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23-25. If there ever was an absolute destruction of the Soul, thou we 
could have the disappearance of the actions performed,: and -the appearance 
of those not performed -by it. These, however, do not apply; if there he 
only a change in its condition, as from childhood to youth, &c,, we find 
people performing or avoiding actions in this life according as they think 
them to be productive, respectively, of either good or evil, at some other 
stage of his life* In fact in the case of no action do we find the result 
following at the same stage of the person’s life as at which it was per
formed. And since the Soul is not utterly destroyed, Therefore people do 
not take the en joyer  (of results) to bo other than the doer (of actions) 
(even though there is necessarily a change in his condition).

26. According to my theory the Person (*.•*., the Soul), while passing 
through the different conditions of pleasure, pain, &a., never, for once, 
relinquishes his character of an Intelligent substantial Entity.

27. If modification (change of condition) wore identical with total 
destruction, then, when a roan in trouble would regain happiness, he'wo aid 
cither lose all those (character of Intelligence, <fcc,), or continue In a slate of 
trouble (simultaneously with that of pleasure)

28. Therefore an -entire continuance or an entire cessation of all tis 
traits of the Person (with the change in condition) being both impossib'

What we object to. in .the case o£ the Sou!, is the assertion of its destruction. For 
certainly, I,he .fluctuations in the surface of the sea do not tiring about its destruction