their coming
into existence, has had no beginning ; and yet it is set aside
by the ezistence of the things when they are produced :—
and in the same manner the concatenation of aberrations also,.
though without beginning, may be ljable to be set aside.’

Vartika on Su, (66).
[P. 501, L. 14 to P. 502, L. 2.]

. Some peopleoffer the following answer to- the objection
urged in 81. 65 :—Just as there is evanescence §o. §o. Just
as before a thing has been produced, its negation is beginning-
less, and is yet set aside by the ewistence of
that thing,—in the same manner the ¢ concaten-
ation of aberrations’in the man who has not acquired the
right knowledge of things, is beginningless, yet it can be
destroyed by his right knowledge (whenever this is acquired).’

Sifra (67).
(B) “OR IT MAY BB LIKR THB EVANRSOENOR OF THB
DARK COLOUR OF THE AToM.’ SQ. (67).

Bhagya on 81. (67).
[P. 228, L1 11-12.]

Others sgain‘oﬂer_ the following answer to the objection
(urged in Sﬂ. ﬁi)riuuded from https://www.holybooks.com

Vir. P. 602.
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¢ The dark colour of the Atom (of Barth) is beginningless,
and yet it is destroyed by contact with fire; similarly the
concatenation of aberrations, [though beginningless, could be
destroyed].’
Vartika on S0. (67).

LP. 502, Ll 45.]

* ¢ It may b= ete, efe. Just as the dark colour of the Atom
i3 beginningless, and yet evanescent,~—so0 also would be the
concatenation of aberrations.’ '

Bhagya on Si. (68).
[P. 223, L. 12 to P. 224, L. 6.]

(A) As a matter of fact, ¢ eternality *and ¢ evanescence * are
properties of existent things ; so they can be predicated directly
of positive entities only ; to negative entities they can be attri.
buted only indirectly (or figuratively). [So that_it is not right
to cite the case of the negation of things, as the Ekadashin has
done in Su. 65]. (B) Then, as regards the ¢ dark colour of the
Atom’ (cited by the second Ekad2shin in S1. 64), there is
nothing to prove that it is without beginning,* and hence it
is not right to put that forward as an instance. Nor is there
anything to prove that a thing not liable to production is
evanescent.

The real answer to the argument of the P#rospaksin
(put forward in S1. 65) is as follows :—
Sara (68).
WHAT HAS BREN ALLEGED BY THB OPPONENT CANNOT

BE BIGAT ; ALSO BECAUSE (A) DBSIRE AND THE REST HAVE
THEIR SOURCE [N MIS\PPREAEN3(ON,T (Su. 68).

© On the other hand, we have the following argument to prove that the dark
colour of the Ato:n is not without beginning :—*The dark colour of the Atomn is a
product, because it is a Colour of the Barth, just'like its red colour.'—T'd{pary«.

+0n the exact meaning of the term ‘ saikalpa’ in the present context, the
Tagparya says :—~Though it is the wish for a cognised thing that is generally called
‘saftkalpa,’ yet here we have to take it us refering.to the cognition that is the
preoursor of the wish ; hence it should be taken here as standing for wrong cognition,
misapprehension. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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The particle ¢ cha,’ ¢ also,' hasa cumulative force, inolud-
ing the following two réasons also—(b) desause Desire and
the rest are due to action, and (o) because Desire and the rest
are due to one another, e

(a) As a matter of fagt, Desire, Hatred and Flinsion
proceed from such wrong cognitions as (respectively) the
aotual delighters, annoyers and deluders of men. (b) Action
also is what  brings. about the hodies of living beings,
and gives rise to sire, Hatred and 1llusion, within
well-defined limits; that it is so we gather from the
faot that there is & limitation in regard to thess; e.g., a
certain animal-body is found to abound in Desire, .while
another aboinds in Illusion. (o) Lastly, the appearance of
Desire &o. is due to one another ; that is, it is the man under
illusion who desires things ; it is the man under illusion who
is moved by hatred ; the man under the influence of desire
falls into illusion ; and the man under the influence of hatred
falls into illusion. L

All misapprehensions vease to appear as soon as True
Knowledge appears ; and inasmuch as on the cessation of the
cause, the effect cannot appear, there is absolute non-ap-
pearance of Desire &o. (on the disappearance of

Bhi: P. 224. Misapprehensions, which are the source of Desire

&o.). _ ,
Further, the assertion that ° the concatenation of aberra-
tions is beginningless” has no point at all. As all things
related tothe Soul,—2.¢., the Rody, the Sense-organs &o. &o.—
are such as proceed in a beginningless series, and there is
not a single individual of this series that is produced with-
out another individual havins gone before it; with the sole
exception of Trus Knowledge (which is produced once and
once only for a Soul); but our doctrine (that Desire &o. are
destroyed) does not imply the assumption that *things not
liable to be produced are liable to destruction’ [as the
individual Desire &c. whose destruction we postulate are not
without beginning ; the beginninglessness of the seriss does
not imply the beginninglessaces ot each individual constituting
the series ; 6.g., ona series of Bodies for each Soul is begin-
ningless, yet each individual Body has a beginning,] As
soon as misapprehensions have been destroyed by True
Knowledge, ¢ Actiomdealso, niwhichwiswhats.brings about the
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Body of each living body, ceases to be productive of Desire
&o., though it continues to bring about the experiencing of
pleasure and pain.

Vartika on Su. (68).
[P. 502, L. b to P. 503, L. 12.]

As a matter of fact, Bternality and Evanescence are pro-
perties of existent things, as we have pointed out in course
of our consideration of the exact nature of *Eternality ’
and * Evanescence ;' they ©an, thersfors, be predicated of
negative entities only indireotly. ¢ Whatis the basis of this
indirect or secondary application P It is this: the ¢ eternal’
thing is without cause, and withoul cause also is the prior
negation of things; and again the ‘ evanescent ’ thing is that
which, having come into existence, ceases to exist; this is
exactly what the prior negation of things does;—so there
are these two similarities (between Prior Negation and Eternal
things, and between Prior Negation and Evanescent things;
and it is onthe basis of these similarities that ¢ Eternality’
and *Evanescence’ may be attributed to Prior Negation].*
As regards the assertion that the dark colour of the Atom is
beginningless,—this is not right; as there is nothing to prove
that it is so; nor is there anything to prove that things
not liable to production are evanescent.

The real answer therefore to the Pi#rvapuksa argument
is that—What has been alleged &o. &o.—says the Sifra. The
partiole cha has the cumulative force, including the following
two arguments also—baecause Desire &c. ure due to Aection,
and because Desire &o. are due to one anither. *Sankalpa’
is the wish that one has for the things he has coguised, as
hes been already explained before. The meaning is that

O'ﬂnu;ding q'm.'gﬁ is corrupt. The sense of the passage
is aa travelated abobeywhicherbuiredsgrad/ wuol wsisds ok W TR (Y 1
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Desire and the rest are produced from misapprehensions,
which are the delighters, annoyers and deluders of men.
Action also, which brings about the Body of living beings,
produces Desire &c. through the said misapprebensions;
some living beingsare found to abound in desire ; e.g., Pigeons
&o ; others abound in hatred (anger), as Snakes ; others again
abound in illugion, as the Python,

“If Action brings about Desire &o., these should always
be there; so that there could be no Release.” '
~ Not s0; because the necessary causal conditions would
be wanting. Aotion brings about Desire &o. only through
misapprehension ; and never independently by itself.

% In that case, on the same grounds, Pleasure &c. could
not have Action for their cause.” :

Not 80 ; because as regards these it is independent. In
the bringing about of Pleasure &e. Action does not stand
in need of misapprehension ; it brings them about only by
the aid of their own specific causes. This case is analogous
to the following : “'he action of Throwing Upwards produces.
the Faculty (Momentum) through impulsion, while it brings
about conjunction and disjunction indepeundently by itself.

The fact of Desire &c. being due to one another is per-
ceived in ordinary oxberienoe; e.g., the man under the
influence of Love fallsinto Illusion ;—under love's influence
he comes to harbour hatred,—~uader the influence of Hatred
he falls into Illusion; and falls into love,—and the man
under [llusion is a vietim to Hatred and Love.

Lastly, as regards the assertion that “ the concatenation of
aberrations is beginningless,” —this ean have no point; as
this case does not differ from others: Just as the concatena-
tion of aberrations is beginningless, so also are all things re-
lated to the Soul; all which proceed in beginningless series ;
and there is nothing=¢hatois produsedhwithousanothor like it
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haviog gone before. But with all this our dootrine does
not involvé the assumption that things not liable to produc-
tion are liable to destruction.* T'rus Knowledge is the only
.thing whioh, having no like preousor, is produced alone
by itself; no other thing connected with the Soul is so

produced.
Bnd of Section (14),

End of I Daily Lesson of Adhyaya IV.

Apryiva IV,
Daily Lesson 11.
Seotion (1.)
[S@¢ras 1--38.]
Dealing with the Appearance of True Knowledge.

Bhagya on 8. (1).
[P. 224, L. 8 to P. 225, L. 20.]

t Question—"* Now, Sir, does T'rus. Knowledge appear in
connection with each one of the several things that there
are ? Or only in connection with some of them P~~What diff-
erence does that make P— Well, as a matter of faot, it would
not be possible for it to appear in connection with each
of the things; for the simple reason that the number of
things to be known is endless. Nor again could the True
Knowledge be held to appear ouly in connection with some
of the things; for in counection with those few things with
reference to which True Knowledge would not appear,
the man’s Illusion would not cease; so that there would
still be a residue of Illusion left behiad ; nor could the

©The passage o fisfigryerfirqdet afgrad gives no vense. The right
reading is w fisfirppeafirads syquelet afrad Iu the footuote we fud
s wis-reading of ‘s’ : . ‘

4+ The Tafparya introduces this Daily Lessou thus: Doubl, Imstruments of

and Objects of Cognition have been only examined ;=—Motive and the rest also have’
been examined by iDMﬂﬂMnsm:m.h%ﬁmg&rﬁh‘ sixtesn cate- -
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Illusion in regard to one thing be removed by True Know-
ledge in regard to another thmg

Aunswer—* [llusion’ consists in wrong notion, mwappralwn-
sion,—not in mere absence of True Knowledgs; and what is
to be sought after is the Trus Knowledgs of ‘that thing the
:ilmng’notlon of which becomes the active seed of mebempsy-

osis,

Qusstion : ~What is that wrong notion {which leads to
met.empsychosxa e

Answer :—The notion of whab i8 not-Soul as ¢ Soul '
appearing in such forms as ‘I am’; this is the notion qf ‘1
(Kgoism, dhankara), Illusion’ ;¥ When one looks upon the

gorfes have been oxamined. It has been declaredin 84, 1-1-1 that the ¢ truc know-
ledge’ of these categories is the means of attaining the highest good ; it has also
been explained that it is the ©true kuowledge’ or cognition of objects that
leads directly to the attaiument of the highest good; that of the others helpa
only indirectly. * What we proceed to examine now i whether from among the
Boul and the other objents of cognition, is it the true kuowledge of only a few,
or that of all, that brings about the highest good.

On this the Parishugdhi—lu the first Daily Lesson of this Adhyaya, six
objects of cognition hayve been examined ; and we now proceed to examine ¢ True
Koowledge,” which ins to them, The questions for determination are
«—~(a) what is True Knowledge? (b) To what things does it pertain ? (c) How
is it maintained ? (d) How does it inprove # Firat of all we procoed to consider
—to whiat does True Knowledge pertain and how does it appear ?

The Nyayanibanghaprakdsha raises the objeotion, (i) that it is not right to
proceod With tue examination of ¢ Lrue Knowledge ' before baving defined it ; and
(li) that there is no sawmeness of subject-matter between the two Daily Lessons,
aud heuce there is no reasou why they should forin part of thesame Agdhydya.
‘The answers provided by it are as follows :—(i) the defiaition of ¢ True Knowledge '
Lias beeu provided, vy implication, iu 88¢ra 1-1-2;und (ii) the real subject of the
Aghyaye is the Exawinatiou of ‘ objects of coguition * in the’ torm ot M i’

- aud * True Kuowledge’ also is an. gfect.

* 1t is the Soul and such things conneoted with tho Soul; 'hiob, when wrongly
kuowu, lead to birth and Jeath ; henceit is the wrong ‘notion of these things
that basto be gut rid of, auit is the True Knowhdgo of these that leads to the
cessation of metewpiychosis, ‘Lue dittersut views are~(1) True Enowledge
cousiets of realisation of Brahuwa, says the Vediatin ; (8) sccordjog. 4o the
‘Sankhya it cousists iu discritiuation between Mattur snd Hpisit ; (8) the Nyiys

view is that ii ovusists iu the rcoognisiug of the Soul s om‘ml, ». W’d
from the non-eteiual, thiugs, Body,jonmrganl &o. &o. :

The Taiparya, after bavin oriticised the other vlun, sums up the Rmu
view thus :— It is DRNEHecHOR sy /oot 1R Reshrding as Soul, the Body
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not-Soul as *I am, ’ this is the oonoepbioh that is called the
notion of I’ (Egoism, 4hasikara).

Question :—* What are those things in regard to which
people have the notion of 1’7" ' '

dnswer :—They are—the Body, the Sense-organs, the
Mind, Feelings and Cognitions.
, Question :—In what way ‘does the notion of ‘I’ in
regard to these become the seed of metempsychosis? "

Answer :—When a man looks upon the Body &o. as ¢ this is
I,” he regards their destruction as his own destruction ; so that
he becomes imbued with a longing for the non-destruction
of those, and thus becomes equipped with them over and over
again; and thus hecoming equipped with them, all his
efforts tend to bring for him births and deaths ; so that not
being freed from these, he is never released. On the other
hand, the man who looks upon Pain, Receptacle of Pain
(Body), and’ Pleasure intermingled with Pain,~on all these,
things as ¢ Pain,"— he i the man who knows the real nature
of ¢ Pain’; and when this ¢ Pain ' has been duly recognised
(inits true nature), it is not embraced by the man (as some-
thing desirable), and so comes to be dropped; just like
poisoned food, This man comes to look upon ¢ Defeots’ and
¢ Action’ also as sources of pain ; and until the Defects have
been removed, there is no possibility of cessation of the
continuity of Pains ; hence the man renounces the * defects’ ;
and when the ¢ defeots ' have been renounced, Activity does
not lead to °Rebirth,'—as has already being explained
(‘ under Su. 4-1-64). :

Thus the man comes to the conclusion that Rebirth,’
¢ Fruition,’ and ¢ Pain’ are ‘things to be known, and that
* Action ' and * Defects ' are things to be abandoned, °Final
Releage 7 is a thing to be aitained, and True Knowledge
is the means of atéaining it. Thus when the man attends
to, repeatedly looks upon and ponders over, the °objects of
ocoguition ' as grouped under the aforesaid four categories,

&e, which are nof-Soul, that people have such hopes a5‘may 1 not cesse to be,
may I continue to live.’ Bach ideas coms to onlysuch men as regard the Body
&o. as their‘Boul’, and never to one who knows the resl charater of the Soul,
ae different from Body &o. This latter man looks upou 'his Body as the snake
does upon ite cast-off alough ; and 80 does not feel artached to it, and does not
fear separation froMditinloaded from https:/lwww.holybooks.com
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£(nl) things mistaken as ¢ Soul,’ vie. Body el (2) things to be
tnown, viz. * Rebirth ’ &o. ; (8) thinga to be renounced, vis :
Defects and Aotion; and (4) things to- be attained, wvia:
¢ Release ']=—there comes to him right peroeption,—i. 6. the
ocognition of things in their real character, i.a. True Knowledge.
p It is with a view (o the above that we have the following

fifra : ‘

THE NYAYA-SOTRAS OF GAUTAMA

Sfira (1).
FroM T8E TRuE KNOWLEDGE OF THB ¢ CAUSES OF

DErROTS' POLLOWS THE OBSSATION OF THE NOTION OF *I.'—

(Sa.1).

The ¢ ohjects of cognition ’ beginning from ‘Body’ and
ending with * Pain’ [i. e. Body, Sense-organs, Objects of Per-
oception, Apprehension, Mind, Activity, Defects, Rebirth,
Fruition and Pain] are called the * cause of Defects,’ because
these are what form the subjects of wrong notions;—hence
when the ¢ True Knowledge * of these comes about, it sets
aside the notion of ‘I’ in regard to them; for the True
Knowledge of the said things (which are not the Soul, which
alone can be rightly spoken of as ¢ I ’) is incompatible with
the notion of *I’in regard to those same things, Thus
when True Knowledge has been attained, ¢ thers is a cessation
g each member of\the following series—Pain, Birth, Activity,
b':[act and Wrong Notion,—the cessation of that whioh follows

nging about the annihilation of that which preceden it ; and
this ullimately leads to Final Belease.’ (S0. 1-1-2,)

Thus we find that this brief statement of the main
doctrine of philosophy is only a re-assertion (of what has
been stated already under Sa. 1-1-2), and it is not meant to
put forward any new doctrine. '

Vartika on Su, (1).
[P. 504, L. 1 to P. 505, L. 9.]

Question—* When True Knowledge appears, does it appear
in connection with each and every thing, or only in regard
to certain particular things ? In regard to each and every
thing it is'not possible for True Kuowledge to appear :—why ?
—becanse the number of things to be. known is endless.
On the other hand, the person, who holds that only certain’

_particular thingsform:theobjectsof. TrmeoKuowledge, should:
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be met with the following detailed argument: Ttis olear
that the Sid@hlnfin means to exclnde things other than the
Soul and the other ‘ objects of cognition’; that is, the Satra
(1-1-9), which speaks of the Soul and other bhmgs, does not
mention all things ; if it did so, then the specific mention of
the ¢ Soul’ &oc., would be meaningles.a'; it is olear therefore
that it speaks of only a few partioular ¢ objects of cognition ’,
—just those in regard to which Z'rue Knowledge puts an end
to metempsychosis, and in regard to which Zliusion leads to
the continuation of metempsychosis ; it is just these few
¢ objects of cognition ' that have got to be known. Such being
the position of the Siddhantin, the followmg question arises
in connection with it ;=

“Does True Knowledge appear in connection with each and
every one of the several things, or only in connection with
some of them ? It could not appear in connection with each
and every thing ; as the number of ¢ Soul’ and other things
is endless.—¢ What is the meaning of these being endless?
—~The meaning is that in regard to the number of these
things we are not cognisant of any limit If, on the other hand,
it be held that True Knowledge appears only in connection
with a few things,—then there would be no end of the
Illusion pertaining to those other things in connection with
whioh True Knowledge has not appeared ; and where there
is Illusion, there are Attachment and Hatred ; and these
latter constitute Bondage ; so that under this theory there
would be no possibility of Release. If you hold that—*the
true knowledge of oné thing will remove the Illusion in
regard to another ,—then in that case Release would be
possible for each and every living being ; for there is no such
living being a8 does not know the truth in re-
gard to & single thing."”

Our answer to the above is as follows : There is no force
in the above ; Bevitshowsthst-the@pponent.has not under-

Vir: P. 505,
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stood the real meaning of Illusion : ¢ Illusion ’ does not consist
inthe mere non-oppearance (absence) of True Knowledge ; Illusion
is wrong notion ; hence what is meant is that it is necessary
to know the true nature of those things the wrong notion of
which becomes the source of metempsychosis.

Question :—* What is that wrong notion ? ”

Answer :—The notion of ‘ Soul’ in regard to what is
nol-Soul. Thé rest is clear in the Bhagya. K

From the true knowledge elo., etc.—says the Si¢ra, The
Objeots of Cogunition—from ¢ Body * down to ¢ Pain’—are the
¢ cause of Defects ;’ as it is ouly in regard to these that there
is wrong notion; and when True Knowledge appearsin regard
to these, it removes the notion of ¢ I’ in reference to them ;
as ‘ true knowledge’ of them is not compatible with the
notion of ¢ I’ in regard to them. All this has been explained
under Sa. 1-1-2,

. Bhagya on Su. (2).
[PN232, L. 20 to P, 226, L. 4.] ‘

The order in which the true knowledge is to be attained
is a8 follows.*

Sifra (2).
CoLOUR AND OTHER OBJEOTS, WHEN THEY FOBM THR

SUBJEOTS OF WRONG NOTION, BECOMM THE OAUSB OF
Dereors.  (S0. 2).1. '

Such objects of Sense-perception as form the objects of
desire are spoken of here as ‘Coelour and other objects;’
when these are wrongly conceived, they set going Attachment
Hatred and Illusion. Hence it is these objects that the man

® Puri Ms, B. reads gqg , which gives better sense.

‘It has been declared that one should set aside the notiou of *1° (in regerd to
the Body eto., which are not-Soul. Now the S8a¢ra prooeeds to describe with which
of these latter the process should begin ; and viuce the process is much easier in re-
gard to exterual objecte, the SAgrs begine with thess, ¢ Prasaitbiydng ' means true
knowledge resulting from coutemplation, ~T'4 fperys.

t ¢ Sakhalpa is explainedb'y the Pa{parya ag meaning ‘. wrong notion Vishve-
nigha specifies it fitheraackta otiohithay Ve @y odiddesirable things',
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should seek to know (and understand in their true character)
first of all. When the man knows the true character of these,
his wroog notions in regard to Colour ete. disappear. When
these have disappeared, then he should ssek to know the
things related to the Soul, such as the Body and the rest.
When the knowledge of these has been attained, the notion
of ‘I’ in regard to things related to the Soul ceases forth-
with, Thus, the man, acting with his mind wholly un-
attached, either to external objects or ,to objects related to
the Soul, comes to be called * released °.

Varliks on S0. (2).
~ [P. 505,L. 11 to P, 506, L. 5.]

Colour and other objects elc., cic~says the Sttra. The
objeots of desire, which form the objeots of sense-perception,
are what are spoken of here as ¢ Colour and other objeots.’
When these vbjects are conceived of wrongly, they set up
Attachment ete. “ What is the wrong conseption of these ?”
It consistsin their being looked upon us the exclusive
possession of one’s self—expressed in such words as °these
are mine only.” These should be looked upon as ‘common’
to uthers, belonging, in common, to such others as gods,
thieves, fire and relatives. When the man Jooks upon things
in this manner, his Illusion in regard to them ceases. After
this has geased, the man should seek to rightly know the
Body and such other things as are related to. the Soul.
* What would be the right knowledge of the Body eto?”
It would be the knowledge that these are not the Soul, they
are something totally different from the Soul. The man,
who proceeds with his mind thus dissociated
from things external as well as those related
to the Soul, comes to -be spokeu of as ‘released.’ This is
the condition that has been described in the passage —¢ While
still living, the wise person becomes released from joy and

wr[ow.’ Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com

Var : P. 506.
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Bhagya on Su. (8).
[P. 226, L. 8 to L. 13.)

The author next proceeds to instruct us as to the pro-
priety of our ignoring certain aspects of things and ponder-
1ng over certain others; and the next S@tra has got nothing
to do with either the proving or the disproviag of things (as
some people have supposed).

¢ What is this inst;uotion P
Sétra (8).

REGARD FOR THE OBJECT AS A WHOLE BECOMES THE OCAUSE
oF Dereors,  Su. (3).

The regard or admiration for the object as a whole brings
about defects. For instance (in connection with sexual love),
for the Male, the conceiving of the Female as such, becomes
a source of bondage, and for the Female the conceiving
of.the Male as such becomes asource of bondage. And there
are two aspects in which the object (Male or Female) can be
oconceived of :—(1) the aspect of organs, and (2) the figurative
or poetical aspect.*

The * aspect &organs ' pertains to the teeth and the
lips, the eyes and the nose, one by one ; and the ¢ figurative as-
peot’ pertains to theteeth or the lips, being ‘50 and so beauti-
ful All this three-fold aspect intensifies Desire and its
attendant Defects; all which have to be avoided. The
avoidance of the said object of love is to be done by
conceiving of it in the terms of its limbs,—e. g by conceiv-
ing of the Female a3 only made up of hairs, bristles, flesh,
blood, bone, tendons, arteries, phlegm, bile, ordure and so
forth. This is what is called the ¢ disagreeable aspect’ (of
the thing). When one ponders over this aspect of the
thiog, his desire and attachment for it cease.

Thus then we find that there being two aspects (agree-
able and disagreeable) of each object, there is one aspect (the
reeable) which should be ignored, while the other (the
disagreeable) should be pondered over. This is what is

# In translating ¢ parigkira’ as ‘bondage’' we have followed the Virjika,
which says—parighin SaagRshlam hitps://www.holybooks.com -
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taught here. Just as in the case of the poisoned food, while
the food-aspect is meant to be acquired, the poison-aspect
is to be avoided.®
Vartika on Su. (3).
[P. 506, L. 2 to L. 14 ]

T'he author next proceeds to instruct us as o the propriely
of our ignoring cerluin aspects of things and pondering over
éertain others ; and the next 8a{ra has got nothing éo do
with either the proving or the disproving of things; what is
meant is that in regard to the object as it exists, a certain
aspect has to be pondered over and another to be ignored
and discarded. ‘

Regard for the object as a whole §¢., §c.— says the Sifra.
Regard for the object as a whole brings about the Defects.
The Female, in the aspect of a mere composite-object, should
be pondered over; and in the aspect of ‘Female’ she
should be ignored; she constitutes a bondage for the Male,
The term *parigkdra® means ‘bhondage;’ similarly for the
Female the Male-aspect of the Male is a source of hondage.
Of the Female-aspect (or the Male-aspect) also there are
two aspects—the ‘ organ-aspect’ and the ¢ figurative aspeot.’
The cobceiving of the ¢ organ-aspect’ is in the form—-* teeth
and lips,’ in which the conception of the teeth is as lesth,
and o forth. The *figurative aspect’isin the form °this
is 80 and 80’; in which the thing is described figuratively. All
this constitutes Illusion, which leads to Attachment &o., and
hence should be discarded. This does not mean that the object
us a abmpocite whole should be denied ;—because it has been
proved by proofs that things are composite in their character,

£nd of Seqtion (1)

® The Parishugdghi remarks :—As a matter of fact, for one who seeks after
Releage, all things of the World, in all their aspects, are equally to be avuided,
and are equally evil,—yet the authur speaks of the two ‘aspects ’ in rogard to
the ordinary Man of the World, who becoiues desirous uf Releave only after having
gone through a nﬁwWﬁhﬁnm https://www.holybooks.com
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Section (2).
. [Sttra 4—17]..
Dealing with Componenis and Composites.
.. Bhagga on 81..(4).
(P. 226, L. 14 to P, 227, L. 8.]

Now the Idealist, with & view to.demy the Object,
proceeds to.deal with (and demalish) the * Composite.’ *
- Sdfra (4).
Parvapakga.

% APPREHYNBION AND NON-APPREHENKION BEING TWOs
FOLD , THERE ARISES DOUBL.” (8. 4.)

.. “.Bince there is apprehension of existent as well as non-
existent things, Apprehension is of two kinds; aud since
thereé is non-apprehension of existent as well as non-existent
things, non-apprehension also is of two kinds.} So that
it we apprehend the Composite, there is doubt, since Ap-
prehension is of both kinds;—on the other hand, if we
-db not-apprebend the Uomposite, then also there is doubt,
since mnon-apprebension also is of both kinds. Thus then,
whether the Composite is apprehended, or not apprehended,
—in either ease it does not become_free from doubt,”

® Bays the Tdfparys.—Tho Idealist proceeds to deal with the Composite
to¢ the purpose of dewolishing it. The vonceptions spoken of underthe preced-
ing Bfijra are possible only when there is au object composed of veveral cuomponent
parts. But since there isno such object, how can there be any such conceptions ?
1t is with this view that the Idealist Pirvapakga proceeds to demolish the com-
posite ; aud this we shall follow with the denial of the Atom. 8o that the
Composite and the Component Atom being both demolished, ldea would be the
only thing left.

On this the Parishugdhi—Bome people have tried to get rid of the ontire
fabrio of Instruction expounded under the preceding 8itrs, by denying the Comi-
posile, in tho abesnce whereof none of the * conoeptions’ described above are possible.

1 Thers is apprehension of the existent thing when we see water in the
tank ; therv is also apprebension of the non-existent thing when we peroeive
water in the mirage. There is non-apprebension of the existent thing when
we do not perokive loog-buried tressure; and there is non-apprehension of
the non-existent thing when we do not perocive the abseat Jar. So that whether
we apprehend the Composite whole or not, there is doabt as toits existence or
non-existence.~TBfperperded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Partiks on S, (4).
[P. 508, L. 15 to P, 507, L. 8.]

Now the Idealist, with a view to deny the Obfect, procesds
to deal with the Composite—(Bhagya). [* Apprehension and
non-apprehension §c., §c.—says the Stra.] Since there. is.
apprehension of existent as well as non-existent thiugs,
Apprehension is of two kinds; and since there is non-ap-
prehension of existent as well as non-existent things, Non-
approhension also is of two kinds! -So that whether the
Composite is apprehendeéd, or not apprehended,

Vir. P.507. O F ! Lo ;
in either case it remains doubtful.”

(The Vartika offers its own answer to the above].—

The answer to the above has already been given;asa
matter of fact, the twofoldness of Apprehension ahd Non-
apprehension cannot be a ground for Doubt; as we have
found (under Sn. 1-1-28) that in the enumerating -of the
causes of Doubt, ¢ Apprehension and Non-apprehension’ have
been qualified by other terms prefixed to them. -

Siifra (5).
. Sigdhango.

THERR OAN BR No DOUBT (IN REGARD 7O THE
CoMPOBITE), AS ITS EXISTENCE HAS BEEN KSTABLISHED
BY BEASONS ALREADY EXPLAINED BEFoBR.—(SQ, 5),

Bhagya on 81. (5).
[P. 237, Ll 5—6.)

~ No doubtis possible (in regard to the Composite) ;—why?
because the reasons already explained before (under Sa. 2,1-38
el s¢g.) have not been refuted ; so that it remains established
that there is such a thing as the Composite arising out of,

and distinot fm;llﬁeeaw&ww.holybooks.com



1588 THE NYAYA-SOUTRAS OF GAUTAMA

Vartika on Su. (5).
(P. 507, L. 5 to L. 7.)

There can be no doubt &o. &o.—says the Sifra. It is not
right to have a doubt in regard to the Composite; for the
gimple reason that the reasons already propounded in its
support have not be refuted ; that is, the reasons that have
been put forward to show that the Composits is something
distinot from the Components are such as cannot be refuted.

Si{ra (6).
[Objection.]—* IN TRAT OASE, (WB MIGHT AS WRLL

RAY THAT), SINOE THE EXISTENCB (OF ANY SUOH TRING A8

THR COMPOSITE) 1S IMPOSSIBLE, THERR OAN BE NO DOUBT (AS

TO WHETHER IT RXIsT8 OR NoT).”* (S0. 6),

Bhasgya on SA. (6).
[(P. 227, L. 8.]
* No doubt is possible. That is, there is no such thing
gsu:ll}:) Composite, This is further explained (in the next
Var{ika on Su, (6.)
[P. 507, Ll 9-10.)
[The Var¢ika simply repeats the S#tfra and Bhasya.]
Sitpra (7).
[Objection continued.]—* INASMUOE A8 THR OOMPO-

NENTS CANNOT RESIDE EITHER IN THE WHOLE OR IN A PART

(or TRE  CoMPOSITE), IT FOLLOWS THAT THERE IS No CoM-

posiTe.”’t (SQ. 7). :

- Bhagya on 8u. (7).
(P, 227, Ll 10-12.) |

* As & matter of fact, each single component cannot reside
in the entire Oomposite ; (1) because both are not of the same
dimension, and (2) because, in that case, there would be no

® This Sagra is not found in the Puri 8a. Ms. The Nydyasuch'ridandhn
hes omitted W,

+80gras 7 and 8are not in Vishvanatha, nor in any 8. Ms, Thoy are fonnd
in the Nyayasachinibangha; and Vishvapitha also says that they Lave been

regarded asSigra. From the Bhagya—* fag vibhgjata® also it would appear that
they are * 8agra.’ Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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oonnechon between the Oomposite aud the other components.
Nor can the component reside in only a-part-of the Oompomh;
for the simple reaaon that the Composile has no ¢ parts’
apart from tge Components.”

“If (in order to escape from this diffienlty) it be held that
it is the Composite that subsists in the Eomponents (and not
the Components in the C'ompoa:t«),-—[then our answer m as
given in the following 8ifro].”

Vartika on 80. (7).
[P. 507, L. 12 to P. 508, L. 5.)

“ Inasmuch as &o. &o.—says' the Silfra. (A) Do the
Components reside in the Cotnposite ? (B) or, the Composite
in the Components ?

“(A) If the Components reside in the Composite, do they
subsist in the entire Composite or only in a part of it? It is
not possible for the Components to reside in the entire Com-
posite; because there is a difference of size hetween the
Oomponent and the Composite,—the Component being of
smaller and the Composite of larger size; and it is not
possible for the thing of smaller size to fill up the whole of
the thing of larger size; and further, since a single Component
would reside in the entire Composite, this latter
would consist of a single substance (and not of
several component parts), and certainly there is no objeot
known to us which consists of a single substance and which
subsists in a substratum which is indestructible [i.e., tho
hypothesis would mean that every Composite object, as
composed of only one Component;, is eternal, which is absurd).®
Nor is it possible for the Component to reside in a part of
the Oompomte for the nmpla reason that the Composite has no
' part.s apu-t from the Oomponents themselves ; and further, -

Vir. P. 808.

* oThe mding of thopuuge .ppem toboomupt. We have adopfed the

roading TOTTSTE G ATSIYAY QUVERREITE . That this is whatis meant is clear
from the BAd¢ya oba;r8omutd thisarote by T afparymthiecasipon(ese below).
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‘even in that part of the Composita, does the oomﬂonent reside
- in the whole of that part of or only in a part of it ? and soon,
the objection may be stated at each step.”

“(B) If, on the other hand; it is the Composite that
resides in the components—(then that is open to the objection
pointed out in the following S#¢ra}.” '

88{ra (8).

_ [Objection oontinued.]—** INasMUOR 28 IT I8 NOT POS-
siBLB (FoB THR COMPOSITR) TO RESIDE IN THEM,~THRRE
oAN Bs No CoxposiTe.” (S1. 8).

Bhagya on Su. (8).
[ P. 227, L. 1416.]

“(a) The emtire Composite cannot reside in each one of
the Components,—because, they are of different sizes; aad -
further, use in this manner the (Oompouitoz object
would oconsist of a single component substance [and as such
it would have to be regarded as eternal, which is absurd].
(b) Nor can the Composite subsist in parts in all the compo-
nents; as it b{: no other parts (except those same com-
ponents).” 3 :

“From all this it follows -that it is not right to entertain
any doubts (as to whether the Composite exists or not) ; the
oonolusion doubtless is that there not exist any such
thing as the Qomposits,” ‘

: . Pariika on Su. (8.
[P. 808, L. 7 to L. 14).

Inasmuch as it is &o. &o —says the S#¢re. The Composite
catinot subsist in its entirety in each one of the Componeats ;
because they are of different sizes; and also because, if it did,
then the Composite would be a smnbstance consisting of a
single component ; as subsisting in & single compouent, the
Composite would consist of that single component substance ;
and a8 such a ocomposite would be produced out of a
single substawosniitcereulditbe/prodnosdinonstantly at all
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times.. Further, being composed of a single substance the
Diad would reside in a single Atom; and hence as there
could be no disruption of its constituents the thing wouald be -
eternal. And yet we have no instance of any such thing as
is produced and is eternal. If, on the other hand, the Com-
posite subsists only in parts in the componeats, then it wmeans.
that the Composite has component parts other than those of
which it is composed,~~which other parts alone would
reside in the latter components.” N
Siyra (9).

[Objestion continued, ] —* AxD siNos Tius CoposiTs

CANNOT RBSIDE APART FROM THR COMPONENTS (THERS OAN BB

No suoR -TaING 48 TH8 Coxrosize .*” (Sa. 9).

Bhasya on 30, (9).

(The correct reading of the BAlgys on this Sdfra is found
in Puri Ms. B—waavawre ofy wdd | v wrrrracgadsi e,
e frnmraagrew | aeRrwreswadifa) : ‘

% There can be no suck thing as the *Composite'—these
words have to be brought in from the preceding 8#{rs. The
Composite cannot reside apart from the components,—(1)
because it is not so perceived, aud (3) ‘because in that ocase
it would be eternal. For these reasons it follows that there
is no such thing as the Composite.” :

Vartika on S0. (9).

[P. 508, U. 16-18.] .

“ And sinoe the Composile cannol elo, elo. —says the S8¢ra.
The Composite canuot reside elsewhere thaa in the ocowmpo-
‘ment ; (1) because it is not so perceived, and (2) because it
would, in that case, bo eternal. If it existed apart from the
ocomponents, it would have been 30 perocived ; and it would
also be eternal ; as every substance which is without a sub-

. ® Vishvanitha notices three interpretations of this Sajra :=(1) As in the
BAagya. (2) the Compoite could not subsist apart from the components ; as in
that oses it would be non-existent ;—(8) For repeons givea in the precediog Sara,

the Composite oould have no existence even apart from the components ; heace
it does not exist abglt/nIoaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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stratum is eternal [and the object existing apart from its con-
stituent parts must be one without. substratum;- the con-
stituent part being the only possible substratum of things).”
' Sefra (10). -
[Objection oontinued.]—* Lasrry, Tas Compusire
OANNoOT BN THB sAME a8 TH8 CoupoNNTS."® (8. 10).
[ Bhagya on 8. (10).

The printed ’;lelxt entix;ely gmit; the w[;)ﬁrgs ﬁf tlﬁq Bhagya

on this 88{ra. ey are found thus in Puri Ms. B :—w w-
wittswavt | werTy | waeerer ahifrored: qley e

1 | QU W wfibe alemmegRfy awony 1]

“ The Composite cannot be regarded as a mere qualifi-
cation of the Components ; —why P—because, as shown above,

.there can be no congection of the said qualification with the

qualified components ; and apartfrom the qualified components,
the qualification is never percsived ; this last argament being
the same as that urged before (in the preceding Sifrs.)”
: Vartika on 80. (10),
[P. 509, L. 2 to L. 8.]

“ Lastly the. Composite efc. elo.—says -the S#fra. The
Composite cannot be a mere qualification of the Components ; ,
—why ? —because, as already shown before no relationship
is possible between the Composite,—the gualification ;—and
the Components—the gualified, Furthery the qualificalion,
Composite, is not perceived apart from the qualifisd, Com-
ponents ; for if it did, then it would be eternal,—as we have
just shown.. Then again, if the Composite subsists in part only
in the Compoueats, then the Composite comes to be a mere
conglomeration of the compounente, Ifthe Composite subsisted
in part in ons component, then the perception of that single

© This §a4ra is dicected against thowe persons wito lisve held the following
view :—* The Cowposite is only s qualifioation of the Compouents, and it is

oeither sbeolutely differsnt from them, nor abeolutely non-different ; it is bolh
. diflerent and won-different from them.” ‘ :

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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component should bring about the perception of ‘that part
only of the Composite ; so that the Composite would be .per-
ceived in place of that part oaly; but as a matter of fuct, the
perception of a single yarn does not lead to the perception of
the Cloth. From all this follows the doubtless conclusion
that there can be no such thing as the Composite.”

. S#fre (11).

- - { Answer.—From the standpoint of the Sigdhanfs.]— -
INASMOCR A8 THERE I8 NO DIVERSITY IN WHAT IS ONB
ONLY, TEiMS8 CONNOTING DIVERSITY OANNOT BE APPLIED TO IT ;

§0 THAT THERB I8 NO KOOM FOR THE QUESTION PUT BY TAS
Pauvaragsing So. (11).

Bhagya on 8a. (11).

(P. 226, L. to L. 9.]

There is no room for the question—* Does the Composite
veside in the Components In its entirety, or only in parts §"'—
{as put by the Purvapaksia under 80.7 e& seg.}.~Why P—
Becauve inasmuch as thers is ts no diversily in what is one
only, terms connoting diversity oannot be applied lo it. As a
matter of faot, the term ¢ Kpifsna’, ‘entire’, counotes all
mambers of a group consistiny of sevaral individuals, and the
term ¢ 2kndasha, ¢ a par,’ connotes a few individuala out of

®A composite is 30 called only because it subsists in components ; henceif only
parts of the former subsisted in the components, then these parts would be real
¢ composites; " and as the former composite would subsist in the components, only in
parts, and not in its entirety, it would not e entitled to the name ¢ Composite °,
And as the Composite would b perceived only as subsisting in the components,—dad
it woald be only its parts that woald so subsist —the comnposite would be perceived
in every sach component in which its part subgists,’ That in, part of the Cloth
subsisting in yarn, the peroeption of this yarn should the lead to the perception of
the Oloth.~Jajparya. .

$The Vargika remirks that there are two parts of the Parvapakss :—(1) e
the components subsivt in the Composite ? and (2) L€ the Composite subsists in the
components, does it do soin its entirety or in parte ? The (1) is igqored by the
Ss(rabdra for the simple reason that no Logician ackaowledges the subsistence of

. the component (cause) in the composite Effeot. Co

Henoe it is enlgotivel ¢2)ithist dsrahbwersd by tha Rigdhdxtiniin this Safra,
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several ; so that both these terms, *entire’ and ¢in part?®
are connotative of diversity; and as such they cannot be
applied to the Oomposite which, being a ‘single enhty.

devoid of diversity.

Partika on Sa. (11).
(P. 509, L.8¢to L.17]" '

The suggestion that the Components reside in the Com--
posite cannot be accepted ; as no such view is admitted hy
‘us ; (aocording to us) it is not the Oause that subsists in the
Effeot, but the Effect that subsists, in the cause. Then as
regards the questlon-“ If the Composite subsists in the com-
pononts, does it do o in its entirety or in parts? —our
answer is as follows :—

Inasmuch as efo. eto.—says the Sifra. The term
¢ entire,’ ag well as the term °in parts,’ are both connotative
of diversity, and as such they are inapplicable to what is .one
only ; the term * entire * connotes all of several individuals,
and the term  in parta’ connotes a fow of several; and such
terms are not applicable to the thing in question. So that
neither the terrn,! entire ' nor the term ¢ in parts,’ is applic-
able to the Qomposile (which is one only).

Bhagya on Sitfra (12).
P. 228, L. 9. to P. 229, L« 8},

Further, the Parvapaksin bas argued that—* the Com
site cannot reslde in parts ia- the Cownponeats, because it
no other * parts * (apart from the compouents)” ;—but thls
is not right reasoning.

Sifre (12).
Emv IP.THEBE WEEB OTAER. PARTS (or A Cox-
POSITS), # IT COULD NOT 8UBSIST (IN THS COMPONRNTS);
HENOB THB BEASONING Is Nor BlGET. (80, 12.) -

T ®The privted text resds wmRWWTATY ; o8 sleo Vishvavitta, Purl Bhi.
Ms ; Purl 84. Ms. ; and 84, Ms. 0. But 8a. Ms. D, the Nydyasgchindangdha and the
T 6} parya read QuEaTrTATR: Mos. of the Varjika oontain both, In view however

of the explanation given in the BAdgys, SENMACHIY should be uupwluch

right reading.  Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com .
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- {Xa support of the proposition that the Oomposite cannob
subsist in the components, or in its parts] the Opponent hias
prupounded the reason * becaase the Composite bas no other
parts " ; bat ® even if * parts’ of the Composite were actually
other than its Component, the meaning (of the Composite
subsisting .in part in the Compouents) would be that one part

“or component subsists in another Eart or compotent,—and
not that the Composite subsists in them, If the Composite
beaccepted as being something different (from the Com-
ponents), then,—even though it had ‘parts’- other than' its
components, it woald not mean the subsisting of the Com.
posite ; and henoce it would not mean that it is in parts that
the Composite subsists in the components ;<-so that there
can be no force in the reasoning—* bocause it has no parts
apart from the Components (the Composite subsists in parts
in the Components).” , :

Question :—* What is the meaning then of the subsisting
(of the Composite in the Components) P :

Answer :—What it meaos is that there is an-szislanes
(juxtaposition), consisting in the relation of ocoutainer and
contained, between the one (Composite) and the many (Come
ponents). .

" What is the mesning of the relation of container and
ocontained P " :

It means that when between two things .it is found that
one can have no esistence apart from the other, the latter is
called the *container ';and as a matter of faot, the Product can
have no existence apart from its constitnent canse; but this
is not the case with the constituents (which may exist apart
from the product). [So that what is meant by the Composite
subsisting in the Components is that it cannot exist apart
from these latter]. o

“ But how can this be so in the case of eternal things
(which have no cause) P”

1n their case we infer it from what we perceive in the
case of mnon-eternal things. What you mesn to ask is—
*“how can there be the relation of container and contained
in the case of eternal things ? "~~and our answer is that when

SEeY doss not give good sense. Puri Ms. B. reads SrEEIET™:
whioh "Im better Mewssloaded from hitps://www.holybooks.com
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we peroeive in the ocase of non-eternal things—substances.
and qualities==the relation of container and oontained, we.
infer from this that similar relation exists in the case of
eternal things also. -

From all that bas gone befora (under Sutras 4.12) ib
follows that what has been prohibited (under S& 8)—for the
benefit of the person seeking after highest good—is the
having of ragard for objeots as a whole ; and it does not mean
thdt there is no such thing as the Gomposite ; just as in regard
to Oolour &o. what has been prohibited is the wrong notion of
them ; and the existence of Oolour &o. themselves has not

been denied, _
' Parfike on 80. (12).
- [P. 610, L. 2 to P, 512, L. 18.]

Even if there were elc. etc,~—says the S&{ra. “ Because there
fe no other part,’—this is what you have put forward as
your reason. Now if you admit of a part other than the
Composite, even 8o it would mean that the part subsists 'in
the part and not that the Composite subsists in the
component; so that there is no force in the reasoning

that—* the Composite cannct subsist in part in the coms’
_ponent, because it has no other parts.”

Then again,he who holds that one thing subsists in
many, cannot be rightly taxed (with a request to explain
whether the Composite subsists in the components in its.
entirety or only in parts) ; for, a8 we have already pointed out
this question iteelf involves self-contradiction in both ways.

“1If it is neither in its entirety nor in parts that the Com-
posite subaists in the Component, then, in what manner does
it subsist in them? " T ' ﬁ

. The subsistence (of the Composite) in the components
is in the form of the relation of container and contained;
§. o, thd relation of Inkerence,  * How does that .relation
eome about P”  When one thing is unable to exist apart
_from snother, Gbisissid: o rinkerewimothiskdatter; e. g.- the
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Prodpot is unable to exist spart from its constituent canse ;
while the reverse holds good ia regard to the oconstituent
oauses ; i, ¢, the causes do not exist only in the Product.
“ How can there be ths relation of container and contained
in the case of eternal things?”  That such a relation is
present in the case of eternal things is inferred from our
perceiving it in the case of non-eternal things;i. e, in the
ease of non-eternal things ® it is found that they subsist in
the thing wherein they are perceived, similarly eternal
things also subsist in that thing in which they are perceived ;
the circumstances being exactly alike in the two cases.

“ But no different colour can be pointed out.”  You
mean by this as follows :—* If the Composite is something
different from the Components, then it behoves you to poins
out a colour of the Composite which would be different
from the colour of the Components; just as, for instance,
as you assert that the yarns that are not of variegated colour
go to make up the Cloth of variegated colour, '  This
however is not right ; firstly because a thing can be regard-
od as the substratum of only that colour which is actually
perceived in it ; 8o that the colour of the Composite is exactly
that which is perceived in it ; the same being true of the
Component algo (of which also the colour must be that which
is peroeived in it) ;—and secondly, because your question
involves the admitting of the relation of cause and effect §
(between the Composite and the Component), and as sach.

*qqisfweqrft QNT &o. as found in.the Benares edition,

4w fawaroeR is the right reading.

The Taiparya calls the citing of the instance of the variegated oloth as put
forward in joke. The Nalydyikas hold that several ysrns, of which not ‘s single
one is of varlegated ovlour, go to make the cloth of variegsted colour. But this
oannot be right ; as no one colour esn be called varisgated;—the Iatter term imply-
jog diversity. Hence the jocular taunt is quite apt.— Tafparya.

£ The right regiiogyin ziam oh mhss Salach. o WARESRTETEuTAIY.
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lands you ia self- oontmdnouon ; when you uy-—" pleau point
out the colour of the Composite, "—you admit
the ¢ Oomposite ’ aud the * Component "; and by
adwitting these (which bear to each other the relation of cause
and effeot) you stultify yourselt ;- and since this was the sole
bone of contention between us, thisadmission proves that you
have renounced the position you had taken up. Even admitting
what you havesaid in regard tothe variegated colour, we assert
‘that the colour of the Oloth is the variegatad one.® ¢ But
this would mean diversity.”  Your meaning is as follows :
== When one admits the colour of Cloth to be variegatad,
"he admits the presence of several colours in- the oloth ;
and certainly no single substance can have more than one
colour; nor can there be onme colour in several things,?
-But this is not right ; because the term ¢ variegated’ connotes
singleness as well as multiplicity ; as a matter of faot,
the term variegated connotes one as well as many: we have
the expression *chijram rlipam’ ¢the variegated oolour’
(singular), as well '5hifr¢pi rBpayi, ' variegated oolours’
(plursl). “This is not true; for the term is never
found applied to a single colour; as a matter of faot, we
have never found the term * variegated ' used in reference
to a single ocolour.” This reasoning is mnot right;
as it involves the renouncing of the position taken up ;¢ one
who does not admit one colour to be ‘variegated’ has to
renounce the notion of several colours being * variegated ;’
for ¢ several variegated oolours’ is nothing ‘more than the
collection of & number of single * vamgltod colours.  If
it be held that several nonwariegaled ocolours go to make
‘up the verisgated ocolour,—even 80 ‘self oontradiotion’ does
® Vo assert this for the purpose of meetiog your jooular taunt. That the
eolour of the Cloth is variegated is vouched for by mdmpﬂon and iumdl
00 other proof.—Pd{perse. :

_ +The right m&ﬂwlybooks com

Vie. P, Hl.




- BHASYA-VARTIKA 212 - 1599

not cease; to assert that the m)n-nmpalad becomes the
' vmegsted ' is as self-contradictory as- the assertion that
‘non-white is white." If you accept the view that——¢ the
non-vim'ggatad colours of the yarns coming together, produce,
in the Cloth, the variegated oolonr,”—then there is nothing
in this that goes against our tenets.  * But (if the cloth is of
vasiegated colour, then)the other face of the cloth should
be regarded a8 of variegated oolour; that is, in the case
- where one face of the cloth is of variegated colour, while
the other is not 8o, just as when we see the cloth we have the
notion of ¢ variegated colour’ in referenve to one face,s0 we
should have, in reference to the other face also, the notion
that ‘this is & cloth of variegated colour’.”  But you
yourself say that ‘ only one fuce of the cloth is of variegated
colour, ’ and in this case it is not the cl.th that is of variega-
ted colour ; as the one fucs is not the Cloth.  * Why can-
‘not we have the notion of oarisgated colour in regard to the
said cloth (of which only one face is of that colour)? As a
matter of fact, the Cloth made up of one face of rariegaled
and another of non-variegated colour is certainly a Cloth of
variegated colour ; so that il stands to reason that just as
we bave the notion of variegated in reference to one face
of the cloth, so we should bave in reference
to the other face also.”  OCertainly no such
contingency is possible ; one variegated colour cannot be pro-
ductive of another ; how can the variega‘ed colour on one side
ever produce another (variegated) colour in the whole Object
(Cloth) P All that can be said is that the two calours of the two
parts (the two faces of the cloth) produce. & new colour in
the whole (Cloth) ; this is proved by our actually perceiving
the whole (Cloth) to be so; and if the whole had no colour,
it could not be perceived ; the peroeption of the whole could
not be due to Mrﬂlﬂﬂi’flﬂ&%s:mlyfﬂﬁksﬁoﬁhi‘ OOllld be

Vir, P. 512,
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possible, we could have perception® of Wind also; if the

perception of one thing were due to the colour of something
else, then it would be possible for us to perceive Wiad also

(which is colourless, through the colouc in Fire) | And, oertain-

_ 1y there is no perception of Wind. Hence it has to be

admitted that it is through its own solouy that the Composite

whole is pergeived; and the perception of colour in the

whole Oloth made up of its two faces arises from our com-

bining the perceptions of the two colours of its two faces;

‘but this does not make the whale Cloth celourless.

From all this it follows that what the Sutra means is to
prohibit all regard for the Composite whole, alohg with its
acocompaniments, and it is not meant to deny the Composite;
just as what has been prohibited is the wrong notion that we
‘have in regard to Colour &o., and Colour &o. themselves are
not denied.. This fact has been expraissl by .the suge in
the following verse :— '

~ ¢ The objects of sense-perception, if not duly disorimina.
ted, lead to evil, so that all persons acting through the sense-
organa would - become contaminated by evil,

' Bhkagya on 80. (:3).

[P. 229, L. 8 to L. 7.] -
Under S0. 2-1.84 the Sigghanfin has put forward, in.
proof of the existence of the Composite, the argameut that—
¢if there were no Composite, there would be non-apprehension
of all things ' ; aud eveu though he has-been answered by this,

the Purvapakgin re-asseris his contention [having been - re.
minded of the previous argumeats by the reterence to them

in 80, 4-2-5) 1o
e ) Sifra (13)..

¢« THs PBROSPTION OF THINGS WOULD BB POSSIBLS ;
JUST LIKW THS PSECsPTION OF THB MASS OF HAIuS BY THS
PRRSON OF DiM VisloN (SQ.13). :
¢ As o matter of fact, we find that the man whose
wvision is dummed does not perceive each single hair; and yet

® In the presedd@oulestiqssiveptiotidsathude oo sebegis.com .
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he does perceive the mass of hair; similarly though each
single Atom may not be perceived, yot it would be quite
possible to perceive a mass of atoms. Thus the perception thas
we have of things (and which the 8iddbaatin has put forward
‘a8 inexplicable except by the assuming of the comporita as
apart from the component atoms) really pertains to the masses
of dloms (and not to any such thing as the Composite),”

. Var{ika on 80. (18).

Though already auswered by what has been said under
88(ra 2-1-84, the Opponent comes forwprd with the follow-
ing :—* The parception of things ele. elo.—says the 88&{ra.
Though each hair singly is not perceived by the man whose.
vigion is dimmed yet be perceives the mass of hair; simi.
larly though each atom singly may not be perceived, -yet it
wonld be possible to perceive the mass of atoms ; 8o that the
perception that we have is to be taken as pertaining to
‘masses of aloms.”

S8{ra (14).
Ter EFMCIENOY (DISTINCINESS) AND DULNESS (INDIS-

TINOTNASS) OF THE PEROEPTION 18 BUR TO THB RFPICIENOY

_ AND DULNESS OF THE SENSE-OBGANS ; BUT THZ88 NEVER GO

BEYOND THE RANGE OP THBIR RESPROTIVM OBJEOTS ; AND

THEY OANNOtL OPERATE UPON WHAT IS NOT THEIS OBJECT,

(Su. 14)

: Bhagya or Su, (14).

[(P. 229, L. 10 to L. 24].

This eficiehcy and dulness of the Bense-organs are in
reference only to their respective objects; and it is from
this that there follows the distinotness and indistinotness of
the perceptions, That is, however efficient the Visual Organ
may become, it can never apprehend Odour, which is not the
speoial objeot of visual perception ; and however dull it may
become, ‘it cannot fail to apprehend its owa object. Now
(turning to the case cited by the Opponent) there may be
some person who, having his vision dimmed, does not perceive
the hair singly; while thore may.bonanatherowho perceives
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themass of hair; and yet both (the single hair and the mass of
hair) are ived by the person whose vision is not dimmed.
[But in all cases the man’s eyes apprehend the Huir, either
eingly orin nass, which is an ohjeot perceptible with that
organ]. Atoms, on the cther hand, are beyond the reach of
‘sense-organs; they never become objects of perception with
thé organs; they are never apprehended by any sensé-or-
gan ;—under the ciroumstances, if the Muss of Aloms were
erceived, (with sense-orgaus) it would mean that the organs
ve operated upon something whioch is not their object at
all ; for (according to the Opponent) there is no other objeot
except Atoms &nd Atoms are absolutely imperceptible).
So that what the Opponent asserts (in S, 18) comes to mean
that when the Atoms, being massed, become perceived, they
renounce their inperoeptibility,—and when, being disjoined,
they fail to be perceived, they cease to be objects of percep-
tion by the sense-organs. All this would be entirely absurd,
except on the supposition that a new object is produced
(when the Atoms me massed). From all this 1t follows
that what forms the object of perception is an object quite
distinet (from the vomponent Atoms).

It might be urged that * what forms the nbject of perception
is merely the mass (of the Atoms themselves).” But this would
not be right ; for “Mass’ is only of the nature of conjunction,
combination ; and the conjunction of things that are themselves
imperceptible can never be perceived ; hence the explanation.
propounded would be highly improper. As a matter of fact,
the ¢ Mass '’ is only the conjunction or combination of several
things; and when we perceive a conjunotion—as that*® thisthing
is in conjunction with that thing, "—it is only the oconjunc-
tion of things that are themselves perceptible, and never
that of things beyond the reach of sense-organs ;—hence the
explanation put forward cannot be right.  Further, in the
case of things perceptible by the sense-organs, if they fail to
. be perceived, there is always found some thing, inthe shape
of an obstructinn, that serves to prevent the peroeption [and
we do not find any such thing as should prevent our perceivin
-of the Atows, if they were peroe’_ptib!of; It follows from a
this that the non-perception of single Atoms can not be due
to the inefficiensy of the sensesorgans ; just as the non-appre-
* hension of Odour &o. by the Eye cannot be due to the ineffio
hﬂ’ of MWded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Vartika oun SQ. (14),
[P. 518, L. 8to P. 514, L. 2]

The efficiency and dulness &o. &o.—says the Sifra.
As a matter of fact, however efficient the Sense-organ may
become, it newer goss beyond its objeot; e.g.,, however,
efficient the Eye may become, it can never apprehend Taste.
Similarly however inefficient the Sense-organ may become, it
can never totally fail to apprehend its objeot, In fact it is
only in regard to the special objects of the orgaus themselves
that the peroeptions become distinot or indistinot in accordance
with the efflciency or dulness of the organs concerned: A
perception is called ¢ distinet,’ when there is apprehension of
the Community to which the thing belongs, of its specialities
and of the thing itself as endowed with those ; and it is called
¢indistinot’ when there is apprehension of the Community
only, The man with dimmed vision fails to perceive the
single hair, but succeeds in porceiving the mass of hair;
while for the man whose vision 'is not dimmed, both (the
single hair as well as the mass of hair) become objeots of
perception by the Eye, The Atomd on the other hand are
beyond the reach of the senses, and never become peroepti-
ble by the Eye; so that it would be most absurd to hold that’
when massed, theAtoms are perseived by the Sense organs,
and when not massed, they are nut eo perceptible; for uless
some peouliarity is produced inthe Atoms, they cannot be-
come peroeptible.  From all this it follows that there is such
a thing as the Composite (composed of Atoms) which forms
the object of poroeptlon. '

© % What forms the object of pompuon is ouly the mass
or group; it isthe “massed or grouped atoms that become
'_Qb]”tl of mﬁed from https://www.holybooks.com
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. This pannot be; the mess is' only of the nature of Com-
junotion; when we ocome to examine the mass, it is nothing
‘more than the Conjimotion (Combination) of Atoms;and the
Conjunction is perceived only as subsisting in things that
ure perceived,—the perception of Conjunction always appear-
ing in the form * this is in conjunotion with that’ [where both
this and that are perceived]. It is only when a thing is
ordinarily perceptible that where it fails to be perceived,
wo always find some eause, in the shapo of obstruction, of
that non-perception, The Atoms however are never found

Vir: P, 54, 0 bave the character of being perceptible ; and
hence their non perception (which is a fact)
could not be due tp the presence of any obstraction &o.

, - §8fra (15).
Tes DiFricOLTIRS IN CONNEOTION witH ComposiTes

AND COMPONENTS WOULD CONTINUR TILL THE TOTAL NRGA~
TION oF ALL THINGS: (S0. 15).

. Bhagya on 8. (15).
: P. 280, L. 2 to L. b.] :

The Opponent pointed out difficulties. in the wag in
which the Composite may subsist in its components, and has,
on thut groand, denied the existence of the Composite. But
the components (the pieces that go to make up the Jar, e.g.)
also have their own component parts; and the said dificulties
would be applicable to the way in which the Component may
subsist in its own component parts ; so thet, these difficulties
should either lead us to deny the existenoe of all things, or
they would lead us on and on to the mere Atom, which has
no component parts ;—and either of fhese. contingenoies
would mean that there does net exist snything that could
be the object of perception, (the Atoms being imperoceptible) ;
—and in the absence of all objects of perception, there ocould
be no perception ;—and yet the denial of the subsistence of
the Composite in its Components is supp to be based
upon facts of ordinary perception. Thus, when thisdenial (of
the subsistence of the Composite &o.) ultimately leads to.the
denial of its very basisi(in-thes formaf-Perception), it must
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be regarded as striking at its own ver:y root. [Heﬁce the
fact urged by the Siddh@intin under Sf. 2-1-34, remains,
that if thereis no Composite there can be no perception
at all.) '

FParfita on SA. (15),
[P. 514, L. 4 to L. 12.]

.The difficulties &o. &c.—says the Sifra. Ou the strength
of difficulties in regard to the subsistence of the Composite
in its Componeuts, the Opponent has denied the existence
of the Composite ; but as a matter of fact, these same difficul
ties would be found in the subsisting of the Cumponents in
their own component parts; and these difficulties would
end either with the denial of all things, or atthe Atom,
which has no further parts (and as such would not have the
said difficulties). * How s0?”’ Woell, it has besn urged that
the Composite, subsisting in its Compouents, could subsist
in each Component either in its entirety on in parts; now
the same might be said in regard to the Compouent subsisting
in its own component parts,—to these latter subsisting in
theirs; and so on and on, we would have to go on, either till
we reached the indivisible Atom, or till we denied the ex-
istence of all things (on the strength of those difficulties).
Under either of these contingencies thers would be no object
of perception ; and yet the very argument of the Opponent—
“ Does the Composite subsist in its entirety or in parts ? " —
is meant to be based upou perceptible things. Thus, striking
at its very basis, the argument demolishes itself.

Bhagya on S. (16).
. -[P. 230, L. 5 to L, 12.]
But as a matter of fact,—
‘'8 TOTAL DENIAL OF ALL THINGS OANNOT BR RIGHT ;
FoR THB AToM REMAINS (S0, 16).

As a matter of fact however, the (Opponent’s) denial of
things based upon the difficulties im connection with the sub-

sistence of components and bheirwparts)swouldmeease  at the
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Atom ; it cannot lead to the total denial of all things. Be-
canse the Atom has no component parts; and diffiaulties
based upon the dividing of things into their component parts
must end at the thing than which there is nothing smaller.
For instance, when we proceed to divide a clod of earth,
into parts, we get at smaller and smaller particles; and this
division must come to an end at that piece thaa which there
could bo no smaller piece, and which is (on that account) the
.smallest piece possible ; and it is that very thing than whioch
there is nothing smaller which we call ¢ Atom '.e

Vart{ika on So. (16).
(P. 514, L. 14 to L. 19.]

The tolol denial §c. §c.—says the S#fra. As a matter of
fact, the total denial of all things would not be possible ; as the
Atom would still be there. The division of things could con-
tinue only till we reach the Atom; for the nams ‘atom’
apphes to that at whioh the process of division ends and than
which there is nothing smaller. Whean a clod of earth cowes
to be divided into smaller and smaller pieces, that point
at which the division ceases, and than which there is no-
thing smaller, is what we call * Atom,’

© Sitra (17).

Ok [THE AToM MAY BM DEFINED AS) THAT WRIOH I3
BEYOND THS Diap.—(S0. 17).

Bhagya on Su. (17).

[P. 230, L1 14—15.]
As according to the Plrvapaksa («) there would be no
end to the division of things into their component partiicles,

® [t is only for the sake of argnmeut that the two contingeuciés have been
put forward in the preceding Sagra. It is mow showu that the denial of the
Composite can lead ouly to the postulating of the Atom;and as this is
imperoeptible, the Pdrvapakpa view would do away with all Pgroeption, as urged
by the SigdhanginDanderB88cf-kdHh https://www.holybooks.com :
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and (b) all things would come to consist of equally innumer-
able component substances,—there could be no such thing
as the Diad.* '

_ Vartika oun Su. (17).
[P. 514, L. 19 to P. 515, L. 16.]

,In case the division is not regarded as ending with the
Atom, then, since the Atom is that which is beyond the Diad,—
and since (according to the Opponent) there would be no end
to the division of things into their component
parts,—the Diad would become something im-
measurable. As a matter of fact, the magnitude of the Diad
i8 ascertained by means of number, size and gravity. And
(if there is endless dismemberment of things) then no such
conceptions would be possible as that ¢in this Diad there is
8o mach gravity,’ ‘8o many Atoms o1 combining become the
Diad,” % Why?”  Becauss the very large ohject as
well as the Diad would both, e hypothasi, consist of an end-
less number of particles; so that just as the large object
made up of a large number of atoms becomes immeasurable
through any definite number, dimension or gravity,—so
exactly the same would be the case with the Diad also, for
the simple reason that in the latter also there would be an
equally endless dismemberment of parts, It might be
held that the division of objects (into their-component parts)
proceeds only so far as its disappearance.  But this also
cannot be right ; because, inasmuch as no amount of divi-
sion can put an end to the divided object, it cannot be right
to assert that the division proceeds till the disappearance -
of the thing. As a matter of fact, the ¢ division’ always rests
upon the divided thing ; hence it is & contradiotion in terms

Vi, P. 516.

#The term * fruti’, literally, ¢ dismemberment;' hias come to jnean the Diad.
The point is that unless some end is postulated in the process of division,
all things would consist of equally innum:rable particles; which would mean that
the mountain is ofAbwpdase eiké asthitgeaivolwiadybooks.com
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to say that ¢ the divided object has ceased to exist’ and ¢the
division is there,’ Further, he who regards the Atom
to be something whose component parts can be farther
analysed, has to admit that the Atom is made up of component
parts; and if it is made up of parts, the meaning of the term
‘atom ’ should be explained ;—~what is the exact meaning of
the word ‘atom’? Then again, are the component parts of
the atom of the same division as the Atom, or of & . different
dimension ? If they are of the same dimeusion as the atom,
then it would be impossible to explain which of the two is
the com osite and which the component; for we never find
things, which are of the same Dimension, ever bearing the
relation of * composite’ and ‘component.’ If, on the other
hand, the components of the Atom are of a different dimension
—that cannot be right ; as that would meun the denial of the
Atom; that is, the hypothesis would mean that the Atoa is
a product (produced out of the smaller particles); and this
would be tantamonnt to the denial of the ¢ Atom’ as such
(which by its very-nature, mast be indivisible, and an eternal
constituent cause of things).
End of Section (2).
Seotion (3).
(Satras 18—25.] -
Regarding the Atom being without parts,
Bhagya on Si. (18).
(P. 230, L. 15 to P, 231, L. 4.]

The Nlhlhsr., holdmg the view bhiat ¢ all things are non-
existent,” urges the following argument® :—

® Thyq theery of the whole. world emanating from the Void has beea dis-
. poved of under 83gras 4-1.14 to 17. The Lypothesis taken up now is that all is
mere Void. Aud incourse of the refutation of this hypothesis, the Anthor
proceeds toshow that there do exist certain things that are devold of parts ; —
this subject being a natural sequence to the conalusion arrived atin the forogoing

section that there is such a thiug as tho Oomporite, gompossd of Component
patts, Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Satra (18).
[Objection.]—“Tarre 0aN BE No sU0H THING (A8 THE
INDIVIS(BLE ATOX), ASIT IS SURELY PERMBATED BY AKXsHA.”
(81 18,)

* There can be no auch thing as the impartite eternal Atom;
—Why P—Because it is surely permeated by Akasha; both
inside and outside the Atom must be surrounded by Akasha,
permealed by it; and being so permeated, it must be made
up of ;;ar:.s; and being made up of parts, it must be non-
eternal.”

Var{ika on Sa. (18).
(P. 515, L. 17 to L. 20.)

The Nihilist, holding the view that “ all things are non-
existenl,” urges the following argument :—* Thers can bs no
such &c. &o.—says the Slitra. As a matter of faot, the Atom
must be permeated by Akasha; and being se permeated, it
must be non-eternal ; just like the Jar.” : ‘

St(ra (19).

« OR prs®, AckSHA WOULD BE NOT ALL-PERVADING.”
(82, 19.)

Bhasya on Sd. (19).
(P. 231, L. 6.]
“If it is not admitted (that the Atom is pormaated by
Alkasha), then it would mean that there ig no A£asha inside
the Atom ; so that Akasha would cease to be all pernading.’

Vishvanatha introduces the section with the following remarks :—~The preseut
section is introduced with a view to establish the existence of {the impartits
Atom, in answer to the view that the world being a Void there can be no such
thing as the Atom, on -which tire whole argumeat of the Siddhanta in the fore-
going section is hased,

® The real point of this objection, as the Tdfparys points out, isthat if the
Atom is madeup of parts, its existence will be open to the same dificulties as those
that have been shown to beset any ordinary Comaposite ; so that the inevitable con-
clnsion could be that the Atom is as nov-existent as an ordinary tfing,—and that
pothing is existent, dliover¥faided from https://www.holybooks.com
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Var{ika on 8q. (19).
[P. 516, L1. 4—5.)

“ Or else &o. &e.~says the Sira. If there is no Akasha
inside the Atom, then Akasha ceases to ba all-pervading ;

not being present within the Atom.”
S#cra (20).
[4nswer.]—INasMUOR As THB TEEM3 ‘INSIDS’ AND
*OUTSIDR ' ARE DENOTATIVE OF OTHKR CONSTITUENT OAUSES
or THE PxODUOM~—=THEY OANNOT APPLY TO THE OASE OF
THE AToM, WAIOH I8 NoT A °‘ ProDUOT. (Si. 20).
. Bhagya on (Sa. 20).
[P. 231, L. 9 to L. 12.]
When one uses the term ‘inside’ (in regard to an object),
it stands for that constituent (part) of 1t which is hidden
from view)-by other constituents; and the term ¢outsids '’
18 applied to that constituent (part) which hides the others;
and which itself is not hidden from view). Aud [since both
these terms are applied to parts or constiluent causes], these
can apply ouly to such objects as are products ; they can never
apply to the Atom, because it is not a product ; the Atom
not being a product, the terms ¢inside’ and ‘outside’ can-
not apply to it; and the object to which these terms are
really applicable is oaly a product (composed) of the Atom,
aud not the Atom itselé; bacause the Atom is the name of
that than which there is nothing smaller,

Vargika on S&. (20).
[P. 516, L. 5 to P. 517, L. 13.]

Whea the Opponent argues that * the Atom must be
non-eternal, because it is permeated by Akasha,”—he should
be asked to explaiu the meaning of °®permeation’, what is
really meant when it is said that the Atom is permeated by
Akaisha P '

(2) IE ¢ permeation ’ only means the relationship of dkasha
to the Atom, then what is urged does not go against our
dootrine ; fordhmmereorelationshipafdkashs. cannot make
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the Atom either elarnal or mon-sternal. () If again, the
Opponent were to put forward mere relationship as the
ground for nom-efarnality (of the Atom), in that oase the
mention of ‘ 4k3sha' would be pointless, as noneetarnality
would be established by mere relatioaship (not relatioaship
to any particular substance); e.g. when the mere fact being a
product is sufficient to prove the non-eternality of a certain
thing, it is not right to put forward (as the ground of that
non-eternality) the fact of beiag produced by D2vadaf{a. (o)
As for mere ‘conjunction®’ (which may be regarded as
meant by ¢ permeation’), this is referred to (by the Opponent)
later on, under S0. 4.2-24, as something that has already
accomplished its purpose; and under the circumstances
[if the ¢ permeation in Si. 18, also meant oaly 0O.nfunction)
there would be a needless repetition of the same (under
S0. 4-2.24). Hence this cannot be the meaning of
¢ permeation.’  (d) If thea °permsation’ meant the rela-
tionship of the inside of the Atom,—that also would not be
right ; as the Atom is not a product ; the terms,* inside’ and
¢ outside * denote only the diferent constitusnts (causes) of a
Product ; and the Atom is not & product; consequontly thers
can be no ‘inside’ or ‘outside’ (of the Atom).  (e) If the
‘permeation by Akasha ' mesus the relation of Ak#sha with
the component parts of the Atom, this also would be exactly
like the last explanation; the Atom, not’ being a product
canaot have any component parts.  (f) If again *permea.
tion’ be taken to mean the dismsmberment of the component
parts of tha Atom,—this also may be taken as already reject-
ed by the fact that the Atom is not & product ; as a matter
of fact, it is only the component parts of a product that can
be dismembered ; while the atom is not & product ; and bence
there can be no ‘dismemberment of component parts '’ in its
case. Even adwitbingdthat thevearsoempenent parts in the
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Atom,~—the 4kasha cannot be the cause of their
dismemberment ; for the dismemberment of
things is really brought about by Action (Motion) ; and there
isnothing to prove that it is brought abont by 4kasha also;
in fact if one admits Akasha to be the cause of the dismem-
berment of things, he would have to admit that no object
ever remains intact; for the cause of dismemberment, in
.the shape of Akiisha, being present (always and everywhere),
no object could ever remain intact.  “But even though
present, Akdsha would stand in need of other causes (in
aotually bringing about dismemberment).” In that case,
there can be nothing to prove that the Akasha also, as apart
from these other causes, has the power to bring about the dis-
memberment.  (g) M lastly it be held that what is means
by the Atom being ¢ permeated’ is that it is hollow in side,—
that also cannot be right; for that thing alone is called
‘hollow’ which having its constituent parts intact in all
parts, has no constituent parts in its interior; and as the
Atom has no constituent parts, how could its ¢ per meation ’
mean ‘ hollowness *?  There can be no other explanation
possible (of ¢ permeation),’  Hence the assertion—* because
it is permeated by Ak#sha "—must be regarded as absolute-
ly meaningless. |

Vir : P. 517,

Then as regards what has been put forward under Sn.
19,—that “ Akdsha would cease to be all-pervading, if it
were not conneoted with the inside of the Atom, "—this also
is not right ; as it clearly ¢ shows that the Opponent does not
know what is meant by ‘all.pervading’; when a thing is
called ‘ all-pervading, ’ it does not mean that “it must be
oonnected with what does not exist?; what it means is that
it is connected with every object that has a body (that is

corporeal),—thig i mhatois meanivbyoslloparaadingness, And



BHASYA-VARTIKA 4-2-22 1613

as there is no such thing asthe * interior’ of the Atom,
absence of connection with such an ‘interior’ cannot make
the Akasha cease to be all-pervading.
- Satra (21).
It 18 BY REASON OF THE PERVASION OF S0UND aND
oF CoNJUNOTIONS, THAT ARZsHA IS REGARDED TO BE ALLe
PERVADING. * (S0. 21).
Bhagya on Sa. (21).
[P. 231, L. 14 to L. 16.]
As @ matter of fact, Sounds, that are produced anywhere,
are found to petvade in 4kasha, and subsist in it ;—similarly
the conjunctions that take place,—with Miands, with Atoms,
and with their products,—are also found to pervade in
Akasha ; not a single corporeal object is ever found to be
disjoined with 4kdsha. From these two facts it follows that
Akasha cannot but be ali-pervading.
Vartika on Su. 21.
[P.517,L.15t0 L. 18.]

It is by reason eto. elo.—says the S#{ra. Inasmuch as
the conjunctions with all corporeal objects pervade in 4%1sha
—and as Sounds also, whenever produced by the presence of
their causes, subsist in Akasha,—and all these have 4% ishs
for their substratum,—it follows that 4kasha is allspersading,

Sifra (22).
¢ ABSENOE oF TransriGuRATIONS,’ ¢ UNOBSTRUOTIVENESS *
AND ¢ ALL-PERVASIVENESS’ ARE THB PHOPERTIES OF AKI-
sga.t (St 22.)

® The Td¢parya expounnds the comnpound.in both ways—(1) Parvasion of Sound
sud of Conjunctions, and (2) ‘Porvasion of the Conjunctions of Seunds.” The
Bhdgya has adopted.the: former.

The Virgika reads the Sa¢ra as gwRaymm-ke.

+This 86¢ra anticipates tha followiug objection :—* If Akasha is really all-
pervading,.as asserted under the foregoing S3¢ra, then it should offer obstruction to
things moving init, and it should undergo changes in its shape by such objects ;
s we find in the case of water;.asno such phenomena are found to take place,
Akisha cannot be all-pervading.

The sense of the reply is that this reasoning would be all right, if Akisha
also, like Water, whlewaidadgs 50matipaiddytwrgiblebooks.com
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Bhasya on Su. (22).
[P. 231, L. 18 to P. 232, L. 5.]

There is no fransfiguration (or displacement) caused in
Adkasha by things moving in it or striking against it; as
there is in Water by the piece of - wood passing through
it;—and what is the reason for this ? ;—the reason for this
Jies in the fact that 4kdsha is not made up of parts. Second-
ly, Akasha offers no obstruction to things moving in it
or striking against it; that it does not counteract that
quality of the thing whioh causes its motion ;—and why
is this soP—It is because Akasha is not tungible, Jtis
only under contrary conditions, 1.e. in the case, of such
objects as aremade up of parts and are tangible,—~that we
find obstruction ; and certainly you can not attribute it to a
substance where these conditions are not present.

Further, the character of ¢ product’ must be denied to
the Atom, because it would mean that the eomponent parts
of the Atom are smaller than the Atom;if the Atom were
made up of parts, these parts should be smaller than the
Atom ;—why P—because it is always found that there is
a difference of size between the Cause and its Produst ; it is
for this reason that the parts of the Atom would have to be
smaller than the Atom ; as the Atom that is made up of com-
ponent parts must be a Product.® It is for this reason that
we deny the faot of the Atom being a Product.

Lastly, the mon-eternality of products is due to the
dismemberment of its constituent cause, and not to ‘permea-
tion by Akasha' (as held by the Opponent, in Sii. 4-2-18): e.g.
when the clod of earth is destroyed, it is so by reason of the
dismemberment of its componeat parts, aod not by the
entering into it of Akasha.

Vartika on Sa. (22).
(P. 518, L.2to L. 11.]

Absauce of Transfiguration ete, efc.—says the Sidfra. A
moving or active object does not transfigure (or displace)
Akasha ; nor does Akdsha obstruct the active qualities of the

® The right rgdhﬂdﬁ!Wpiﬂ/Wooks.com
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moving and active object. ~And why P—Bimply because
Akasha is intangible. It is only a tangible substance that is
displaced by, or obstruaots, things ;and 4/4sha does not possess
that property (of tangibility) ; hence it is unodstructive. You
cannot attribule what you find in tang:ble and partite things to
what is the reverse of il.

We have already pointed ont that if the Atom were far-
ther divisible, it would no longer bs the Alom.—Why p—
Because the name ¢Atom’ applies to that at which the
process of division ends, and than which thereisnothing
smaller.

Further, if the Atom were liable to destruction, such
destriction could be due either to the destrustion of its con-
stituent (cause), ortothe dismemberment of its constituents.
As a matter of faot, neither of these is possible in the case
of the Atom, because it is not a product, as we have already
explained, For these reasons we conclude that it is not right
to assert that‘‘the Atom must be non-eternal, because it is
permeated by Akasha' (S0. 4-2-18).

Su¢ra ,23).

(The Nihilist}]—* Bur THE ATOM MUNT BE MADE UP
OF COMPONENT PABTS ; BEOAUSE IT 18" ONLY CORPOBEAL OB-
JECTS THAT HAVE ASHAPR. (S 23).
Bhasya on Sa. (23).
Lp. 282, Ll 7-9. )

“ As a matter of fact, shape belongs to only such things
as are limited and tangible,—~such shapes as triangular,
rectangnlar, square, and globular ; and this ‘shape’ is only
a particular arrangement of compoueat parts ;—Atoms also

are endowed with the globular shape ;—hence these must be
made up of component parts.”* :

oThe Varjika and Vishvauigha construe the Sugra as propounding two reasons :—
‘The Atom must be made up of componeuts,~(a) because it is corporeal,
and (3) because it liapwhpaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Varjika on Sa. (23).

_ [P. 518, L. 13 to L. 16.)

But the Alom eto. eto.—says the Safra. (4) Atoms must be
made up of component parts, because they are corporeal ; (B)
because they have a shape, Atoms must be made up of parts ;
every object with shape, 6.9, the Jar and such things, are found

‘to be made up of parts ;—the Atoms have shape ;—therefore
they must be made up of component parts.” *
. Sitra (24).
~ “ALSO BEOAUSE THEY ARE OAPABLE OF CONJUNOTION
{ AToMs MUST BE MADE UP OF COMPONENT PARTS),” (SQ. 24).
Bhagya on Su. 124).
[P. 282, L. 11 to L. 21].

“When an Atom comes between two other Atoms
and becomes conjoined to them, it brings about separation
between them ; and from this separation it is inferred that
the intervening Atom is conjoined, in its fore-part, with the
Atom lying behind it, and, in its aft-part, with the Atom
appearing in front of it; and these fore and aft parts are the
‘component parts’ of the Atom. Similarly when the
Atom becomes donjoined in all its parts, it must be regarded
a8 having component parts all over.”

Varlika on S0. (24).
[P. 518, L. 19 to P. 519, L. 5.)

« Also because eto, otc.—says the S#f{ra. What the Salra
means is that the Atom must be made up of component parts,
because it is capable of conjunction. ‘What is asserted in
this Siifra has already been said under the preceding Sutra,
where the fact .of the Atom baving a shape has been put
forward; and it is only a particular form of conjunction that
has been spoken of by means of the term shape’  What
is said under the present 8titra is not what has

Vir BB poen already said before; what has been
spoken of as ¢ shape’ is a particular form of conjunction among
the componeht parts of the Atom ; while what is spoken of as

‘conjunction’ is mere conjunction in general ; 8o that the
objection doesmabibieagainstipuswf Theodifference between
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the terms * corporeality ', ‘shupe’ and °©conjunction’ is as
follows]—(a) the corporeality’ belongs to only such objects
as are limited in extension and it consists in the six kinds
of dimension,—small, largo, long, short, extremely small,
and extremely short;—(b) * Shape ’ is that particular kind
of conjunction which is also called prachaya’, ¢ collocation ;
—and (¢)¢ Conjunction’is ‘approach preceded by non-
approach.

Bhagya on Sn., (25).
[P. 232, L. 14 to P. 288, L. 6.]

[The Bhagya answers the arguments of the Nibilist, as
follows]—

(A) As regards the argument—* The Alom must be made
up of component parts, because it is only corporeal objects that
have a shape™ (SR. 23),—this has been answered by us
already.  “ What is the answer thut has been given ? "
The answer given was—(a) that there can be nothing smaller
than that at which the process of division comes to an end
(P. 230, L. 9);—and (b) that the Atom cannot be regarded
a8 a product, as, if it were 80, then the parts of the Atom would
be smaller still (P. 231, L. 22). (B) As regards the
argument—* also because lhey are capable of conjunoction”
(S0. 24), which meaus that “the Atom can bring about
separation only if it is tangible, and conjunction not
pervading over the whole of its substratum, it must be
divisible into parts”,—this also we have answered by
pointing out that it is true that the Atom is tangible, but
the separation caused by the intervening Atom 18 due to
its being an obstacle in the way of the coming together of
the two Atoms,—and not to its being made up of component
parts.  ‘““But the Atom being tangible and causing sep-
aration, inasmuch as the conjunction of the Atom does
not pervade over the whole of its substratum, th? Atom
must be divisible into parts, and it would appear as if it were
made up of component parts.”  This also we have answered
by pointing out (above)—(a) that the process of division
must end st a thing than which there is nothing smaller, and
(6) that the Atom cannot be regarded as a produot, ast that
would mean thatiita:parts-are-still\emallemks.com
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As regards the arguments—*(a) Becauss il is only
corporeal objects that huve a shape (So. 24!, and (b) because
Atoms are capabts of conjuncrion (St. 24), Atoms wust be
regarded as being made up of component parts “’,—these
arguments

CANNOT SET ASIDE (THE FACT OF ATOMS BEING IMPARTITE,

BECAUSE THEY LPAD TO AN INFINITE KEGRESS, AND INFINITE

BEGRESS CANNOT BB RIGHT (SQtra 25).

The arguments put forward mean that ever{thing that
is corporeal, and everything that is conjunct,—all these are
made up of parts; and as such these arguments lead to an
infinile regress; and infinite regress cannot be right; if
infinile regress were right, then alone could the saig argu-
ments have any force. Consequently these cannot set aside
the fact of Atoms being impartite. :

Further, as a matter of fact, it is possible for the division
of anobject to completely destroy that objeot ; hence it is not
possible to carry on the process of division till the disappear-
ance of the object.

If thers were an infinile ragress (such as is involved in
the Opponent’s arguments), it would mean that in every object
thereare endless component substances; so that (a) thereshould
be no conception either of diverse dimensions, or of gravity,—
and (3) after the dismemberment of the compounent parts of
the Atom, the Composite and the Component would have to
be regarded as of equal dimension.

Vartika on Sa. (25).
[P. 519, L. 5 to I. 524, L. 2.]

The arguments cannot set asids, eto., etc.—says the Sifra.
Firsily, as regards the argument—* because they are corpo-
real, Atoms must be made up of component parts,’—this is
not conolusive ; the component parts of the Atom, for instance,
"would be corporeal and yet without parts; so that the premiss
of the argument is not true. (With a view to avoid this
difficulty) it might be held that there will be component
parteof the Atom also; ’—but in this manner, the Diad would
be immeasurable, either by gravity, or by number, or by
dimension,d~a wehare already. explained funder S0, 4-2:17.)
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“ But the corporeal objeot would go on being divided until it
reaches the end.” In that case that which is left at the end
would have to be regarded as without parts. ‘‘ That which
is left at the end is division itself.” That cannot be; for
there can be no ¢ division ' without somstking to be divided.
In faot only the following alternatives are possible :—{a) the
division ends with the Atom ; (2) the division ends with the
disappearance (of the thing divided); and (3) the division
is endless. (1) Now if division be held to end with the
Atom, then your reasoning iovolves self-contradiction; for
in reality the Atom is with shape and is yet not made up of
~ parts. “What is the self-sontradiction in this?” [When

you say that the division ends with the Atom] you admit
the Atom to be without parts and to have a shape, and yet
you assert that it is made up of parts ; and this assertion of
yours is contrary to your former admission. (2) and ($3) If,
on the other hand, the division be held to be either without
end, or to end with the disappearance of the thing,~even
so (1) there would be self-contradiotion, (2) there would be
the incongruity of the Diad being immeasurable (if thore were
no end to the division), and (3) the division would be with-
out a substratum (if the division went on till the disappeare

ance of the thing).

Further, in your Proposition ‘the Alom is made up of
parts,’ the two terms are mutually contradictory. * How so?”
The expression ‘made up of parts’ means that the thing
bas been produced out of, and subsists in, a homogeneous
substance,—the component part being the homogeneous
substance in which it subsists ; 8o that when it is said that
the Atom is made up of parts, it means that the Atom isa
particular kind of product; and to call it the ¢atom,’ and
then to say that it is a particular kind- of product, involves
a self-contradictiondndermsntof Pervthey-veryconame *atom’
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oconnotes that which is the final constitutent causs of things,
which, as such, can neverbe a product]. If you hold that what
is generally called the ¢Atom’ is preceded by (produced
out of) just one (smaller) Atom ;—then this would mean that
the Atom is not made wp of ports; according to this view
there would be no component purts in the
Atom all that it wonld mean would be that
‘being preceded by (produced out of) Atoms, the Atom is a
product. And this assertion would be uatenable, as there
could be no instance to substantiate such a proposition;
there is no instance available to show that there is
any thing produced out of a single constituent cause. Fur-
ther, in the event of the Atom being produced out of a single
constituent cause, there wonld be no need of causal appurte-
nances or. factors; 8o that there would bo no such thing
a8 the ' previous non-existence’ of the Atom [as the * previous
non-existence ’ of a thing is that point at which all its causal
factors are present and all that remains is the actually
coming into existence of the thing; so that in a case where
there are no causal appurtenances, there can be no * previous
non-existence '] ;—and there can be produsing’ (or. ‘coming
into existence ’) of that of which there is no ¢previous non-
existence.' ‘‘ But in the case of Sound it is admitted that
there is previous mon-ewistenoe, even though it is preceded
{producedj by a single sound.” This also is not true; in
the case of Sound there is not only one cause; what really
bappens is that one Sound is produced by another Sound,
only as aided by several factors in the shape of the partio-
ular receptacle and so forth.

Var. P. 520.

Even admitting that the Atom is produced out of a single
Atom,—what would be the meaning of its being made up of
parts ? Which (Atom) would be the composite, and which the
compenent p¢n“wnlgammm5&ms.m% would be
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the component part” In that case, since the cause.atom
would not be existing at the time that the product-atom
exists, you would have to explain what the meaning would
be of being with parts®
Then again, when the Opponent argues—* because the
Atoms are corporeal, they must be made up of parts,”—he
shonld be asked the following alternative question :— What
is that “body,’ *mir{i,’ by virtue of which the Atom is called
‘corporeal,’ ¢ miir{iman'? If there is such a ‘body,’ is it
something different, or non-different, from the Atom itself ?
If the ‘ body’ consists of a particular Colour &o.,~—then, in
accordance with your tenets, there is nothing that could be
* corporeal’ by virtue of such a ¢ body’; for according to yon
there is no proof for the existence of any Atom apart from
Colour &c.; you hold that the Atom counsists of Colour &e.
in their minutest form; and what is itself only Colour &e.
cannot be regarded as ¢ corporeal ’ by virtue of the same
Colour &o. And if the ‘body ' is not different from the
Atom, then we da not see what could be the meaning of the
possessive affix, * mafup’ (in ‘ midrfiman,’ ‘corporeal ’). * But
even in the case of non-different things, we find the possess-
ive affix used : when, for instance, we speak of the army as
being ¢hasfima(i,’ *equipped with elephants’.” Our ans-
wer to this isthat we have never found the possessive affix
used in the case of non-different things; (as regards the
example cited) we have already shown above (in aghyaya II)
how the ‘army ’ is something different (from the elephant
&o. constitating it).t Thus then, if the Atom is not some-
thing different (from Colour &o.,), and there is no ‘body’
_(of the Atom), the statement ‘ atoms are made up of parts

® When the part is uot present, how can the product, whole, be said to be with
paris ?

1wt swivatwisntongatirenigltoetingyin Qprrosmiperk
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because they are corporeal,’ comes to mean that ¢ Colour &o,
are endowed with Colour &o., because these are possessed
of Colour &c.’! This same reasoning also disposes of the
argument that * the cloth must be made up of parts, because
it is corporeal ” for the * cloth ’* also you do not admit to be
anything different from Colour &e.; nor do you admit its
corporeality ; and yet you assert that ¢ the cloth is made up
of parts because it is corporeal,’; and if by
this statement you admit the cloth to be
something different, then you stultify yourself; while if
you do not admit i, then your desired conclusion is not
proved ; for the right corroborative instance is that which is
endowed with both qualities (the probans and the proban-
dum), while in the case of the cloth, ‘being made up of
parts * cannot mean * corporeality.’®

What has been said above also serves to dispose of the
Opponent’s argument—** Atoms must be made up of parts
because they are capable of conjunction ” (S@, 4-2424). For
if * Conjunction'Ns admitted (as something different from
Atoms), then there is self-contradiction (on the part of the
Nihilist) ; while if it is not so admitted, then the ‘* premiss
(‘ because they are capable of conjunction ’) means ¢ because
they are atoms’! If it be held that ¢ capability of conjunc.
tion ’ means being endowed with a peculiar configuration,—
then such a probans would be what is not admitted (by both
parties) ; for ¢ being endowed with a peculiar configuration ’
means exactly what is meant by ¢being made up of parts,*’
If by ‘configuration’ you mean that particular dimension
of things which is not all-pervading,—in that case *being
endowed with configuration * wonld mean the same as ¢ being
corporeal ' ; 80 that there would be no point in putting for:
ward both the premisses—* because they are corporeal ’ and

® This is an obscure passage : we have pnt upon it the best construction possible,
Bat the sense is not [daieleleded from https://www.holybooks.com

Var. P. 521.
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* because they are endowed with a peoculiar configuration.’
It has also been pointed out, (says the Bhagya) that the pro-
cess of division must end ala thing than which nothing is
smaller, and that the Atom cannot be regarded as a product,
as that would mean that its parts are still smaller.

Another way in which the Opponent puts his argument is
a8 follows :—*“ Because the Atom is capable of conjunciion,
that Atom, which, appearing between two other atoms,
becomes connected with both, must bave parts. This same
idea is expressed in the following verse :—* Since there is
simultaneous connection with six atoms, the Atom must
have six parts ; if all six ocoupied the same point in space
[i. e. subsisted in the same substratum]# the aggregate
would still remain a mere Atom.’' That is to say, inasmuch as
(in the Triad) the Atom becomes simultaneously connected
with six Atoms, it must have six parts, because the several
oconnections must be in different parts of it ; if all the connec-
tions were in the same part, then the aggregate formed of the
six Atoms could still be a mere Atom.’”

[Our answer to the above is as follows]—If what you
speak of is in reference to each pair of Atoms (that are in
ocontact with a central atom), then the conjunctions certainly
do not appear in the same substratum ¥ [That is, one con-
junction, that of the first Atom with the central atom,
appears in the first alm, while that of the secoud atom
with the central Atom, appears in the sscond Atom, so that
they do ot appear in the same substratum, and yet this
does not prove that the Atoms have parts]. If, on the other
he:1d, what is said is in referente to that central Atom with
which the other Atoms are oconnected, thenm, inasmuch as

® The Ta(parya explains “ désha’in this context as equivalentto ddAdra, "
¢ substratrum.’

4+ The readingaliowiag-boctie F'afparyais wifiraurs.com



1624 THE NYAYA-SOTRAS OF GAUTAMA

the several conjunctions of the latter would subsist in the
single central Atom, there would be nothing
objectionable in the statement -that the con-

junctions (of the single Atom) with the several Atoms appear

in the same substratum,  Then, as regards the assertion
(in the second part of the verse) that * the conjoined Atoms
would ocoupy the same point in space (i. e. subsist in the
same substratum) ”,—this is not right ; because we.do not

hold any such view : [ according to our view], there is no
such thing as ‘substratum’ for the Atom; how then could
they be said to subsist in the rame substratum ? ®* Further,
as a matter of fact, there is no object in nature that subsists
in precisely the same substratum as another thing ; so that the
example cited in support of the Opponent’s reasoning must be
untrue (unknown). “ But the Cause and its Product do
subgist in the same substratum; e, g. when the Jar oomes
to be conneoted with a piece of Cloth, it becomes connected
also with the yarns (constituting that cloth), and also
with the parts of those yarns. [So that instances are mnot
wanting in support of the allegation that several ¢atoms
subsist in the same substratum’].”  This is answered by
the simple fact that we do not admit of any such thing ; what
bappens (in the case cited) is that the conjunctions subsist
in the same substratum, and not the Cause in its Produot. t

® What subsitts in & substratuin can nover be the Atom ; as the Atom does not

subsist in anything ; eo that in the case in question what would subsist in the
sawe substratum would be the Conjuactions, not the Atoms.

¥ What we are denyiug is the fact that two things caunot subsiet in the sawme
substratumn,—i, e. they cannot iniere in the same substratumn ; we do not deny the
oconjunctions subsisting in the vame substratum ; aud it is only if severaljatowns subsist-
ed in the same substratum, by inkerence, that they would remain a mere alom ; and
there would be no enlargement in their dimension ; ¢ . the several qualities of Colour,
Odour, and Taste inhering in'the same object do not enlarge its dimeusion three-
fold ; aud the reason for this lies in the fact that these qualities are immaterial, inoor-
poreal, and as such oan inhere in the same substratum. Iu the case of corporeal
substances, on the bthor|dueel] o duibsodMiubefeabe 8K Fame substratum is

Vir. P. 522.
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[This has been said after admitting, for the sake
argument, the hypothesis of the Opponent.] As a matter of
of fact however, Conjunctions also cannot subsist in the
same substratum as the conjunction subsists between each
separate couple of things ®. So that the allegation— all six
subsisting in the same substratum,”—is not true, either as
referring to the co-subsistence of the substances (Atom), or as
referring to the co-subsistence of the conjunctions.

Another argument propounded by the Nihilist is—
“that in which there is diversity of space-points (as there
is in the Atom, which combines with several Atoms
on its several space-points) cannot be regarded as one
[Henoce that which is regarded as one Atom must be
regarded as consisting of several parts].”  But who says
that there is ‘diversity of space-points’? What are regarded
as the ‘ several space-points ' are only so many contacts with
space ; and when we speak of ¢ diversity of space-points’ in
regard to the Atom, we do 80 on the basis of the assumption
that there are such imaginary contacts with space; in
reality there is no * diversity of space-points* in the Atom;
nor is there any diversity in the Atom itself ; the only fact
that remains is that the Atom is in contact with space; and
this is not incompatible with our theory. In that case, as
there would be no points of space in the Atom, there should
be no shadow, nor screening,” But shadow and screening
are due, not to presence of space-points, but to corporeal-

possible ; =0 that if the conjunction of theso does lead to the enlargemeunt of dimen-
sions, there is nothing incongruous in this.  Thus it is not true that the
conjunctions of one Atom with several Atoms would not lead toan eplargement
.of the atomic dimension ; for what would prevent such enlargement would be their
co-inherence in the same substratum, aud not conjunctios with them.—~T'dfparya.

® That is, when the fruit isin the basket, they form the substratum of the
conjunction between the fruit and basket ; while of the conjunction between a
part of the fruit and a part of the basket, the substratum consists of these
parts, and not of tHePraivadclBiacket dlandelvey.nolybooks.com
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ity and tangibility 3 it is only & corporeal and tangible ob-
jeot that screens another object. * What is the meaning of
this screening P” What it means is that the Object beiug it-
self connected (with something) prevents the conmnection
(with that same thing) of another object. Shadow also is
due to the screening of the atoms of light ; i.e., the corporeal
Atom soreens the atom of Light; and there is ‘Shadow’
where this screening takes place. In fact ‘ Shadow’ is the
pame applied to such substances, qualities and actions as
are connected with a smaller amount of Light (than the adjac-
ent things) ; and when those same substances have all light
completely turned away from thew, they come to be called
‘Darkness,’ Thus,as the phenomena of ‘ sha-
dow’ and ‘screening’ are capable of being
otherwise explained, they cannot serve as valid reasons (in
support of the proposition that Atoms are made up of parts).

What has been said above also disposes of the following
reasons (that have been put forward in support of the conten-
tion that Atoms are made up of parts) :—{a) ‘ Because they
have action,’ (&) ¢ because they are tangible,’ (c) * because
they are productive of substances, (d) ¢because they are
the substratum of that faculty which is the cause of motion,’s
(¢) ¢ because they are endowed with priority and posteriority,’
and 80 forth, *“In what way are these disposed of ?* The
argument—¢* Atoms must be made up of parts because they
are corporeal ''—has been found to be beset with defects in
the Proposition, and also with defects in the premises; and
these same defects—which fall under ome or other of the
fallacies of ¢ Oontradiction,’ ‘Untruth,’* Inconclusiveness’
&o. may be pointed out in every one of the above-mentioned
reasonings propounded by the Opponent. The rest is clear
in the Bhagya.

* ‘mlﬁmmﬂﬂpﬁ#www.holybooks.com _

Var., P. 528,
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There are some people who seek to prove that ‘ Atoms
are not-eternal ”’ on the ground of their having activity, and
go forth, These people can only mean that this character of
¥ having activity ’ is either the * discloser ' or the ¢ producer’
(of non-eternality). Now if the presence of action weve the
¢ producer ' of non-slernality, then anything that happens to
be without action would have to be regarded as elernal. IE
what is meant by ¢ action’ i3 being born, then the ullegation
of the Opponent comes to mean that ‘* Atoms are non-eternal,
because they are born ”* ; and as a matter of fact, this charac-
ter of being born is not accepted by all parties in regard to
Atoms. If, on the other hand, the character of ¢ having
aotivity ’ is meant to be only the discloser (of non-eternality),
then, in that case, somathing else will have to be pointed out
a3 being the cause of the ¢ non-eternality ' of Atoms; for it is
not in the nature of the discloger that it should bring into
exiatence the thing that it discloses ; what the discloser does
is only to disclose, or bring to view, what has been brought
into existence by something else; e, g. the Lamp does not
bring into existence a thing that did not exist before and
then illumine it. If the Nihilist means by- ¢ action’ in this
connection, such actions as those of * Throwing Upwards ’ and
the rest, that are postulated by other philosophers,~=then he
stultiies himself. This same reasoning applies to the case
of the Jar-and such things that have been cited (by the
Opponent) as corroborative instances. Further, when a cer-
tain thing is spoken of as ¢ having activity,’ what is meant
is that activity is inherent ia it. If the Nihilist admits this,
he stultifies himself ; if he does not admit it, then his argu.
ment amounts to the allegation that * the atom is non-eternal,
bocause it is the atom,” [As for the Nihilist, the Atom is not
something distinct from its Colour, Action &c.]. Then again,
the possessive affix is used only in connection with something
that differs fromiothes itivingpsthabipossessesoit ; so that the
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use of this affix (in the term ¢ Kriyava{fvat,’ * having a.ctipn ")
involves °*self-contradiction’ on the part of the Nihilist;
while if the thing (Action) is not held to be something differ-
ent (from the Atom), then he can have no instance in corrob-
oration of his allegation.

In the manner shown above, other allegations of the Oppo-
nent also may be disposed of in detail and refuted.

It may be argued by the Nibilist that he puts forward
thie aforesaid reasons only as they are admitted by other
philosophers (so that the urging of them cannot involve self-
contradiction on his part). But, in that case, if he admits
them as cognised by means of the Instruments of Right Cog.
nition,—then why should be call them © admitted by others’?
While if they are not so cognised, then, why should he seek
Var. P. 624. . to propound, for the convincing of others, a

fact which he has not himself rightly appre-

hended ?
- End of Section (8),

~. Section (4).
- [Sutra 26—387.]
Refutation of the Denial of the Eaternal World.
Bhagya on 8. (26).
, (P. 233, L. 6 to L. 18.]

(The Bauddha Idealist says]—‘ You take your stand
upon Cognitions, and then go on to assert that the objects of
these Cognitions exist ; but all these Cognitions are wrong
notions, If these were right notions, then alone could the

proper examination of Co%nitions enable us to form an idea
of and comprehend the real character of their objects.*

#The foregoing two seations have proved that all ordinary things are made
up of component parts, and that the Atom is not s0 made up,—we are now led on
to discass the question as to whether or not external objects exist. It is only
when external things exist that there can be any occasion for considering whether
or not they are eowaded from https://www.holybooks.com :
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, Sa{ra (26).

[P@rvapaksa]— As A MATTER OF FAOT HOWEVER,
'WHEN WEB COME TO ANALYSE THINGS BY OUR REASON, WE
FAILTO APPREHEND THEIR REAL OHARACTER; AND THIS
NON-APPREHENSION MUST BE LIKE THE NON-APPREHENSION
OF THE * CLOTH ' AFTER THE YARNS AAVE BEEN ABSTRAOT-
ED.”s Shtra 26). '

“ When we come to analyse each yarnin the Cloth,—as
‘ this is & yarn,' this is another yarn,’and so forth,—we
fail to perceive in it anything else besides the yarns, which
could be the real object of the notion of ¢ Cloth;’ and since
we do not perceive things as they are ordinarily conceived
of, it follows that no such things (as the Cloth) exist; so
that the Cloth being non-existent, if there is a notion of
¢ Cloth,’ it must be a wrong notion, similarly with all

things.” ¢
Var{ika on Su. (26).

(P. 524, L. 8 to L, 15.,)

“On the basis of Cognitions you regard things as existent;
but the cognitions are all wrong; if they were right, then
a careful scrutiny of them would have enabled us to appre-
hend the real nature of things. As a matter of fact however,
eto. etc.—says the S#l{ra. The objects of cognition,—the
Jar, the Cow and so forth—do not exist in reality ;—why P—
because when we come to examine them by our reason, we
fail to apprehend them as distinet from one another. E.g.
when we come to analyse our notion of the *Cloth,” we find
that it is made up of the several notions of ‘yarns’; and
there is no such thing as the Cloth, which could form the
object of the notion of ¢ Cloth ’; similarly when we come to

® Ct. Baugghakarika—gxar fafireqarmat eamdr sraardd |
wity fircfivwcared freerrare fiffam: o -
Batish Ch. Vidyabhfisapa finde in this Si¢ra an echo of the Madhyamika
sifras. '
¢ There is no Cloth apart from the yarns; there is no yarn apart from its
parts ; and so on up to Atoms ; of Atoms also we cannot perceive the real character,

Heuce from Atom dpavanianaadobfsrt Wiistd/www.holybooks.com
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analyse our notion of the yarns, we findit to be made up
of the notions of the parts of the yarns; and so with the
parts of these parts, " we reach the Atoms; and when
we come to analyse the Atoms themselves, we reach a point
where nothing remains. Thus all things being non-existent,
it follows that the notions of such things as the ¢ Jar,’ as
also of such things as the ¢ Cow,’ are wrong.”

Stifra (27). *
(Siddhanta)—THE BRASON PROPOUNIDED I8 INVALID ;
AS IT INVOLVES SRLF-CONTRADICTION, (S0 27).

Bhasya on SA. (27),
[P. 283, L. 16 to L. 17.]

If an * analysis’ of things by reason is possible, then it is
not true that the real nature of things is not apprehended ;
if, on the other hand, the real nature of things is not
apprehended, then there can be no analysis or scrutiny of
things by reason. So that to allege, that *there is analysis
of things by reason *—and the real nature of things is not
apprehended,” involves a contradiction in terms. We
have explained all this under St 4-2-15, where it has been
pointed out that~={the difficulties in connection with Com-
posites and Components would continue till the total nega-
tion of things.’t

Var{ika on SQ. (27).

(P. 524, L. 17 to P. 525, L. 7.]

The reason propounded iz inoalid eto, elc.—says the SB¢ra.
It is not right to say that when we analyse things by reason,
all things are found to be non-existent.—Why P~~Because it

®The right reading is wyvarrt qcar fiwie qraresqrTefafy as found
in Puri B,

¢ When the real nature of a thing is not comprehended, how can there be
sualysis of it by reason ? [As regards the analysis of things put forward by the
Opponent under the preceding Sagra] the process of analysing must end at a certain
point ; if it did not, then the Diad would become immensurable, &c. &o. &c. as
pointed out before.. D @fpaeged from https://www.holybooks.com
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involves self-contradiction. * What- self-contradiotion is
there ?” The ¢ self-contradiction’ consists in incompatibility ;
.that is, if there can be analysis of things by reason, then
things cannot be non-existent; and if things
are non-existent, then there can be no analysis
of things by reason,

Var. P. 525.

. When the Opponent asserts that all things aro non-exis.
tent, he should be asked his proofs for this, If he does
adduce proofs, then he stultifies himself;* while if he
does not adduce proofs, thenm, in the absence of proofs,
his purpose (of establishing his proposition) fails to be accom-
plished. 1f the purpose of establishing a proposition could be
accomplished without proof, why could not the proposition
that ¢ all things are existent ’ be regarded as established ? In
faot, the flaws that we have iudicated in the view put forward
under S@. 4-1-37~viz. “all must be non-entities, because all
things are known to be mere negations of one another, ”—are
found also in the present- doctrine of the Idealist.

Siagra (28).
THE NON-APPREHENSION (OF THE WHOLR) APAT (FROM

IT8 PAH'I‘S) 18 DUE TO THE FACT THAT 11 SUBSISTS IN THESK,
(Su. 28.) ]

Bhagya on 8, (28).
[P.234,L.2to L, 5.}

As a matter of fact, the Product subsists, is contained, in
its Causes; it is for this reason that it is not apprehended
apart from these latter ; there is separate apprehension only
when the contrary happens to be the case; that is, two things
are separately apprehended only when one is not contained
in the other.

¢ ¢Proof’ being inoluded under ‘all things,’ the adducing of the proof would
mean the abaudoning of the poeition that nothiug can be known, everything is
non-existent. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Then again, the analysis of things by reason does lead to
the distinot agprehensioa of things,—as 18 found in the ocase
w

of Atoms, ich are imperceptible ; that is that which is

perceived by the senses, when it comes to be analysed, is
surely recognised as different (from the impersaptible Atoms).*

Var{ika on Sa. (29).
[P. 525,L. 7 toL 12.]

It has been argued by the Opponent that—* if the Cloth
and such things were something distinot (from their compo-
nent parts), then the analysis of the yarns could lead us to
the apprehension of the cloth " ;—our answer to this is as
follows :~=the non-apprehension is due §e. §o.—says the Sijra.
As a matter of fact, the product is contained in the cause;
hence it is not apprehended apart from the latter ; there is
separate apprehension only when the contrary happens to be
the case ; that is, when between two things, there exists
neither the relation of cause and effect, nor that of the con-
tainer and contained, then alone we apprehend the one apart
from the other. -

. S8fra (29).
IN BEALITY THINGS ARE OOGNISKD BY MKANS OF THE
InstruMeNnTs of Rigur CoaNiTioN. T (S1. 29).

Bhagya on Su. (29).
[P. 234, L.7, L.11,]

‘When things are analysed by reason, what sort of apprehen-
sion of the real nature of things we have, and how we have
it,—and also what sort of apprehension we do not have, and
how we do not have it,—all this is known through what we can

®[n the case of ordiuarily perceptible cownposites and components—where
both are perceptible, e. g. the cloth and the yarns,—it may be difficult to appre-
hend the cowposite as distinct from its parts. But when it comes to the compo-
site thing, whose components are atoms, the distiact apprehension becowes quite
easy ; the composite being perceptible while the componeat is not perceptible.—
Tajparya. .

1This Sa§rs ismeant to show that even in the case of ordinary things, where
the composite and its oomponentsare both perceptible, we do have the distinot
apprehension of thingw ivolnérirbsiolnitaeténvwFaipdegaks.com
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cognise by means of the instruments of right cognition. In
fact the very ‘analysis of thinga by reason’ consists of what
is cognised by means of the instrumonts of right cognition ;
a8 it 18 only such cognitions that pervade through all sorip-
tures and all actions, as also all activities of living beings.
It is only when one comes to examine things by his reason
that he comes to determine that a certain thing exists and
another thing does not exist And such an examination or
analysis does not warrant the conclusion that nothing exists. *

(Vartika on 8Q. 29).
[P. 525, Ll 14-15.]

In reality things are cognised §ec. §c.—says the Sifra.
What exists and in what manner it exists,—as also what
does not exist, and in what manner it is non-existent—all
this is ascertained through what we cognise by means of
the instruments of right coguition. The rest is clear in ths
Bhasya.

Sifra (30).

BY BEASON OF THE POSSIBILITY AND IMPOSSIBILITY OF
proovs [tha Parvapaksa allegation becomes untenable).

(80. 80).

Bhagya on Sa. (30).
[P. 284, Ll 18-16.].

Under the circumstances, the allegation* nothing exists "
is untenable—Why P—=By reason of the possibility and im-
possibility of proofs. That is, if proof is available in support
of the allegation that ¢ nothing exists, ” then the allegation
becomes self-condemued :—if, on the other hand, no proof is
available in support of the allegation, how can it be establish-
ed ? If it can be establishe1 withont proofs, then why cannot
the assertion ‘‘ all things exist * be regarded as established ?

® The Tagparys construes this last sentence with the fotlowing Sa¢ra. It
appears better to construe it with the foregoing BAdgya. The connection of the
next 8dfra follows Feomlita craslyrodusbtisiomww. holybooks.com
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Vartika on 88, (30).
(The Var{ika bas nothing to say on this SQfra.]
S#fras (31) and (32).
[The Idealist objects to what has been said in 8. 30.]—
“T'Hg NOTIUN OF BBALITY IN REGARD TOTHB ‘IN-
sTROMENTS OF RigHT COGNITION' AND  OBJEOTS COGNISED*
(BY MEANS THEREOF) I8 SIMILAR TO THB NOTION OF THE
REALITY OF DREAMS AND THE OBJECIS DREAMT oF ; (Si. 31)
~OK, IT MAY BE LIKENED TO THEK NOTIOVS OF RBALITY IN
REGARD TO MAGICAL PHENOMENA, IMAGINARY CITIES IN
THE AIR, AND THE MiRage.” (Sa. 32).

- Bhagya on SQ. (31) and (82,
[P. 234, LI, 18-12.]

“In Dreams, no objects are existeat, and yet we have
the notion of reality in regard to them ; similarly neither
‘Instruments of Cognition’ nor ¢ Objects of Cognition ' are
really existent, yet we have the notion of reality in regard
to ¢Instruments of Cognition’ and *objects cognised’ by
means thereof. [Ahdbit is not so in Dreams only, in the
waking condition also, we have several such notions of
reality in reﬁrd to things not really existent; e.y. magical
phenomena &c. &ec.})."”

Vartika on 84, (81)and (32).
(P. 525, L1. 18-20.]

“ The notion of reality &o. &c.—says the Sifra. In
dreams, no objects exist, and yet we have the notion of things
dreamt of being really existent; similarly neither ¢ Instru.
ments of Cognition’ nor ¢ Objects of Cognition ’ really exist,
and yet we have the notion of these being real.”

Siifra (38). .
[Answer.]—BiNos THERE 18.NO REASON (IN SUPPORT OF

11), Tas Propositioy (of T8% OPPONBNT) CANNOT BE RB-
GARDED A8 (EsTABLI&HEDY hifSH88)olybooks.com
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Bhasya on Si. (33).
[P. 285, L. 1 to L. 11.]

As a matter of fact, there is no reason in support of the
view that *the notion of ¢Instruments’ and ¢ Objeots ’ of
Cognition are like the notion of reality in regard to things
dreamt of, and it is not like the cognition of things during
the waking state’;—and since there is no such reason, the
Proposition cannot be regarded as established, In fact there
is no reason to show that what are cognised during dreams
are non-existent things. “Inasmuch as things dreamt of
are not perceived when the man wakes up, (they must be
regarded as non-czistent).” [According to this reasoni
of yours] inasmuch a8 we do apprehend the things cogniszg
during the waking s‘ate, the existence of these camnot be
denied ; if, from the fact of our not apprehending, on waking,
the things cognised in dreams, you infer that these things
are not existent,—~then it follows that the things that we
do apprehend when awake, are emistent, because they are
apprehended ; so that the reason you put forward (in proof
of the unreality of things dreamt of) is found to have the
power of proving a conclusion contrary to your tenets. It is
only when the existence of things can be inferred from their
aEprehension, that you can infer their non-existence from
their non-apprehension.® And if under both circumstances
(of dream a8 well as of waking) things were equally non-
existent, then non-apprehension could have no power at all
(of proving anything); when, for example, there is non-
perception of Colour when the lamp is absent, what justifies
our attributing the non-perception of Colour to the absence
of the Lamp is the fact that the Colour is existent,} (and
would have been perceived if the lamp were there).

#The right reading is Squwery TXRASRY STRATATS: fareqfiy as found in
Puri B., and countenanced by the Var¢ika.

$+We can attribute the non-perception of colour to the absence of lamp, only
if weknow that colour is existent, and would have been perceived if the lamnp were
there. If all things were always—during dreams as well as during the waking
state=-ton-cxistent, then their non-perception could not prove anything at all ;
asin that case we covld have no such notion as that ‘if it existed, it would have
been perceived ', Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Further, you have to show cause for the diversity that is
found - in dream-cognitions: e.g. one dream is beset with
dread, another with joy, aud yet another is devoid of both ;
while at times one does not dream of anything at all. Accord-
ing to the theory under which the dream-cognitions are dne
to real causes, the said diversity can be explained as being
due to the diversity in those causes.®

Vartika on 8@, (33).
[P. 526, L. 4 to P. 527, L. 11.]

What has been alleged by the Opponent cannot be
accepted ; as there are no proofs in support of it ; no proofs
have been adduced by the Opponent in support of his allega-
tion that—¢ the notion of reality in regard to things is like
the notion that we have in dreams.” ‘‘Apprehension itself
constitutes the proof ; that is, what proves the fact that the
things apprehended dnring the waking state are non.existent
apart from Consciousness is the phenomenon of Apprehen-
sion iteelf,—the apprehension during dreams serving as the
corroborative iustapce,”+ This proof is ineffective : because
the instance cited is as unproved as the Probandum itself
[that objeots dreamt of hive no existence is as open to
doubt as that objects perceived during waking bave no ex-
istence}. What is the proof of your allegation that * the
things that are apprehended during dreams have no existence
apart from consciousness” ?  * The proof lies in the fact that
they are not perceived when we wake up.” If you mean by
this that—* because the things are mnot perceived by us
when awake, they must be non-existent, "—this can have no
force; as you have introduced a qualifying term (‘when

®This explanation cannot be available for the Ldealist, for whom there is no
real object at all.

+ The argument being thus formulated—* Things perceived during the waking

atate have no existence,~becanse we have apprehension of them, --just as we have
of things dreamt BtWnloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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awake’), which implies that those that ara perceived by us
when awake do exist; either this is the implication of the
qualifying term, or the qualified phrase, “because they are
not perceived by us when awake,” has no meaning. Further,
if you regard the thing perceived by us when awnke as
non-ezistent, what is your reason for believing that the Mind
exssts P '

Secondly, the fact of non-apprehension during the waking
slate, which you put forward as the reason for your allegation,
has no validity at all; bscause non-apprehension is found to
have the power (of indivating something) only under circum-
stances contrary to what you allege ; that is, as a matter of
faot, the non-apprehension of a thing can prove its non-eais-
tence only if its apprehsnsion ba taken as proved by its existence ;
so that ‘ non-apprehension’ can serve as an efficient reason
only under circumstances contrary fo your assertion.

[The Idsalist states his position with reasons)—* There
are no objects apart from Consciousness, because they are
capable of being apprehended, like Sensation and the rest.
Sensation and the rest, being capable of apprehension, have
no existence apart from Mind ; similarly Objects also. ”

[The Varfika answers the Idealist’s argument as follows]—

As a matter of fact, * Sensation’ is Pleasure and Pain, and
¢ Consciousness ’ is Cognition; and since” Qugnili on is some-
thing different from Pleasure and Pain, the instance you
have oited in corroboration of your reasoningis not applic-
able at all. That Pleasure and Pain are differeat from
Cognition is proved by the fact that while the
the former are ‘ objects apprehended, ’ the latter
is *apprehension’ itself, and certainly Apprehension is some-
thing different from the apprehendsd object, Even i Cogni-
tion were non-different from Sensation, yet there could be no
instance to shawodhati-Apprehensionroandoh Apprehended

Vir. P, 527,
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Object’ are one and the same; the aclion and its objeotioe
can never be one and the same, If you persist in regarding
. the two as one, without heeding what is vouched for by real
experiende,—still such a conception would be contrary
to your doctrine that there are four forms of Conscious.
ness. Lf the fourfoldness is not admitted, and mere Cogni-
tion or Idea be insisted upon as the only thing perceived,—
then the person holding such views should be asked to explain
the ordinarily percaived divarsity of Cognitions. There being
no eternal or exteraal cause for t1e diversity of Cognitions,
whence does there arise diversity in Cognition? Ifhe admits
that the diversity in Cognitions is like the diversity in
dreams,~—he should be forced to admit that in Cognitions
the diversity is due to the impressions of real entities seen
and experienced during life [the diversity in dreams being
due to these]. If he should persist in believing that in
dreams the diversity is due to mere fancy # {not necessarily of
real entities), he should be met with the fact that there is
always some distinotion between the funcy and the fanoisd ob-
jeot ; the fancis 1 objeot is not the same as the fancy (So that if
the diversity in dreams is due to fanoy, this fancy must per-
tain to some real entity].
Siifra (84).
Ligr RerMBRANOE AND DesiRS, THE COGNITION or
OBJROTS IN DREAMS ALSO—

Bhasya on Su. (34).
(P. 235, L, 14 to P, £36, L. 7.]
has for ils object something that has besn previously appre-
hended [this has to be added to complete the Stfra). Just
as Remembrance’and Desire have for their objects previously
apprehended things, and are incapable of lending support
to the denial of the reality of such things,—so in dreams also
the cognition of things bas for its objeot things that have

" Tho right ogdingis STV TR SR 2 o
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been previously apprehended ; hence these also do not justify
the notion that nosuch things exist. Thus in reality the
Dream-cognition is always one that has its object previously
perceived in the waking state; and when the sleeping man
who has seen a dream wakes up, be recognises the dream-
cognitions as his own, the idea in his mind being °this is
what I saw in my dream.’ And it is only in relation to (and
in comparison with) the said waking cognition that we come
to"the conclusion that the Dream-cognition is nnreal, That
Bhi. p.gss, 18 to 8ay, when on waking one recognises the
"™ Dream-cognition—as °¢thisis what I saw inmy
dream '—it is the recognition that leads him to the conclusion
~—‘my oognition of things in the dream is uareal.’ If
there be no difference between the two, the proof becomes
meaningless ; that is, he for whom there is no difference
(on the point of reality) between the waking and the dream-
cognition, for him the proof or reason,—that *the notion of
Instruments and Objects of Cognition is liks the notions of
things in a dream’ (SQ. 81)—can have no meaning; for
he has denied the very basis of such an allegation ; the idea of
a thing as what it is not (i. e. a wrong notion)—is always
based upon a real original (counterpart); e.g. the conocep-
tion of the pillar, which is not man, as ‘man’ is always
based upon a real original ; i. e. until the original, the real
man, has been perceived, one can have no conception of
‘man’ in regard to what is not man. Similarly the oconcep-
tion of things in a dream,—such as ‘I have seen an
elephant,’ ¢ I have seen a mountain,’=can only rest on the
basis of some real counterpari (the cognition of real elephants
and mountains),* :

Var{ika on Su. (34).
[P 527, L. 11 to P. 529, L. 13.}

The dream-cognitions that rest upon such diverse
things as ‘city ' ‘chariot ' and so forth, are unreal; and as
such they can appear only on the basis of their similarity to
certain cognitions during the waking state. - When the
Opponent asserts—* for me all cognitions would be unreal,”—

® Unless one has had a previous cognitiou of the real object, he can have ug
wrong conceptions i regieddedtfrom https://www.holybooks.com
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he should be questioned in regard to the original counterpart
(of the unreal cognitions) ; for we never find any wrong
notions without a real counterpart.

The man who does not admit the existence of anything
except Consciousness should be asked to explain the real
character of Demonstration and Refutation. If these are
held to be something exsternal, then it involves self-contra-
diction on the part of the Opponent; if on the other hand,
they are held to be of the same nature as Consciousness,
then, since the Consciousness of one maa is never apprehend-
ed by another, no oconclusion could be proved (for
the benefit of another person, by such dewmonstration and
refutation) ; a8 & matter of faot, one man does not know
the dream dreamt by auother person, until it is described to
him. If (with a view to escape from this difficulty) Con-
sciousness itself be regarded as having the form of words, ~
then the upholder of this view should be asked
to explain the exact signification of the term
‘form’' as oocurﬂng in the expression, *Cousciousness
bas the form of words ’; as a matter of fact, when, by reason
of similarity to a counterpart, one thing is conceived of as that
(counterpart) which it is not then alone is that thing said
to have the ‘form’ of the other thing; and since under
your theory, there is no such real entity as ‘word,’ the ex-
pression * Consciousness has the form of words' can have
‘no meaning. -

Further, he who does not admit of things besides Con-
soiousness, should be asked to explain the difference between
the waking and drealh_ing conditions :—as for him, just as
there are no real objects of dream-cognitions, so also there
are no real objeots of waking cognitions; so that to what is
due the notion that * this is the dreaming and that the waking
oondition’? Amddhedresultiof/this. memdistinotion between

Vir. P. 528.
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the waking and dreaming cognitions would be that thard
would be no distinotion between Merit and Demerit (Virtue
and Sin) ; for just a8 no demerit or sin attaches to incest
comaitted in a dream, 0 would there be noue attachiug to
that wot committed during the waking stats! ¢ Difference
hetween the waking and dreaming conditions is due to the
faot that while in ons the man is beset with slesp, in the
other he is not s0.” Even if the Opponent admits this, the
difficulty still romaias,~how does he know that the influence
of sleep causes derangement in Consciousness? If again,
he should admit this difference (between the waking and
dreaming conditions) that in one the cognitions are distinot,
while in the other they are indistinct,—then, he- should
explain what sort of distinctness or indistinctness there can
be in ¢ cognitions ’ when there are no real objects,s But
even in the absence of real objects we find diversity in the
ocognitions.” You mean by this as follows :—* From among
persons born under the influence of similsr destinies, while
some {on death) have sight of a river full of pus—though ia
reality neither the river nor the pus is there; and though
one and the same thing cannot have several forms, yet in
regard to the same river we find diversity in the cognitions :
Some other persons see that same river as full of water,
others again as full of blood, and so forth; from all which
it follows that in each case the Cognition appears in that
particular form in aoccordauce with the inner conscious-
ness of each person, and it has no external basis iu the shape
of an object.” But this view is not tenable ; as it involves
self-contradiction. When you say—'' there being no exter-
nal objeot, the Cognivion itself appears in thut particular
form,”—jyou render yourself open to the question as to what
is meant by the Cognition appearing in that form. .If (it is
meant that) the Cognition has the form of the *blood,’ then

® Throughout thiwpaetsge RNris Attpin-roading, Syt Rrgrsswd egaT for evwar.
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you should explain ¢ blood ’,—~what is ‘ blood * ? Similarly you
should explain the forms of ‘ water’ and ‘river.’ Further,
in the sentence ‘they see the river full of pus,’ when we
come to examine the words one by one, we
find that they can have no meaning; as (accord-
ing to the doctrine that nothing but Consciousness exists)
there are no such things as ¢ Colour’ and the other phases
of Consoiousness, Further, (under the Opponent’s dootrine)
there can be no restriction as to place &ec.; that is, when no
object exists, what would be the reason for the fact that
persons see the river of pus in one place, and not another?
He for whom there is something really existing in a definite
form,—for him it is quite possible that all cognition in any
other form should be wrong ; and wrong cognitions, if they
appear, never completely discard (do away with) their
(real) counterpart; so that it behoves the Opponent to
explain what is the counterpart of the cognitions of ¢ pus’ and
the rest; and just as in the case of the cognition of ¢ pus’
80 also in the case ef the coguitions of magical phenomena,
imaginary cities, miragic water and so forth (it would be
necessary to point to real counterparts). '

The Bauddha Idealist brings up the following further
argument :—* [Under the theory of the Sidqhansin] the
* impression ’ is left by the deeds of the man in one place, while
its result appears in an entirely different place. That is to
say, the result of an act should appear in the same place
where the act is done; but for him who admits of things
other than (onsoiousness, ths act is done in one place, while
its result appears in another place ; so that the action and
its result are not co-substrate.”s

® For example, the man perforins the Pulrdgli in the present body, while he
gets theson after several nonths and appears elsewhere than in the Body of the
performer. Acocording to the Idealist, the act of performance aud the birth of the
#0on, both appear in the same *Series of Consciousness’ that constitutes the entire
personality of theDmamloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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"There is no force in this argument ; as we do not admit
any such thing; we do not admit that the act and its result
are nol co-substrate ; the act and the result both acoruing to
the Soul; so that our theory is not open to the objection
urged.*

. [The Partika formulates arguments in support of the
reality of external things]—Objects are something different
from my Consciousness,—(a) because they are possessed
of generic and specific properties,—like the Consciousneas
appearing in another * series';—(b) because they are cognis-
able by the Instruments of Right Cognition ;—{¢c) becanse
they are preceded (brought about) by Merit.

Bhagya on Sa. (35).
[P. 236, L. 7 to L. 22).

Such being the case,—

Tae peeTRUCTION OF WRONG APPREHENSION FOLLOWS
reoM TBUE KNOWLEDGE ; JUST A8 THERE IS DESTRUCTION OF
THR OONCEPTION OF THINGS DURING A DREAM, ON WAKING.
(Sttra 85).

When one has the conception of ‘ man’ in regard to the
Pillar, this is ‘ wrong apprehension, ’—being the apprehen-
gion of the thing as what it is not ; whereas when, in regard
to the Pillar one has the conception of ¢ pillar, this is ¢'I'rue
Knowledge’ ;—and what is set aside by ‘True Knowledge’
is the wrong Apprehension, not the object,—the generic
ocharacter of ¢ objest’ being common to the Man and the
Pillar.+ Just as when the man wakes up, the cognition
that he has sets aside the conception of things that he had
during dream,—and not the ‘object’ in general. Similarly
in the ocase of magical phenomens, imaginary oities and

® Acoording to us the mere birth of the son is not the result, but the pleasure
caused by the birth, and pleasure isin the Soul ; similarly the cause of it is not the
mere Aef, but the Merit produced by it,

+ When we subsequently cometo recognise the pillar as ¢ pillar, all that this
proves is that our former cognition of it was wroug, not that the ¢ man’ (as which
the pillar had been formerly apprehended) is non-existent, nor that the former
ocoguition had no o¥jsetivécstaddt from https://www.holybooks.com
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mirage, we have the cognition of things as what they are
not ; and these wrong apprehensions also are set aside, in the
manner described above, by ¢ True Knowledge, ' which does
not set aside the fact of the cognitions having some sort of
an object, As a matter of fact, in the case of magic &o. also,
the Wrong Apprehension has always got some basis in reality ;
for what happens in what is called ‘ magic’ is that the man
equipped with the necessary a.?plianoes. takes up a real
substance similer to that whose illusion he intends to pro-
duce, and in regard to this real substance, he brings about the
wrong apprehension in another person ;—in the case of the
¢ Imaginary City, ' what happens is that either Snow or some
such real substance actually comes to assume the shape of &
city, and hence, from a distance, people come to conceive of
it as ¢ City * ; that this is what really happens is proved b

the fact that the illusion does not appear when there is no suc

substance as the said Snow ;—similarly again, whon the
Sun’s rays, coming into contact with the heat radiating from
the Earth’s surface, begin to flicker, there arises the notion
of ¢ water? in regard to it, by reason of the perception of
the common quality of (flickering) ; that this is so is proved
by the fact that when the man draws near, or when the
Sun’s rays are not there, there is no such illusion. Thus
we find that in the case of every Wrong Apprehension there
is some sort of real entity at the bottom somewhere, and
no Wrong Apprehension is entirely baseless. We also find
- that there is a distinct difference in the character of the two
cognitions,—viz : (a) that of ‘the magician and his audience
(the former regarding the magic phenomenon as wunreal,
and the latter believing it to be real); (8) that of the man
at & distance and of one who is near at band, the former
regarding the ‘imaginary city' and the °miragic water’ as
real, while the latter has no 1dea of such things at all; and
(¢) that of the sleeping man and of the waking man. All
this diversity would be inexplicable if everything were
non-existent, and as such entirely without any name or

character.
Vartika on Sn. (85",
(P. 529, L. 17 to P. 530, 8.]

Such being the case, ihe deatruction of Wrong Apprehen-
sion &o. &o.—saymiheSQrarpsFhe. concaptionof the pillar
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as ‘man’ is wrong apprehension ; and this wrong Apprehen-
gion is set aside by the True Knowledge (of the Pillar as

pillar), which latter does not set aside the
" general character of ‘object,’ which is com-
mon to the Pillar and the Man. Just as the conception of
things apprehended in a dream are set nside by the waking
cognition of things, which latter however, does not set aside
the general character of ‘object.” The rest is oclear in the
Bhagya.

Vir: P. 530,

Sifra (36).

(Having disposed of the ldealist, who, while deny-
ing the reality of the Balernal world, admits the
Idea,—the Author neat takes up the Nihilist, who de-
nies the Ilea also)—IN THE SAMR MANNER, THE EX-
TSTENOE OF THE ¢ APPREHENSION ' ATSO (OANNOT BE DENIED) ;
BECAUSE WR AOTUALLY PRBOBIVE ITS OAUSE, AS ALSO ITS
REAL EXISTENOE.

Bhagya on Su. (36).
[P. 287, Ll 2-4.]

Just as the existence of the ‘ object ' of Wrong Apprehen-
sion cannot be denied, so that of the Apprehension itself
cannot be denied ;=—why ?—(a) because we actually perceive
its cause, and (b) because we actually perceive its real ex-
istence ; (a) as a matter of fact, we are aotuallgvoognisant of
the cause of Wrong Appiebension ; and (b) Wrong Appre.
hension also is found to appear in every person, and is
actually cognised as such, being, a8 it is, distinctly ocognisable.
From all this it follows that Wrong Apprehension actually
exists. .

And when even Wrong Apprehension is real, Right Ap.
prehension is all the more so]. :

Vartika on Su. (36).
[P. 580, L.5 to L. 8.)

In the same manner &c. &o.—says the Sefra. There ‘ia
always a cause for Wrong Apprehension. * What is that

oause P 1t QomeletteF Mo R RESSRESR of pommon pro-
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perties, (1) the non-perception of specific properties and (o)
the imposition of suck specific characters as are not actually
present (in the thing). When one admits that there are
Wrong Apprehensions, it behoves him to point out its cause H
and when one admits its cause, he must admit its ¢ objeot ’

also.
S#fra (37).
WgoNG APPRBHENSION HAS A DOUBLE CBARACTER,
BASED UPON THE DIFFERENCR BETWERN THE REAL OBJROT

AND THE COUNTERPABT.* (SD. 37).

Bhagya on Sa. (37).
[ P. 237, L. 6 to L. 12

The © real object ’ is the Pillar, and the *counterpart ’ is
the Man; and whenever there is a wrong apprehension of
the Pillar as ¢ Man,’ both of thesq—the real oﬁ'eot and the
counterpart—are manifested in it quite distinotly, and the
misapprehension is due to the preception of their common
properties ;—simarly there is misapprehension of the Flag
as a line of cranes, of a piece of stone as a pigeon, In fact,
Wrong Apprehensions are possible only in regard to similar
objects, because they are brought ubout by the perception
of common F'opertiea {belonging to two or more similar
objects).t (For these reasons, he for whom everything is
without name and form,—according to such a person there
can. be no possibility (of Wrong Apprehension).

As regards Odour and other such objects of Cognition,
the notion of ¢ Odour’' &o. (i.4. of the things in their own
charaoter),—which would be regarded (by the Opponent)

® The Baudgha argues that, since the object of Wrong Apprehension is
non-existent, that of Right Apprehension also must be non-existent. This is
what the present 82{ra traverses. The idea is that the object of Wrong Appre-
hension also is not entirely non-existent : What forma the object of Wrong Ap-
prehension has a dual churacter—that of the real object ¢ Pillar ' and also that of
the counterpart ‘Man’;and thoughin the character of ¢ man ' the object is aon-
\ezlatent, it is really emistent in the character of * Pillar.’

4 The reading in the pridted toxtis wrong. The right reading is either—
(2) TOREATR* “WEQEIAEIOATY, ©r (b) AW WATR * TEQEAREINTN_ o5 in Pori B,

We bave adopted Eldaleeded from https://www.holybooks.com
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as Wrong Apprehensions,—must, in faot, be regarded as
True Apprehension ; for the simple reason that in the ocase
of those Oognitions, there are no two things involved—in
the shape of the real objeot and its counterpart,—nor is

there the perception of any property common to two or more
things.

From all this it follows that the allegation that—**the
oconceptions of the Instruments and the Objects of Cognition
are wrong "—is not right.

Var{ika on Sa, (87
Wrong Apprehension &o. &o.—says the Sifra. The * real
object’ is the Pillar, the ‘counterpart’is the Man ; and it
isonly when both of those are manifested that we have
Wrong Apprehension. The rest is clear in the Bhagya.

. End of Section (4).

Section (5)
[Sagras 38—49.]
- The Devolopment of True Knowladge.
Bhagya on Sa. (38).
[P. 287, L, 12 to L. 17.]

It has been said above that when there is True Knowledge
of the causes of Defects, there follows the cessation of the
notion of ‘I’ Now the question arises—How is True
Knowledge brought about ? *

® The reality of the External World and of "Cognitions bLaving been
stablished, the Author reverts to what was said under Sffras 4-2-1 et seg. in
connection with the causes of Defeots, where the process was desoribed,
This cannot be regarded as sufficient for the purposes of the enquirer; as
the True Knowledge there in described cannot do away with such illusions
and wrong apprehensions as are of the nature of Direct Apprehension ;—
henoce it bocomes necessary to desoribe such True Kuowledge as may be of the
character of Direot Apprehension—Parishugdgdhi.

This is the partioular form of ‘ True Kuowledge’ that is reforred to by the
question with which the Bhdgya introduces the Sayra.—Vardhamana.

Vishvandiha adds—The Knowledge produced by. the Beriptures is momen-
tary, like all coguitivus;nieadébatrowlisiip it/ wusssl tiybexist, cwfong notions would
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{Taus KNowLEDGE PROCERDS] PROM THE PRACTIOB OF

A PABTIOULAR FORM OF MEDITATION # (S0, 28)

When the Mind baving been abstracted (withdrawn) from
the Sense-organs, is kept steady by an effort tending to
ooncentration,—the contact that takes place between this
Mind and the Soul, and which is accompanied by a con-
soious eagerness to get atthe truth, is what is called ¢ Medi-
tation.' ¥ During this meditation, no cognitions appear in
regard to the objects of the senses. From the practioe of
the said Meditation proceeds True Knowledge.

Virtika on St. (38).
[P. 530, L. 12 to P. 531, L. 9.

It has been said above that from the True Knowledge of
the cause of Defeats follows the cessation of the wolion of ‘1°;
now the question arises—How doss Trus Knowledge come
about? It comes, says the S#(ra, from the praclice of a
particular form of Meditation. The rest is clear in the
Bhagya,

Objection :="The Internal Organ (Mind) being all-pervad-
ing in its character, no abstraction of it is possible. ”  1f
you mean by this that—¢ since the Internal Organ is all-
pervading, how can there be an abstraction of it ?"— then
our answer i8 that thereis no force in this; as this has been

‘ again continue to appear and entangle the Soul. Honoce it becomes necessary to
explain the process by which the said True Kuowledge may be developed and
amplified and rendered capable of putting an end, once for all, to all possibility of
wrong notions appearing agaiu.

® Tho exact reading of this 804rais uucertain. S3. Mu. D. and Vishvavigha
read as in the priuted ioxt ; Puri 53, Ms. reads garfifentrarg (which is appa-
rently wrong) ; the Tafparys reads gRrRyeTSITETY ; though the Nyd’nlcb
inbangha reads as iu the printed text. 80. Ms. . bowever reads—mwwegrrfiafien-
w e (! wavaregfadn frcareom: o

+ ¢ By concentration ' is meant the keeping of the Soul within its own abode
in the lotus of the heart. As such concentration is present also duriug deep sleep,
we bave the additional qualification * which is accompauied by &o.'—which ex-
cludes Deep Bloep.BPdiparyuml from https://www.holybooks.com
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already answered. How the Internal organ is not all-pervad-
ing we have explained before (in course of our refutation
of the Saikhya), by * pointing out that in reality the Internal
Organ is atomic, “But in that case the perceiving of
the movement of one’s own limbs would uot be possible.
— If you mean by this that—** He whose Internal
. organ is atomic can never have the peroeption
of the movement of his own limbs; as the atomic Internal
organ could not be in countact with the (mjving) hand ani
the eye at one and the same time, *”—then our answer is
that this is not right ; ¥ because the effort (required for the
movement of the hand) and the perception can very well
appear at one and the same time, on account of the contact
of the Soul, the Mind and the Body being simultaneous ; that
is, the contact of the Soul with the Body, and that of the
Soul with the Mind } come about simultaneously ; so that the
movement of the limb would be due to the contact of the
Soul with the Body, § while the activity of the visual orgam
(necessary for the perceiving of the said wotion) would be
due to the contact of the Soul with the Miud ;—and while
the movement of the man’s limb is due to his effort, his
perceiving of it is brought about by the contact of the object
perceived (i. e. the moving limb) with the says of right
emanating from the eyes.  Further, inasmuch as we do

® The movingof the hand is due to the effort of the Soul operating on that
limb, so that when the Hand moves it should be in contact with the Mind ;
similarly when something would be seea by the Eye,the Eye would have to be
in contact with tbe Mind. Now if the Mind is atomic it cannot bein contact
with the hand and the Eye at one aund the same tine ; hence the man could never
see his own moving hand.

1 Though the % ia not essential, yet it is better to have it,

1 The right reading is QEHACCETN TN 4 UTTX.

§ The teading in both editions is wrong. The right reading is warEwTrlita-
N'!rq. as found ackhei T @anugm https://www.holybooks.com
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not postulate any ‘ parts’ for the Soul, the objection can
have no force against us. If the Soul had parts, then alone
could it be said that the Mind is in contact with one part
of it, while the Body isin contact with another part, and
then alone would the objection regarding the perceiving of
the movements of one’s own limbs have some force :—he,
however, for whom the Soul has no parts, cannat be affected
by the said objection ; as (according to him) the. Mind could
very well be in conlact with the Soul which is also in contact
with the Body.
Bhésya on S. (39).
[P. 237, L. 17 to P. 238, L. 8],

[Objection]—* It has been said that during ¢ Meditation
{;o cognilions appear in regard lo the objects of the senses;
Ut
“TRIs 18 NOT POSSIBLE ; (A) BECAUSE CERTAIN OBJECTS
ANE EXTREMBLY POWERFUL,”— (Sfi¢ra 39).

“In some cases, Cognitions will appear, even in the
“ absence of any wish on the part of the person; so that
“ what bas been asserted cannot be right;—why P—be.
“ cause certoin odjecls ara extreinely powerful. As a matter of
“ fact, we find that sometimes, even though the raan has no
“ wish for the cognising, the cognition does appear, as .wo
“find in the case of the thundering of the clouds and
« such things (which we cannot help hearing, even against
“ our wish). 8o that the said particular kind of meditation
¢ cannot be possible, "

Vartika on 80. (39).
[P. 581, LL 11=12.]

“ This is not posrible elo, eto.—saysthe 82fra. The said prac-
“ tice of the partioular Mind of Meditation is not possible; be-
¢ cause in some cases even though the man does not wish it, the
the Cognition does appear; as we find in the case of such
things as the thundering of the clouds and the like.”

Sifra (40). _
“(B) Atvso BeoaUs®R CoGNITIONS ARE BROUGHT ABOUT
Dowrﬂmnn&_WW@R}lﬁ%ks.com
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Bhagya on S&. (40),
[P. 286, Ll. 5.6.]

“ Such things as Hunger and Thirst, Heat aud Cold, and
Disease bring *“about coguaitions even against our wish,
Hence no * concentration (or one-pointedness, of the Mind)

is possible.”
Varlika on Su. (40).
’ . [P. 531, L. 14-15.]

“ Also becanse &o. §o.—says the Sitra. Cognitions are
brought about “ by Hunger and Thirst, evan against our wish ;
hence also the said particular kind of Meditation is not

possible.’?
Bhagya on Sifra(41).
P. 238, L. 6. to L. 11},

It is possible that the man may renounce Meditation
and become agitated, and there may also be causes tendiag
to bring about such agitation as coustitutes an obstacle
to Meditation ; but even so,~—

MEDITATION WOULD BB BROUGHT ABOUT BY THE FOROR

OF THB FRUIT OF WHAT HAY BESN FERVIOUSLY ACCOMPLISHED

(Su. 41). . '

¢ What has been previously accomplished '—stands for the
Merit and Wisdom, acquired in previous lives,~~which serve
to bring about True Kaowledge ;—¢ Foros of the fruit’—stands
for the faculty born of Yogioc practices; if there were no
fruits of- such practices, people would never pay any heed
to them ; even in the oase of ordinary worldly acts, we find
that constant practice produces a certain faculty. -

Var{ika on SQ. (41).

(P. 581, L. 17 to P. 582, L. 6.]

Meditation is brought about &e. Jo.—3ays the Sifra. ¢ What
has been previously accomplished '—stands for the particular
form of Meditation praotised in the preceding bodies ;—the
‘fruit’ of that is Merit, and this is what again
brings about another particular kind of,
Meditation; MdNnMdMWWMWWb“&sMihﬁon leads

Vir. P. 582,
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to the suppression of esternal objects. Even in the case
of the ordinary man it is fonnd that when he is rapt in
meditation, even though the extermal objeots may gather
round him, yet no cognitions appear for him; how
much more 80 then should this be the case with the Yogin ? If
Cognitions were to appear simply because there are external
objects gathering round the man, then such Cognitions would
appear also after Final Release; because for the released
man also, certain external objects do gather round him, so
that cognitions should still go on appearing, (which is
absurd).
Bhagya on S1. (42).
[P. 288, L. 11 to L. 16.]

Jt is for the removal of the ubstacles (to Meditation)

that— ‘

TBERE 18 TBE ADVICE TBAT YOGA SROULD BE PRACTISED
IN FORESTS, OAVES AND RIVER-BANKS, (S0, 42). ‘
The Merit produced by the practice of Yoga follows the
Soul in other births also; and when the Merit that brings
about True Knqwledge has reached a high stage of
development, and ‘the Kxercise of Meditation has assumed
high proportions,—True Knowledge appears. We have
actually found that Meditation serves to suppress the force
of even powerful objects ; as for example, even the ordinary
man says—* My mind was elsewhere, I did not hear this,’ or
*I did not know this.’

Vartika on St. (42),

(The Par{ika has nothing to say on this Sitra.]
Bhagya on Su. (43).

[P. 289, L. 17 to L. 19.]

[Says the Opponent]—" But if fyou admit the fact (urged
in S0, 39) that on account of the force of certain extremely
powerful objeots, Cognitions appear even against the man’s
wish,—then,
¥ THIS CONTINGENOY WOULD ABISE ALSO UPON FINAL
Rrreass ”.Bo(sll‘ladtaﬁom https://www.holybooks.com
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_ # Even when theman has become released, it would be
possible for Cognitions to appear, by reason of the force of
external objects.” ' '

Vartika on 84, (43).

(The Var{ika has nothiog to say on this Satra.]
Sifra (44).
Nor s0; ror CoGNITION IS SURE TO APPEAB ONLY IN
THE ACOOMPLISHED Bobv. (S0. 44.)

Bhagya on Su. (44).
[P. 233, L. 21 to L. 23.]

It is only when the Body, —as the receptacle of Activity,
Sense-organs and Objects,—has been accomplished, under the
influence of Karma (past deeds) that the presence of this eause
makes the appearance of Cognitions sure to come about;
so that however powerful the esternal object may be,
it is not able to bring about Cognitions in the Soul ; for the
external object has been found to have that power (of bringing
about Cognitions) only when it is in contact with a Sense-
organ, !And nosuch contact is possible in the case of the
person who has attained Final Release].

Vartika on SU. (44).
[P. 582, L. 10-11.]

Not so elo, ele.—says the S#fra. It is only when the
Body is there that the external object gives rise to Cognitions,
—and not when there is no Body.

Sifra (44).
AND THERE IS ABSENOE OF THAT WHEN FiNAL RELEASE

HAS BEEN ATTAINED, (S0. 45.)

Bhagya on Su. (45).
(P.289, L.2to L. 6}

‘ That'—stands for the Body and the Sense-organs,
which contain the causes of cognition; and of this there ix
absence when Final Release has been attained; for the simple
reason that thevewars:dmordorits:andv.Domeritcoleft (to bear
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fruition), Hence the allegation (in Su. 43) that “ the con-
tingenoy would arise also upon Final Release "—is not true,

It is for this reason that Final Release consists of freedom
from all kinds of pain ; inasmuch as the root of all pain, and
the receptaocle of all pain,—i.e,, the Body aud the Sense-organs
absolutely cease upon the attainment of Final Release, it
follows that Final Release consists in absolute freedom from
all pain ; for without its root, and without its receptacle, no

pain can appear.
Vartika on Sa. (45).
[P. 582, Ll 18 15.]

And there is alsence §e. yo.—says the Si{ra. ¢ Of that’
—i. ¢. of the Body &o., which are the cause of Cognitions,
there is ahsence when Final Release has been attained, It is
for this reason that Final Release consista in freedom from
all pain ; that is, because upon final Release, the root of all
pain a8 well as all pain cease to oxist—therefore freedom
from pain constitutes Fioal Releasa.

Section (46).
~ For THAT PUBPOSE (THERS SHOULD BB) EMBELL-

ISEMENT * OF THS SoUL, BY MHANS OF RESTRAINTS AND

OB3BRVANOES AND BSUCH OTHSR METHODS OF INTEENAL

DISCIPLINS AS MAY BE LBARNT FUOM THE SOIENOE OF YOGA.

(Sa. 46.)

Bhasya on Su. (46).
[P. 239, L. 9 to L. 13.]

For the purpose of attaining Final Release, there should
be'embcllicfmnt of the Soul'.—~* Restraints’ are the means
of acquiring merit, common to men in all conditions of life ;
while * Obssrvances ' are peculiar to each condition. * Bmbellish-
ment of the Soul’—consists in the destruction of Demerit
and accretion of Merit.—* Internal discipline’ should be
learnt from the science of Yoga; it consists of Penance,
Controlling of the Breath, Abstraction of the Mind, Contempla-
tion and Concentration of the Mind ; and the practice of the

® Vishvanaths Beuds) o ecifanvebidiins: dndvexphiidyiciss. eailisation of the Soul,
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renouncing of objects of sense serves to remove attachment
and hatred. The other ¢methods’ consist of the details of
conduct laid down for Yoga [such as concentrating of the Mind,
eating only particular kinds of food, not staying at one place
for any length of time, and so forth].

Vartika on Su. (46).
[P. 588, Ll 14. 1—2.]

Por that purpose atc. etc,—says the Siifra. For the purpose
of attaining Final Release, there should be ‘embellishment
of the Soul’ by means of Restraints and Observances.

Sitra (47).
[THERE sAOULD ALSO BR] REPRTITION OF THE STUDY OF

THE SOIENCE, A8 ALSO FRIENDLY DISCUSSION WITH PERSONS.

LEARNED IN THE SOIENOE. (Si. 47).

Bhagya on Su. (47).
[P. 239, L. 15 to 18.)

¢ For that purpose ’ has to be construed with this S#{ra
also, The terwn ¢ jiidna’ stands for that by which things are
known, jiadyafé anena, i. e. the Science of the Soul ;—the
‘grahapa’, ¢ study,’ of this consists in reading it and retain.
ing it in the mind ;—the ‘repetition’ of such study means
the carrying on of it continuously, in the shape of reading it,
listening to it (being expounded) and pondering over it.—
* Friendly discussion with persons learned in the Science’—is
meant to bring about consolidation of the knowledge acquir-
ed ; this ‘consolidation’ counsists in—(1) the removing of
doubts, (2) the knowing of things not already known, (3) the
confirmation (by the opinions of the learned) of the conclus-
ions already arrived at (by one's self).—the term *samvida’
means * ¢ samaya vadah’, ¢ discussion for the sake of coming
to an agreement’ ;[ i. e. friendly discussion, ']

Var{ika on Su, (47).

[P. 588, Ll. 4—5.]
Repetition of the study of the Science, ele., elcv—"Jildna-
grahapa’ means ‘ study of the Science’. * Persons learned in

® The reading of the printed text WHTYAE 8ives no sense, the right reading
ANTY A7 is supphedvbipaiePireinMattps:/www.holybooks.com
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the Science’ are those who know the means (of acquiring True
Knowledge). }
Bhagya on S0. (48).
[P. 239, L, 19 to P. 240, L..'1.]

The expression * friendly discussion with persons learned
in the Science’ (ocourring in the preceding S8{ra) is vague ;
it is explained in the following Sttra.

- Sitra (48

TaaT (FRIENDLY DISCUSSION) SHOULD BE OABRIED ON

WITH THE PUPIL, THE TEACHER, OOMPAN.ONS IN 8TUDY, AND

UTHER WELL-ENOWN LEARNED PKRSONS,—~WHO WISH WELL
(fo TH® ENQUIRER) AND WHO ARE NOT JEALOUS OF HIM®.

(Su. 48).
The meaning of the S®#(ra is explained by its own words.
Var{ika on Su. (48).
[The Par(ika has nothing to say on this Si{ra.]
Bhagya on 81, (49).
[P. 240, L. 2 to L. 6.)
1t might be thought that—the putting forward of theories
and counter-theories would be unpleasant to the other party
(the teacher and the rest); {with a view to this we have the
following Si[ra.]
Siufra (49).
BEING A SEEKER. (AFTER TRUTH) [THE MAN SHOULD

OARRY IT ON] FOR THE ACCOMPLISHMENT OF H18 PURPOSE,
BVEN WITHOUT PUTTING FOEWARD ANY COUNTER-THEORIES.

® The Commentators have explained ‘§am ' as referring to the ¢ person learned in
the Science’, und ¢ abhyupiydt’ as janiydf ; by this the Sdtra would mean that one
should know the persons mentioned as ¢ learned in the Science.—Similarly ¢ shréyorhi-
BAip’ they explain as meaning  those that have faith in Final Release’ We have
thought it best to deviate from this explanation. In the case of the former, it
is mot easy to construe the instramental in fiyeqyEEwSreTRfdfire WARIfT :
and asregards the lstter, it is very much simpler, end more in keeping with
the epithet dnasyibhib’, to take it in its naturalsense ‘those who wish well’;
a8 it is only such well-wishers whose intercourss can be entirely friendly and
eondacive to good. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com ’
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¢ He should carry on the discussion ’ (of the foregoing Si}ra)
has to be construed here also. Inasmuch as the man is
desirous of acquiring knowledge from the other person, he
should simply express a desire to learn the truth; and thus
‘without trying to establish any theory of his own, he should
clarify (correct) his own view of things,—specially by realis-
10g the fact that the doctrines of several philosophers are
mutually contradictory [and from among these accepting
what is right and rejecting what is wrong],

Vartika on Su. (49).
[The Paitika has nothing to say on this Sd/ra.]

Eud of Section (5).

Seetion (6).
[Satras 50-51.]
The Defending of Trus Knowledge.
Bhagya on Su. (50).
[P. 240, L. 7 to L. 10.]
Through excessive partiality to their own theories, some
people transgress all bounds of reasoning ; in that case—

DispuTaTioN AND WRANGLING (BHQULD BE CARRIED
ON) FOR THE PURPOSE OF DEFENDING HIS DETERMINATION
TO GET AT THE TKUTH, JUST AS THE HEDGE OF THORNY
BRANCHES IS POT UP FOR THE PROTECTION OF SPROUTING

seeps.  (S@. 50). .

This however is meant only for those persons who have
not acquired True Kuowledge, whose defects have not been
removed, and who are still making an attempt for those
purposes.

Var{ika on Su. (590).

(P. 583, LL 14—16.)

Disputstion and Wrangling elc. etc.~says the Si{ra,
What the S8/ra means is that what is herein said $hould be
done only by sush persons in whom True Knowledge has

not yet appeanddnloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Bhagya on Sa. (51).
[P. 249, L. 11 to L. 14.]

When one has been rudely addressed by an Opponent. ei-
ther through vanity (of saperior knowledge®, or through sheer
prejudice (against truth), or throngh some other similar
reason (i.e., desire for wealth, fam» &o.),—then he (failing

to perceive the right answer to the ill-msnnered allegations
of the Opponent)—

SHOULD PICK UP A QUARREL WITH HIM AND PROCEED

TO DEAL WITE HIM BY DISPUTATION AND BY WBAﬁGLlNG.
(Sa. 51).

* Pick up a guarrel’—i. e. with a visw to defeating the
Opponent,—and not with a view to getting at the truth, Bust
this should be: done only for the purpose of defending trae

Science, * and not for the purpose of obtaining wealth, honour
or fame. '

Thus ends the Bhasya on the 1] Daily Lesson
of Discourse 1V,
Var{ika on Su. (51).

~[P. 583, L. 16 to P. 524, L. 5.)

When onehas bean rudely addressed by the Opponent ate. ete.
he should pick up ete. ele.—says the S#{ra. ¢ Tabhyim '—i.e.
by Disputation and by Wrangling. ¢ Pick up a quarrel’ ete.—
with a view to difeating tha Opponent, and not with a view to
getling at the truth, Butl this should be done etc, elc.—says
the Bhagya.

' Rebirth, as related to Activity and Defect, has been
fully explained ; Fruition, Pain and Release, as also the means
of Release, have been described (in the fourth Adhyaya).’

End of the Vartika on Daily Lesson II of Discourss IV.

' Exp or Disoougss JV.

® The motive prompting the man should be—If this ill-mannered person ie

-allowed to go undefeated, then ordinary men will accept his conclusions as the

vight ones, and this would bring about a total confusion relating to Dharma and
true Philcsophy,—tiaysihacEaparpdittps://www.holybooks.com ‘




ApavIva V.
Daily Lesson I.
Section (1).
[S#tras 1—3.]

The Futile Rejoinders consiating in the Uufair Urging of
the Fullacy of * Neutralisation.’

’ Bhagya on Sa. ().
[P. 241, L. 1, to L. 9,]

Futile Bejoinder having been defined (in Si. 1.2-18) as
¢ that objestion which is taken on the basis of mere similarity
and dissimilarity,’ it was desctibed briefly under Sa. 1.2.20,
where it was pointed out that ¢ there is maltiplicity of Futile
Rejoinders owing to there being several and diverse varieties
of it ;’ this Futile Rejoinder is now described in detail. The
Futile Rejoinders herein deseribed consist of arguments
urged in confutation of tha argument that has been put
forward in demonstration of a certain conclusion ; and their
number is twenty-four ; ® they are as follows :—

® Among commentators there has been a great deal of discussion in regard
to the exact character of this Fifth Discorrse. and its connection with what has
gone before, To the end of Adh. 1V, we had the Ezamination, * Parikes, ' of
what had been mentioned in S, 1-1-1 and defined in the rest of Adh. 1; so that
the natural subject-matter of Adh. V should cousist in the continuation of the
same Erzamination of things; what we find however in this Aghy8yu are defini-
tions of the several warieties of Futile Rejoinders and Cliuchers. Hetce the
difficulty.

The Tdfparya says—The proper place for the defining of the particular kinds
ot Futils Rejonder and Clinchers was just atter the general definition of these in
Adh. I; yet the author of the Satra iateationally omitted to do it there, in order
ot to delay the examination of the ‘ objects of cognitioa,’ for which the pupils
were growing auxious ; and having Gnished all that, he now naturally reverts to the
defining of the several varieties of the two categories that he had left undefined.
Further, the last part of the preceding 4J2hyiya having dealt with ¢ Disputation
eand Wrangling,’ it is in connection with those that the Sage deals with Futile Re-
joinder and Clincher, which caa ocour only in Disputation and Wrangling ; & that
the sequence of " Agh. -V is all right ; its subject-matter arising directly out of
what has ocourred towards the end of the preceding 4dhydya.

The Parishugddhi euters iuto & long discussion as to whether Adh. V is meant
to be ‘Definition’ or‘ Examination’ ; and comes to the conolusion that its subject
matter consists of Defleitivaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Sifra (1)
(1) Paniry,* pxe SiMinasiry, (2) per DissiMILARITY,

(3) PEr AvuaMeNTaTION, (4) PER SUBrRACTION, (5) PEB

UnoesTaINTY, (6) PER CEerrTAINTY, (7) PER SHUFFLING,

(8) rer ProBanpUM, (9) Per Convesarnce, (10) PER

‘Non-converaenoE, (11) per ContiNved QuesTioN, (12)

rea CouNTeR-INSTANOB, (13) Pes NoN-aeNgATION (14)

PEe Dousr, (150 per VaorLtation, (16) per Non-pro-

BATIVENESS, } (171 Pea Paesomerion, (18) per Nuw-

DIFFERENOR, (19) Per EviDkNoE, (20) PER APPREHENSION,

. (21) pre NoN-apPREHENSION, (22) Pur NoN-ETRENALITY, §
. (48) rer ErerNanuitr anp (24) pes CHARACTER oOF

eFrECT.'—(S0. 1.) - .

When the argument urged in confutation is through
similarity, and does not differ in validity from the argumsat
put forward in demonstration, it constitutes ¢ Parity per
Similarity ’; the said ¢ non-difforence’ we shall exemplify in
the particular instances that we shall cite. ¢ Parity per Dissim-
ilarity ’ and the other Futile Rejuinders may bs similarly
desoribed.

(Vartika on Su. (1).
[P. 585, LL to 535, L. 1.]

Futile Rejoinder having been describel ouly briefly, it
had to be deseribed in greater detail ; hence is the present

® Udayanichirya in his Bodhasiddhi (Nydyaparishigta) thus explains the
signification of the term ¢ sama ’ occurring at the end of theae names.—(1) Accord-
ing to the Varfikd, it meany ‘ equalising’ ; #. ¢ the Futile Rej..iude} is put forward
for the purpose of counter-poising or neutralising the effeots of the original
Reasoning ;—(3) according to ‘the. BA3gya, it means that the Fatile Rejoinder is
put up with a view to show that thereis nothing in the original reasoning which
differentiates it. from what is now put forward; [therais nat much difference
between these two].—(8) others explain itas meaning that the Futile Rejoinder
puts the original reasoner ou exactly thesame footing as his Opponent putting
forward the Rejoinder ;—(4: the Equality’ of the Futile Rejoinder lies in the fact
that while demolishing the reasoning o€ the first party, it demolishes itself also.
[Udayaoioharya himself accepts this last explanation.] ’

-+ WWTYILA io the correct reading.
§ The printed text reads yywfbqfireqriirey, but from the later Bugras, it is
clear that PRy ®oeniadter wiveqtsasevshe right rendingris raveqfreafing
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Discourse started; the first S#fra whereof is—'Purity
per Similarity §o. &o.' Futile Rejoinder is that reasoning
set up in refutation of a reasoning propounded in demonstra-
tion, which (in reality) is incapable of refuting the
latter.

“ Inasmuch as the putting forward of the Futile Rejoind-
er has been prohibited, and as it consists only of wrong
answers, it is not right to set it up at all. The use of the
Futile Rejoinder Las been prohibited in the following sen-
tence—* Casuistry, Futile Rejoinder and Clinchers should be
avoided by one in his own assertions’ (Bhagya, Text, P, 7,
L. 2.),; and, further, Futile Rejoinder is not the right auswer
to an argument ; hence it is not right to set up a Futile Re.
joinder,”’

This is not right, for the useful purpose served by the.
setting up of the Futile Rejoinder has also been pointed out
in the passage—‘these can be urged with force against
others’ (Bhagys, Text, P. 7,L, 8). In fact sometimes the
Futile Rejoinder may be set up even in refutation of a valid
reasoning ; i. e. thouzh the first propounder of the thesis
may think that the reasoning put forward against him is
sound, yet being desirous of obtaining wealth, honour and fame
[and being anxious to guard the Truth against attack] he
sets up a Futile Rejoinder; his motive in so doing being as
follows :—‘ It may be that being upset by my Futile Bejoind-
er, the other party may not be able to pere
ceive the right answer to my Rejoinder; so
if the other party is really unable to find a suitable answer,
he is defeated; while if I do not set up the Rejoinder, the
other party would obtain absolute victory over me; and
certainly rathesthandsaner-apehuatabiefeatsdhis better that

Vir. P. 536,
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I should render the issue (of the disputation) doubtful, hence
it is best tha! I should set up the Futile Rejoinder.’*®

Other people have held that the Futile Rejoinder serves
the purpose of rebutting invalid reasonings. Some people
hold that the Futile Rejoinder should be set up fur the pur-
pose of setting aside unsound arguments. They declars as
follows :—* When an unsound argument has been put forward,
a Futile Rejoinder may be set up, either (a) by reasoa of
the fact that the person setting it up, is unable to detect the
flaw in the argument (and thus to set up the right answer),
or {b) on account of the desire on his part to point out the
flaw in the argument by placing before him an undesirable
contingency (a dilemma).’ t

This however is not right; as there would, in snch cases,
be no need for the Futile Rejoinder: if the first party knows
‘that the argument put forward against him is unsound, then
he should naturally proceed to point out the flaw in it that
he has actnally‘%tected, and there wonld thus be no need
for setting up the Futile Rejoinder. If, on the other hand,

® In sheer oppusition to Truth, the Opponent sets up an argumert against it ;—
the expounder of the Truth finds himself unable to meet that argument ;—he
feels that if he fuils to provide an answer, theaudience, consisting of men of
ordinary oapacity, would be misled to believe that the Truth is otherwise than
what has been propounded by him ;—hence he 1neets the Opponent’s argument by
means of a Rejoinder which he knows to be futile, and yet he sets up with the
idea that, in case the Opponent fails to deteot and exposs the fallacy in the
Rejoinder, the worst that would happea would be that the audience would be left
in doubt as to the issue of the conflict. Even this is better than that the cause of
Truth should suffer total defeat, Though as a matter of fact it is not possible that
there should be any valid argument againat a érus thesis, yet the expounder of this
may not be able t, perocive the fallacy in the argument against it, aud so may regard
it as ‘ valid'=Tafparya.

+ Even though he knows the right answer to the Opponent’s argument, yet he
elects to meet him with the Futile Rejoinder, for the purpose of conviucing him
of -the fallaciousuess of his argument by placing bLefore him the following
dilemma : —*I know that my rejoinder is defective ; but so is yours; so that if
your argument is rightyniiadadetratoiltbbe/sos\w-Rdipanya.com
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he does not detect any flaw in the Opponent’s argnment,
how could he set up any Futile Rejoinder at all? He who
does not understand things can not set up any arguments®
If he were to set up argumonts without understanding
things, then he might say anything he liked ; and there would
be no restriction at all (to his assertions).

What we have just said also sets aside the view that the
first five Futile Rejoinders are set up against the ‘Inde-
cisive’ Reasoning. Somse peopls have said that—* when the
other party has put forward an indecisive reasoning, then
should one set up the first five Futile Rejoinders.” —This view
also is set aside by what we have just said.—‘‘How P "—If
the man knows that the Oppounent's reasoning is inderisive, it
is this defect that he should point out ; while if he does not
recognise any such defect, he is ignorant (and can say noth-
ing to the point).

What we have said also disposes of the view regarding
the sequence of right and wrong arguments ;—that is, the
view that, ‘“ when the Opponent puts forward a right argu-
ment, he should be met with a right argument, and when
he puts forward a wrong argument, he should be met with
a wrong argument [and both these arguments in answer
constitute the Futile Rejoinder].”—Bat the ¢ right’ argument
is that which consists in the pointing out of defects in the
Proposition and other factors of the reasoning put forward
by the Opponent; and such an argument would be a right
answer, and it would not be a Futile Rejoinder. Thus the
view in question cannot be ﬁght; ag it shows that the persons
who hold it are ignorant of the real character of ¢ Futile
Rejoindeér ’.

®*The subject-matter of the disputation is one that the first party has fully
studied ; and if he i unable to detect flaws in the arguments put forward against

what he has fully studied, he cannot have the ready wit necessary for the setting
up of the Futile Reéjsindéeaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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¢ Parity,’ *Sama’, consists in the propounding of an
argument for the purpose of equalising (counterpoising,
the original argument); and what is meant by the
names of the Futile Rejoinders is that equalisng s
done by similarity, Equalising is done by dissimilarity,
and so forth; so that the setting up of these Rejoinders
is for the purpose of equalising (the original argu-
ment): the ‘equalising’ may or may not be actually
accomplished ; but the man who puts forward the Fautile
Rejoinder does £o with the intention of ¢ equalising’; just asin
ordinary life & man makes efforts for the sake of his family
[and the efforts may or may not be actually fruitful].

Or, ¢ Parity’ may be taken to imply the absence of any
peculiar reason (in favour of the original
argument, as against the counter-argument
set np in the Futile Rejoinder); the sense of the latter
being—* you do not indicate any particular reason in
support of your argument’; the idea with which the person
puts forward the Futile Rejoinder being—*my reasoning
is exactly like yours.’

The Futile Rejoinders can not all be urged against all
reasonings (as some people have held) ; for the simple reason
that they are not eqnally applicable to all. As a matter of
fact, all Futile Rejoinders are not applicableto all reasonings ;
e.9., when the original argument is based upon ¢ dissimilarity,’
one could not set up those Futile Rejoinders that consist of
¢ Parity ’ per ¢ Superiority’, or ¢ Inferiority’, or ¢ Uncertainty,’
or ¢ Certainty ’, or ¢ Shuffling.’

By ‘Parity,’ ¢ Equalising,’ it is not meant that there is
equality between the propounder of the original thesis and
the propounder of the Rejoinder; because the Fulile Rejoinder
is always wrong answer ; so thut the propounder of the Futile
Rejoinder mustobeone: whosepview.issgeengsicvhile in regard

Vir. P.537.
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to the propounder of the original thesis, it is uncertain as to
what he says being right or wrong [so that there can be no
¢gualily between the two protagonists.]?

Bhagya on 88. (2).
[P. 241, L. 10 to P, 242, L. 11.]
The definition (of these Futile Rejoinders) is as follows :—
Safra (2).

(1) and (2) =THe oriaiNat, PROPOSITION HAVING BEEN
PROPOUNDED ON. THE BASIS OF A SIMILARITY AND DIS3IMI-
LARITY, IF THE OPPONENT SEKKS TO PROVE THE CONTRARY
OF ITS PREDIOATE, ALSO ON THE BASIS OF SIMILARITY AND
BISSIMILARITY, WE HAVE INSTANOES oF ‘ PagiTy PER Dissimi-
LARITY,” AND ¢ PaeiTy Pee Disstuitarizy,’t (Sd. 2).

(1) When the original proposition is propounded on the
basis of similarity, if the Opposition to it, seeking to establish
the contrary of its predicate, is set up also on the basis of
similarity,—and this Opposition does not differ from the
argument put forward insupport of the original proposition,—
it is & oase of that Opposition which is called ‘Parity per
Similarity ', E.g. The Proposition having been in the form
*The Soul must be active,~because every Substauce is
endowed with qualities conducive to activity,—the clod of
of earth, which is a substance, is eadowed with qualities
conducive to activity, and is found to be active,—the Soul
also is so,—therefore the Soul must be active; '—the Opponent
sets up the following opposition to it, also on the basis of
Similarity :—° The Soul must be inactive,—becanse every all-
pervading substance is inactive,—Akasha, which is an all-

* The twenty-four Futile Rejoinders have been clagsified under sixteen heads,
described in Sections 2 to 17. J, comprising (1) and (2), is the wrong urging of
the fallacy of * neutralisation’ ; [I, comprising (3) to (8) is in the form of putting
forward alternatives regarding the Probandum and the Example; ILI, comprising
(9), and (10), bears upon the convergence and divergence of pairs of things; IV,
comprising (11) and (12), also bears upon continued Question.and Counter-instance ;
the rest comprising only one each.

181dharmyavaldhdarmyabhyim is to be consiraed with ¢ upasamhird,’ as also with
feddharmaviparyayopapatidh,’ ~acoording to the interprecation of the BAdpya.
Vishvaniths appear® tovobmtiar foonlyttpdthivtbevlsttatoteein.com
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pervading substance, is inactive,~the Soul also is so,~
therefore the Soul must be inactive.” And there is ho special
reason why on the ground of its similarity to active substances
the Sonl should regarded as active, and it should not be
regarded as tnactice, on the ground of its similarity to
fnactivs substances ;—so that inasmuch as there is no special
reason { which makes one or the other more valid), this is
an instance of Futilo Rejoinder called ¢ Parity per Similarity.’
[This is a case where the original Proposition is based upon
Similarity, and the Opposition to it is also based upon
Similarity).

(2) An instance of * Parity per Dissimilarity ’ (in opposition
to the same Proposition) is the followiog—*the clod of earth
which is endowed with qualities conducive to activity, is
found to he limited in its extent,—the Soul 18 not x> limited——
therefore the Soul cannot be active, like the clod of Earth ;'—
there being no specinl reason why, on the basis of its
similarily toan active substance, the Soul should be regarded
as aclive,—and why, on the basis of it4 dissimilarity to the
active substance, it should not bo regardsd as inactive ; and
inasmuch as there is no such speciul reason, it is a case
of ¢ Parity per Dissimilarity.’” [This is case of the Proposi-
tion being baseikon Similarity, and the Opposition on
Dissimilarity]. ‘

(3) The original Proposition being set up on the basis
of dissimilarity,—* The Soul must be inactive, —besause it is
all-pervading,—every active substance is found to be not
all-pervading, as in the case of the clod of Eirth, —the Soul
is not so non-all-pervading,—hence it mast be inactive’ ;—
‘the following opposition is set up on the basis of. dissimi-
larity : —* the Akiisha, which is aun inactive substance, is found
to be devoid of qualities conducive to activity,—the Soul is
not so devoid of such qualities,—~hence the Soul cannot be
inactive';—and there is no special reason why, on the ground
of its aissimilarity to the uctive substance the Soul should be
regarded as inaclivs, and why, on the ground of its dissimilarity
to the inactive substance, it should not be regarded a8 active ;
thua there being no such special reason, thisis an instance of
¢ Parity per Dissimilarity'. [This is an instance of the-
Proposition as well as its Opposition both being based
upon Disﬁmiilwi&pa}ied from https://www.holybooks.com



BHASYA-VARTIKA 5-1-2 : 1667

{4)An instance of ° Parity per Similarity’ (in opposition
to the same Proposition) *—*the clod of Barth which is
activs, is found to be eudowed with qualities conducive to
activity,—~the Soul also is so endowed,—hence it should
he active ';—there is nospecial reason why, on the grouad of
its dissimilarity to the activs substance, the Soul should
be regarded as tnaotive, and why, on the grouand of

_its similarity to the aclive substance, it should not be
regarded as aclive; and there being no such spbcial reason,
this is aninstance of ¢ Parity per Similarity,’ [This is an
instance of the Proposition being based upon Dissimilarity
and the Opposition on Similarity.

Partika on 8a. (2).
(P. 587, L. 10 to P. 538, L. 2.]

The original proposition having been ele. ele.—~says the
Silfra. ¢ Parity per Similarity ' and ¢ Parity per Dissimilarity’
—ares two forms of Opposition. (1) When the proposition is
propounded on the basis of Similarity, there is opposition
set up against it on the basis of another Similarity, which is
contrary to the former Similarity, (2) and when the
Proposition is propounded on the basisof Dissimilarity, there
is opposition set up against it on the basis of a Similarity,
contrary to the said Dissimilarily ;—both these constitute
¢ Parity per Similarily’ E.g. (1) The Proposition being in
the form *‘Sound must be non-eternal,—~because it has
the character of being produced, and such things as the
Jar and the like, which have the character of being
produced, are found to be non-eternal,’—the following
opposition is set up against it. ¢If Sound is regarded as
non-eternal by reason of its similarity to the non-eternal Jar,
it should have to be regarded as Hternal also, because it has
fncorporeality, which forms its similarity to 4kasha which
is eternal.”  (2) The same Proposition being put forward

¢ The words W WIqR{wy wantiog io the printed text is supplied by the
Puri Ms. B. and aldeMalo@aad™®n https://www.holybooks.com
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on the basis of Sound's dissimilarity to Akasha i, e. * Sound
must be non-eternal, because it has the character of being
produced, —and Akashs, which is eternal, is not possessed
of that character], the following opposition is set up against
it :—¢If Sound is to be regarded as non-eternal by reason of
its dissimilarity to the eternal Akdsha, it should have to be
regarded as elernal, by reason of its similurity to the eternal
Akasha, in the shape of incorporeality ;—if you think that
even though this Similarity is there, Sound cannot be regard-
ed as eternal, then it is not right for you to assert that
‘Sound should be regarded as non-eternal, by reason of its
similarity to the Jar, or by reason of its dissimilarity to
Akasha. ’

The urging of the Futile Rejoinder serves to point
out that there is no special reason (in supportof the
view propounded in the Proposition); and there being no
such special reason, the Futile Rejoindsr bears the semblance
of the urging of the fallacy of ¢Inconclusive-
'~1§ss.’

(8) Similarly when the proposition is propounded on
the basis of Dissimilarity and Opposition is set up against
it on the basis of Dissimilarity contrary to the former, and (4)
when the Proposition is propouaded on the basis of
Similarity and Opposition is set up against it on the
basis of a Dissimilarity contrary to the former—we
have ¢Parity per Dissimilarity.’ BE.g.(3) When the same
argument is put in the form ¢Sound must be non-eternal,
by reason of its dissimilarity to Akasha,’ the Opposition is
set up that ¢it should be regarded as eternal by reason of
its dissimilarity to the Jar, in the shape of incorporeality.’
(4) The same argument being put forward on the basis of
simsilarity to the Jar (in the shape of having the oharactsr of

being produced)s.,fORpasitionis sakmP-ABAIRSL-I that—¢ If by

Virgika P. 638,
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reason of ita similarity to the Jar, Sound isto be regarded
a8 non-elernal, then, by reason of its dissimilarity to the
Jar (in the shape of incorporeality’, it should have to be
regarded as ¢larnal; '—if you think that even though there
is this dissimilarity, Sound ocannot be eternal, then, in that
case, your reasonings—* Sound must be non-eternal, because
of its similarity to the non-eternal Jar,and because of its
dissimilarity to the -eternal Akasha’—are inconclusive (not
true). - This is what constitutes the °¢absence of special
reason.’s

v Bhagya on SA. (3).
[P. 242, L. 12 to P, 243, L, 6.]
The answer to the above two Futile Rejoinders is as
follows :— : '

Sittra (3).

THE PROPOSITION WOULD BE ESTABLISHED IN THE RAMS
MANNER A§ THE FAOT OF A OBRTAIN ANIMAL BEING THB

" *coW' IS ESTABLISHED BY THE PRESENOE IN IT OF THB
OLASS:OHARACTER uF THE ¢ Oow. "—(S0. 5).

If one ware to seek to establish his proposition by means
of mere ‘similarity,’ or by means of mere ¢ dissimilarity, '—
thea there would certainly be the uncertainty (inconclusive-
ness, urged in the Futile Rejoinder). There is however no
such uncertainty when the conclusion is based upon a partic-
ular property [such as is invariably concomitant with what
is sought to be proved]; e. g. that a dertain animal is the

* Udayanachdrya in his Bodha-siddhi says—Each of these two Futile Rejoinders
is threetold : (1) Bearing upon a true subjeot (2) bearing upon an natrue subject,
and (3) consisting of wrong expression. The examples ocited io the Vartika
belong to the first kind (Sound being really non-eternal). Following is the example
of the second kind:—The Proposition being propounded in the forin ¢ Sound muat -
be eternal, because it is intangible, like Xkisha,’ the Opposition is set up against

“it that ‘Sound being cognisable, and as such similar to mon-elernal things, it
should be regarded as non-stermal’. ¢The examples cited in the Bhdsya belong
to the third kind ; as the subject thereof is true, it is only the verbal expression
that is defective. A Rejoinder, even though quite right io matter, if it is put up
in wrong form, ‘tidcoméetilikom https://www.holybooks.com
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dow is provid by reason only of that *similarity of it to the
cow ’ which consists in fhe presence of the particulss class-char.
acler ‘oow’ (which is invariably concomitant with, insepar-
able from, all cows),—and not by reason of the presence of
such other prooerties as are different from the pressnce of the
~dewlap % [ which other properties are mot invariably concomi-
tant with all cows).  Similarly the groposition that a cer-
tain animal is the cow is proved + by reason only of that
¢ dissimilarity of it to the Horse'’ whio{ ocongists in the pra.
sonce of ths clasx-charaoter  cow,’—and not that dissimilarity
which might consist in & mere diversity of qualities &o. Allthis
has been explained in the section on ¢ Factors of Reasoning '
(in -Bh2gya ou 8. 1-1-89), where it has been pointed oat that
in the sentence (formulating the inferential argument), several
Instruments of Cognition combine together and conjointly
sccomplish the common purpose (of proving the conclusion),
—pud that the uncertainty (that the futile Rejoinders point
-out) oan apply only to Fallacious Reasonings (aud not to
valid reasonings).

| Var{ka on 80, (3).
 [P.583,L,10 to L. 18]

The answe to the above two Futile Roejoinders it as
follows :~~The proposition would B established ato. elc,—~aays
the S#{r:, Even though betwe:n the Horse and the
Cow, there is similarity consisting of the skaractsr of being
and so forth, and there is also dissimilarity, consisting
in the (fact of one of them, the Horse, having) unoleft boofs,

" ®The word ¢ slenddisambangha|’ as it stands, would mean that the said
oconolusion cannot be proved by the pressncs of the dewlap ds. This however
would be wrong ; as the presence of the dewlap &o. is as peculiar to, and invari-
ably conogmitant with, all cowa, us the olass-oharacter ‘oow’ itself, In view of
Ahis, the Tagparya has explained the compound ‘ sdandgi’ as meaning properties
other than the pressacs ¢f the dawlap, '

tor ¥ firoufl is wrong. Beed w In place of s as found in Puri B, aleo ia
Cond D, Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com '
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—yet, on the mere ground of the said similarity in the form
of the character of ‘being ’ the Cow cannot become the Horse;
nor on the mere ground of the dissimilarity in the form of
uncleft hoifs, the non-Oow can become the Cow. And what
is the reason. for this P~The reason lies in the fact that one
(the aimilarity) is not invariably concomitant (with the ¢ Cow),
and the other (the dissimila:ity) is not exclusively precloded
(from the ‘Cow’ only). e It is only that * similarity * which
is invariably concomitant, relatively as well as positively,
with a certain property, that can serve as the ground for
attributing ‘that property to a certain object ; and it is only
* the class-character ¢Cow' that is so concomitant (with the
character of Jeing tha Cow) ; henoe it is only the preseace of
this class-character ¢ Cow ’ that can prove the fact of a certain
objeot being the Oow. In the case in question, ‘incorporeality’
is a quality that is positively concomitant, as well as nega-
tively concomitant, with both ¢eternality’ aund *non-
eternality ’; hence the presence of that quality can be a
ground for regarding Souund ‘either as ‘eternal’ or as
‘ non-eternal.’ Oa theother hand, on the ground of the presense
of the character of being produced, which is positively
and negatively concomitant (with ¢ non-eternality ’ only,) we_
shall be justified in regarding Sound as non-eternsl only.’
Thus then, to your assertion—that there is no spacial reason
(in support of the original proposition as against the Futile
Rejoinders) —our answer is that what we have just pointed out
(i. e, the necessity of invariable concomitance) for:s the
¢special reason’ (in support of the original proposition that
“sound is non-eternal, bscause it is eadowed with the character

of being produged.’) . :
End of Section (1).

~ ®The character of * being’ is present ot only in the Cow, but in all things ; wnclef}
Roqf is abseut not oflyimittadesidjduttitinmveiklothely noitislsalso, ¢, 9., the buffalo,



1672 *" THE NYAYASOTRAS OF GAUTAMA
Seotion (2).
. [Sutras 4-6.]

+ . Dealing with the sis Futile Rejoinders—(S) ‘Purity per
Augmentotion’ (4) ¢ Parily per Sublraction,’ (5) * Parity per
Oncertainty *, (6) ‘Purity per Oertainty,’) (7) ¢ Parity per
Shugling,’ and (8) ¢ Purity par Probandum,—which are bused
upon the diversily of the charactor of the Subject and that of the
Instance. '

Sifra (4).

BASED UPON THE DIPFERENOE IN THE PROPERTIKS OF THE
“ Supseoe’® aNp or Tus ‘Exameis’' ass s Fomis
ResuiNokes Naueo (3) ¢ PAwiTt PER AUGMENTATION,’ (4)
‘ Pasity pea SusreacrioN’, (5) ¢ Pasiry per UNokgr-
raINTY,’ (6) ¢ PaRtry e Crrrainty,’ (7) ¢ Pamity Pen
SHUFFLING ;' AND BASED UPON THE FACT OF Bote (Susseor
AND ExAMPLE) BEING * UBJROTS To B8 PROVED'(BY INPuR-
pvce) 18 Tadforue ResoiNper NaMgo (3) ¢ Parity pee

 ProsANDUN.'—(S0. 4.)

Bhasya on Su. (4).
[P. 243, L. 9 to P. 244, L. 2.]

" (8) When the Opposer lE:ut;s forward the contingency of aa
additional property of the ‘Kxample’ subsisting in the ‘Subject’,
it is ¢ Parity per Augmentation’t B. g. [against the Proposition
that ¢the Soul must be active, because it is endowed with
properties conducive to action, like the Ulod of Earth') the

L Sclha ', says Vishvanatha, stands bere for ‘pakga’, ‘ Subject’. * The diverse
character’ referred to are ewiatence and mon-éxistence. . :

"+ The property ia question does not really belong to the ‘Subject,’ and the
Rejoinder attributes that property to it ; thus there is an accession to, an union of,
the propeities of th®t8ulijectidd fHiendethe name ‘Reyitypar Augmentation.’



BHASYA-VARTIKA 5-1-4 ) , 1673

Opposition- is set up—"if by reason of the presence of
qualities conducive to action, the Soul should, like the Clod
. of Earth, be regarded as active, then, like the Clod of Earth,
it has to be regarded as tangible also; if it is not tangible,
like the Clod of Earth,then 1t should not be active either;
or you should point out some special reaton (why it should
be . regarded as active, and not as tangibls).” [Here the
additional ‘quality of tangibility, wliich is not existent in the
“Soul, is attributed to it].”*

(4) When the Opposer urges the oontingency of the
absence of a certain property in the Subjeot, on the analogy
of the ‘Example’,—it is ¢ Parity per subtraction; e.g.,
(against the same Proposition) the Opposition ie set up—
* inasmuch as the Clod of. Earth is fouad to be »ctive and
not all-psrvading, the Soul also, if active, should be regarded
as not all-pervading; or you should point out some special
reason (why it should be regarded as active and not as
not all-pervading: [Here the property of all-pervadingness
is subtracted from the Soul].$ : .

(5) and (6) ¢ Varpya’ means ¢ khydpaniya,’ © that which is
yet to be knmon’, hence ¢ uncertain’; and ¢ avarnya,’ ¢ certain,’
is the reverse of that; these two properties, ¢ uncertainty ’
and ¢ certainty ’, belong respectively to the ¢ Subject ’ and the
¢ Example ' [the presence of the Probandum in the Example
being known for certain, while its presence in the Subjeot is
still uncertain|; and when, in oppsition, the opposer reverses
these qualities (by attributing uncertainty to the ¢ Example,’
and certainty to the ¢ Subject '}, we have the Futile Rejoinders,
‘Parity per Uncertainty’ and * Parity per Certainty.'$ )

® This Futile Rejoinder is inteuded to urge the Fallacy of ¢ Contradiction '~ says
U?uyws. : . ’

{ This is intended to urge the Fallacy of the‘ Unknown’. .

1‘Parity per Uncertaiuty’, by reduciug the Example to Uncertainty, makes it -
equal to the‘ Subject’; and ¢ Purity per Certainty,’ by removing uncerleinty from the
Bubject’, makes.it equal to the ‘Example’. The ‘Sabject’ is that ia which the
preseuce of the Probanduwn is doubiful aud is sought to be confirmed by the argu-
ment in question ; while the ‘ Example’ is that whorein the presence of the Proben-
dum is known for certain. ) '

~ Asanexampleof ‘ Parity per Uncertainty’ in the generalised form, Vishvaniths

puts forward the following :—~Against any argument that the First Party -might
put up in support ob disRrapositiens thePopavans. mill aesiupdhe following Opposi-
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- (7) The ‘Example’ being endowed with the- property
that constitutes the Probans (proving the desired Proposition,)
,—if the Opponent attributes to it some other property, and
.then urges the fact of this other property being such as
is not invariably concomitant with the propefties of the
Probandum,—it is a case of °Parity per Shufling’ E.g.
(against the same Proposition) we huve the Opposition—* One
thing endowed with qualties conducive to action is found to
be possessed of Gravity, as we find in the Clod of Earth
.(Example),~while another thing similarly endowed is found
to be devoid of Gravity, as we find in the case of Air ;-similarl{
it is possible that while one thing, the Clod of Earth, whic
is endowed with qualities conducive to action, i8 active,
another thing, the Soul, which is similarly endowed, may be
without action ;—ov you should show some special reason
(against this).”*®

tion—* What can prove the Proposition is only that Property which, as Probans,
subsists in the Subject of that -Proposition ;—this Probans must, in order to be
effective, subsist in the Example also ;—now the principal property that subsists
in the ¢ Subjeot ’ is the character of having the presence of the probandum doubiful ;—
and this same oharacter should reside in the Exsmple; hence the Exawple also

_should be one in which the presence of the Probandum is doubiful.”—And the follow-
ing is the example of ¢ Parity per Certainty :—* The Kxample must be one in which
the presence of the P'n‘ogndum is known for certain, the property in the Example
must also reside in the Sibject,~hence the Subject also must be one in which the
presence of the Probandum is known for cértain,—and if the Subject is so, then
it loses the ery character of the ‘Subject’, which must be one in which the
preseace of the Probandum is only doudiful.” :

. The ¢ Parity per Uncertainty " is intended to urge the Fallacy of ¢ contiadiotion’
and ¢ Parity per Certainty ’ is intended to urge the Fallacy of the ‘ unknown'—says
Udayaua. .

" ®Here ‘the Opponent attributes to the Example, Clod of Earth, the quality of
‘gravity,’ snd then shows that gravity, one quality of the Example, iis not in*
variably concornitsnt with the qualities conducive to action (as in Air, wo find these
lattér, but not the former)~and anslogously it may be possible that qualities
oonducive fo action, which also belong to the Example, may unot be invariably
concomitant with activity. Here we have a case of a property (gravity) being
found in the Examnple whioh is uot invariably conoamitant wishi the Probans,
‘qualities couducive to action’ This aleo includes case (i) where the preperty
found in the Example is oue with which the Probans is not iuvariably asncemitand,.
This Futile Rejoinder is intended to urge the Fallacy of Iroonciusivenses,—
says Udayana. Downloaded from https://www.hqubooks._cor;n ) .
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~(8) That character is called ¢ Probandum’ which is fonnd
to' be one upon. whioh the whole force of the Probans and
the other Faotors of the Reasoning is operative; and when
such character is attributed to the * Bxample’, it is ¢ Parity
per Probandum.’ E.g., “If the Soul is to be regarded as
aotive, in the same manner as the Clod of Earth is active, then
it comes to this that the Clod of Earth is like the Soul,— and
the Soul is the Subject in regard to which the presence of
Activity is still to be proved,—hence the Clod of Earth also
should be one in regard to which the presence of Activity
is still to be proved ;—if this is not so, then it is note true
that the Soul is like the Clod of Earth (which means that
the Example cited is not right).”+ :
' Var(ika on Su. (4).
(P. 589, L. 8 to L. 13.]
¢ Augmentation’ consists in imposing a- property that
does not exist ;—and ¢ Subtraction * is the withdrawing of
the property that is already present ;—* Uncertain ’ is that
which is yet to be proved ; and ¢ Certain’ is that which has
not got: to be proved.—* Shuffling’ consists in a peculiarity.
The Opposition that makes use of these constitutes the five
Futile Rejoinders, ¢ Parity per Augmeutation’, and the rest.
And when the Opposition shows that the character to be
proved, and that which has been put forward to prove it,
stand on the same footing, it is a case of * Parity per
Probandum.’ ' , :
For example, in the Proposition already referred to; it
having been asserted that the conclusion must be true, because
such is found to be the case with the Jar,—the opposition
is set up that,—¢ if Sound is like the Jar, then, since the Jar
has' Oolour, Sound also should be regarded as colour-

- ®This §.is wonting in the printed text ; itis found in the Puri Mss. also in 0.and D.
+ The Bubject, the Probans aad the Example must be such as are definitely
known from otlier source: of knowledge, aud are not dependent npon the reasoning
of which they themselves form parts. Phat which is to be.proved, the Proban-
dum is one that is not so known, 1If the Bxample is shown to be one which
also is still to be proved, this vitiates the eatire reasoning.
- 'This is mesnt f3uwpiotiicRdiacy oo chié Baliriwirpks.com
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“ed ;—this is a case of ¢ Parity per Augmentation.’ If the Oppo-
sition is set up in the form—* since Sound is colourless, the Jar
also should have to be regarded as colourless,”—it is-a case
of ‘Parity per Subtraction.” If the Opposition is in the
form—*That the Jav is non-eternal is oertain, then the
non-eternality of Sonnd also should be certain’, or ¢ the fact of
Sound being eternal being uncerlain, that of the Jar being so
should also be uncertain’,~these fwoare instances of * Parity
per Uncertainty ’ and ¢ Parity per Oertainty.’ If the Opposis
tion set up is—*Sound may be capable of being produced
(like the Jar),~=but Sound is produced by Disjunction, while
the Jar is not produced by Disjunction, so that the diversity
between the two, in the form of one being eternal and the
other now-sternal, should he as possible as that in the form
of one being produced by disjunction while the other is not
produced by Ditjunction ;"' —this is an instance of ¢ Parity per
Shuffling,’ Lastly, when the Opposition is set up in the
form—* What is the reason for asserting that the Jar
i8 noneelernal ;'this reason is as muc to be made known as the
Probandum of the original Proposition,”~=since such an
opposition consista in the setting up of the fact of the Reason
being like the Probandum, it is called ¢ Parity per Probandum.’

Bhagya on Sa. (5).
(P. 244, L. 2 t0 L. 7.)
- The answer to the above six Futile ReJomders is as

follows
- Sugra (5).

INASMUOH As THS  REarrigMaTION' (LEADING TO THR
CONOLUSION) 18 ONLY SEGURED ON THR BASIS OF A PARTICOLAR
SIMILARITY (BETWEKN THS * SUBJEOT ' AND TRE® Exaweie)’,..

. 'THERS OAN BE NO DBENIAL OF IT ON THE BASIS OF ANY MERS
DISBINILARITYs.—(80. b). :

.lnnritblo concomitanco is the emsential elemeut, and - when we have

even one point °f|38mm wiigh,indpearishly seapseitantonith the Probsndum,
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It is not possible to hide away (i.s. deny) what has been
duly established ;—and the ‘analogy’ (between the Snbjeot .
and the Example)is duly established, if there is some point
of similarity between them: as we find in the case of the
well-known analogy ‘as the Cowso the Gavaya’; this being
80, in regard to the cow and the Gavaya, it is not possible
to urge that ¢ there is some difference (of character) between
the two (and hence the analogy is not right) ”;— similarly
(in the case in question) when on the point of that character
which is meant to establish the conclusion, it is found that
it is presént in the Kxample (and in the Subject),—it cannot
be possible to deny the ‘conclusiveness of the said character
merely by pointing out that there is some difference between
the two, consisting in & diversity in their properties. -

Var(ika on S0.(5).
(P. 558, L. 15 to P, 540, L. 6.]

What the Stitra means is that all that has been urged
above cannot be accepted ; as it shows that the real meaning
(character) of the Probaus has not been grasped We do
not mean to say that in Sound (the Subject) there are found
all the properties of the Jar (the Example); all that we say
is that, that property which proves the Probandum, and
which therefore is the (Pr'obans). resides in both. In the
Reaffirmation (which is the fourth factor in our reasoning
process) we use the expression ‘so is (the Subject, Sound)’;
and what this expression means is that the character of
being capable of being produced is re-affirmed of Sound,
Such being the case, what has been urged- under Si. 4) can
have no meaning at all. When it is said ¢ As the Cow so the
Gavaya,’ it is not meant that all properties of the Cow reside
in the Gavaya, or that all properties of the Guvaya reside in
the Cow ; all that is meant by the statement
is that it «ffirms in regard to the two animals -
just that property which is common to them. If it meant

that is enough to prove our conclusion. It isnot possible for the ¢Bubject’
ard the * Examplo ’ to have no dissmilarity at all ; that would mean identity. All
that is necessary is that they should resemble on certain such points as are invariably

convomitant with tﬂqm;mmﬂ‘from https://www.holybooks.com

Vir, P. 540.
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the affirmation of all properties, then, there should not have
been used the expression ‘as—so’; the right expression, in
that case, would be ¢ this is the same as that’. Exactly the
same is the case with the case in question (Sound and
Jar). . . ,

- It bas been urged (Varfika, Text, P. 539, L. 11 &o.)
that—* since bet ween Sound and Jar there is this difference,
that while one.is produced by Disjunction, the other is not
go produced, it follows from this that there should be this
difference also between them, that while one is non-eternal,
the other is eternal,”—But as a matter of fact, the character
of being capable of being produced is invariably concomitant,
negatively as well as positively (with_ Nonm-elernalily); and
such is not the case with the character of being produced by
Disjunction. Further, as a matter of fact, no object, either
eternal or non-eternal, (with the sole of exception of Sound)
is ever found such as is produced by Disjunclion in the
same manner as.Sound is produced.® [So that being produced
by Disjunction inthis minner would reside in Sound only,
and as such being oo specific, could not prove anything at
all,] So that the contention of .the Opponent (putting up the
Futile Rejoinder) has no force at all.

Satra (6).

FosTHER, INASMUOR A8 THE ° EXAMPLE' BECOMES AN
¢ EXAMPLE' ONLY BY RBASON OF THB INDIOATION OF THB
ACTUAL PRESENOB, IN IT, oF THB ProBANDUM [IT O0AN
NEVER BB SAID TO STAND ON THR SAMB FOOTING AS THE
PROBANDUM, WHAT I8 8 STILL T0 B novnn]. 8atra (6).

® This has been added with a view to exclude the case of ¢ Dil)mlion born .
of Disjunction, * as this is not *produced in the same way as 8ound *; Bound being
prodaced by the Disjunction of its cause or souree only, .while the ‘other
Disjanction is produced by the disjunction of the cause and the m-otun.—
Tafparya. . Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com :
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Bhagya 'on 80. (6);
v R [244’ L]o 9—100] .

-~ 'What ie indicated (in the Example) is oaly such a fact as
is not incompatible with what is agreed upon by all men,
ordinary as well a8 learned ; and since it is only when the

" presence of the Probaudum is so indicated that the Example

jsomes & true ‘Example',—there can be no ground for

sayiog that the Example stands on the same footing as the
Probandum.*

Vartika on Su. (6).
[P. 540, L. 8 to P. 541, L. 3. ]

When you said that “the Example is the Probandum,
what is to be proved”, you 'did not understand the true
character of the ¢ Example’. The ¢ Example’ is that which
forms the subject of the uandisputed cognitions (of both
parties) ; and as such it can never be the Probandum, what
i8 to be proved (which is always doublful). If the cognition
(involved in the Example) were disputed, it would not be a
tru¢ Example,—~being devoid of the cbaracteristios of the
¢ Example’, .

(Tn connection with Futile Rejoinders some people have
held that— their number should be fourteen only, not twenty-
four, for if they are fwenty-four, then] there is needless
repetition of certain Futile Rejoinders.)” There is
however no repetition ; (a) because their meanings are
distinot ; it has been explained how the meaniugs of ¢ Parity
per Augmentation’ and the rest are different from one an-
other ;—(b) because we find a d'stinct difference in the
. manner in which each of them is put forward ; as a matter of
fact, the way in which ¢ Parity per Augmentation® and. the

*The anawer given in 84. 5, applies to all.the-six Futile Rejoinders desoribed
in 80. 4. What is said in 88, 6, is the answer that is applicable to only three
of them—" Parity per Uncertainty,’ * Parity per Certaiuty’ and Parity per Pro-
bandum ',_r“pnwmoaded from https://www.holybooks.com




1680 - THE NYAYA-SOTRAS OF GAUTAMA

other Futile Rejoinders are put forward is entirely dif-
forent.  “In this manner there should be an. endless
number.” If you mean by this that—* if the.
Futile Rejoinders are to be regarded as distinot slmply by.
reason of difference inthe way in which they ave put for.
fard, then their number cannot be twsnty-four only (but
endless),”’—this has no force; as no limit is intended ; it is
not meant to limit the number of individual Futile Rejoinders
to twenty-four only ; but this endless vaviety is due to the
variety of examples (all which fall within the twenty-four
well.defined groups).  “How. do yon kuow that this
is what is meant?”  Well, the single Fallacy of
¢Neutralisation’ has been divided into four kinds. If,
in answer to this, the Opponent should say that, singe all
Futile Rejoinders have a certain common characteristic, they
must be regarded as one and the same,—this would militate
against his own assertion that the number of Futile Re-
joinders is foureen. If this diversity (into fourteen kifds)
be held to be baged upoun some sort of difference among them,
—then it cannot be rightly asserted that “ Parity per Aug-
mentation’ and the rest do not differ from ¢ Parity per Shuffl- -
ing ;' for, just as on the basis of some dif-
| - ference among them, there would be fourteen
Futile Rejoinders,—in the same manner, on the basis of some
difference, the number would be twenty-four, In fact the
argument that, *by reason of some sort of similarity among
* Parity per Augmentation’ and the other Futile Rejoinders,
they should be regarded as one”, is itself of the nature of a
- Futile Rejoinder, called ¢ Parity . per Non-difference.” * And
the answer to this Futile Rejoinder is mentmned ‘alsewhere
(under Sn. 5-1.-24),

End of Seotxon (2).
Downloaded fromchﬁpe-ﬂwww holybooks com. - “

Var. P.541.
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. Seotion (8).
[ Sugras 7-8.]
Dealing with (9) ¢ Parity per Convergence’ and
(10)’ Parity per Non-convergence.’
. Sifra (7).
’ “'Tus ProBANS (00ULD ESTABLISE THE ProBaNDUNM)
* BITHER BY UNITING, OB NOT-UNITING, WITH THE P#OBAN-
DUM,—IF IT UNITAS WITH IT, THEN IT BRCOMES NON.
DIFFERENT FBOM IT; WHILE IF IT DOES NOT UNITE WITH 1T,
IT CANNOT PROVE IT "—THERE ARGUMENTS CONSTITOTE
(9) ¢ Pagiry pus ConveraeNoe’ ,AND (10) ¢ Pagiry pEg
NON-OONVERGENCE.’ ®

8. (7).
Bhagya_ on Si. (7).
[P. 244, L. 13 to L. 16.)

“ Is it by uniting with the Probandum that the Probans
would establish it? Or by not uniting with it? It cannot
establish it by uniting with it ; because by uniting with it, it
would become non-different from it, and as such could not
establish it. When of two things both are existent, and are
united,~which could be the ¢ probans, ’ the ¢ establisher,’ and
which the ¢ probandum ’ ¢ the ¢ established ' ? If, on the other -
hand, the Probans does not unite with the Probandum,—then
(on that very account) it could not establish it ; for example,
the "Lamp does not illumine an object unless it is united with
it." When the Opposition is urged on the basis of ¢ uniting ’

- (Converging), it is * Parity per Convergence ' ; and when it is
rged on t%e basis of ‘non-uniting’ (non-converging), it is
¢ Parity per Non-convergence.’ .

L 3 is only what is not already accomplished that can be established ;. what is
united with anythiug must be an accomplished sutity; hence o such thing can be
what islo bs established, the ¢ probauduwm ’; and when two things anite, they becoms
ideatified ; henoe if the Probans and the Prebandum become uvited, there cau be

00 relation of cause Budveffsat butimoan Nipmsmiidiparpeooks.com
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Var{ika on Su. (7)
[P..541, L, 6 to L. 18.)

_In the same argument when it is urged that ‘Sonnd'
must be non-eternal devause of ils similbrity to the Jar, the
following opposition is set up against it:—*1f this probans
becomes united with the probandum, then, having become
united with it, it becomes non-differant from it. ‘ What is the
meaning of this non-difference?’ . It means that both are
ezistent ; and since what is non-existent cannot be united with
it, the ¢ probans ’ ceases to be the 1~ans of establishing (that
Probandum with which it unites). [f, on the other hand,
the probans does not unite with the probandum, then the
probans becomes noun-different from the non-united (hence
non-existent) probans; and as such ceases to be a probans;
the Fire that is not united with an object never burns it.

. When the Opposition is urged on the basis of ¢ Uniting,’
it is ¢ Parity per oonvergenoe, aud when it is urged on the
basis of ‘ not- Uniting,’ it is * Parity per Non-oonvergenoe.

[Evea lzhough both those Futile Rejoinders represent a
single Opposition to the same argument, yet] they are men-
tioned separately, in view of the two different ways in which
one may look upon these : If one comes to speak of the two
as different, then tiue two may be vegarded as two distinot
Futile Rejoinders—* Parity per Convergeuce ’ and ¢ Parity per
Non-Convergence ;' but when they ave spoken of as one and the
same, they may be regarded as one only ; just as in the oase
of the *forest’ aud the  trees’ coustituting it [[f we wish to
laystress upon the diversity of trees, we regard them as many
trees; butif we lay stress upon them as forming a single
entity, we speak of them as the Forest.}

- % What has been desoribed cannot be regarded as a Futile

Re]omdor, as it does not possess the characteristios of the
F !lﬁlle‘ BO]OlndBWn%aded from https://www.holybooks.com
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~# If you mean by this, that—* What form the characteristics
of the Futile Rejoinder are not present in what has been just
deseribed, for the Futile Rejoinder consists in ¢ Opposition
on the basis of Similarity and Dissimilarity * (Sa. 5-1-1) ; and
that whioh does not fulfil this condition cannot be &
“ Futile Rejoinder; a,g., the Horse, which does not possess the
‘oharacteristios of the Cow, is not regarded as Cow,"~=then
our answer is that this contention is not right; for it shows
that the meaning of the Sitra has not been grasped; it is
clear that the objector has not wadsrstood the meaniag of
the Stitra ¢ Futile Rejoinder consists in Opposition on the
basis of Similarity and Dissimilarity ’; hence the objeotion
has no force at all. )

This also serves to dispase of ¢ Praikalya-Sama’' and
other such Fatile Rejoinders (that have been propounded);
as all this shows that the meaning of the S#fra has not been

understood.e .
Bhasya on Su. (8).

[P. 244. L. 16 to P. 245, L. 2.] .
The answer to the above two Futile Rejoinders is as

follows :—
Si¢ra (8).

Tas DENIALS (EMBODIED IN THE REJOINDERS) ARE NOT
EFFEOTIVE ; (a) BECAUSE WR FIND THE JAR AND SUCH OTHEB
OBJECTS ACOOMPLISHED (WHEN THRIE OAUSES ARE IN
OONTAOT WITH THEM), AND (b) BEOAUSE KILLING BY MAGIO
(IS ACCOMPLISHED WITHOUT THB KILLER . COMING INTO
OONTAOT WITH THE KILLED PERSON).$ (S0. 8.

The denial is not right, in either of the two forms:
(a) Such effects as the Jar and the like are brought about
by the Agent, the Instruments, and the Receptacle only when

#®When it is said that Futile Rejoinder consists in ‘opposition ou the basis of
similarity aad dissimilarity’ ; it is not meant that these—Similarity and Dissimilarity—
should be with properties of the Eaampls only ; they may be with auy propérty, other
thaa that which forms the Probandum of the original Proposition,~T'afparya.

+ The priated yspiaaskinbendhitvesdveqRiwit-torsftpare
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these are in contact with the Olay (out of which the Jar is
made) [So that ¢Parity per Oonvergence’ can have no

force J;—and () when trouble (killing) is brought on a person

by means of magical spells, we find that the cause brin

about its effect without coming into contact with it. [So -
that ¢ Parity per Non-Convergence ’ also can have no force.]

Par{ika on Su. (8).
[P. 542, L. 1. to L. 13,)

As a matter of fact, when the potter's stick and the
other things (that are emploged in the making of the Jar)
unite with (come into contact with) the Lump of Clay (out
of which the Jar is made), they do not become non-different
from their effect, (Jar) ; nor does the relation of cause and
effect cease (between them and the Jar); i.e., when the
potter’s stick comes into contact with tha Clay, it does mnot
cease to be the ‘cause’ (of the Jar), nor does the other
(i.e., the Jar) cease to be its ‘effect.’ If you think
that—* The Jar is the effect, and at the time that it is not in
existence (as it ig bound tobe before it is made), what could
any ¢ cause’ do to'it ? ”',~our answer is that we do not mean
that the cause operates upon what is non-existent; what is
meant i8 that it tends to turn the Clay into the Jar [so that the
cause operates upon the Clay, which is existent).  “ What
is the meaning of the Clay being turned into the Jar P"

‘What is meant is that the component partioles of the Clay-
lump renounce their former composition and take up a new
composition, and out of this new composition arises the Jar.

"~ " In the case of killing by magio, we find the cause
bringing about its effect without coming into contact with
it.  *“ What is the meaning of sol coming into- contact?”

~ What it means is that the Effect is brought about by
the cause without the two coming together. [It must mean
this, ds) otherwiseydfedt-meant. manely,heingarrived af, then
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such arriving is present in the case in question (when
the Killer does aim at the killing), as is shown by the fact
that the operation ‘of the killing) is restrioted in its scope
(to the single person whose death is compassed by the
Agent). .

This Futile Rejoinder is an atiempt at discarding all
kinds of Probans. [The Probans can only be either an
indicator or a maker, and) if the Probans is regarded as
an tndicator, as also if it is regarded as a maker, in sither
case it becomes subject to the attack embodied in the
Rejoinder. It stands self-condemned, however, by the very
faot that it is based upon the total rejection of the entire
fabric of the relation of *Cause and Effect’.  *What is
the self-condemnation in it?" 1f what is urged in the
Futile Rejoinder is true, then the Rejoinder itself
cannot come up ;—why?—because the question would re-
main—does the Rejoinder accomplish its purpose (by
denying the causal relation) without getting at it? Or by
getting at it? And does it pome into contact with what it
denies ? or does it not come into contact with it P~—~So that
the objections urged by the Rejoinder would apply to itself

with equal force.
End of Section (8).

8ection (4).
[Satra (9).

Dealing with—(11) ¢ Parity per Oontinued Ques-

tion’ and (12) ¢ Parity per Oounter-insiance.’
Satra (9).

(a) WaeN Tas Basis of THB * ExaMpLe’ 18 NoT MBN-
TioNED, 1718 (11) ¢ Pariry pee CoNTINUED QUBSTION’ AND
(b) waeN TEE OPPOSITION (8 88T UP THROUGH A ‘ COUNTSE.
INSTANOE, It 18 (18) ¢ PariTy PER CoOUNTBR-INSTANOE.'
So. ‘9,) Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Bhagya on 84, (9).
(P. 245, L, 5 to L. 10.]

(a) When the Opposition is set up in the form of the
*Oontinued Questioning ’ that “ it is necessary (for the pro-
pounder of the original Proposition) to point out the proof
for the Probans also ”—it is Opposition called ¢ Parity per
Continued Question '. #.g., * You do not mention the reason
(basis) for asserting that the Olod of Earth, which is endowed
with qualities conducive to action, must be active ; and uatil
the reason is mentioned, nothing can be accepted as true.”*

(b) When the Opposition is based upon a covnter-instance,
it is ¢Parity per Counter-instance.” #. g. The original
proposition having been put forward in the form -¢The
Soul must be active,—because it is endowed with qualities
oonducive to action,—like the Clod of Earth,’~the Opponent
sets up a counter-instance—* Akasha, which is endowed
with qualities conducive to action, is found to be without
action [and hence why cannot the Soul be regarded as in-
active, like Akasha?]”. But what is that quality in
Akasha which is conducive to action ? *“ It consists of con-
tact with Air, which aided by Faculty or momentum (leads
to action), as is found in the case of the contact of Air with
the Tree.”¢ ~

Vartika on Su. (9).
|P. 542, L, 16 to P. 548, L. 18.]

For example, in connection with the same argument, when
it is based upon the similarity (of Sound) to such things as
the Jar and the like, the Opponent sets up the following
opposition—‘* What is the proof that the Jar itself is non-
eternal P ” ; and this constitutes ¢ Parity per Continued Ques-

® The Ta¢parya thus' explains the difterence between ¢ Parity per Continaed
Question’ and)* Parity per Probandum.'—lIn ¢ Parity per Probandum ’ the Opponent
urges the jnecessity of the Probans and all other Fuctors of Reasoning
being provided in sapport of the Example, exactly in the same manaer as is done
in support of the Probandam ; while in ¢ Parity per Continued Question,’ he only
wants to know by what means of cognition the Kxample is known.

*t Contact of Air with the Tree leads to the action of moving in the Tree;
hence the contact S2V¥PId TkaeRa a¥is sl HO LRIV W action.
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tion.” Of ¢ Parity per Counter-instsnce,”’ the example ocited
in the Bhagya should be regarded as suffoient.

[In the Bhagya, the contact of the Air with Ak2sha has
been cited as the quality conducive to activity ; this is objected
to]—*‘ Inasmuch a8 the contact of Air and Ak#isha does
not act as the cause (of any action), what has been said is
not right.

If you mean by this that—* The contact of Air and
Ak8sha is never found to be the cause of any action ; it can-
not bring about any action at any of the three points of
time ; 4, e. the contuct of Air and Akasha has never produced,
does not produce, and will not produce, action in A kasha ;*
and that which is not found to act like a cause at any of the
three points of time caunot be regarded as a cause at all;

just as one Jar can never be regarded as the
 cause of another Jar, "—this cannot be right;
for what is said is found possible in things resembling that
Contaoct ; we do not mean that it is the cortuct of Air and
Adkasha itself which is the cause of action ; all that we mean
is that similar contact is found to be the cause of action in
other things,—as for instance, the contact of the Air and
Tree; and the faclt that the contact of Air, though of the
same kind, does not bring about action in Akasha, is due,
not to the fact of that (contact) not being & cause of action,
but to the preaence of obstacles (to such action). ¢ By what
is the action obstructed?” By the vast dimension of
Akasha; just as there is no action produced in the Clods of
Earth, when they are struck by mild blasts of Air. 1f you
were to regard a thing as the cause of action only after
you have seen the Action (produced by it), then, for you, all
kinds of causes would be reduced to this condition that their

* The right rmlmw.holybooks.com.

Var. P, 543.
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causa! character oould be aoccepted only when it could be
inferred from the actual appearance of their effeot; and in that
ocase it would not be possible for you to take up the material
cause of an objeot (for the making out of it of the
desired object), as it would be doubtful (uatil the Effect is
actually produced) whether or not the Cause will produce
the necessary Effect. For him however who would take up
the cause, on the strength of its resembling another cause
(which bas been found to be productive of the object), the
taking up of the cause would be quite reasonable. If you
do not accept the view that what resembles a cause is itself a
cause,~then it would be impossible for you to urge against
anyone the ‘Fallacy of Inconclusiveness’; for the ‘incor-
poreality ' that is in Sound is not the same as (bnt only
similar to) that in 4kasha &o. (on the strength of which the
Fallacy could be urged). As a matter of fact, every Infer-
ence proceeds on the analogy of what is seen in one ocase
to things in another case; certainly the properties in one
smoke are not preoisely the same individual properties as those
in another smoke.

' Bhagya on Sd. (10\.

(P. 245, L. 10 to L, 18.]

The answer to the above Futile Rejoinders is as

follows :— :
‘ Safra (10).

Tae CONTINUBD QUASTION OOULD OOME TO AN END

JUST A8 IT DOES IN THE OASE OF THS FRTCHING OF TH

Lawxe, (S0. 10.)

The first party, on bamg questioned by the Opponent in
the manner desonybed in the preceding Sifra, gal:nosay (in
reply)—Who are the persons that fetoh the lamp ? and why
do they feteh itP (The Opponent will say]—“It is
fetched by persons desiring to see, and they fetoh it
for the purpesa,.of.seeing.thethings tobeseen.”  But
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(the first party will ask again] Why do not people, desiring
to see the Lamp (which is a thing to be seen) Petoh another
lamp ?—* They do not do so, because they can see the lamp
even without the second lamp.” From this, it follows that
for the seeing of the Lamp itself, the fetohing of another
lamp is useless. [Now turning to the case in question]—For
what purpose is the Example put forward P—It is put
forward for the purpose of making known some thing
not already koown. Why then is the mention of the
basis of the Bvample sought for® (by the Oppounent setting
up the Futile Rejoindar)? If it is sought for the purpose of
making the Example known,—then our contention i3 that
the Example is already known [as, if it .were not known, it
would not be put forwardas Erample]; for the Example
is that in regard to which there is a consensus of opinion
among all men, learned and unlearned; so that any
mention of baxis for the ?urpose of making the Example
known would be absolutely useless. Thisis the answer to
¢ Parity per Continued Question.’

Vargika on Su. (10).
(P. 248, L. 15 to L. 20.]

"The Opponent should be asked— who are the persons that
fetch the lamp and why do they fetch it P—* It is fetched by
persons desiring to see, and they fetoh it for the purpose of
seeing the things to be seen.” Why do not they bring up
another lamp for the seeing of the former lamp P—* Simply
because the lamp is seen without the other lamp.”— Well then,
for what purpose is the Example put up P—=For the purpose
of making known what is not known.—Why then do you
seek for another Example for the sake of the former Example ?
If for the purpose of making it kuown,— then our answer is
tkat it is already known.¢

® Thie correct reading is {xqR ss found in Mss. B,, C.,and D.

+The clauee Moppuu to be superfiluous. It might be
construed with the next Sigra. But the phirssy STETETENRNAY i nowhere found
in the Parvapakga—of which this could be an qayy here. We have therefore

dro it. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
P!
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. Bhagya on Su. (11).
(P. 245, L. 19 to P. 246, L. 2.]

The answer Lo ‘Parity per Counter-instance’ is as
follows :~= :
Sijra (11).
Ir THR COUNTER-INSTANOE I8 AN EFFECTIVE REASON,

THE ExAMPLE ALSO CANNOT BUT BE AN EFFECTIVE REASON.

(8a, 11).

When the Opponent puts forward the Counter-instance,
he does not cite any special reason in support thereof—to
show that for such and such a reason the Counter-instance is
an effective reason, and the Example is not so, So that,
when the Counter-iustance is recognised as an effective
reason, there can be no ground for saying that the Example
is not an effective reason ;—and when can it not fail to be
effective reason? Only when it is itself not capable of bein
denied and is capable of proving the conclusion. 580 that i
it is effective reason, it must prove the conclusion.

Var{ika on Su. (11).
[P. 544, L.. 2 to L. 8.]

The Example cannot but be an effective reason— (says the
Sitra)—(4) Because of its being admitted : one who admits
the fact of the Counter-instance being an effective reason,
must also admit the fact of the Example being an effective
reason ; and being on effective reason consists in being able to
prove the desired conclusion.— When can it not fail to be un
effective reason P—When it is ilself nol capable of being denisd
and is capable of proving the desired conclusion—says the
Bhagya; and the Example is capable of proving the desired
conclusion and is not denied.—(B) Also because the Op-
pouent caunot formulate his argument : If he formulates
it in the form—** As your Example so mine also,”—then, we
readily admit this; so that what you urge is not a counter-
inslance against us. If, on the other hand, he formulates it

=% Just asomycHxamplotis/mot thezight:Example, so is
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yoursalso not the right example,”—then, inasmuch ss-this
would involve self-condemnation, there would be no (correct)
Counter-instance,

Bnd of Seotion (4).

Section (5).
[Sttras 12—13.]
Dealing with (18) ¢ Parity per Non-generation.’
Siifra (12).
* BeFoRE THE BIRTH (OF THB SUBJECT), SINCE [WHAT
IS URGED AS] THE GROUND [FOR 'THE PROBANDUM BEING
PREDIOATED OF IT] OANNOT 8UBSIST, [TH& ARGUMENT OAN
PROVE NOTHING ],” —THIS8 I8 ¢ PARITY PER NON-GENERATION,’
(Sa 12).
Bhagya on S0. (12).

[P. 246, L 4to L. 7.

The proposition being stated in the form—¢ Sound must be
nou-eternal, because it comas after effort, like the Jar,’ the
Opponent sets up the following Opposition :—** Before it is
produced, the Sound has not appeared, hence (at that time)
the character of coming after effort, which is the ground
urged for its non-eternality, does not subsist in Sound ; and
since this character does not subsist in Sound, it follows that
Sound is eternal ; and that which is eternal is never produced. ’
—This opposition, based upon *non-generation’ (or non-
production), 18 ¢ Parity per Non-generation.’

Var{ika on S1, (12).
(P. 544, L1, 10—18.] -

The proposition having been put forward that, ¢ Sound is
non-eternal’ because it is capable of heing produced, like the
Jar,'—the Opponent might set up the following Dpposition
—% Before Sound is produced, the capability of being produced
does not subsidbwitadéq randirthiswehasaober.chreing absent,
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Sound must be inecapable of being produced; and being

incapable of being produced, it must be eternal " ;—this

Opposition based upon * non-generation ’ is ¢ Parity per Non-

generation.’ -
Bhagya on 8. (183).

[P. 246, L. 7 to L. 12.) .

The answer to- the above Futile Rejoinder is as
follows :— : :
Safra (18).
SINOR IT I8 ONLY WHEN IT HAS BEEN PRODUOED THAT
THB THING I8 WHAT IT IS, AND BINCE WHAT I8 URGRED AS
THE GROUND (Pok THE PROPOSITION) DOES THEN SUBSIST

IN ITy=—=THE PRESENCE OF THE GROUND OANNOT BE DENIED,
(S, 13,

(4) Since it is only when it has becn produced that the thing
in what it is—i.e., it is only when it has been produced that
the Sound becomes ¢ Sound ’ ; before it is produced, it is not
even ¢ Sound ;' and as it is *Sound’ only after it has been
produced, and when the Sound has been produced, the cha-
racter of coming*.after effort, which is the ground for non-
eternality, is actually present in it ; and sincs the ground does
then subsist in it, there is no force in the objection that
‘before the birth of the Subject, the ground does not subsist
init” (urged in the Futile Rejoinder).

Vartike on 8a. (18).
[P. 544, L. 16 to P, 545, L. 21.]

Just as before Sound is produced, the character of being
produced is not there, so is the Sound itself not there; it is
only when it has been produced that Sound becomes ¢ Sound’ ;
and when it is produced, it comes to bave the character of being
produced also; and thence it becomes ‘non-eternal; and
inasmuch as on Sound being produced, the character of being
produced does subsiat in it, the presence of the ground (of
non-eternality) cannot be denied. While it is not produced,
Sound is not wheit.isg fices,nbefore itiisyproduaed, it cannot be
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spoken of either as *Sound,’ or as ¢ ﬁaving the character of
beiug produced,’ or as ¢ non-sternal.’

Further, the probans put forward in support of the Pro-
5. position (i.e., the character of being produced) is

an indicator, not a maker ; and to urge, against the
indicator, objections that are applicable to the maker, can
have no sense at all.*  * But both being efficient opera-
tors, there can be no difference between the * indicator * and
the ¢ maker.” This is not right; as the ‘maker’is
the author (agent) of the making, while the ¢indicator’
is the author of the indicating. “That which is
the Indicator may also maks some thing, aud it may
thus be spoken of as ‘Indicator’ as well as *maker.”
That does not affect our position ; because (the fact remains
that) while the ‘maker’ is the cause of making, the *indi-
cator’ is the cause of indicating; oune of them (the former)
brings things into existence, while the other brings about the
cognition of the thing already existing.

When the Opponent says—* Before Sound is produced,
the character of being produced being absent, Sound comes to
be that which is nof capable of being produced,”’—he admits the
existence of Sound ; for a non-existent thing could not have
the property of being not capable of being produced; so that
the gnalification * before it is produced ’ becomes meaningless.

Others have offered the following objection to the Futile
Rejoinder in question :~~* When it is said that ¢ before Sound
is produced, the ground is not there (80 12), this becomes

® This is an answer to what has been said under S0. 12 to the effect that
“there the ground for nom-eternality being absent, the non-eternality cannot be
there, henoe Bound muut be eternal.” The sense of the answer offered is that
it isonly the maker, whioh on ceasing to dxist, puts an end to the exintence of the
effect ; such is not the case with the Indicator, whore presence or absence does not
affect the presence of what it indicates. So that even though the charscter of
being produced may not be present when the Sound is not produced, that cannot
vitiste the provingeficienayof ithat phersoteryw . holybooks.com

Vir, P. 54
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a oase of ¢ Parity per Presumption,’ And if the Rejoinder is
put up in the form—*since before Sound is produced, the
charaoter of coming after Effort cannot bélong to it, it follows,
by implication, that it is not endowed with the character of com-
ing after effort; and not having this latter character, it must be
eternal '—the answer to this is as follows :—[t is by no means
necessary that what does not possess the oharacter of coming
- after effort must be eternal; in fao a thing not possessed of
the character of coming after effort can be of three kinds—(1)
some are eternal, e. y. Akdsha and the like, (2) some are
non-eternal, e, g. the lightning-flash and such things, and
(8) some are absolute non-entities, e. g. the * sky-flower ’ and
the like.” '

This however we do not find to be quite right.—Why ?—
Because, in the first place, it is not right to say that *some
things, that are not possessed of the character of coming
after effort, are absolute non-entities ’ ; because * coming after
effort ' really qualifies the birth (production, coming into
existence) of the thing ; that thing is regarded as not having
the character of cuming after effort whose birth or production
does not follow from effort;—and as the absolute non-entity
never exists, it can have no birth; and that which is a non-
entity, how can anything be qualified by it? This same
reasoning disposes also of the assertion that ¢ some things not
possesser of the character of coming after effort are sternal’;
because what is ‘eternal’ cannot be spoken of as ‘not
coming after effort ' [as this latter implies &irth, which is not
possible in the case of eternal things].

% This Futile Rejoinder (Parity per Non-generation) is not
possessed of the characteristics of the ‘ Futile Rejoinder,’
henge it cannot be regarded as a Futile Rejoinder.

This is not right; in what is urged in opposition, it is
shown that theveloiseaimilanity whetweenokthergrounds put
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forward in support of the original proposition, and such other
grounds as have not beem produced (come into existence)
at all ; that which has not come into existence can never be the
reason or ground for anything; e. g. the yarns that bave
not themselves come into existence cannot be the cause of the
Cloth. *

’ ud of Section (5).

Section (6).
[Sttras 14—15.]
Dealing with ¢ Parity per Doubt.’
Sti{ra (14),

Tre * CouMUNITY ' AND THE ¢ EXAMPLE,” BOTH BEING
EQUALLY PEBOEPTIBLE BY THE SENSES, [THE OPPOSITION]
BASED UPON SIMILARITY TO * ETERNAL’ AS WELL AS ¢ NON-
ETERNAL' THINGS CONSTITUTES ° PariTy Per Dousr.’
(Su. 14).

Bhagya on Sa. (14).

[P. 246, L. 15 to P. 247, L. 2.)

The Proposition being put forward in the form—* Sound
must be non-eternal, because it comes after effort, like the
Jar,'—the Opponent opposes it by casting doubt over it :
“ Kven though Sound comes after effort, it has this similurity

® The objection is that Futile Rejoinder should cousist iu Opposition on the
basis of similarity and dissimilarity (as deolared in 80, 5-1-1); and as the opposition
in ¢ Parity per Non-gencration ' does not praceed on any such basie, it cannot be re-
garded as a true ¢ Futile Rejoinder.”  The reply is that the Opposition in this
also does involve some notion of similarity : ¢ just as the non produced yarn cannot
be the cause of the Cloth, so the character of coming after effort, which is not
produced before the production of Sound, cannot be the cause of the proving of
non-eternality in Sound,' This also shows that the difference of this Futile Rejoin-
der from ‘Parity per Presumption’ lies in the fact that, while in the present
Rejoinder, the similarity urged is that to such causes as are mot produced,~in
¢ Parity per Presumption, ’ the Opposition ie based upon the imposing of a meaning
contrary to the meddingédatieckéistanbéips://www.holybooks.com
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to the sternal ° Community ’ that both are perceptible ty the
senges ;—and the same also constitutes its similarity to the
non-eternal ©Jar’;—thus, by reason of its similarity to both
‘oternal’ and ‘nou-eternal’ things, there must be doubt (as
to the real character of Sound). ”

Var{ika on Sa. {14),
[P. 546, L. 3 to L. 6.]

The example of this Futile Rejoinder has been given in
the Bhasya. It might be argued that—* Parity per Proband.
um does not, in any way, differ from Parity per Doubl.?
If you mean by this that—* Just as the example of * Parity
per Probandum’ is based upon similarity, so is the ¢ Parity
per Doubt’ also, and hence there being no difference between
the two, the latter should not be regarded as a distinct kind
of Futile Rejoinder, "—this is not right ; because in ¢ Parity
per Doubt ’ there is similarity (of the Subject, Sound) to two
things (eternal and non-eternal), while ‘ Parity per Proband-
um’ is based upon its similarity to a single thing; this
constitutes the difference between the two.

Bhasya on. Sa. (15).
[P. 247, L. 2. to L. 11.]

The answer to the above is as follows :—
Sifra (15).

(¢) As REGARDS. THE DOUBT BEING RAISED ON THE
B48IS OF (MERE) ¢ SIMILABITY,’ [OUR ANBWER 18 THAT] THERE
OAN BE NO SUOH DOUDT WHEN THBE ‘ DISSIMILARITY’ (To
THAT SAME THING) HAS BEEN DULY RECOGNISED ; (b) IF,
BVEN ON DOTH (SIMILARITY AND DISSIMILARITY) BEING
RECOGNISBD, DOUBTS WERE TO AKISE, PHRN THERE WOULD
B8 NO END TO SUCH DOUBTS,—(6) AND SINCE MERE ‘sIMl-
LARNY' I8 NOT ACOEPTED AS AN EVBRLASTING SOUKUB OF
POUBT,—THB OPPOSITION BET UP OANNOT BR kigHT. S0, (15).

(a) When, on perceiving the distinguishing feature of

¢ Man'—which constitutes its * dissimilarity ’ (to the Pillar)-=

it has been dulyascertained ithat.wbheobjeetoperceived is a
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‘ Man, "—there is no room for any doubt arising in regard to
it on the basis of some °¢similarity’ between Man and
Pillar. Thos, in the case of Sound, the character of com-
ing afler effort, which forms its distinguishing feature
and dissimilarity (to eternal things), having been recognised,
its ‘non-eternality’ becomes: duly ascertained; and there
can be no room for any further doubt arising on the mere
ground of its similarity to eternal and non-eternal things.
() If such a Doubt were to arise, then, inasmuch as the
‘similarity’ between the Man and the Pillar would never
cease, the Doubt would never come to an end. (c¢) Lastly, we
do not admit that * similarity ' is an everlasting source of Doubt,
even when the distinctive feature of the thing has been duly
recognised ; e. y. when the distinctive feature of Man has
been recoguised, a mere similarity between ‘Man’ and
¢ Pillar’ does not become a source of doubt. :
Vartiks on Sa, (15).
(P. 546, L. 10 to L. 18.)

From ‘similarity '—i. e. from perception of similarity—
there arises doubt ; but when * dissimilarity '—i, e, the distinc-
tive feature—has been percoived, doubt does not arise. If, on
both——gimilarity and dissimilarity—being recoguised, Doubt
were to arise, then there would be no end to Doubt. We do
not admit that °Similarity ' elways gives rise to doubt;
because even when there is * Similarity - betweea two things,
Doubt is set aside when the distinguishing feature of one

of them is recoguised.

End of’ Seotion (6).

Section (7).
[Satras 16—17.] :
Dealing with (15) ¢ Parity per Neutralisation. ™
St{ra (16),
“ By KEASON OF SIMILARITY TO B)I'H, THERM ARISKS
VAOILLATION "’;—(OPPOSITION) BASED UPON THIS BEASONING
18 * PARITY DEBANROTEXIITION (B0 b .com
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Bhagya on 81. (16).
[®P. 247, L. 18 to L. 18.]

By reason of the similarity (of Sound) to both, eternal
and non-eternal things, there is likelihood of the two conirary
views [§. e. the original Proposition as well as its con-
trary];—this is what is ‘meant by the term ¢ prakeriya,’
or ‘vacillation’ in the S§%/ra:One view being—‘Sound
must be non-elernal, because it comes after effort, like the
- Jar,’—the other view is propounded on the basis of the
gimilarity (of Sound) to ¥tarnal things[*Sound must be eternal,
becauseitis perceptible by the Auditory Crgan, like the class-
character Sound']. Thus then, it is found that when the
Probans—* because it comes after effort '—is put forward as
constituting the similarity (of Sound) to non-sternal things,
it is not free from the pussibility of tho contrary view being set
up; and in the face of this possibility, the conclusion sought
to be based upon that Probans cannot be established. The
same holds good in regard to a Probans that would be put
forward as constituting the ‘similarity’ (of Sound to
sternal things#.  The Opposition put forward on the basis
of this ¢ vacillation ’ constitutes * Parity per Neutralisation.’

What has been said in this Stitra applies also to the case
of Dissimilarity ;~and ¢ by reason of Dissimilarity toboth, there
arises Vacillation,—and Opposition based upon this reasoning
constitutes Parily per Neutralisation.’

, Vartka on S0, (16).
[P. 586, L, 15 to L. 18,]

The example of this Futile Rejoinder in given in the
Bhagya. Objection—** Parity per Vacillation or * Neutralisation
does not differ from Parity per Doubt and from Parity per
Similarity—Why P~ because here as well as in the other
two the Opposition is based upon similarity,

Answer :—This is not right ; the difference of Parity per
Neutralisation from the other two is clearly shown by the fact
® The printed text is corrupt. The right reading is found iu Puri B, and
Ms. C., a8 follows—EQEGRIQreg-IN o svcawiadd awramfrgReaingy-
firdetorrerr nfrererasireqart W 1 Wik This same reading is aocepted

by the J'afparya. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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that in the former there is‘similarity ' in sapport of both
the contrary views ; both disputants seek to establish their
views in regard to ‘ eternality ’ and ¢ non-eternality ’ of Sound
(on the basis of ©Similarity '), and this is not the case in
¢ Parity per Similarity’ or in ¢ Parity per Doubt.’

Bhagya on Su, (17).
[P. 247, L. 18 to P. 248, L. 8.]
The answer to the above is as follows :—
Stitra (17).

INASMUOR AS THE SAID ° VACILLATION’ OAN FOLLOW

ONLY FBOM THE COUNTRR-VIEW, THERE OAN BE NO DKNIAL

OF IT ; SPROIALLY AS THAT CONTRARY VIEW MOUST BE REGABD-

ED A8 ESTABLISHED (BBPORE THE ° VACILLATION ' AN BE BOT

FOBWARD) *~—841, (17). :

When the Opponent says that—* by reason of similarity
to both there arises vacillation '’ ~his assertion comes to this
that there is vacillation, ' because the counter-view is there ;
it is only when there is (real) similarity to both that one of
them can be called the ¢ counter-view ’; hence it follows from
the statement that the ¢ connter-view ’ is an established faot ;
and the ‘counter-view’ being regarded as established, its
denial cannot be right. If the ¢ counterview ' is established,
its denial cannot be right; and ii its denial is right, the
* counter-view ' cannot be regarded as estublish:d ; + for ¢ the
establishment of the counter-view ' and *the right denial of
the counter-view ' are contradictory terms.

When however (as in the case of the Fallacy of Neutralise
ation, which also is based upon vacillation] the ° vacillation’
is due to the absence of definite knowledge (in regard to the
subject in question) [and to tha mere existence of the
counter-view ), the * vacillation' comes to an-end, as soon

*

®The terma ‘pratipakga’ * counter-view, stands for the view of the First
Party ; it is called ‘ counter-view ' from the Opponent’s point of view.—Udayana
and Vishvanatha. .

+ The right reading is supplied by C.WW: sfike: afy
wfwdrqafer: ofildt Noed ) we  ofedirgafe: afo Reaed o sf
qutyafine siwdireafentfe finfnfefrfienyw.holybooks.com
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a8 that definite right knowledge is attﬁned; i.e., as soon
as deﬁ!:ite right knowledge has been attained the vacillation
neases. .

Var¢ika on Su. (17).
[P. 547, L1, 3—5.]

The Futile Rejoinder is one that is not incompatible
with its own contradictory. As regards the Fallacy of
Neutralisation, the vacillation arises, not from the presence
of & ‘counter-view ’, but from absence cf right knowledge ;
a8 we have already explained under the * Fallacy of Neutra-
lisation.’ (80. 1-2.7.)

End of Section (7).
Section (8).
: [Satras 18—20).
Dealing with (16) ¢ Parity per Non-probativeness,’
Sigra (18),
‘PariTY PEE NON-PROBATIVENESS ' 18 BASED UPON
THE CONTENNON THAT *“THE PROBANS 48 SUCH OANNOT
EXIST AT ANY OF THE THBEE POINTS of TIME” (S0. 18).

Bhagya on Su. (18).
[P. 248, L. 5 to L. 9.}

. % 4¢Probans’ is that which proves ; and this could exist
only either (a) before, or (b) after or (¢) together with, the

® When the Opponent puts up the Futile Rejoinder based upon the vacillation
in regard to the exact character of Sound, on account of its being similar to eternal
as well as non-eternal things ; —he admits that the proposition that ¢ Sound i» non-
eternal ’ is as admiseible as that ‘Sound is eternal ;' that both possess an equal degree
of truth ; otherwise, if one were mo-e reasonable, that would be de@initely accepted
and there would be no vacillation. And when he accepts the admiseibility of
the view that ¢ Soand is non-eternal’, he cannot, consistently with himself, deny it.

The position of the person urging the Fallacy of ¢Neutralisation ' is different;
he Lases his denial of the conclusion of the first party, not upon any vacillation,
but upon absence of true knowledge. - ‘

1 The word-ﬂ‘w s is not found in Mss. C. and D. They are

superfluous. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com :
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‘probandum (that which it is intended plove) Now, (a) if-the
’g'robans is held to exist betore the Probcndum,—at the time
that the Probandum is not there, of what cuuld it be the
¢ probavs,’ * meaus of proving ? (b) If it is held to exist after)
the Probandum,— in the absence of the Probans, of what
could there be the ¢ Probandum’ (to be proved) ? (c)If the
Probans and the Probandum are held to exist (simultane-
ously),—smoe both would be equally ‘existent, which could
be the *probans’ (means of provmg) of what? From all
this it *follows tha.t. the ¢ probans’ does not differ from what
is mon-probative.”’

This contention, thus based upon similarity to what is
non-probative, constitutes ¢ Parity per Non-probativeuess,’ e

Vartika on Su. (18).
|P. 547, L. 7.]

Opposition based upon similarity to what is non-proba-‘
t1ve, is ¢ Parity per Non-probativeness.’

Bhasya on Sa. 19,
[P. 248, L. 9 to L. 14.]
The answer to the above Futile Rejoinder is as follows :=—
Stfra (19).
IT 18 NOT TRUE THAT ‘‘THE ProBANs caNNoT EXIsT
AT ANY OF THR THREK POINTS OF TIME,” BECAUSE IT I8 BY

T ProBaNs THAT THE PKOBANDUM CAN BE PROVED.
(8a. 19).

It is not true that * the Probans cannol eaist at any of the
thres points of lime'';—=why P—because it is by the Probans that
the Probandum is proved. As a matter of faot, we find that
the accomplishing of what is to be accomplished, as also the

® This Futile Rejoinder differs  from ¢ Parity per Convergence' and *Parity
per Non-convergence’ on the following puints :—(1) Iu these latter, the question
raised wis in regard to tho form of the Probaue, while in the present case, it is
raived in regard to ity causal effiviency ; (2) in the latter two the convergence
or otherwise was in regard to the thing denoted by thie ‘words of thg :probans, while
here it is the verbal expression that is taken up for enquiry ; (8) there were only
#we alternatives, while here we have thres ; (4) those two had the semblance of the
oonunmn urging the faot of the (qualification ot the Probaos being antrue, while
hers the mmmwwmmmmam«wmma (Udayans).
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knowing of what is to be known, is brought about by a canse ;
and this ratent, fact of ordinary perception isan instaunce
in point. _ As regards the question—*‘ at the time that
- the Probandum is non-existent, of what ooild the Probans be
‘the means of proving ?"—ouar answer is that [it is the means.
of proving of what 18 lo be proved ; just as in the cases cited)
the cause js the means of accomplishing what is to ‘be
accomplished, and of the knowing of what is to be made

known.
»

Var{ika on Sa. (19).
[Po 547. Llo 9']0.]

¢ Contradiction ' is the defeot in this Futile Rejoinder.
As a matter of fact, & thing that is produced is never pro-
duced without a cause ; and a thing thatis made known, is
never made known without a cause.
' Sa. (20).
Furrass, [ac0orDING T0 THE OPPUNENT'S REASONING ]
THERE OAN BE NO DENIAL ; PROM WHIOH IT PULLOWS THAT
WEAT nfn{nn DENIED OANNOT BR-DENIED. (8%, 20).
‘ _ Bhagya.
[P. 248, Ll 16-17.]

(Ezxaoctly what you have urged agaiost our Probans, we
ocan urge, withequal force, against the Opponent]—The d+nial
cannot exist, either before, or after, or together with what
is denied) ;~and since there can be no * Deniul’ at all (of
the Probans urged by the first Ydrty), it follows that the Pro-
. bans (being undeniable) is firmly established. :

Var{iks on 8u. (20). -
» [P. 547, L1, 12-14.]

Contradietion is the defeot of this Futile Rejoinder.
That which does not prove a thing at any of the three points
+ of time canuot serve as the meaus.of dsmying ; so that what
.7 ®Just as the acoomplisking of whet s fo bé accomplished I8 brought aboat by &

canse, in the esine manner the proving of whet is to be preved (i, the Pn_:_bn_‘dﬁm
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ha been urged against our. probans applies with equal force
to the Opponent’s reasoning also. This argument has also
been answered above ; in connection with the contention—
“ Perception and the rest cannot be the means ‘of right
cognition, because they ocanuot exist at any of the three
pojnts of time ” (3, 2-1-8), we huve answered the argument
put forth in the Futile Rejoinder in-question.
"End of Bection (8).
Saclon, (9).
_ [Satras 21—22.)
. Dealing with (17) ¢ Parity per Presumption.’
' Siigra (21). ' _
Waen THE OONTEARY OONCLUSION 18 PEOVED BY
‘MEANS oF ParsumprioN, IT 18 ‘ PARiTy PeR PaEsump-
mioN.’  (S0. 21.)
Bhagya on Sa. (21).
[P. 248, L. 19 to P.'to P. 249, L. 2}.

. The proposition having been sought to be established by
the reasoning ‘Sound is non-eternal, because it comes after
effort, like the Jar,=—if the Opponent seeks to establish
the contrary conclusioa by means of Presumption,~—this is
a oate of * Parity per Presumption;’ it iy as follows:—*If
Sound is held to be non-eternal, on the gréund of its comin
after effort, which constitutes its similarity to non-etern
things,—then it follows by implication, that Sound must
be regarded a+ eternal, on the ground of ite similarity fo
eternal things, cousisting in the fact that it is iu_ku&b.
li e eternal things.’

- Varfika ow 80. (81).
o [P. 547, L. 18] . '
The Example of this Fuatile Rejoinder is given in the

. 3“”6. "Downloaded fronf https:waw.hoiybooké.com"
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o - Bhagya on S0 (22).
’ . '[Pc 249’ Lo 2“1‘-‘10)- i
The answer to the above Futile Rejoinder is as follows —
Sitra (22). ' o
(A) Ir WHAT IS NOT RXPRESSLY STATED OAN BB TAKEN
- A8 FOLLOWING BY IMPLIOATION, THEN THE RENOUNOING WOULD

BB TAKEN AS FOLLOWING BY IMPLICATION, FOR THB SIMPLR

BEASON THAT SUCH BBENOUNOING IS NOT EXPRESSLY STATED;

—(B) ANp rorreEs, ¢ PuksuMPTION’ WOULD BE INDBOIS.

we. (3S0.22) - ' - '

-(A) Without showing the capacity (of the words to afford
the idea of what is presumed), if what is not expressly stated
is held {by the Opponent) to be taken as implied,—~then the
renouncing by such an arguer of his own view may aleo be
taken as implied, for the simple reason that it is not expressly
stated ; and thus inasmuch as the view that ¢ Sound is non-
eternal’ "would be regarded as established (by reason of its
being taken as implied by reason of its not being expressly
stated by you), this would mean that your own view that
‘Sound is eternal ' has been renounced,

(\B) Further, Presumption would be indecisive ; that is, Pre-
sumption would apply equally to both views; for ‘if on the
ground of its similarity to eternal things cousisting of intang-
1dility, Sound were to be regarded as eternul, ke Akashs,
—it would be taken as following by implication that, on
account of its similarity to non-eternal t.,hings, oconsisting in
its coming after effort, Sound is non-eternal.’

Then again, conclusive Presumption does not necessarily -

_follow from mere negation ; for instanae, because the solid grave
ol falls, it does not necessarily follow by presumption that
there can be nofalling of Water, which is liquid (not solid).

Y Vaptika on Su. (22). ‘
(P. 548, L. 8 to P. 9], .

Without proving the ocapacity of the word (to yield the
the desired meaning), if one says that such and such a thing is
implisd, bo rendors himself Linble to renouncing bis own view.

* Thi is the réveres adctbd irguinépt giotdorwantiotio Paile Rejuinder.,
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~~Why P—Because, he dves not explain how the words used
have the power (of implying what is said to be implied).
In this manner, the renouncing of his own view becomes
possible.

Further, Presumption would be indeoisive.

 Qbjeotion :—* But all this contradicts the -S@iras that
have gone before. It has been asserted (under 0. 2-2, 8 and 4)
that—* Presumption i8 not indecisive, because what is
.regarded as indecizive is not real Presumption, itis only
mistaken for Presumption;’—and this is contradicted by
what you say now (that Presumption is indecisive).”

Answer:=Thero is no contradiction at all; for what is said
to be ‘indecisive ' is what ocours in close proximity to the
present Sii¢ra; what we mean is that the Presumption
that hus been put forward in the Sitra (21) is indecisive
and not that every Presumption is so. Just as it is onmly
that Inference which is based upon wrong premises, that is
not valid, and not any aother inference, similarly here also
(the untrue Presumption would be indecisive, not all Pre.
samption), -
Ead of Section (9).

Section (10)
[Sa¢ras 23—24.]
Dealing with (13) ¢ Parity per Non-difference.’

. Sitra (28). ‘

¢ Ir THE PRESENOE OF A S8INGLE (COMMON) PROPERTY WERY
YO MAKE THE TWO THINGS NON-DIFFERENT,~-THEN ALL
THINGS WOULD HAVE TO BS BEGARDED A8 NON-DIFFERENT,
BECAUSE THS PROPERTY OF EXISTENOE® IS PRESENT IN

ALL" ;—THIS CONTENTION OONSTITUTES ¢ PABITY P2R NoN-
DIFFRR ENOEC’MHIS@&(S’&)} https://www.holybooks.com
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~ Bhaspa on 51, (23).
[P. 49, LL 18—15.] -

The liayle (common) property, in the case in questn‘m,
that of coming afler effort; and because this single property
is present in Sound aud in the Jar, if these two t mgs be
regarded a8 non-different,—i. ¢. both be regarded as ‘ non-
oternal’;—~then all things should have to be regarded as
non-d:ﬂerent—Why P—Because the property. of * emtonoc'u
present in all; the ome pro tg of ‘exlstenee is_pres
sent in all ﬁnngs, sud emoe xistence ° is present in all
things, s}l things should be regarded as non-different. Sueh-
oontention oonstitutes ¢ Parity per Non-difference. " _

Vartika on St. (28).
[P. 548, L. 12 to L. 15.]

The example of this Futile Re;omder is given in the
Bha;ya.

Objection—* Parily per Non-difference does not differ
from Poarity per Similarity—why P—because both equa.lly
proceed on the baels of mere mmlanty.

Answer '—Tlnl is not right ; as there is difference. between
the two, based upon the similarity being onone point'and
on all points; that is, ¢ Parity per Similarity’ is based upon
only one similarity, while * Parity per Nonedifference’ is based
upon similarily on all points. + =~

BAagya on sa. (24).

[P. 249, L. 15 to P. 250, L. 10.]
The answor. to the above Futile Rejoinder is a8 follows :—

# Udaysns, In hiew:, mﬁeeu different interpretetm of thie Sagra”
by which the meaning is as follows :—* The single property that constitutes the
Probaas is really effective ; oo that if the Bubject avd the Example were taken
aq possessed of the unqulnl«l probandum, then ihey would be won-diperent in
evory wey, Sarodvishigaly ; beoause their co-existence is well known.’ - .

t‘ﬂ” sight W‘mmﬂﬂmmks.com :
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 Shfre (24), )

-THR ABOVE DENIAL DOBS NoT HOLP ; BECAUSE IN THE
OASE OF S80MB (COMMON PROPKRTY) THS PRESENCE OF OERTAIN
OTELR PROPRKTIES OF THE SIMILAR THING I8 POSSIBLA,
WHILE IN THB CASE OF OTHERS S8UOH PRESKNCS I8 NOT POSS=
18LE. *—80Q. (24),

BLi. P. 250. For instance, in the case where the one com-

""" mom  property between the °‘Subject’ and
. the *Example’ oonsists of ‘coming after effort, * the
preseace of annther property—which constitutes a further
‘non-difference’ or ‘similarity? between them—is found
possible ; while -in the case of the common property among
all things consisting of ¢ existence,’ the presence of no other
common property is found possible ; which could constitute
a further ¢ non-difference * aniong them. . :

The followiag might be urged (by the Nihilist, who holds
that ¢ existence ' is invariably concomitant with ¢ Non-eterna.
lity’)s—* Non-eternality would be the other property common
to ‘all things,’ the presence whereof would be indicated
by the presence (in them) of the property of ewistence.

(A) Under this assamption, the Proposition would come
to be of the following form: ¢ All entities are non eternal,
because they have the property of Euistence’; and in that
case, no ‘ Example’ would be available, apart from what is
already included i the Proposition (which includes ¢ ail
things’); and there can be no valid reasoning without an
Example; nor would it be right to put up as * Example ’ some- '
thing that is already included under the Proposition ; for
what is itself yet to be proved cannot serve as an ‘ Exam.

le.' (B)Then again, inasmuch as existent things are +
actually found to be both elernal and non-sternal, they can
not all be regarded as non-eteraal (on the ground of ezistence).
From all this it follows that the sentence—* all'things would
have to be regarded as non.different, because the. property
of ‘existence’ is present in all” (S0. 28) is meaningless.

_ ®The fight reading of the Sijras is GRETANITH:  WhevwrgIew’s. sfr
QT o , i
+ For wwyw rdadvgriewas ooddeti0s divd D kot o Rafzarys,
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(C) Lastly, when the Opponent alleges, that *because
evislence is present in all things, they should be regarded as.
non-eternal, "—he admits that *Sound is non-eternal’; so
that 2pposit,ion to this last Proposition is mot quite consw-
tent.* - )

Varlika on S8. (24).
[P. 549, L. 1. to L. 4.

What the Siufra means is that in some esses
we do find a further common property, while
in the others we do not. Further, the admission made is
self-nugatory ; 4. e. by urging the ¢ non-eternality of all things’
the' Opponent admits the ¢ non-eternality of Sound.’ If this
is not 80, then the mention of ‘all things’ has no meaning.
It has been explained by us (in Adh. III) that the difference
is that what is a valid Probans is only that which is equipped
with invariable concomitance, positive and negative ;—and
not any other kind of Probans. t '

End of Section (10).

Vir: P. 549.

Section (11).
[Sttras 25—26.)
Dealing with (19) ¢ Parity per Evidence.’
- Safra (25).
¢ PARITY Pt EVIDENOB ’ 18 BASED UPON THE PRESKNCK
OF GROUNDS FoR BoTH (Virws)—(Sh. 25).

Bhasya on Sa. (25). .
[P. 250, L1, 12—14.]

¢ If Sound is held to be mon-eternal, because there is
present ground (or evidence) for ‘its non-eternality—there
18 present evidence for eternality also, in the shape of
" ®The Futile Rejoinder was urged against the Proposition ‘Sound is non-
oternal’ ; and yet this is admitted by the Opponent in setting forth the Rejoinder.

7% 4 v is thOrightomidibgmibirplite st Hpwpgooks.com
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Jntangidility ; so that it ‘mn:y be _r;garded as oternal also.”
“This, being an opposition based upon ths presence of grounds
for both, ¢ Eternality’ and ‘Non-eternality,’ is ¢ Parity for
Evidence.’ ' ' ’
Vartika on Su. (25).
[P. 549, L. 6 to L. 10.]

. The example of this Futile Rejoinder is given in the
Bhagya, ’

[Objection :—* ¢ Parity per Evidence’ does not differ
from ¢ Parity per Neutralisation; ' in the latter,as here, there
are eternality and non-eternality.”

Answer—Not s0; because (in ¢ Parity per Evidence’)
grounds for ¢eternality’ ‘and ‘non-eternality’ are simply
indicated as present in ‘the same thing; in * Parity per
Evidence’ all that is urged is that grounds for °eternality’
and of ¢ non-eternality ’ exist; while in ¢ Parity per Neutrae
liation’ the opposition consists in the setting up of the two

contrary views in detail ;——this»constitutes a difference bee
tween the two.*®

Bhasya on Sii. (26).
[P. 250, L. 14 to L. 21.]
The answer to the above Futile Rejoinder is as follows :—
Sitra (26). .
THIS DENIAL HAS NoO FORCR ; BECAUSE TNE PRESENCR

OF GROUNDS IN BUPPORT (OF THE ORIGINAL PROPOSITION)
18 ADMITTED. (Si. 26.)

"When the Opponent alleges *the presence of grounds
‘for both views '’ (S@t. 25), he cannot deny that ¢Sound is
- moneeternal, Jdecause there are grounds for non-eternulity.’

® When the First Party has put forward his arguments, the Opponent puts
forward his own arguments in support of a conclusion contrary to that of the
First Party ; this is *Parity per Evidence ;' the grounds for the two conclusions
are merely indicated ; and the full reasoning is not stated in detail.—While
in ‘Parity per Neutralisation, the twoviewsare set forth fully.—Udayana
(Boghasiddhi.) Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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1If this could be denied, then it would not be true that
¢ grounds for both views are present.’ When he speaks of
¢ the presence of grounds for both views,’ he admits that
there  are grounds for ‘non-eternality ;° and having been
admitted, it cannot be denied. “The deninl is due to
incon i%." But *incongruity ' applies equally (to both
viewsit: hen we pointed out the incongruity consisting of
the possibility of both eternality and non-eternality, we put
forth the denial.” But the {incongruity’ applies equally to
-your own view as well as to that of the other party ; a.m{ it
cannot establish any one of the two views.* -

Vasrtika on Sa. (26).
[P. 549, Ll 12—14.)

The S#{ra is intended to point out incongruity :—When
the Opponent says—* there are grounds for Eternality also
of Sound,”’—it admits the existence of grounds for non-
eternality ;- and thus on account of this contradiction, there
remains no room for the putting up of the Rejoinder.

CREE——

End of Section (11).

N
' Section (12).
[Satras 27—28".
Dealing with (20) ¢ Parity per Apprehension.’
Siifra (27).
¢ PARITY PER APPREHENSION ' IS BASED UPON THE FACT
THAT WHAT IS PUT PORWALD 18 FOUND TO KXIST EVEN IN
THS ABSENCE OF THR CAUSE MENTIONED. ~ Si. (27).
DBhagya on Su. (27). N
[P. 250. L. 23 to P. 251, L, 2]. -
Even in the absence of the characler of coming afler
effort, which is mentioned as the cause (ground) of ¢ non-

# If you admit the presence of grounds for both views, you admit the truth
of the other view also; while if you deny the presence of the said grounds, you
deny those. for your own view also. BSo that the Futile Rejoinder you urge
m[ﬁﬂ.jml(,_—.UMaded from https://wwyv.holybook‘s.com )
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eternality,’—this *non-eternality ’ 'is found in that Sound
‘which proceeds from.the breaking of the branches of the
tree shaken by the wind [this Sound not ‘being the Product
of the Effort of any person];—and the Opposition, based
upon this fact of the Probandum being found to exist even in
the absence of the Probans, constitutes ¢ Parity per Appre-
hension.’* : :

) Partika on Su. (27).

[P. 549, L. 16 to P. 550, L. 8.]

The cxample of this Futile Rejoinder is given in the
Bhagya. What * Parity per Apprehension’ does is to attribute
to the Opponent the view that what he asserts applies to
all kinds of the ¢ Subject’ (to all Sounds, and not only to a
particular kind of Sound), and then to show that the Pro-
bans is not invariably concomitant (with the Probandum).t

[The Vartika cites another Example]}—For instance,
when the character of belonging to a certain Community and
being perceptible by our external Sense-organs is put for-
ward. by the First Party as proving the eternality of a
particular thing,~the Opponent attributes to him the
proposition ‘all things are non-eternal,’ and then proceeds
to urge that the said Probans is not invariably concomitant
with the Probandum ; as the said Probans does not subsist

® The Bodhasiddhl meutions five kinds of this Futile Rejuiuder; (1) The
Subjeot existing in the absence of the Probandum, which makes it a case of the |
Fullacy of * Contradiction ;'—(2) the Subject existing without the Probans,~this
being a case of the Fallacy of the‘ Unknown ;'—(3) the Subjeet existing withous
both Probans and Probandum,—when there are both fallacies ;—(4) the Proban.
dum existing without the Probans—this being u case of untrue preiuise, the probaus
not being invariably concomitant with the Probandum ;—~(8) the Probans existing
without the Probandum, in which case also the aecessary iuvariable concomitance
between the two would be wanting. It goes to cite examples of the Futile
Rejoiuder based upon each of these five. :

4 Though the Proposition of the firat party *Sound is nou-sternal &s. &o.’
is meant to refer to the lelter-Sounds only, yet the Opponent attributes to him
" the proposition in the furm ¢all Sounds wre non-eternal, because they come after’

effort,’ aud then goBovntoaliow fthab ittissivticonconiitaubiwitiothe probandum.
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in all nou-etamal -things, bemg, as. it is, absent in the .Dtad‘
and such other tliings, The Probans may
also be shown to be not invariably concomitant
with what is expressed by the terms of the Proposition, as it
is propounded {f.»., with the Sulject]; e.g. the Proposition being
put forward in the form, *Sound is non-eternal, because it
is productive of another Sound,’—it i pointed out that
¢ being productive of another Sound’ is not invariably con-
comitant with all Sounds,—the last Sound of a selies not
being productive of another S8ound.
- Bhagya on Su. (28).
' [P. 251, L. 2, to L. 6.]
The answer to the above Futile Rejoinder is as follows :—
Sd{ra (28).
INASMUCH AS THE PROPEKTY IN QUESTION MAY BE

DUB TO SOMEOTHER cAusx,—-'ms- DENIAL HAS NO FOBROE
AT ALL. ' '

Vir. P. 850,

 When the First Party says—* [‘Sound must be non-eternal]
‘becnuse it is tha outcome of effort,” what is meant is that it 1s
produced [rom somd. cause ; and it is not meant to restrict the
particular -product (Sonnd) to one particular cause only
—s0 that if the property in question, ‘ Non-eternality,’ is
found in Sound produced from some other caus¢,—in what
way does that militate against our view ? '

Vartika on Sn. (28).

[P. 650, L. 5 to L. 10.]
When we say that *Sound is non-eternal’ (in regard to
. letter-sounds, proceeding from the speaker’s effort), we do
not deny that other kinds of the *Subject’ (Soiind) can be
due to any other cause (but Effort); we do not mean that
the Subject can have no other cause. :

'Others have offered the followmg answor (to the ¢ Parity
: per Approhension’)—* What is meant by the original proposis
“tion is that ' the Sound which is the outcome of effort is, on
tha‘j account; Doweternak'https://www.holybooks.com T



BHASYA-VARTIKA 5-1-29 1713

*This however is not right, as there is no difference of
opinion; the argument in support of the Proposition - in
question is not addressed to a person who admits the fact
of Sound being an outcome of effort ; for if the character of
Being an ontcoms of effort forms a qualification of the thing

_in question (and is admitted as such by both parties),~then
some other Probans would have to be propounded (by the
first Party, in support of the Non-eternality of Sound).*

¢ Not haviug the characteristics of the  Futile Rejoinder,’
¢ Parity per Apprehension’ cannot be a Futile Rejoinder. "
This is not right; as it is a Futile Rejoinder, inasmuch
‘a8 what it urges is the ¢ similarity ’ (of the Probans put fore
ward) to what is not a probans. ' ’
End of section (12).

Section (13),
[Satras 29—31].
Dealing with * Parity per Non-apprehension.’
Bhagya on SQ. (29). :
[P. 251, L. 6 to L. 17].

[The. First Party puts forward the Proposition in the
following form]—* It is not true that even before it is uttered,
Sound exists and (if it is not heard) it is simply that there is
non-apprehension of it’; —this is not true—why P—because
we do not perceive any covering or obstruction; that is, in
the case of such things as Water (underground) and the
like, we find that when they are existent, if there is non-
apprehension of them, it is due to the presence of obstruction
(in the shape of the surface of the ground under which the
water lies) ; in the case of Sound however, we do not find its
non-apprehension to be due to the presence of obstruction
or any such causes of non-apprehension; and such cause of

® The exsct mesuing of these two sentences is not very clear. The passage

~'yab prayagndnanariyakajoam dc,’ the Tdfparya .explaius as follows :—' He

~who admits withcut any reasons, that Sound is the outcome of effort,—for him
. nothing tesd be provedalobul¢hiérpasisgecthenetbiveislbewihimuisapprobation. *
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of its non-apprehension would certainly have been perceived
(if- it existed), just as it is perceived in.the case of Water
&o ;—as a matter ot fact however, no such cause is perceived
(in the case of Sound); hence it follows that when Sound
is not apprehended (heard), its condition is- contrary (not
analogous) to that of the Water &e. [i. e, while Water &o. are
existent, Sound is non-existrnt ).’ [And against this the
Opponent sets up the following Futile Rejoinder]—

- 8afra (29),

% IxasmMyoB A8 NON-APPREHENSION OF THE OBSTRUO-
TION 18 ALSO NOT APPRBHENDED,—IT FOLI,OWS THBAT THIS
NON-APPREHCNSION 18 NON-EXISTENT ;- AND THIS PROVES THE
CONTBARY OONOLUSION [f. e. BXISTENCE O¥ THE OBSTRUC-
TI0N ] ==THBS OPPOSIIION BASED UPON THIS CONTENTION
-18 * PaRI1Y rER NoN-arreeBENSION.’ (31 29).

“The ¢Non-apprehension’ of Obstruction &c. is not
apprehended ; —and from this ¢ non-apprehension of the Non-
apprehension,’ it fo.lows that the latter does not exist;
and this ¢ Non-apprehension’ being non-existent, what has
been urged by the First Party as the ¢ Probans ' of his reason.
ing is found to-he non-existent; all which leads to the con-
clusion that ObstPuction &o. are ezistenl. And since the
contrary conclusion is -thus proved, the original proposi-
tion—*it is not true that even beforeit is uttered, Sound
exists, and it is simply that there is: non-apprehension of
it "—is not proved. o o
" - Thusit is found that the probans, ¢ because Obstruction is
not .apprehended ’, is equally applicable o the Obstruction,
“and to the Non-apprehension of the Obstruction. * .

This opposition, based upon Non-apprehension, consti-
tutes ¢ Parity per Non-apprehension ', ,

o Vartika on 80, (29).
o [P. 550, L1, 18-18.] -

" The example of this Futile Rejoinder is given in the .
Bhagya, SN .

What has been urged in the Futile Rejoinder is not
rijght; it has aleendybeen-answered by nsincAdbysys IL.
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- - Bhagya on S({. (30).
| [P. 251, L. 18 to P. 252, I, 1L.] |
The smswer to the above Futile Rejoinder is as

follows :— ,
: Sifra (30).
‘ Stwow * NoN-APPREHRNSION * 18 OF THBD NATURE OF
. NEGATION OF APPREHENSION,* THE REASON URGED I8 NO

REABON AT ALL. ' (S@. 30.) .

The reasoning —* There can be no non-apprehension of
Obstruction, bacause no such Non-apprehension is apprehen.
ded¢*'—is no reasoning as all—why P—bacanss Non-npprehen-
sion ie of the nature of the nagation of apprehension ’; that is
becsuse Non-.apprehension’ is nothing more than mere
fingation of apprehension. As a matter of fact, what ewists
forms the object of ¢apprehension,” and this, by reason of
its being apprehended, is asserted fo be ewistent; while of
¢ Non-apprehension * the object is that which doss not emist;
and this, by reason of its being not apyrehended is declared
to be non-ewistent. The ¢ non-apprehension of the non-appre-
hension of the obstrnetion’ cannot negate the ¢ non-apprehen-
sion ; operating as it does upon its own objeotive, which is Non-
apprehension’, it cannot negate that same objective’ ;}—and

® It is of the nature of ¢Negation of Apprehension'—i.e. mere ¢ Negation
of Apprekension, without any further qualifications—Bodhasiddhi (Udayana),

1The right readiag found in C and D is gygeqregvafbenifin | _

$ This passage is rather obscure. In the first place, the reading of the
printed text is incorrect. The right reading, supplied by Mus. B, Cand D js

rrsywedy erfed raddarir etc. . .

We have adopted the explanation given by the T@iparya:—What the Opponent,
in putting forward the Futile Rejoinder, does, is to urge that there must be
obetruction and the appreliension of this obstruction, beceuse we fail to spprohend
the mon-apprehension of these. But it is far more rensomable to regard the latter
.ahoemcs Of spprehension (of the non-apprehension of obstruction) as besring
upnu the cbetruction aud its apprehension, than apem Now-spprehension. Because
‘as the Nydpumanjari points out, whatis negated by a negation must be sdume-
thing positiss ; spprebension proves the esisiencs, and *‘noa-apprehension’ the
nongnistencs, of enly positive entities ; hence sven the ‘ non-apprehension’, even
theagh of the ‘non-eppeshensicn of obetraction’, csm prove the won-svistence
only of the sbeirustion and spprehensions, whish are positive entities, and not of the

Thé Hoghasiddid aleo enplaion-stumblaxdy://www.holybooks.com ’
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‘when the ‘non-apprehension of obstruction ’ is no! negated, it
becomes capable of serving as an effective Probans (for proving
the non-existence of the obstruction), * Obstruction’ can be the
object of apprehension when it exists ; and if it exists, there
should be apprehension of it;—so that when it is not apprehend-
ed,—there being an absence of the * apprehension ’ thut would
indicate the existence of its.own objective,—from this ¢ non-
apprehension’ (serving as the means of cognition) it is under-
stood that the object in question (which would have been
apprehended if it existed) is the objeot of ¢ Non-apprehension ’;
i.e., it is mon-ewvistent ;* the resultant conolusion being ‘th
Obstruction and such other things, which would have been
the cause of (which could have acoounted for) the non-appre-
hension of Sound (before its utterange), are non-swistent.’
And the reason for this lies in the fact that what ¢Non-
apprehension’ (as a means of cognition) indicates is that there
18 no apprehension,—this fact of there being non-apprehen-
sion forming the subject of the said ¢ Non-apprehension.’

Varlika on Su. (30).
[P. 550, L1, 16-18.]

_The argnmént (proving the non-existence of Sound before
utterance) should be stated in the following form—¢ There
being no possibility of Obstruction, and Sound being regarded
#s an entity,—since Sound is not apprehended [before
-utterance, it must be regarded as non-eaistent].’ Statéd in this
form, the reasoning escapes from the Olincher of ¢ Shifting
the Reason’, as also from the Fullacy of *Inconclusiveness.’
Nor is it open to the Putile Rejoinder of ¢ Parity per
‘Presumption ' ; because the indecisive character, that would
have otherwise. applied to the reasoning, is avoided by the
qualilying phrases ¢ There being no possiblity of obstruotion’
and * Sound being regarded as an entity’, whioch serve to
indicate the contrary [i.e., the qualifying phrase ‘Sound being

®The viaya, object, the cognition of which is broughit about by * Non apprehen.
sion’, is the non-exietonvelafdheladivet iigtswonld Aaol beavnapprohended. .
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an entity ’ indicates the reasoning ¢ if Sound were an eatity, it
would be perceived ', which is perfectly true and conclusive,
and not open to ¢ Parity per Presumption’, that might other-
wise be urged agaiust the reasoning, without the said quali

fying phrases].
THe P } Stifra (81",
FURTHER BECAUSE THE PRESENCE AND ABSENCE OF ONR'S
SBRVERAL COGNITIONS ARE OLEABLY PERCEPTIBLE TO EVERY
PERSON® ;
Bhagya on 8a. (81).
[P. 252, L, J8-L. 17.)

—*¢ therefore the reasoning put forward in the Futile Re-
joinder is no reasoning at all'—this hus to be brought
in from the preceding Si#é{ra, The presence and absence
of the several cognitions that living beings have in
the body, are clearly discernible by them; as is clear
from such conceptions as ‘My doubtful cognition ezists’
and ‘My doubtful cognition dres not esist’; similarly
in oconuection with pemgtional, inferential, verbal and
reminiscential cognitions. So that in the case in question,
when there is ¢non-apprehension of the obstruction, '~
i.a, the mon-ezistencs of its aprrebension—it is olearly dis-
cernible by the person himself, and he has the conoception,
‘ My apprehension of the obstruction is not present,’ or
¢ Obstruction, or any such thing as would be the cause of the
non-perception of Sound, is not apprehended’; from which
it follows that what was alleged (in So. 2%?—“ inasmuch
as the non-apprehension of the obstruction is also not appre-
hended it follows that this Non-apprehension also is none
existent "—is not right. ‘

Vartika on Su. (81).
[The Partika has nothing to say on this Sttra).
Hind of Section (31).

@ Acoording to Taiparyd aud Bodhasiddhi the Bajra would meau—'it s olearly
perceptivle to every person whether a certain coguition apprehends the Esistence
or Non-existence of a thing,’ The translation adopts the interpretation of thy

Nyayamaijari whitloisriordda keepingowith the. Blijppaks.com
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8Section 14.
[Satras 32—34.)
Dealing with (22) ¢ Parity per Non-eternality ’,
Sitra (32).

“Jr BRY REASON OF °®BIMILARITY’ TWO THINGS BB
BEGARDED A8 HAVING ANALOGOUS PHOPEKTIES, THEN ALL
THINGS SHOULD HAVE TO BE REGARDED A8 * NON-ETKBNAL, "
~—THIS CONTENTION OONSTITUTES ° Partry pkk NON-ETER-
maury’, (Su. 82).

Bhagya on Su. (32).
[P. 252, LI, 20-22.]

“When the First Party says that—¢Sound should be
regarded as won-elernal, by reason of its similarity to the
Jar, which i8 non.etsrnal,’—he becomes faced with the
undesirable contingency of having to regard all things as
non-siernal, by reason of their similarity (consisting of
existence) to the Jar, which is non-eternal.”—This opposi-
tion based upon ‘uon-vternality ' constitutes ‘Parity per
Non-eternality.'®

Vartika on 8u. (32).
(P. 851, LL. 5—7.]

Everything would eome to be regarded as non-elernal,—
The example is given in the Bhagya.

Oljection.—* Parity per ’Nou-mmalily does not differ
trom Parity per Non-diflerence ; there, as here, what is urged
is the contingency of all things being of the same kind. "

®This Fatile Rejoinder is desoribed as based upon ¢ similarity '; it includes
oleo o similar rejoindorn hassdcaponn’idinsinsiterity biyhays theoBoghasigdhi.
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There is a difference between the two; what is urgad
in * Parity per Non-difference’ is the non-difference of all
things, while in ¢ Parity per Non-eternality ° what is urged
is only the non-eternality of all things.

Bhagya on Su. (38).
[P 252, L. 22 to P. 253, L. 4.]
* The answer to the above Futile Rejoinder is as follows :—
' Si{ra (33).

Ir RKJECTION CAN BB BASED UPON ‘SIMILARITY,’
THRBE SHOULD BE BRJEOTION ALSO OP THE DEN1AL (SET UP
BY THE OPPONENT), AS THERR 18 A SIMILARITY BETWEEN THE
DENIAL AND THAT WHICH IT I8 NOUGHT To DENY.* (Sf. 33).

The ¢ Denial ’ is that allegation which is fully equipped
with the Proposition and the other Factors of Reasoning,
and which, while representing the counter-view, sets aside
the original view; t—and tho said ¢ Denial’ has this simi-
larity to the original view that both are equipped with the fac-
tors of Reasoning, Proposition and the rest. Now, if there
is to be a rejectioa of non-elrrnality of Sound) on the ground
of the ‘similarity' (of all things) with the non-eternal
(Jar), —then, inasmuch as this would mean that ¢ similarity ®
leads to rejection, it would follow that there should be reject-
ion of the Denial also, on the ground of its similarity to
what 18 sought to be denied (3. e. the original view).}

Vartika on 8. (33).

[P. 551, Ll 12—14.)
The presence of the Proposition and other Factors of
Reasoning oonstitutes the similarity between the Denial and

® The right reading of the S¢ra, as shown by the Nydyasachinibangdha, the
Bhagya, the Var{ika, the Tagparya and Boghasiddhi, is enqegigfag:
nfdearein,

1The correst reading is Qufirat®R g with the reading qufirdels, the mesn-
ing would be— which is meant to establish a counter-view,’

4
3 The Ta{parya remarks that the answer oontained in this S8fra only puts

the Opponent on the same fooling as the First Party, The real answer comes in
the next Sdtra, Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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the Original View that it seeks to deny. So that if what is
sought to be denied by the * non-eternality * in the reasoning
set up by the Frst Party, has to be rejected on account of
the similarity to the Jar,—then it follows that the Denial
(by the Opponent) also has to be rejected, on account of its
similarity to what is sought to be denied, consisting in the
presence of the Proposition and other Factors of Reasoning.
St{ra (34).
WaaT 8ERVES AS THE PBOBANS I8 THAT PROPERTY
WHIOH 18 DEFINITELY KNOWN TO 8UBSIST IN THE EXaMPLE, As
BEING AN INFALLIBLR INDICATOR OF THE PROBANDOM ; AND
8INOB 8UCH A PBOBANS OAN BE OF BOTH KINDS, THERE OAN
BE NO NON-DIFFERENOS (AMONG ALL THINGS). (S0. 34),

Bhagya on SA. (34).
[P. 258, L. 7 to L. 12.]

That property, which is found in the ¢ Example ' to be
an infa.llibﬁb iodicator of the Probandum, is what is pnt for-
ward as the Probans. This Probana can ba of both kinds,—i.e. it
may be similar to certain things, and dissimilar to certain other
things; when it is similar, it constitutes the ‘similarity’
(among those things) ; and when it is dissimilar, it coustitutes
the * dissimilarity * (among those things). Now, it is only a
particalar form of ¢similarity ' that comstitutes the real
Probans, '—and not either mere ‘similarity’ without any
qualification, or mere * dissimilarity, ’ hat you have
urged (under Sl 32)—that, “ If by reason of similarity two
things are to be regarded as having analogous properties,
then all things should have to be regarded as non-eternal,
snd this oonstitutes Parity ' per Non-eternality, ”—is based
upon mers ¢ similarity* and mere ¢ dissimilarity °; and as such
eannot be right.*

®What can rightly prove & conclusion is only such ¢ similarity * or * dissimilar-
ity as is invariably concomitaat with the Probandum. While the®similarity’
that has been put forward by the Opponent as his ‘ probans’ in the proving of
the ‘inon-eternality® of all things,is ¢ Existence’ ; and there is no invariable con-
oomitance between ¢ Existenco’ and ¢ Non-eternalily ' ; there being several things
that are ezistest andgetypiie] arnostieterisaliv. holybooks.com
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[In addition to what has been said here| all that
was said (in Sd. 5-1. -24) in answer to Parity per Nons
difference ' should be taken as applying with equal force to
the present Futile Rejoinder also.

Var{ika on SO, (34).
[P. 551, L. 14 to P, 552, L. 7.]

+ As a matter of fact, the argument put forward in support
of the original view that ‘ Sound is non-eternal, because it is
the outcome of Effurt, like the Jar ’ is not based upon mere
similarity *; it is based upon theforce of a particular pro-
perty [oiz: ¢ being the outcome of effort’] which has been
found, in the Example, to be invariably concowmitant, nega~
tively as well as positively (with the Probandum ‘Non-
eternality’). There is no such property possible, in support
of the counter-view set up by the Opponent. Hence the
Denial cannot be right. In this connection it has already
been explained that—" the denial cannot hold, because in
the case of some common property, the presence of certain
other properties of the similar thing is possible, while in the
others such presence is not possible’ (Su. 5-1-24); so that
the answer that has been given to ¢ Parity per Non-difference ’
is applicable to the present case also.

Vir: P. 562 “The answer does not hold; because our
""" argument is not intended to prove any conclu

sion.”

If you mean by this that—* By pointing out the con.
tingency of all things having to be regarded as non-elernal
we do not mean to prove the non-sternality of all things ;
all that we mean is to show to the person propounding the
original proposition, that in so doing he is faced with the
undesirable contingency of haviug to regard all things as
non-eternal ”',~=then our answer is that even so your allegation
cannot stand pobecauvserrdhet;probansoypudks famvard (by the



1722 THE NYAYA-SOTRAS OF GAUTAMA

first party) is of a particular kind: The Probans or
Reason that I put forward is not mere similarity (to a
non-eternal thing), but such similarity as is invariably
concomitant with the probanium) ; hence the contingency of
all things having to be regarded as mou-elernal does not
arise at all. Further, there can be no reasons in support of
the view that *all things are non-eternal.’ If the Opponent
were to seek to prove it by the reasoniog—*all things must
be non-eternal, because they are existent ’,—then (we would
point out that) there is no sort of invariable concomi.
tance, either negative or positive (between °existence and
¢ non-eternality ’).
End of S-ction 14,

Section (15).
(Sutros 85-36.)
Dealing with (23) ¢ Parity per Elernality.’
. Satra (85).
“Tas thuaonn OF * NON-ETERNALITY * BEING KTER-
NAL, IT POLLOWS THAT THK ¢ NON-ETERNAL THING ' 18 1T8ELF

ETBRNAL”,—BASED UPON THIS CONTENTION I3 ¢ PARITY PER
EreeNaLiry,’ (Sa. 35.)

Bhagya on 8. (35).
[P. 253, L. 14 to L. 17.]

*The proPosibion is put forward in the form—"'Sound
is non-eternal ’; now, is this ¢ non-eternality ' ofSound eternal,
everlasting, or non-stsrnal, evanescent? If it is present in
Sound at all times, then, since the property (non-eternality)
ijs everlasting, the thing to which that property belon
¢(Sound )’ must also be everlasting, so that Sound should
be Hternal. If on the other hand, the said property
(* Non-eternality ’) is not present in Sound at all times,~then
since (at some time or other) ¢ Non-eternality ’ would be
absent in Mﬁwf&ﬂwrmm:m'&com
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‘This opposition, based upon * Eiernality ', constitutes
¢ Parity per Eteraality.'® -

Var{ika on Sa. (35).
[P. 552, L. 9 to L. 13.]

This Futile Rejoinder is intended to point out defects
in the factors of the Propesition *‘Sound i3 non-eter
nal; '—the sense being as follows:—*‘In asserting that
Sound.is non-eternal, you admit the eternality ' of Sound,—
how?—because the *‘non-eternality’ that you predicate of
Sound, is it always present in the Sound ? or does it come
into it only occasionally? If it is ever present in it, then,
the property (of Non-eteraality) being everlasting, it follows
that the thing to which that property belongs must also be
everlasting, If, on the other band, the ‘non-eternality ’
in Jound is not everlasting,—then on account of the absence
(at certain times) of mon-eternality in it, Sound must be
¢ eternal ', '

Bhagya on Su. (36).
(P 258, L. 17 to P, 254, L. 9.]

The answer to the above Futile Rejoinder is as
follows : — '

Satra (38).
INASMUOH AR THE BVBRLASTING OHARACTER OF THE
¢ NON-ETERNALITY * IN THE 8UBJKCT OF DeNtar (Sounp) [is
ADMITIRD BY THE OPPONENT], THE * NON-ETKRNALITY ' OF

THE NON-KTERNAL THING (SOUND) BECOMES ESTABLISHED 3 80
THAT THERE CAN BR No BASIS FoR THE DaNian.t (Sa. 36:.

®fn this Sutra, the meation of ¢ non-etemmality ’ is meant to include all those
specific reasous that inay be adduced in wupport of the non-eternality of Sound.
The sense of the definition of ¢ Parity per Sternality’ is as follows —~When the
Oppunent puts forward certain exhaustive alternatives in regard to the property
put forward by the First Party, aud shows that nove of these is admissible, and
then proceeds to urge that the Subject cannot, on that socount, be accepted as
having that property ;—this form of Opposition coustitutes ‘ Parity por
Eternality.— Bodhasiddhi (Udayana).

1Tl NigayamdiganilvesihotiioBugtowithout yfifaimicaith wfiegesteae:
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When the Opponent sPenks of the character of Non-elarnal-
fly being ‘everlasting’ in Sound, which is the object
whose non-eternality he seeks to deny,—he admits the
non-eternality of Sound ;—and when this “unon-eternality of
Sound ’ has been thus admitted, there is no room for the
Denial If ou the other hand, he does mnot admit the
¢ everlasting’ character of the ¢ non-eternality in Sound,’ then
for him, the expression,—* because non-eternality in Sound is
eternal,’—cannot serve ad the probans (of his reasoning) ;—
and in the absence of the Probans, the Denial cannot be proved.

In fact, what is meant by Sound being non-eternal is
that it is produced ani ceases o emist on being desiroyed ;
and there can be no question against this; hence there is no
room for any such question as—** does the non-eternality
subsist in Sound at all times or not ?’—Why P—Because the
non-eternality of Sound consists in its being produced and
ceasing to exist on being destroyed,—it is not right to regard
*Sound ’ as the container (the receptacle) and  non-eternality ’
a8 the contained ; for such a conception would involve a self-
contradioction in terms.®* Further, ®eternality’ and *non-
eternality ° are contradictory terms (hence also the Denial
cannot be maintained); that ¢ non-eternality ’ and *eternality *
~=which are mutual contradictories—should belong to the
ssme Object (Sound) is an impossibility. For these reasons
we oconclude that what has been alleged by the Opponent—
that * Non-eternality being eternal, Sound must be eternal
—has absolutely no sense.

Vartika on SA. (383).
fP. 552, L, 16 to P, 553, L. 10.)
When the Opponent says that  non-eternality in the
Bubject of Denial is eternal,” he admits its non-+ternality; and

The presence or absence of QR does not make any difference in the meaniug,
But from the explanstion provided in the Bhbipys, the Bodhasidghi and the
Nydyamatijart, wfiregegiqqel: is the right reading for fireqeraae:

@ 1t *non-eternality’ is contained in ‘Bound’, then alone can there be any
foroe in the contention that if the former is eternal, the latter also should be so; as
in thet case could the former not subsist without the latter. As a matter of fact, the
selation of ‘container and contained’ does not subsist between Sound and Non-
oternality. For such relationship belongs only to positive entities, and Non-entity

is purely mepatire ; and this only qualifies Sound, it does not sulsist in {¢ ;—says the
Nyigamatijary.  Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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on accouat of this admission, the Denial has no force at all. If
it is not admitted, then the reasoning—"*because non-
eternality is everlasting, Sound should be eternal "—becomes
baseless. Thus then, the very probans of the Opponer.t being
an impossible one, the Denial becomes meaningless. Further,
there is no room for the question also ; for the
simple reason that ¢ non-eternality ' is not held
to be a distinct property. That is to say, when ‘Non-eternality’
is explained as consisting in the fact of the thing being
endowed with an existence which in nut absolute (or everlasting),
—there can be no oocasion for the question—* is non-
eternality an absolute (eternal) eatity or not?"” For one
and the same thing (Noa-eternality) cannot be endowed with
both absolute and non-absolute existence [and ¢ non-eternality °
has been explained as nonesbsolute existence] ; but when you
say that * non-eternality is eternal ”, you attribute to one and
the same thing * non-eternality ' the character of non-absolute
existence which oconstitutes ‘non-eternality,’ as also absolute
ezistence (which constitutes *eternality'); and since these
are mutual contradictories, such an assertion cannot be

Var: P.553.

right.

“ What we assert is all right, sinceit is only meant to
point out a defect in what is sought to be denied [e.g, ‘the
non-eternality of Sound').” . If you mean by this that
—% e do not admit one and the same thing to be both
elernal and non-elernal; all that we mean is that when you
say that Sound i3 non-eternal, you render yourself open to the
said absurd contingency,”’~—then [our answer is that] this
cannot be right ; because the criticism you urge is not found
true in any alternative form: That is, what you urge is not
a defect, either in our conclusion, or in our ¢ Reasoniug’ ; it
cannot be a defect in (4. e. it cannot vitiate) our conclusion,
because, in thofirstplaceyoa-downobpoinkout any flaw in
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our Proposition or in any other Factor of our Reasoning ;
and in the second place, we have already answered the charge
of ¢ self-contradiction.’ :

Enp or Seorton (15), .

Section (16\,
(Satras 37—83,]
Dealing with (24; ¢ Parity per character of Effect.
Sa(ra (37).
¢ PariTY PER CHARAOTRR OF EFFECT ' IS BASED ON THR
DIVERSE OHARACTER OF TRE PRODUCTS OF EFFORT. (S0. 37),
Bhagya on Si. (37).
[P. 254, L. 11 to L. 16.]

The original proposition is put up in the form—*Sound
is non-eternal, be-auss it is the vutcoma of eflort’; now that
which is ¢ the outcome of effort’ is such as, wot having previons
existence comes inlo ezis'ence; as is found to be tha case with
such products as the Jar and the like; that which is ‘non-
eternal’ on the other hand, is such as, having come into
existence, cros-8 to ecist.  Such being the condition of things,
the Opposition is set up on the basis of the diverse character
of the products of effort. * Coming into existence after effort’
we find in the case of the jar, etc., and we also find the
‘manifestation ' of things concealed under some obstruction,
by the removal of the obstruction [and this also is the oni-
come of effort] ; and there is no special reason to show whother
Sound comes iuto ewistence after Fffort, ov there is ouly
manifestation of it (after effort); and the Opposition set up
on the basis of this fact of both these production and mani-
festation) being equally the ¢ products of effort,’® is * Parity
per Character of Kffect.’

Fartika orr 8. (37).
[r. 553, L 12 to L. 17.]

The propnsition being put forward—* Sound is non-eter-

nal, becanse it is tho outcome of effort, '—the following

#The mere fa:s of Sound beiug the ‘outcome of Kffort’ does not necessarily
lead to the conclusion that it is non-eternal, it comes into existeuce, or is dessruyed ;

for even it it were ddlyvniavifertedpit conbl binsogandddtaactie doutcome of elEurt.’
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Futile Rejoinder, called ¢ Parity per character of Effect’ is
set up against it :—The * product of effort’ has been found
to be of several kinds : E. g. Some things are merely manifest-
ed after Effort, while others are produc.d after Effort [aud
both of these are called ¢ product of Effort . What ¢ Parity
per character of Effect’ does is attribute (to the First Party)
the idea that what proves the ¢ Non-eternality of Sound’ is
-the fact of its being perceived after Effort, and then to urge
that this fact is not a conclusive reason ; i. e, it urges that
the reasoning—* Sound is a product, because it is perceived
after effort’—is not conclusive (indecisive), on the ground
that things percei-ed after Effort are found be of the nature
of ¢ product’, as also of ¢ non-product.’ If the reason means
¢ being born of Effort,” then the rejoinder would be that the
reason is not true (it being not admitted by all that Sound is

born of Effort).
Bhagya on Sa. (38).
[P. 54, L. 16 to P, 255, L. 6].
The answer to the above Futile Rejoinder is as follows :—
Siilra (33).

EvEN THoUGH THRBE AKE SEVERAL KinDs or Pgo-
DUNTs,~=INASMUCH A8 [IN Tan orHER KinNp or Propuor)
CAUSES OF NON-APPRRHENSION ARE PRESENT, ErrorT courp
NOT BB THE CAUSK (OF MERE ° MANIPBSTATION ' OF SoUND,
IN WHOSE OASES THKRE I8 NO CAUSE OF NON-APPEEHENSION',
(Su. 38).*

® We Lave translated the Shtra as it is explained in the Bhigya and read in
all manusoripts. The interpretation however is far-fetohed ;hence the Nyayaman-
jart has read the Sagra with the last ter as m « and expluins
it to mesn as follows :—‘Even though there are various kinds of Products,—Effort
cannot be regarded as the cause (of the manifestatron of Sound), as there is wot
prosent (in the case of Sound) any cause of its non-apprehension,’  This is wuch
simpler, Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Even though there are seneral kinds of Producls, there ave

va p. gz5, Preawmt cruses of noneapprehension,—hence Effort
TS0 eould not ba the causs, of- the manifestation of
Sound, In a ocase where there is manifestation as the
outcoms of effort, it is possible that there may have been some
cause, in the shape of ohstruction, to which its non-appre-
hension (before manifestation) was due, so that when, as a
result of effort, there is a removal of the obstruction, there
comes about the apprekension of the thing, which constitutes
its ¢manifestation.” In the csse of Sound however, no such
cause of Non-apprehension is possible, by the removal where-
of, as following from Effort, there could come about the
¢ manifestation ' of the Sound consisting of its upprehenaion.
From this it follows that Sound is produced, not manifested

(by Effort .*
Var{ika on Si. (38).
_ (P. 553, L. 19 to P. 554, L. 4.]

In the case of the thing that is manifested by effort,
causes of non-apprehension are possible ; in the case of Sound
however, there can be no cause to which its non-apprehen-
sion (if it existed) would be due, Hence we conclude that
Sound is not manifested.

&jection—“This Futile Rejoinder does not
differ from * Parity per Doubt’”

As a matter of fact, ¢Parity per Doubt’ is based upon
similarity to both kinds of things; which is uot the case
with the present Futile Rejoinder, and as such it is different
from the former.

% It does not differ from Parity per Similarity.”

- That also is not true; as there is assumption of a different
¢ Probans.’ ¢ Parity per Similarity ’ does not proceed on the

Vir. P, 554.

SThe Nydyamafjarl remarks that by haviug selected the ¢ non-etetnality of
Sound’ asthe Example, dealt with uader all the twenty-four Futsle Rejoinders, the
author of the BAdgya has accoaplished two purpises: hio provides oxamples of the -
Rejoitiders and aleo sets aside all possible objections agaiust the Nyaya doctrine
of the Non-eternal®pofBuaaekl from https://www.holybooks.com
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basis of an assumed probans; while in the present Futile
Rejoinder, the Probans, which has been stated (by the pro-
pounder of the original proposition) in one form, [i. s. ¢ be-
cause it i8 an ontcome of Effort’] is altered into a totally
different form (* because it i3 perceived after Effort '),

End of Section 16.
Section (17).
[Satras 39—43.]
Dealing with ths ¢ Sutpakgi '—the siz sleps of a Fulile Dise
cussion,®

Bhasya on Sa. (39\
(P. 255, L. 6. to L. 13.]

[The first step consisting of the Proposition, ¢ Sound must
be non-eternal, because it is the outcome of effort, like the
Jar '] it is urged against this that the Probans’is * inconclus-
ive,’ and being ‘inconclusive,’ it cannot prove the conclusion ’
(this represents the second step) ;—{to this the First Party,
offers the following wrong answer, which represents the third
stepl—If my Probans cannot prove the couclusion because
it i8 inconclusive, then—

THE S8AME FAULT LIES WITH TBE DBNIAL (BY THE OPPONENT)

ALso.—(Sutra 39).

That is, the Denial also is ‘inconclusive’; it denies
something, and does not deny other things; and being *ine
conclusive, ' it cannot prove the desired conolusign.

Or, the Opponent having said —*If Sound be held to be
non-elernal, there is no special reasun why what happens to

©Bays the T'afparya—It has been shown up to the last Section that when the
Opponent sets up & Fatile Rejoinder he is mec by the First Party with a suitable
answer ; andin every such case, the disputants come to an understanding as to
the trus conclusion. But there are cases wherethe First Party also meets the
Opponeut with & wrong answer ; in that oase 0o right conclusioh is arrived at ;
and an eutirely futile discussion is carried on,to six steps. This is what the
author of the SigriDprocteds el show,hifos:fuebervfiyobdiis.popils.
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Sound, after Effort, is ite production, and not manifestation, "
—{be is met by the First Party with the following wrong
answ:x;Lrif Sound be held to be etsrnal, then also there is
no special reason why what happens to Sound is manifesta-
tion, not production. Tbus special reasons being equally
wanting in both views, both are equally inconclusive.

Vartika on S@. (39).
[P. 554, L. 5. to L. 10}

The Futile Rejoinders have been thus deseribed. With a
view to show the six steps of a Futile Discussion, the Author
says—the same fault lies with the Denial also (says the Stitra).
The propounder of the original proposition offers the following
answer to the Opponent who has urged against him the
Futile Rejoinder—If my reasoning cannot be true, because
it is inconclusive, then your Denial also is inconclusive ; as
it denies sometking and does not deny other things. Or,
special corroborative reasons may be urged as being equally
wanting in both views. The rest is clear in the Bhagya.

A S8{ra (40).
Tue saMw uAY BE satp BY THE Fimsr Pagry I¥

ANsWER T0 ALL (FuriLe Resorneprs)—(Si., (40).

Bhagya on 81. (40).
(P. 255, L1. 15—16.]

In connection with all that may be taken as the basis of
the Futile Rejoinders——e.g. ¢ Similarity ’ and the rest—when-
ever no special corroborative ‘reason may be found,—the
contention may be put forward (by the First Party) that both
views stand on the same footing.

Var(ika on Sa. (40).
: [P. 854, L. 12.]

What the Sa{ra means is that the argument put forward
(by the First Party, in the proceding Sutra) can be urged in
answer to all Futile Rejoinders.e

®Examples of lrese kracigiyéwbytiday s iu thydeathasiddhi.
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Sitira (41).
[ Fourth Step} * Wite Tae CONTEAVENTION OF THR
DENIAL ALSO WOULD LIR THR SAME FAULT AS THAT WHIOH
LIES AGAINST THE DENIAL ITSELR.—(ST. 41.)

Bhasya on Sa. (41.)
[P. 255, L. 18 to P. 256, L. 3.]

Tt has been urged by the First Party that the fault
of Inconclusivnesa that had been urged (in the Second Step)as
lying in the original Proposition, lies also in the Denial (set up
by the Opponent). But the same fault lies with this
contravention of the Denial. Thus then, the First Step in
this Futile Disoussion eonsists in the propounding of the
original proposition by the First Party—*Sound is non-eternal,
because it is the outcome of Effort ;'—the Second Step consists
of the denial or negating argument set up by the Opponent
Critic, in the form—-*Since the products of Effort are of
several kinds there is Parity per Character of Effect’’ ; this is
what is called the ¢ Denial ;—~then comes the Third Step,~in
which the First Party urges that the same fault lies with the
Denial also; this is what 18 called (in the &ifra) Viprafise-
dha’ (Coutravention) ;—then comes the Fourth Step (urged
by the Opponent)—*¢ the same fault of Inconclusiveneas lies
also with the Contravention of the Denial.”

Var{ika on Su. (41). -
[P. 554, L1 14—15.)

The Third Step consists of the Piprafisédha (Contraven-
tion). The Fourth Step is that « with the ¢ Purther Denial ’
also lies the same fault of Zrconolusiveness.”

Sutra (42).
[Pifth Step]—THs CONTINGENOY OF THE SAME FAULT

LYING WITH THE CONTRAVENTION OF THE DENIAL IS UBGED

(Y THx OPPONENT), AFIER ADMITTING THE PRESENCE OF

THE PAULT IN HIS OWN CONTENTION ;—AND THI8 INVOLVES

¢ CoNFEssIoNooF e CoNTuAR 1WQmIgbbieseBu. 42.)

*
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Bhagya on Su, (42).
| P. 226, L1 6—9.]

What the Opponent has done (in the Fourth Step) is to
oonfess that the view he had expressed in the Second Stsp
is faulty, and, without freeing his view from that defect, he
has admitted it, and then has urged that the same fault of
‘ Inconclusiveness ' lies also with the Contravention of the
Denial in the Third Sfep ;—and on the part of the Opponent
this involves a ¢ Confession of the Contrary Opinion’, This
is the Fifth Step [in the Futile Discussion]. :

Vartika Su, (42).
[P. 555, Ll. 1—3.]

Having admitted the Second Step, the Denial, to be
faulty, the Opponent urges that the sams fault also lies with
the Third Step, by saying that “the same fault lies with
Countravention also ’; and this constitutes on his part a * Con-
fession of the Contrary Opinion. '—This represents the Fifth
Step in the Futile Discussion.

Sifra (43).
[Sizth Step]—*“Ir 1s APTER HAVING ADMITTED

WHAT HAS BEEN URGED AGAINST HIS OWN VIBW, THAT THR

FIRST PARTY HAS URGED THB PRESENOCE OF THE SAME FAULT

(15 TAR OPPONENT'S VIEW), AND HAS PUT FORWARD REASONS

FOR THE SAME ;~IN 80 DOING HE HAS ADMITTED THE PRE-

SENCE (IN HIS OWN VIEW) OF THE FAULT URGED AGAINST THR

OPPONENT'S VIEW ;—80 THAT TRE FAULT oOF ‘ ConPResiNG

TAR CONTRARY OPINION* I8 EQUALLY APPLICABLE TO HIM

aLso ”, 80.(43). |

Bhagya on Sa. (49).
[P. 256, L. 11 to P, 257, L. 11,]

The fault urged against the original Proposition of the
Firat Party was that ¢ there are several kinds of products of
effort’ (S0. 87); and this is what, for the First Party who

is propounding seasaasiinsuppork.ef thatopeopasition, constis
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tutes * Svapaksalakgana,’ * fault urged against his own view 2;~=
how ?P—because it arises out of his own view ;—now what
he has done (in course of the present Futile Discussion) is
to admit this fault that has been urged against his view, and
without refuting it, he has admitted it and urged the pres-
ence of the same fault in the Opponent’s view,—in the words
¢ the same fault lies with the Denial also’ (S0. 39); and ‘he
has put forward reasons in support of the same,~in the
words ‘the denial is inconclusive’. Thus it being a case
where k- has admitted what hus been urged against his view and
urged the presence of the sama fault in the Opponent’s view, and
has put forward reacons for the same,~—this means that he
has admitted the presence in his own view of the fault he had
urged against the Opponent's view.* ¢‘Howso?’'  The
Opponént had argued that ¢ there are several kinds of pro-
ducts of Effort’ by which he meant to indicate the fault of ‘ine
conclusiveness * (as lying against the original proposition) ;—
without refuting this the First Party has said—*the same
fault lies with the Denial also ';—~thus he bas admitted that
the arguments in support of the original Eroposition are
faulty, and then urged the same against the Denial also ;
by doing so he admits the view of the Opponent, and becomes
open to the same charge (of * Confessing the Coutrary Opin.
ion’), Just as the Oppouent, having admitted the faultiness
of the Denial of the First Party, and having urged tho pres-
ence of the same fault in the Contravention of the Denial
also, has been charged (in the Fifth Step) with ¢ Confession of
the Contrary Opinion ',—exactly in the same manner, the
First Party also, having admitted the faultiness of the
affirmation of the original Proposition, and having urged the
presence of the same fault against the Denial, becomes open
to the same charge of ¢ Confessing the Contrary Opinion *,

This represents the Sizth Siep in the Futile Discussion.
Among the six steps, the first, third and fifth steps represent
the asseriions of the Propounder of the Original Proposi-
tion, and the second, fourth and sfath represent those of the

Opponent denying that Proposition. When we come to
consider the validity and invalidity of these assertions,
we find as follows:—(a) Since there is no difference in

*The right roadiwhmbmmmjm .
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the meanings of the fourth and the sizth, they are open
to the charge of needless repetition; for what the fourth
says is that ‘ with the Contravention of the Denial also would
lie the same fault as that which lies with the Denial itself’
(Su. 41), which means that the other part{ is subject to the
same fault ;—and again in the siczth we lave the assertion
that by admitting the Opponent’s view the First Party
becomes open to the same charge ; and this also means that
the other party is open to the same fault; thus there is no
difference in the meanings of these two.—(d) The same
charge of needless repetition lies also against the third and
Fffth steps; in the third what is alleged is that the same
fault lies with the Denial also, which admits the equality of
both views, and again in the fiftk it is admitted that the
denial of the Denial is subject to the same fault ;—eo that
the fifth says nothing new.—(c) Again the fifth and sizth
also are mere repetitions, there being no difference in what
they allege.—(d) The third and the fourth involve the ¢ Con-
fession of the Contrary Opinion.'—(¢) In the first and the
second, no special reasons have been adduced (in support of
either view). Thus it is found that in the Futile Discussion
consisting of the said six steps, neither of the two views
becomes established. Whenever * this form of Futile Dis-
cassion with the_six steps, takes place,—i. e., whenever the
First Party begins the discussion with the contention that
the same fault lies with the denial also, neither of the two
views becomes demonstrated. Wheun, however, the third
step (in answer to the Opponent’s denial which is the second
step) is put forward by the First Party inthe form—* Even
though there are several kinds of Products, inasmuch as in
the other kinds of Product causes of non-apprehension are
present, Effort could not be the cause of the manifestation of
Sound’ (Sa. 38),—then the original view does become demon.
strated, that ¢ What happens to Sound after Effort is tha% it
comes into existence, and not that it bscomes manifested ’;
and in this case there is no room for the six steps of the
Futile Discussion.

Trous exps THE First DaiLy Lrsson or Tae Firra
ApBEYAYA OF THE Bhasya.

® Read for wyY, ‘Y4’ asin G,

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Partika on Su. (43).
[P. 555, L. 6 to L. 16.]

When the First Party admits the faults arising against
his own view and urges the same against the Opponent’s
view,—he admits the faultiness of his own view ; so that he
is equally open to the charge of ‘confessing the contrary
opinion.” The rest is clear ia the Bhdsya.

Among the six steps, the first, third and fifth represent the
view of the propoander of the original proposition ; and the
second, fourth and sizth that of the Opposer of that proposition.
When we come to consider the validity and invalidity of
these assertions, we find—(a) that there is no difference of
meaning between the fourth and the sizth, and there is needless
repetition,*—(b) that the same charge of needless repetition
lies also against the third and the Afth,—(c) that betwden the
fifth and sizth also there is needless repetition,—(d) that in
the third and fourth there is ¢ confessing of the contrary
opinion,’—and (e) in the first and second, there is no mention
of any special reason (in support of either yview),

In this Futile Discussion counsisting of the six steps,
neither of the two views is established,—and this is due to
both parties making improper allegations. When, on the
other hand, special reasons in support of one view are
adduced,—e. g.,  because there being no cause of non-
apprehension, Sound is apprehended ounly after the Effort
(that brings it into existence)’~then there is no room for the
propounding of the siz stepe.

The Futile Rejoinders do not belp in the discerning of
truth ; we have merely described the several forms of them.,

Taus exps THE Firsr DaiLy LEssoN or ApHYAYA V
OF THE VARTIEA,

* T'he % foundinbothselitidusishimperfivous.holybooks.com
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Adhyaya 7.
Daily Lesson I1.
Section (1),
[Satras 1-6.]
Dealing. with the Five Olinchers or Grounds of Defeat that
bear upon the Proposition and the S:atement of the Probans,

Bhagya on Sa. ().
[F. 257, L. 18 to L. 23]

Under 8. 1-2-19 and 20 it has been briefly stated that—
‘It is a case of Clincher when there is misappreleusion, as
also when there is non-apprehension; and there is a multi-
plicity of Clinchers owing to there being several varicties
of both’; the same has now got to be described in detail.
The Clinchers are actual occasions of defeat, the receptacles
of faults ; and they mostly bear upon the Proposition and
other Factors of Reasoning, and they may affect the propound-
er of the true, as also that of the false, doctrine |but only so
long as perfect wisdom has not been attained]. They are
divided as follows :—

p Sigra (1).

AN

(1) Viotaring THE PaorosiTioN, (2) SHIPTING THE
ProrosiTioN, (3) ConrteapicriNg TBE ProposiTioN, (4)
ReNounciNg TaE PaorositioN, (5) SAirriNg THE Pro-
BaNs, () Iumeukvanoy, (7) MeaniNaLkss JasaoN, (8)
UninteLLigisiLity, (9) INconzreNoe, (10) INCONSEQUEN-
miaLiry, (11) INcoMpLrTENRSS, (12) REDUNDANOB, (13)
ReperiTioNy (14) NoN-seproovorioN, (15) INcomPuke
HENSION, (10) EupasmassmeNt, (17) Evasion, (13)

~ CoxressioN oF Ao Contrazy OrinioN, (19) OverLook-
NG THE CENsURABLE, (20) CENSURING OF T B NON+CENSURA~
BLE, (21) INconsisTENOY, AND (22) Farracious ProBans
Ase a8 CLiNoHERS,—S1. (1)

All these, divided into tweunty-two kinds, are defined
one by one, in the following Sttras.®

#These twenty-two Clinchiers have been grouped nuder seven heads, each of
which is dealt vitiDiothiosenaniseetionanf/thisuaily dbesencom
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Varfika on Su. (1).
[P. 556, L. 1 to P. 538, L. 14.]

Under 1-3-19 and 20, it has been briefly stated that ©it is
a case of Olincher when there is misapprehension, as also
when there is non-apprehension; and there is a multiplicily
of Clinchers owing to there being several varisties of both; and
the sama has now got to be desoribed in detail ;—The Olinohers
are aolual occasions of defeat, the receptucies of faulis—says
the Bhagya.

In a goneral way there are two Clinchers; [and fhe
question arises]—from among the Agent (the propounder
of the View), the objactive (the View itself), and the instrumant
(the argument whereby the View is sought to be established),
—whose are the Clinchers [i.e. on which do the Clinchers
bear| ?*

Some people declare that the Clinchers bear upon the
view propounded ; they explain as follows :—* Defeots consist
in Incompleteness, Flaws in the Reasouning Factors, Flaws in .
the Answer, and Bewilderment; and by all these it is the
View of the other Party that is vitiated. "

This however i8 not right ; since the View remains in the
same condition ; the mention of the defect does not alter the
view; when the oiew is criticised, it remains
just the same as it was when not criticised.

Nor could the Clinchers bear upon the instrument (the
argument) ; because nothing can be effective upon other
objectives ; the instrument, consisting of the Proposition and
other Factors of Reasoning, cannot ba affeotel by the
Clinchers ; for the simple reason that no Instrument can be
effective upon objectives other than its own; every Instru.
ment is eﬁeotwe only upon its own objective [and henco if

) 80t Wy A6 4t digbkreadivguwww.holybooks.com
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the argument is 8 true argument it must be effective ; it will
not be effective only if it is made to bear upon things ether than

its own objective, in that case it is nob a true ¢ Instrument'
at all].

The fact of the matter is that it is the Agent (the
Propounder of the argament) who is affected by the Clincher,
by reason of propounding inefficient (improbable) Objectives
(propositions) and Instruments (arguments). The Objective
is regarded as ‘inefficient ’ when it does not accomplish the
desired purpose for the accomplishing of which it has been
put up; e.g., the Sand in the making of the Jar; and the
Instrument is regarded as ‘inefficient’ when it does not
accomplish the act for the accomplishment of which it was
seb up ; a.g. the Shuttle &c. in the making of the Jar ; in regard
to their, own true objectives both of these are efficient. Thus
then, when an Object is employed in regard to an objective
other thau its own, or when an Iastrument is employed in
connection with an objective other than its own,
this only indisates the ignorance of the Propounder of the
argument ; aud since Ignorance consists either in * mis-
apprehension or non-apprehension,’ it is the Propounder
who becomes defeated,~and mnot either the Object
or the Instrument,—both of these being dependent on some-
thing else (and as sach not to be blamed), For this reason
the defent must be of the Propounding Agent, who is not
dependent upon anything else; specially as * misapprehension ’
and * non-apprehension’ are properties of the person, ‘ defeat’
which consists of these, must also belong to the person, Since
however that the man has misapprehension or non-apprehens-
fon, is known from the words he uses, the defects (constituting
the Clinchers) are figuratively spoken of as ¢ defects of the
Pyoposition and other factors of reasoning "; while a fow of
the Olinchers, such as ¢ Incomprehension’ and so forth, affect
the man himsdivdiaeecltpn https://www.holybooks.com
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An objection is raised—* It is not right to say that there
are Lo kinds of Clinchers ; since several Clinchers are found
mentioned in the Sitra, it is not right to say that there ars
two kinds of Olinchers (as the Wurfika hassaid on P. 556,
L. 18)."

This is not right; whether they are called ¢ two’ or ¢ of

- several kinds' depends upcn whether we take them under

groups orin detail : 1f we take them in groups then they

are {wo, while if we take them in detail, they are toenty-two.

Even the number ¢ twenty-two' is mentioned only by way

of illustration; the actual number of individual Clinchers
is endless,

Objection »—*“The Bhdgya has said that the Clinchers
mostly bear upon the Proposition and other Kactors of Reason-
ing ;—but since they really appertain to the Propounder of

~ the Argument, it is not right to say that they bear upon the
Proposition and other Factors of Reasoning. ”

If you mean by this that—*it haviag heen
asserted that Clinchers consist in misi1pprehen-
sion and non-apprehension, what connection could there be
between them and the Faclors of Reasoning, Proposition
&o. ? "—there i8 no force in this, because the speaker can be
regarded as ignorant only when his speech is found defective ;
just a8 the actor is regarded as ignorant only when his
action is defective ; it is through the action that the actor is
found fault with; and it is through the speech that the speaker
becomes found fault with; aund it is in this. way that the
Clinchers (though really affecting the speaker) are said to
bear upon the Proposition &c. When it is said that Olinchers
bear upon the Proposition §o., it does not mean that they are
oontained in these [that there is the relation bejween them
of the container and the contained]; what is meant is that
the Clinchers areurged am theshasis of thecEroposition &o.

Var. P. 558.
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Objection—* They may affect the Propounder of the true,
as also that of the false, doctrine,—says the Bhagya. But as
a matter of faot, no Clincher can affeot the propounder of
the true dootrine ; because he actually gives expression to it ;
when the man propounds the true doctrine, he actually
gives expression to it; and when he does so, it cannot be
gaid that he is defeated. "

There is no force in this; it is quite possible for him to
be defeated, by reason of being unable to detect flaws in the
objections urged against him by the Opponent, The man

" who propounds the true dootrine even though he expresses
the right view,—is defeated when he fails to comprehend the
true charaoter of the wrong objections that are urged against
his view by the upholder of the contrary view. As a matter
of fact, the true doctrine is fully established ; what happens
is that even in regard to the established doctrine, the man
fails to recognise the true charaoter of the wrong objection
urged against his dootrine, and thus becomes defeated.

The first Stitra is meant to illustrate the various kinds
of Clinchers that may be possible.

Sittra (2).
WHEN THE PROPERTY OF THBE ° OOUNTER-INSTANOE ’

(vrorp By TRE OPPONKENT) 18 ADMITTED BY ONR T BE

PRESENT IN THS EXAMPLE OITED BY HIMSELF,—IT 18 A 08B

or (1) ¢ Viorating Ta® Prorosition.’ (S1. 2).

' Bhagya on Sa. (2).

(P. 258, L. 2to L. 8.]

The Opposition having been set up on the basis of a
oertain property which is contrary to the Probandum,—if
the first Party admits that that contrary property, which
belonga to the Counter-instance cited by the Opponent, is
present in the Ezample cited by himself, he violates his
original Proposition ; hence this becomes a case of ¢ Violating
the Ewpoﬁiuwnloadegmmmmgmm h“ms been
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ut forward in the form—*Sound must be non.eternal
use it is perceptible by the senses, like the Jar,’'—the
Opponent says—* But we find that Community, which is
elernal, is also perceptible by the senses; and why cannot
Sound also be the same ? "—Being met with this Opposition,
the First Party may say—* if Community, which is perceptible
by the senses, is eternal, the Jar also may be eternal’; and
in this the First Party attributes * eternality’ to the Example
that he had cited in support of his proposition ; and in so
doing he violates his entire thesis up to the ‘ Final Conclus-
ion ’; and violating his entire thesis, he is said to violate his
Proposition,—since the Thesis rests in the Proposition. *

Vartika on Su. (2).
[P. 558, L. 15 to P. 560, L. 7.]

The definition of the Clinchers is as follows :—When the
First Party admits that the property of the Counter-instance
subgists in the Example cited by himself,—he should be regard-
ed as ‘ defeated.’ E, g., Step I consists of the statement of
the First Party—¢ Sound must be non-eternal, because it is
perceptible by the senses, like the Jar’;—on this comes
Step 1I, which consists of the following statement of
the Second Party—*Community, which is eternal,
is also perceptible by the Senses; why cannot Sound be
the same?";—then comes Step III, in the form of the
following from the First Party—‘If Community, wbich is
perceptible by the senses, is eternal, the Jar also may be
eternal.’ In this statement the First Party admits the
presence of the property of the Counter-instance in the

® The Boghasiddhi remarks that the S0§ra describes two kinds of ¢ Violating
the Proposition '—the first is described by tle very name ¢ Violating the Proposi-
tion,’ and another by the rest of theS4fra, The example of the former kind
would be that case whep, on finding that he cannot bring forward arguments to
sustain his position, the first Party entirely surrenders his point.— All right, I give
vp my point ; Sound is not non-elernal;’ What is cited in the Bhdsya is the example
of the seoond kin@lownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Example cited by himself, and by this admission he renounces
the Example, and by so doing he gives up his
whole thesis, down to the Final Coaclusion ;
and this is what is called ¢ Violating the Proposition. ’

We do not understand how, in the example cited by the
Bhiagya, the Proposition becomes ¢ violated.’ What the Oppon-
ent does is to urge, on the basis of the Counter-instance,
the ¢ inconclusive’ character of the Probans [by showing
that the Probaus, perceptibility by tho senses, is not invariably
concomitant with the Probandum, non-eternality],~and what
the First Party does isto admit the presence of ¢ eternality’
in his own Example, and does not try to show that his Pro-
bans is not beset with the defect of * inconclusiveness’ ; and
by this admission of * eternality’ in his Example, it is the
Example that becomes vitiated with the defect of being ¢ untrue’
(since not serving to show the concomitance of non-eternality
with perceptibility by the senses]. Consequently it is either
by the deficiency of the * Example,’ or by that of the ¢ Pro-
bans, * that the girst Party becomes ‘defeated’; and there
is no ¢ Violation ‘of the Proposition.” It may be that by
renouncing the ¢ Example ' the Party renounces the ¢ Proposi-
tion ’ also ; hence the Clincher of ¢ Violating the Proposition ’
is applied to him secondarily (indirectly). But unless there
is an original primary there can be no secondary application ;
g0 that it has still to be pointed out what is that to which
the name °Violating the Proposition’ applies primurily or
directly,

“How, then, are we to explain the Sii{ra which dis-
tinotly says—¢ When the property of the Counter-instance is
admitted to be present in the Example cited by himself,
it 6o a case of Violating tha Proposition’ "

' The term * grigtanta’ is to be taken in its literal sense of
¢ established,’ bdwmonstratedlysoshatdheterm-f soadrigtantd’

Vir P. 559.
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means ¢ in one’s own thesis”; similarly the term *prafidristanta’
means the °counter-thesis,’ Thusthe meaning of the Sti¢ra
comes to be—* When one admits the presence of the property
of the counter-thesis in his own thesis’; e.g,, the original
thesis being ¢ Sound must be non-eternel, becanse it is per-
ceptible by the S8enses ’, the Opponent urges against it the case
of ‘Community’, and then the First Party says—* it Com-
munity, which is perceptible by the Seases, is eternal, then
Sound also may be eternal’ [and here the property ‘Eternality,’
which has been urged by the Opponent in the counter-thesis,
has heen admitted by the Firat Party in his own thesis] ;—
in this way does this becume a case of ¢ Violating the Pro-
position’; for the former proposition set up by the man was
*Sound is mon-aternal’, and when faced with the case of
¢ Community,’ which shows that bis premiss is not true and
the reasoning is inconclusive, he says ¢ Sound is eternal ’; and
since in doing 80 he gives up a fact that had been definitely
known by him to be true, and thereby shows his misappre.
hension of things, it becomes a ¢ case of defeat’, ¢ Clincher.’

“But it is only the accepting of a possible con-
tingenoy.” If you mean by this that—*in the
latter proposition also the man does not quite affirm the
Eternality of Sound ; all that he does is to admit a possible
contingency—*if, as you urge, Community, whiohis perceptible
by the senses, is eternal, then Sound also may be 80, "—~this
does not change the situation; as even so the OClincher
becomes applicable ; since, instead of defonding his thesis
' against the charge of inconclusiveness, he goes
and admits the possibility (of the Opponent’s
oontention) ; thus he becomes ¢ defeated.’

Others have argued that what is urged in the ¢ Violating
of the Proposition’ is already included uander the Fullacy (of
Inconclusiveness) attaching to the Probans, hence it need not
be regardel ason@inshenn Theycontendoas: follows s—"* It is

Vir. P. 560.
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not right to regard this as & Olinoker, as it is found included
under Fallaciaus Beason ; since what the man is * defeated ' by
is the fact of his Probans‘ because it is perceptible by the
senses * being inconclusivg.” : '

This is not right ; because what briags about his defeat is
the fact of his not answering the charge of ¢ inconclusiveness’
and thus showing his ignorance.* ‘That this is so is shown
by the fact that if he does answer that charge of *inconclus-
iveness’, he is not defeated. Hence mere ‘inconclusiveness ’
does not constitute a Clincher or ground of defeat.

Safra (3).
Tae sUBJECT OF THE (ORIGINAL) PROPOSITION BAVING

BEEN DENIED, I¢ TAE FimsT PARTY FINDS A DIVERSITY IN

TAE PROPERTIES (OF THE EXAMPLE AND THB COUNTER-IN-

STANOS), AND PUTS IT FOBWARD WITH A 7IEW TO ESTABLISH

THR FORMER ProposiTION,—THIS I8 (2) ‘ SHIFTING THR

Psorosition.” (S0. 8.)
, Bhagya on SA. (3).
[R. 258, L. 11 to P. 259, L. 2.]

The °subject J "the original Proposition’ is—*Sound is
non-eternal, because it is perceptible by the Senses, like the
Jar ' ; this Proposition haviag been propouaded (by the First
Party) there comes its ¢ denial ’ (by the Second Party), which
consists in showing, by means of a counter-instance, that the
Probans (of the original Proposition) is- not truly concolnitant
(with the Probandum),—* Community, which is perceptible by
the senses, Leing eternal’;—and (hs subject of the original
Proposilion being thus deniad, the First Party finds,a °*diver-
sity in the properties of the Hzample and the Uounter-instance’,
~1i. e,, he finds that while both (Jar and Community) bave &
certain property, being perceptible by the eenses, in common,
there are others in whioch they differ; e. g.,, Community is
perceptible by the senses and all-pérvading, while the Jar is
porceptible by the semses and not-all-pervading; and
perceiving this diversity of progerties he putsit forward with
a view to establish his former - Proposition,—how ?—|in this
way]—*just as the Jar is mol-all-pervading, so is Sound

® The right rebting hvafoatefsfin. ouafgrtogaiirs ¢ o« frewd
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also nolxll-pervading, and hence like the Jar it should be
non-efernal also’;—now here the former Proposition was
*Sound is non-eternal ’, and ¢ Sound is not-all-pervading ’ is
a totally different Proposition,~this is thus an instunce of
¢ Shvfting the Proposition’.

“In what way does this become a Ground of Defeat, a
Clincher? " ’

Well, as a matter of fact, one Proposition does not
Bll:ve another Proposition ; what prove a Proposition are the

bans and the Example; hence the putting forward (as
proof) of what canant prove the Proposition is entirely Futile ;
aud being futile, it becomes a ¢ Ground of Defeat.’ ®

Vartika on Sa. (8)
[P. 560, L. 10 to L. 17.]

The example is the same as before. 'What the man does
is to set up on the basis of the diversity of properties, consist.
ing in ‘being all-pervading’ and ‘being not-all-pervading ’;
another Proposition, in the form,—* Sound is not-all-pervad-
ing,’

“ The original Proposition was—*Sound is non-eternal’
and this being attackedt iby the Opponent) on the basis
of ¢Community, which is perceptible by the senses,—the
'First Party puts forward another Proposition in the
form ¢ Sound, being not-all.pervading,must be non-eternal. ’ In
what way does this become a ¢ ground of Defeat P’ *

It hecomes a ¢ ground of defeat ' by reason of theman not
koowing the real character of the Probans; without knowing

© Though when the First Party puts forward the fact of Sound being noc-all-.
pervading, the idea in his mind is that, after having brought this home to the other
party, he would add that as & qualifying clause Lo his original premiss—stating it in
the forn * because Sound, while deing not-all-pervading, is perceptible by the senses
(it must be non.eternal)’;—yet until he actually does so, his position is clearly
subjeot to the said Clincher.—Ta{parya.

+ The Benares Edition reads gfirgety. We have adopted the reading and
explanation of the Tatparya which reads qfirg®; and takes it as qualifying

- qrfl, understood, Widolnlasdfat ikenvertacOvfitelsoynderetoodn
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the real character of the probans, the mam puts up
the Proposition—* being not-all-pervading, Sound must be
non-sternal.’ And one Proposition cannot prove another
proposition ;—hence on account of the man not knowing
and putting forward the real Probans, this becomes a case
of ¢shifting the Proposition’; and this becomes a ¢ Ground of
Defeat ’ either by reason of ¢ misapprehension ’ or by that of
‘ non-apprehension.’
Stifra (4).
WHEN THERE IS CONTRADIOTION BETWEEN THE Pro-
POSITION AND T8 PRoBaNS, IT 18 (E) ¢ CONTRADICTION OF
the ProposiTioN,’ (SQ. 6.)

Bhagya Si. on (1),
[P. 259, L. 4 to L. 8.]

The Proposition is stated in the form,—* Substance must
be something different from Quality ', and the Statement of
the Probans is in the form—* because no objects are ever
perceived, except Colour &o.';— and there is a contra-
distion (conflict) hetween these, Proposition and Statement
of the Probans.—How ?—If Sabstance is something different
from Quality, then it is not possible that nothing except
Colour &o. should be perceived—while if nothing except
Colour &o., is perceived, then it is not possible that Suhstance
should be something different from lelity: thus there is
a conflict between the two statements—(a) ¢ Substance musé
be different from Quality’ and (b) ¢ Nothing except Colour
&o, is perceived ’; i.e., the two are mutually Nugatory, and
are impossible.*

Var{ika on 81. (4).
[P. 506, L. 19 to P. 561, L. 12.]
(a) When the Proposition is contradicted by the State-

ment of the Probans, and (b) the latter by the former,~—it is a

® The Bodhasiddhi remarks that the contradiction between the * Proposition’
and the ‘Statement of the Probans’ has been mentioned only by way of illustra-
tion ; as & matter of faot, there is contradiction of the Proposition whenever there
is any inconaistency between any two factors of reasoning, and also when the
Proposition is iucddeieteisiddthiomelligséitaived dudtpoks.com
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case of ¢ Contradiotion of the Proposition.‘ E. g., (a) * Sub-
stance is different from Quality, because it is not perceived as
different from it,’s

The same explanation applies also to the ¢ contradiction by
the Proposition '—i.e., the case where the words of the
Proposition itself are self-contradictory; e.g. the proposition
¢‘the female ascetic iz with vhild.’

It also applies to ‘Contradiction by the Statement of
the Probans’,—whare the Proposition is contradicted by the
Statement of the Probans (the latter being more in keeping
with actual experience); e.g., ‘all things are diverse [i.e.
there is no unity] because positive terms are always applied
to an aggregate of things;’ [to say that there is no unity
is contradicted by the statement that terms are applied to
an aggregate, which must be one.] :

A similar explanation is applicable al:o to (1) the Contra-
diction of the Propositiont by the Example [e.g. ¢ Sound
is non-eternal becauseit is knowable, like Akasha],—(2) to
the Contradiction of the Statement of the Probans by the
Example &c. (E.g.  Sound is eternal, because it is perceptible
by the Senses, like the Diad’,)—and (3) also to the contradic.
tion of the Proposition and the Statement of the Probans by
well-known facts.

Similarly, when the Opponent urges (against the First
Party) the fallacy of ‘inconclusiveness ' ; on the basis of some-
thing that is possible only under the theory of the Firgt
Party, he incurs the Clincher of ¢ Contradiction.’ That is, when
the Opponent (the Batiddha who does not adwit of any
olasa or class-character) tries to show the inconclusiveness

SThis is an iustance of the Proposition contradicting the Statenent of the
Probans, because the former is the stronger of the two, being more in keeping with
actual experience,

1The TatparRoventsantfiigfrqr httos:/www.holybooks.com
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of the Probans by citing the case of the class-charaoter ¢ Cow,'
which is possible only under the theory of his disputant,—
such an aoswer should be regarded as ‘Contradictory.’
¢ Contradiotory’ also is" the Probans when it is one that is
put forward without taking into account one's own main
doctrine ; i.e., when a man puts forward a Probans without
regard to his main dootrine ;—e.g., the First Party having
put forward his proposition in the form, ‘Sound is non-
eternal, because it is perceptible by the Senses’, if the
Opponent (Bauddha) sets up his opposition on the basis
of the eternality of the class-character ¢Cow’, which is
possible only if thero is an aggregate cousisting of several
individuals [and is as such incompatible with the Opponent’s
main dootrine that there is no ‘aggregate ' and there is nothing
* eternal ']J—this becomes *contradictory.” It is only when
the ocounter-instance urged is such as is compatible with
the doctrines of both parties that it can be a case of real
¢ Inconclusiveness ; * it is only when some such thing is- found
as is admitted by both parties—and inconclusiveness is urged
on the basis of that thing,~that the opposition can be right,
and not ¢ contradictory.’

“ How i8 it that the siting of ths Wrong Esample has not
been mentioned among Clinchers ? "’

The reason for this lies in the fact that Wrong Ezamples
are always preceded by (and based npon) Fallacious Probans
and as such should be regarded as mentioned by the mention

of these latter,*
Sii{ra (5).
THE OBIGINAL THESIS HAVING BEBN OPPOSED, IF WHAT
WAS FORMERLY AFPIRMED HAPPENS TO BE RXTRACTED,~IT I8
(4) ¢ RenounciNG TR ProrosiTION. * (S0, 5).

®The Example forms a part of the Probans, since the Probans not supported

by the Examples is not convincing. Hence if the Example is wrong, the Probans
becomes invalidatddownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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' ‘.Blm;ya on 80. (5).

oo [P. 259, L1, 10--3.] -

- The original thesis having been put forward in the form,
¢ Sound is non-eteroal, because it is perceptible by. the senses,’
the other party says—* Community is groe tible by the
senses and is yet eternal, and similarly Sound also, which
is perceptible by the senses, may be eternal”;—and the
original thesis being thus opposed, if the First Party happens,

. 40 say—‘' Who says that Sound is non-sternal?’ . This re.

_ traction of what had been affirmed in the Proposition is what
is called ¢ Renouncing the Proposition,’® . 4

Var{ika on Si. (5).
(P. 561, L. 14 to L. 17.]

. When one abandons what he had before affirmed,—on
its being opposed—it should be regarded as a case of * Re-
nounciag the Proposition.” The Example is as that shown
before. The Probans having been shown to be inconolusive,
on the basis of ¢ Community,’ the First Party might say-
¢Who says that Sound is non-.eternal?’ This also shows
that the man is ignorant of the strength of his own reason,
aad thus it is & ‘ground of defeat’ based upon * mis-appre=
hension, ’ '

' Sifra (6).
'THE PROBANS IN THE UNQUALIFIED FORM HAVING BREN
OPPOSED, IF THE PIRST PARTY DESIRES TO QUALIFY IT, )T
18 A 0ASE OP (5) ‘sBIPTING TH® PROBANS. '—(Sd. 6).

" ®The Bauddha Logician Dharmakirti Las objected to this Clincher of * Renouho-
ing the Proposition,’ on the ground that the First Party having been already
¢ dofeated’ by the pointing out of the incouclusivensss of his Probans, there can
be o need for any further ‘ground of defeat,” The Ja{parya lisa snswered
this by saying that, as seon as the person finds that unless hie renounces hic
proposition he shall be faced with the Fallacy of Inconclusiveness ; heacs with
a view ¢ save himselt from that he retracts the Proposition ; so that this Retrace
tion comes in before the oharge of Inconclusiveness is brought howe to him, sod
uatil this is broughbiownadiod lilaw) Wstoutivot bérbdéfeated:dm
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© * Bhutgya on 80. (6). ,
, [P. 259, 16 to P. 260, L, 10.]

, Eaample:—The Proposition is set up in the form, ¢ every-
thirig that is manifested has a single origin ’;—why P—* be-
Mlucfroduct.a emanating from a single origin have a. definite
magnitude,—in the Cup and other products of Clay we find

.8 definits magnitude, the product being of the same

magnitude as the composition of the original subatance—
snd such maguitude is found in every product ;—and every
-manifested thing is found to have ‘a definite magnitude ;—
hence from the fuct that every produot emanating from a
single origin has a definite magnitude, we conclude that
everything that is manifested emauates from a single origin.’ *
Agninst this argument of the First Party, the following
Opposition is set up with a view to show that the Probans
is not invariably concomitant with the Probandum :—

‘As a matter of fact, magnitude is found present in pro-
ducts emanating from the same origin, as also in t|
_emsnating from several origins.”  This opposition having
been put forward, the First Party says—¢ [My reasoning would
then be] ¢ because a definite magnitude is found in the Cup
and other products, #n all which there subsists  the same
qriginal subsiancs ;—every manifested thing, while kaving
qubsisting in iD\Pleasure, Pain and Delusion (the constituent
altributes of Primordial Matter),is found to have definite
. magnitude $;—and from this it follows that no other original
substance boinﬁafound subsisting in all manifested things,
they must all have a single origin (in the form of Primordial
Matter).’ ‘ ' . ’

Now here it is found that in the first instance the First
Party stated the Probans in an unqualified form [* because
they have a definite magnitude,],—and when this was objected
to—he added a quslification to it [in the form * while having
the sams original substance subsisting in thiem '] ; and this
thus becomes a case of ¢ Shifting the Probans, ’ :

The reason why this is .a ¢ground for defeat,” s as
follows}—The second (qualified) probans having been put
forward, it the party mentions an Bxample in corroboration

- %Tha right reading, ss found in B.C. and D, Is syesfirgrenyeific
" $The right redatagieqffifedss ved by Pafaaryayand iorfl. snd D,
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vol what is stated in the Probans, then that manifested thing,

- which is cnted as. * Example (which, as ‘example, cannot be
‘indluded in the Proposition) ceases to be the emanation
“from a single origin, because, by its very nature (of Exau:rlo).
it must be the emanation from some other origin * ;

the other hand, no Example is cited, then the Proba.ns. "not
baving its trath corroborated by a suitable Example, cannot
prove the desired conclusion; 8o thatthe Probans turning
out to be futile, the ¢ ground of defeat ' remains in force.

) . ~ Vartika on Sn (6)..

' (P. 562, LL 1—2.]
~ The Exumple is given in the Blwgya. By setting up
another Probans, the first- Party shows the weakness of the
Probans put forward before ;—this is what makes this a
¢ Ground of Defeat,’ If the former Probans is eﬂicnent, then
the sotling up of another is absolutely aseless. ’

Bud of Section (1).

Section (2),
[St¢ras 7—10.]
Daolmg with the four Olinchers—(6), (7), (8) and
(9)—which consiat'in ths non-apprehension of what is
needed for the desired purpose.

Sajra (7).

" THE PUTTING FOBWARD OF STATEMENTS BEAKING NO
CONNEOTION WITH THB PURPOSB IN HAND OONSTITUTES {6)
¢ IaRELEVANOY.’ (80. 7)
Bhasya on S4. (7).
[P 260, L. 12 to L. 18] -

'l‘he thesis and -counter-thesis having been set up in the

manner described above, the ¢purpose in hand ’ being the
" ® The proposition is fo the form—*all nisnifested things are &o.’; if the

examplo is not inoluded in this ‘all,’ then what is prediosted of the ‘all’ will not

be true of the Example ; it the Exawmple s aleo jucluded in it, then no Bmplo
can be possible, Downloaded from https://www. holybooks com
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grging of the Probandum by a proper Probans,~~the First
y might make the following statement :—¢ That Sound
iseternal is proved by the Probans, Ha{u, becanse it is inlan-

ble’ [having said so far he finds that his Probdns is not valid,

ence he goes on]—* the term he(u is a verbal noun derived
from the root Aé and affix fun,—~a term is either a Noun or a
Perd, or a Preposition, - or Indeclinable Particle ;—the noun
is that word which has its form qualified by the fact of the
thing denoted by it having a distinot action,—the verb -is
either (a) an aggregate of the action and the active agencies,
or(b) that which denotes the presence in the active agent,
of a certain action qualified by & definite ¢ime and number,*
or (0) that which is simply expressed by the root and is qualifi-
ed by a particular time,~the Indeclinables are those that, in
-actual usage, bave no denotation entirely apart from what is
expressed by the noun or the verb,—~the Prepositions are
used as prefises and serve to qualify the action denmoted
‘by the Verb';—and so forth, [all which has nothing to do
with the proving of his Propusition]; and this constitutes
¢ Irrelevancy.” '

Vdrl?la on 8u, (7).
] | [P. 562, LL. 4-5.]

The E'xgmplo is given io the Bhagya. Thisisa ¢Ground
of Defeat, because what is put forward has no counection
with the Proposition affirmed ; what is relevant is only that
whioch has been affirmed ; all else is Jrrelevant,

| Sifra (8). |
THAT WHIOH I8, LIKE THE MERE BEPEATING OF THE

LETTESS O¥ THE ALPHABST 18 (7) ° MeANiNoLrss Jardon '

(Sa. 8). IR
' -Bhagys on Si. (8).

- - [P 261, LL 2-4.] o .

E. g., ¢ Sound is eternal, because ka-cha-ta-{a-pa are ja-va-
M-Jkﬂ like jwbba-ﬁ-ghqsfihg-dko'-mf ;—such state-

" ®The right readin ghmuum y I
© 4 The right reading i supplied by B aid D—erwrwrqrat

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com _ .
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ments are a&élntel meaningless. ‘Sinos the were lotters of
: :l:o . :_lphagetv ca% Kz;o no denotation, they cannot express
ng:. .
éegt& i:: g;d ::g? 1t 18 tho mere Jetters that are repeated in a
Vartika on Su. (8).
(P. 562, L1 7-9.] '
+* - The example is cited in- the Bhagys. This proves the
man’s iguorance, since he does not put forward what counld
prove his proposition ; the man that puts forward such argu-
ments is ignorant of what he has got to prove and what can
prove it,—nor does he put forward (rightly) what he has to
prove aud what can prove it ; hence this constitutes a ‘ Ground
of Defeat.’
Sira (9).
Ir THE ASSERTION MADE 18 SUCH THAT, THOUGH STATED
THREB TIMES, IT FAILS 70 BE UNDERSTOOD BY THE AUDIENOS
~ aND TS SE00ND PaBTY, IT 18 A 0ASE OF (8) * UN-INTELLI-
GIBILITY,'~({S1, 8.)
' Bhagya on 8a. (9),
[P-» 26]1 m. 7‘90] .

It the assertion is madeand is not understood by the audi-
ence and the Second Party, even though stated three times,—
and this happens when the assertion consists of words with
double meanings, or of such words as are not met with in ordi-
nary usage, or when the words are uttered too hurriedly and so
forth ;—this constitutes * Unintelligibility ’; since the man
makes use of unintelligible expressions intentionally, with

a view to cover the weakness of his reasonings,—this con-
stitutes a * Ground of Defeat.’ .

# No such argument is found in aotual usage. The Za/parya points out. that
we have an exsmpleof this whea the Drivida puts forward his argument, for the
‘bouvincing of an Arys, in his own Veroacular, which conveysno ides to the latter,

- who s ignorant of the Dravidian tongue;and for whom the words ot that language

are only so many letéascaattndeed from https://www.holybooks.com
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~ Partika on 80. (9).
" [P.563, L1. 12.18.] ,

- The example is cited in the Bhdgys, Thisis s *Ground
of Defeat’, since it indicates the weakness of the speaker,~
this weakness being a form of ¢ ignorance.’ ‘

Stfra (10).
IN A OASE WHEES, THERE BEING NO’CONNECTION
BETWAEN THS RIPRESSIONS FOLLOWING ONS ANOTHES, THEY
" ARB FOUND TO AFFORD NO CUNNEOTED MEANING, IT 18 A CANE
or (9) ¢ INcorsazxon.’ (S8. 10).
Bhagya on Su. (10).
(P. 261, L. 11 to L. 14.]

In a case where, either among several words or several
sentences, there is8 no possibility of proper sequence and
conneotion,-—and henoce the whole is found to be disconnected,
~—gince there is no meaning obtsined from the words or -
sentences taken collectively, it is a case of * Inooherence.’ H.g,
(e) ¢ Ten pomegranates, six cakes ' (where there is no connec-
tion between the two sentences) ; (3) * Cup—goatskin—=flesh—
lump—deerdkine—of the Virgin—to be drunk—her father—
devoid of character’ ¥ Where the words have no connection

elves, e
among thém Vartika on Su. (10).
[P. 563, L. 15 to P. 563, L. 3.]
B.g., such sentences as ‘ ten pomegranates ’, eto. ,
~ % There is no difference between * Meaningless’ and °® In-
ooherent.” If you mean by this that—* The Incoherent does
not differ from the Meaningleas Jargon, because in the
latter, a8 in the former, the meaning is not grasped,”
ViR 38 . —then our answer is that the two do differ
‘ ~ between themselves;—how P—In the gase
of  Meaningless Jargon' we have mere letters, while-
00 and Bdad D fead Q. [
- 40 and D resdoumfpget from https://www.holybooks.com o
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in the ¢Inooherent’ we have uncomnected words.~**In
what way is this & Ground of Defeat?”  No idea of
suything can be derived except from a sentemce (in which
the words are connected with one another); and hence when
the Party propounds an Incoherent argument, it shows that
he does not know the character of the true Probans ; and -
hence it becomes a ¢ Grouné of Defeat. *

" Eud of Section (3). s

Section (3).
[Suras 11—18.]

" Dealing with the (10), (11) and (12) Olinchers—
which consist in the wrung preseniment of ond’s case.
Stfra (11),
~ WREN TRE PACTORS OF BRASONING ARE STATED IN THE
REVEBSED ORDER, IT I8 A 0ASE OF (10) ‘INCONSEQUENTIALITY.’
(Sa. 11),
Bhasys on 81, (11).
[¥. %61, L. 16—17.)

Amon%1 the several Factors of Reasoning, ProPosition and
the rest, there is & . definite natural order, in which they are
stated,—which is based upon the nature of what is expressed
by each of them ; and when a statement is made in which
this natural order is reversed,—it becomes a case of that
¢ Ground of Defeat,’ which is called ¢Inconsequentiality;’
which means that what is expressed by the several Factors
is not found to form a connected whole, -

“Pagtika or S8. (11).
A (P. 568, L. 5 tu L. 20.]
When the Factors of Reasoning are stated in the reversed -
order, it is & * Ground of Defeat, ’ )

- Some people assert thet this cannot be a *Ground of
Defeat,’ as evemsactha: proposition.isprovedon These people



«

16 mmxmsmoxvmuum

argte as follows :—*¢ Inoonseqoontuhty oannot bo Y Ground

of Defeat ; (a) a8 even 8o the Proposition is proved ; (b} be-
causé there is no fixed convention on the ‘matter ; we do not

admit of any fixed convention as to the order in which the

Factors should be stated ;—(c) and because of actual usage ;'
a8 o matter of fact, reversing of the order of the Factors

is met with in all treatises, Under the cirpumstances, whose
convention is it (that fixes the order in question)?”

(a) As regards ® the first argument—* Even so the Propo-
sition is proved, "—this might be analogous to the using of
words in their incorrect forms: Even when such corrapt
forms of words as * 803’ and the like are used in the sense
of the ¢ Bull,’ they do afford the idea of the auimal with the
Aump ; and yet it is not useless to lay down-the rule that the
ocorrect form of the word is ¢ go’; because what happens in
the said ocase is that the corrupt form ¢gavi’ brings to the

. mind the oqrrect form of the word ‘go,’ which latter provides
“the idea of tl Bull with the hump; in the same manuer,
when the Fuactors are stated in a wrong order, they bring to
our mind the Statement in the natural order, and this latter
brings the idea of what is expressed by it [It is for this
reason that the Proposmon is found to be proved even when
the Faotors are stated in the wrong order]. How does
this comie about?” - That there is 8 natural order of things,
such as the objestive is taken up first, then the instrument—
is shown by several instaunces in ordinary experience; ¢ g- the
clay-lump (is taken up first, then-the wheel and other instrn.
menta neoded in the making of the Jar out of the clay)
[similarly ih tlie case in question, the Proposition, which is
the objective, should be stated first, then the * instruments’
'oonmtmg of the Probans, the Enmple. and so forth].

fyaRis tbmmm https //www holybooks.com
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(b) As rogards the second argument—-“ we do'not admit
of any convention in the  matter, ”—our answer 18 that there
‘is no convention in the matter; it is the mere natural order
of things (spoken of by the several Factors); and when a
person lays stress upon this natural order of things, he does
not deserve to be censured.

(6) As regards the third argnment—-“ becanse of lctnal
usage, "—this is has no force; as it shows that the Objector
does not understand what actually forms the‘Ground of Defeat.’
[It is true that in Suientific treatises, the Factors of Reason.
ing are not always stated in their natural order ; but] this is
.due to the fact that these treatises are written for the purpose
of providing a comprehensive account of things [so that the
writers have their eye on terseness,]; but when one has to
explain or expound what has been once stated in the come
prehensive (terse) form, he always does it by stating the
argument in a form in which the Factors of Reasoning—Pro«
position and the rest—are stated in their natural order.*

. Sagra (12).

THAT WHIOH I8 WANTING IN ANY ONE oF THE Fiotors
or Rzasoning 18 (1 ) ras ¢ INcoxpLeTE.'—( S0, (12).
v _ DBhagya on Su. (12).
. [P 262, LL 1-2]

When the statement is wanting in any one of the Faotors
of Reasoning—Proposition and the rest—it is a case of the

© . %Bach terse statement of srgument, though permissible in scientific” treatises,
isnot permissible in dinnuion, where every step inthe reasoningshould bg
stated clearly. Itisin this connection that the Fafparya has quoted (apparently
from a Bcientific Treatise), the passage m‘uﬁ. which contsinsin &
very condensed form, two arguments in favour of ldealism: (1) The Idealist says
that he can prove the non-existenoe of all things except Ides, in the same manner
as the Nihilist (W) proves the non-existence of all things ; and (8) he csn
prove the existence of the Ideain the same manneras the Realist (v
’mugh. Moulmn hittps://www.holybooks.com
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* Groand of Defeat® called * Iuoompletoum 's for in the
absence of a complets statement of the reuomng, the desired
conclusion onnnot be established.

Varfika on Su. (12)._
[P. 564, L. 2 to L. 12.]

That statement in which one of the Factors—Proposition
and the rest—is wanting, is to bs regarded as ‘incomplete’.
“ In what way does this become a *Ground-of Defeat ' ?

It becornes so by reason of the fact that in the absence of
the well-equipped reasoning, the conclusion is not proved,

Some people argue that there can be no such *Ground
of Defeat ’ as ¢ wanting in the Proposition (the First Factor).’

But thiss is pot right ; these people should be met with
the following alternative questions in regard to such state.
ments as do not state the Proposition :—If & man propounds
a statement without the Proposition,—is he, or ishe not,
defeated ? . If he is, which ¢ Ground of Defeat’ ia there ?
For none of tlhother Factors is wantiog ; nor are there any
defeots of the Probsns ete. ; and yet the man is * defeated *;
and the only ¢ Ground of Defeat’ possible is that his ohta-
ment is ¢ wanting in the Proposition’.—If, on the other hand,
he is not defeatsd—this would mean that even an incomplete
argument proves the couclusion; that is, the Result is
scoomplished without the Means. If you say that—‘ The
Proposition consists in the acoepting of a certain doctrine ",
‘—this also we do not understand. As & matter of fact,
¢ Proposition * consists in the meationing of the object (to be
proved), while ¢ the acceptance of a dootrine * consists in the
mept.mg of a certain fuct whioh has been fully understood
in all its general and special aspects.

. ' ‘Sefra (13). V
 ap THAT WHIOH OONTAINS SUPERFLUOUS © PRoBANS® AND
¢ Exaurin bisgasdld) Raoonoinnbee(Sals)., -
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. Bhagyaon St (18).
© [P. 262, Ll 4-5.)

Oae alone being sufficient for the purpose in view, (when
more than one Probans or Exampls are put forward), one or
the other must be superfluous. "~ "This, however, is to
be regarded as a ‘ Ground of Defeat’ only when there is a
 restriction (placed upon the speaker, in regard to stating
on’y what 18 actually necessary for the proving of his pro-

ition).
PO Var(ika on Su. (13).
' (P. 564, L. 14 to P. 565, L. 2.]

That statement in which there are two ¢ probans’ or two
* examplas ’ is redundant ; and it constitutes * Redundance’
as a ‘ Ground of Defeat.’ ’ '

“ This is not & Ground of Defeat, because it serves to
add further strength’—say some people. These people
argue as follows :—* This cannot be a Ground of Defeat,
a8 it serves to strengthen the reasoning ; we find that when
several means of knowledge are available they bring about
a strengthened (confirmed) knowledge of the thing; e.g.,
when smoke c.nd light both help, us to obtain the cognition
of the presence of Fire.” |

This is not right ; as the exact meaning of strengthen.
ing * is not explained ; when you assert that several means
of knowledge strengthen the knowledge, you do not explain
what is meaat by ¢ strengthening *—you do not explain what
precisely you mean by saying that ¢ it serves to strengthen’ ?

“The strength of the cognition consists in easier sonviction.”

This also remains ag before; what is meant by
‘ensier’? If what yon mean is that—both (probaus)
help to bring about the necessary cognition *,—it is true that
both help to bring about the cognition ; but when ecognition
bas already been brought about by means of one, the mens
tion’ of the seoondddsientinely.wselessjcikobeing like tlie
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bringing in of another light when the object has already
been illumined by one, | | '

- Further, there would besn infinite seriés (of Probans
snd Examples) if more than one were permitted ; for in that
case one could go on adding proof after proof, even after
the desired conclusion had been already established..

' ‘ B or SxorioN (3).
- ~ Section (4).
~ [Satras 14-15.]
Dealing with the Clincher (18) Repetition.
‘ Sifra (14). ‘\ '
THN RE-STATEMENT o WoEDS AND IDEAS CONSTITUTSS
¢ REPETITION '—EXOBPT IN THR CASE OF REPRODUCTION.

(Sv. 14.) _
. Bhagya on Su. (14). !
“"\ [Pc 262, L- l tOL. 100]
Bacept in the case of Baproduction, (a) Repetition’ of
Words and (b) Repetition of IJeas (constitute ‘grounds of de-
feat’) e.g. (2) ¢ Sound is eternal, Sound is eternal,’ here we
have * repetition of words’; and (b) ‘Sound is mon-eternal,
Intonation is liable to destruction’, here we have the ® repeti-
tion of the ‘Idea’ (of Sound being not everlasting). In
the case of Reproduction, it is not ¢ Repetition® (a Ground
of Defeat); because in that case the re-statement serves an
additional purpose; when for instanoce, ¢ the re-statement
of the Proposition on the basis of .the Statement of the
the Probans constitutes the Final Oonolusion’ (8d. 1+1-32).
‘ Vaytika on St. (14). .
. o (P. 565, L., 4-5.] | _
-, (a) We have ‘Repetition of Words’in the statement
*Sound. is non-eternal—Soudd is ton-eternal’; and (8) we
‘have ‘Repetition of Idea’ in the statement ‘Sognd, is

_non-eternal—Intonation is liable to destruction.’ -

;}f Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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In-the case'of Reproduction, it is not ¢ Bepelition ' because
in that case the re-stateinent serves an additional purpose.

Some people hold that ¢ Repetition® is not a ¢ Ground of
Dofeat,’ because there is mo harm. These people argue
thids :—‘‘ Repetition- is not & Ground of Defeat, because
there is no harm doue by 1t; when the man repeats things
there i3 no harm done to the process of investigation, In fact
the use of words is for the purpose of bringing conviction to
other persons; and when statements are repeated, the ear
comprehends the meaning more easily; so that being a
means of bringing about conviction, repetition cannot be
a ‘Ground of Defeat.’”

It is true that it brings couviction to other persons ;
bat in expressing what has already been expressed, there is
an element of superfluity, and by reason of this superfluity
it becomes a Ground of Defeat; as it shows that the man’
does not fully understand the real nature of the means that he
has toadopt for the accomplishment of his purpose (of proving
the Coanclusion). The man is neither the pupil nor the

-teacher; hence there is no point in expressing the same
idea again and again.
~8ifra (15).
Ta8 ACTUAL STATEMRNT BY MEANS OF DIRECTLY EXPRESS-
IVE WORDS OF WHAT [8 ALGEADY IMPLIED—
Bhasya on S, (15).
[P. 262, L. 12 to L. 15.] ,
is Repetition ,*—this term ocoming in from the preceding
Satra.

_ Example [of this second form of Repetition]—Having
asserted that ‘Sound is non-eternal, because it has the character
of being produced,” if the man goes on to add ‘omly
that which does not have the character of being produced:
can be eternal,’” which words are expressive of the idea

°Tue Nydyastiohfuibundha, the Titparya and Bd. Ms. D. makes ‘gqreesy ’
part of the Sagra 15)dtwalépbatithibistsitkesping vbishktheBhigya.
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th_at is already got by ¢ :mphoa.hon '~ this should be regarded
a8 ‘Repetition’; because words are used only for. the
purpose of conveying a meaning, and when this has already
been done by implication {the actual using of worda to the
- same eﬂeob is superfluous _ .

Vaytika on 80, (15).
[P. 565, L. 14.)
This is a *Ground of Defeat’ for the same reasons as the
. former kind of ¢ Repetition..
End of Section (1)

Section (5).
[Sttras 16419.]

Daclwg with the four Olinchers—(14), (15), (16) und
(27)—=which denote incompalibility with the riyht method of

Ansyer.
, Sa{ra (16).
Ir ae Figsr PAKTY FAILS TO BE-STATE WHAT HAS

BEEN STATED (BY THS SkcoND PaRTY) THBEE TIMES, AND

"DULY UKDERSTOOD BY THR AUDIENOB, IT I8 A 0ASE OF (14)

¢ Nou-umqnuonou (Sa. 16),

Bhagya on Sa. (16),
- | P. 262, L1, 18-20.]

'When the meaning of the sentence has been duly under-
stood by the audience, and it has been stated' by the
‘Opponent three times,—if the First Purty fails to re-state
it, it is a ¢Ground of Defeat’ named ¢ Non-reproduction.’
Because, unless he re-states the position of the Opponent,
on the basis of what would he put forward his arguments
against that position P*

Vurtika on S4. (16).
' [P. 587, L. 17 to P. 506, L. 8.]

The point is cléar in-the BAasya. -

- [The Baudgdha raises an objeotion]—* Since the business of
ghe First Party is to snswor arguments, this cannot be a

*Though tho 1nan does not understand it, he does not say 80 ;—if he did, it would

"be s 'oase of ! prebension.’ Nor does he desist from the discussion—if he did,
18 would be PO Evaaitas] "o BoghasiddM,y - holybooks.com 4
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¢ Ground of Defeat.’ As a matter of fact, the business of the

First Purty consists in answering arguments ; whether he is

bewildered or not can be determined only - by the efficiency

‘or otherwise of the answer he propounds ;—what then would

be the use of his re-stating what the Opponent has said P
It may be that the man is perfectly able to

auswer the arguments, and not able to reproduce

‘them; and certainly he does not, on that account, deserve

to be regarded as defeated. In fact when the man, having

propounded his thesis, is unable to maintain it (in debate); -
all that we can say is that heis inefficient (and' not sufficiently

clever) [and it does not prove that his view is wrong]*.”

Var, P. 566,

There is no force in this ; it shows thatthe Objestor does
.not understand what the exact object of the Answor is. In fact
if the man does not re-state the Opponent’s arguments, his
answer becomes objectless. If the man does offer the right
answer, why does he not re-state the arguments he traverses ?
In fact it is a contradiction in terms to say that—¢the man
does not re-stats the arguments, and yet he answers them.
Further, the objection is baseless, as we do not assert (what
the objector denies); we do not lay it down a3 a rule that the
man must first re-state the arguments he. traverses and then
auswer them ;. in facv the arguments may be answered in
any way .gossible j=—what we do mean however is that unless
the man re-produces the Opponent’s arguments, his answer
in the absence of its right ohjective, would be an improper
one; it is for this reason that seproduction is thought necessary,
and ¢ non-reproduction ’ forms a ¢ Ground of Defeat.’

®If & mau propouuds & theis, but is unable to maintain it in debate, though

he isable to supply suitable aunswers to the Opponent's, strictures,~all that this
~caa show is that the maa is not strong enough to oarry on debate in the right
form, which oonsists in re-stating the Opponent’s argumentsand then oconfuting
thetn ; it does not prove that the view propourided by the ‘inan was wroug, s0 that
mere* non-reprodudtivkhitvidd st beinidud who@banid ot Deteat’,~ T dparya.
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Suiro (17). - :
~ WHEN. '(8E STATEMENT I8 NOT COMPRERRNDED, 17 s A
‘0As8 or ‘ (15). INcoupaRAENsION'—(S0. 17.) -

Bhasya on 8a. (17). ]
[P. 202, L. 21.22,

When the statement (of the Opponent) has been understood
by the Audience, and has been repeated, by the Opponent,
three tlmes, if the Pirst Party still fails to comprehend
it, this is the * Ground of Defeat’ named ¢ Inoomprehenslon.
Without understanding what the Opponent has. said, whose
refutation would be set forth ?

Vartika on Sa. (21). -
[P 5§66, L. 10.]

The Bhaigya is qtute dlear. This beoome . . ¢ Ground
of Defeat ’ by reason of non-apprehension. - .

Sutra (18).

Ir 18 (16) ¢ ExpanassMeNT ’ woEx TRE PaRTY DORS
NOT ENOW THE ANSWER. (St. 18).
’ Bhasya on 8a. (18).
fP. 2688, LI, 2.8.]

The *answer ’ consists in the confutation of the Opponent’s -
view®; wben the Party does not know this, he is ¢ Defeated.”

Vartika on Sa. (18).
_LP. 568, L1, 12-18.]

When the Party proceeds to recite stray versesand shows
-that he pays no attention to what the Opponent has said, and
that be does not know what to say in answer to him-—this
i8 the ¢ Ground of Defeat’ named ‘ Embarassment’; it shows
that the man is confused. '
B . Sutra (19), -
Wasy 18 PABTY BREAKS OFF TS DI40USSION UNDBE

THE PRETEXT OF BUSINESS, IT 18 A OASE OF (17) ¢ Evaston.”
Bﬂ (19). ., S

m MIWWWWMMbOOKS com - -
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Bhagya on S0, (19).
(P. 263, L1 4-6.]

When the Party puts forward the pretext of having to do
something else, and breaks off the discussion, saying—* I have
got to do such and such a work, I shall resume the discussion
after havidg finished that work,'—this the ‘Ground of Defeat’
nimed ¢ Evasion.' In such a case, since every discussion ends
with a single ¢ Olincher,’ the man, by breaking off in the said
manner, concludes the discassion into which ie had entered,
and turns.the discussion taken up, after the lapse of some
time, into a new disoussion.

Var(ika on Su. (19).
[P. 566, L. 15 to L, 18.)

When the man sets up the pretext of having some
business to perform, and breaks off the discussion,—it
should be regarded as ¢ Evasion.’ E.g. the man may say—* [
have eaten a large quantity of Basala, flakes of phlegm are
obstruoting my throat,” and so forth.

“ Why should this be regarded as a ‘Ground of
Defeat'? " ,

Because such assertions are made for the purpose of
concealing one’s ignorance; so that by avoidiog further
disoussion' the man olearly showa his ignorance. '

Eud of Section (5).

Section (6).
(Sutras 20—22.]
Dealing with the three Olinchers—(18), (19) and
(20)—whioh bear upon flaws in the Statemants.
Sttra (20). .
Ir TEm PaRTY ADNITS THB PLAW IN HIS OWN THESIS,
- AND THEN- URGES THE SAME IN THAT of THE (OrroNsNT,
—THIS 18 ‘A 0S8 OF (18) *CoNFESSING THE CONTRARY
0"'(0..’-8‘“(%:1 from https://www.holybooks.com
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Bhagya on Su. (20).
[P. 268, L. 9 to L. 11.]

When the Party admits that defect in his thesis whioch
has been urged against it by the Opponent,—and without
trying to show that his statement is free from that defect,
he simply says—* the same defect is .found in your .state-
ment aleo,’—he admits tho defest in his own thesis, and
then tries to apily the same to that of the Opponent; and
in doing this he confesses the opinion of the other party
regarding his own thesis, and as such becomes subject to the
¢ ground of defeat ’ called ¢ Confessing the Contrary Opinion.’

Varlika on 8u. (20).
[P. 567, L. 1 to L. 11.]

When the Party, without trying to remove the obarge
from his own statement, simply says—* the same defeot is
present iu your statement also,’—this constitutes ¢ confessiog
the contrary opinion ;' i.e., he admits, against his own thesis,
what has been urged by the other party.

Esample.—Being charged as—'you are a thief, because
you are a man’—the man simply says—* then you also
are the same.’ Here he admits the defeet in himself and
then urges it against the other party ; and as such he is to
be regarded as ‘defeated,’ The man who does not admit
the charge would ssy in reply—"* Being a man cannot be a
reason for being a thisf; what makes one a thief is the
connection with (possession of) something belonging to
another person, and not given away by him.’ And since in
the former case the man shows that he does not know this
right answer, he becomes * defeated.’ .

“Since the man urges an undesirable contingency arising
out of the Opponent’s statement, this cannot be a ¢ Ground

of Defeat ’ —s0 argue some people. These persons argue
as follows :=—* This cannot be a ¢ Ground of Defeat,” because

the man urgeswandamdesirable.oontingeney. (against the
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Opponent). As a matter of fact, he does not continue to
admit the presence of the said flaw in his own statement,
all that Lie does is to point out that the same contingency
arises out of the Opponent’s statement—* if being o man is a
ground for being a thief, then, since you also are a man, you
also are a thief,’ "

This however is not right, for the very reason that you
put forward. Itis just because he urges an sndesirable
- conlingency, when he ought to bave given an answer, that it is
olear that he is ignorant of the right answer, aud is, on that
account, * defeated.’
Siira (21) .
WhaEN ONE PARTY HAS RENDERED HIMSELF S8UBJECT TO
A ¢ CLINCHER, IF THE OTHER PARTY FAILS TO BRING 1T BOMB
TO HiM (BY DIREOTLY OHARGING HIM WITH 1T),—THR LATTER

HIMSELF BkooMks suBJeor To THE CLiNomER or (19)
* ovERLOOEING THE CENsURABLE.'—(S0, 21).

Bhagya on Sa. (21).
[P. 263, L. 18—14.)

What is meant by the man being ¢ Censurable’ is that
he becomes open to the contingency of the application of
the ¢ Clincher’ being brought hometo him; the ¢ overlooking ’
of this means that he is no¢ directly charged with the words
—*you have become subject to a Clincher or Ground of
Defeat,”

This *Ground of Defeat’ however can be pointed out
only by the audience, when directly appealed to with the
queation—* Who is defeated ?’ The man himself, who had
rendered himself open to a Clincher, could not very well
show his own cloven feet (by saying ‘I had rendered myself
to subject to a Olincher, and you failed to urge it against
me').

Vartika on Su. (21).
[P. 567, L. 14 to L. 19.]

‘When one does not bring home the Clincher to the person
that has incurred-thatOlinclier; he bimselébecomes defeated ;
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as he shows his dgnorance of the fact of the other mim‘i
having become subject to a Clincher.

Some people say that this is not & *Ground of Defeat,’
as the man goes on to say other things (in answer to the
Opponent). These people argue as follows :—* This cannot
‘bea *Ground of Defeat,’ as the man offers other answers ;
it is true that he does not bring home the Clincher to the
party that has incurred it,—but he still speaks on, and offers
some other answer.” :

This however is not right, for the very same reason that
has been put forward. Just because, when he should have
urged the ¢Clincher,’ he says tomething else,—he becomes
defeated ; if he really knew (that the other party had already
incarred a ¢Clincher’), for what purpose should he say

anything else ?
Sﬂh’a (21).

‘WHRN ONE PARTY UkGks A ‘ CEINOHER® WHEN THERRS
18 No * CLINCHER’ (INOCURRED. BY TUE OTHER PABTY),~—IT I8
A oAsg oF (20) ¢ CensoriNg THE UN-OENSURABLE.'—
- (Sun. 22).
Bhagya on Sa. (22).

[P. 268, LI, 18—19.)

It is only when the man has a wrong conception of the
true character of the *¢Clincher’ that Le can urge—* You
are defeated *—against the other Party who, in fact, has
not rendered himself subject to a ¢Clincher;’ and in doing
so, since he would be censuring one who does not deserve
to be censured, he should be regarded as *defeated.’®

® This is uot the sawe as * Enbarassment,’ au in this latter the man does not
know what to say in answer, while in ‘Censuring the Un-censurable’ he says
something, as the answer, which is not an answeratall. It is for this reason
that this ¢ Clinoher ’ includes all Futile Rejoinders. The difference between this.
and ‘Fallacious Probans’ lies in this that the ‘Fallacious Probaus' when
polnted out, tends to the ¢ defeat’ of the propounder of the argument, while ¢ Cen-
suring the Un-censurable” is urged against the person wlhio is anawerlog an argu-
meat,—Jdf{parys. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com -
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Vart{ika on 8a. (29).
[P. 588, L1, 1—2.]

Even when there is no ¢ Olincher’ incurred, the man says
‘ You are defeated.’ The saying of this becomes a  ground
of defeat, since it shows-that the man is ignorant of what
& *Clincher ’ really is.

Stira (238).
HavING TAKEN UP ONE STANDPOINT, IF THB PARTY

CABRIES ON THE DISOUSSION WITHOUT RESTRICTION,~IT I8
A 0ass or (21) ¢ INcoNsisTaNOY,'—(S%. 23).

Bhagya on Su. (23).
[P. 264, L. 1 to L. 15.]

Having affirmed a certain character in regard to a thing,
if the party carries on further discussion without resiriction
—i.c., even contrary to the view taken up before—it should
be regarded as a case of ¢ Inconsistency.’ E.g. ¢An entity

_never renounces itself,—there can be no distinotion of what
exists—thal which is non-existent can never come into exist
ence,~no non-existent thing is ever produced;’ having taken
up this standpoint, the Sankhya goes on to establish this
thesis in the following manner :—*¢ All that is manifested
must be regarded as emanating from a single origin, because
there is a common substratum running through all emanations,
—and in the oase of the Karthen Cup and such things it is
found that they have the substratum of Olay running through
them all, and are the emanations from a single orign,—and
all manifested things are found to have Pleasure, Pain, and
Delusion running through them all,~and from seeing the sub.
sistence of this common substratum in these—Pleasure, Pain,
and Delusion,~we conclude that the whole of this Universe
must be the emanation from a single origin.'*~When he
has 8aid this, he is met (by the Logician) with the following
question—* How is it to be determined that a certain thi:;dg
is the origin, and another the emanation P '—Thus questioned,
the Saskhya answers—"‘ That whioh itself remains constant
while one character of it ceases to exist and another comes

~ ®Tue right redding ivaqupuigritfnfirfiny ae tiydoks Bom
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into existence is the origin ; and the ocharacter that ceases to
exist and comes into ezistence is the emanation.’®

. Now here we find that the S&akhya has carried on discuss-
ion without any restriction, without regard to the view
taken up by him_before, in fact even contrary to the opinion
aocepted before. For the opinion accepted by him at the outset
was—* the non-existent can never come into existence—the
existent cannot cease to exist ;* and it is a well-known faot
that unless there is ¢ cessation of existence ' of what has been
existent, or ‘ coming into existence’ of what has been non-eais-
ient, there cau be no disappearance or appearance ; e.g. when,
the Clay remaining constaut, its own character, in the shape of
the Qup, comes into existence, it is said to appear, and when
it has ceased to exist, it is said to disappear ;—all this should
not be possible (according to the S&hkhya standpoint) even
in connection with the character of the Clay. Haviog all
this urged against himself, if the Sa3ikhya comes to admit
thgt what is ezistent does cease fo ezist, and what is non-
eaistent does comes inlo emistancs,—then he becomes subject to
the Clincher of ¢ Inconsistence ; * while if he does not admit
the said fuets, his thesis fails to be established.t

Vartika on 8u. (28).
. [P. £68, Ll. 5—6.)

The example is clearly explained in the Bhagya. The
man becomes defeated, by abandoning the position taken
up, as apart from his original Proposition.}

Sifra (24).
(22) Tan ¢ Faruaciovs Prosans' aLso, (ams CLiN-

OHERS) AS THRY HAVE BEBN ALBEADY DESORIBED. (S0. 24).

®The best readjng of this passage is fouud in the Tafparys am;‘:d—

veyRyaer wrtrdnge qwenisne sedi o gl
at wfawrT gfX. [n the case of the Jar, the Clay isthe constant factor ; while the
varying shapes of the Jar, Cup %o., are the emanations.

+ Without the said fact, no distinction is possible between * Origin’ and
¢ Emanation ;’ and without this distinotion, the original Proposition of the 8adkhya
can have no meauing.

1 I£ he contradicts his Proposition, he is open to the charge of ‘Contradiction.’
In the present case what the man says, in the course of discussion is not the con-
trary of his Proposition fiself, but of something else, which he may have accepted
in course of the dibdadiraded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Bhagya on S0. (24).
[P. 264, L. 17 to L. 22.]

Tho ¢ Fallacious Probans ' also are ‘ Grounds of Defeat.’
Question—** I8 it on account of the presence of some other
character that the Fallacious Probans come to be regarded
a8 Olinchers,—just in the same way as the ‘ Instruments of
of Oo%mition' come to be regarded as °Objectsa of Uogni-
tion’P"

In answer to this the Si#{ra says—as they have Been
desoribed; i.6., it is in. the character of the ¢ Fallacious
Probans’ itself that they become , * Grounds of Defeat’
(Olinchers) also.

I GRm—

Thus have the Instruments of Right Cognition and other
categories been duly mentioned, definsd and ewamined.

*‘The Science of Reasoning that revealed itself to the Sage
Aksapiiga, the chief of exponents,—of that Vatsy&yana has
propounded the Commentary.’

Thus ends the Second Daily Lesson of the Fifth Disoourse
in the Bhagya of Viitsy@yana.

Var(ika on Su. (24).
[P. 568, L. 8 to L. 14.]

The Fallacious Probans are to be regarded ae ¢ Grounds
of Defeat ® exactly in the same forms in which they have
been classified according to cheir characteristics.

G G———

Thus bave the ®Instruments of Right Cognition’ and
the other categories been duly meantioned in the first Stira,
defined, in the First Adhylya, and examined, in the rest of
the work ; and thus the exposition of the whole Truth should
be regarded whﬁﬂgmr‘ﬂmmlybooks.com
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* The Futile Rejoinders with all their details, .the defini-
tion of the Olinchers,—and the oconclusion of the Science
—these have been expounded in the Fifth Dispourse.’

*The Bhagys, which Via¢sydyana, the very ploture of
Akgaplda, wrote,—of that great Bhagye, this Commentary
has been written by the descendant of Bharadvija.’

Thus ends the Fifth Discourse in the Warfika of Ud-
dyotakara.
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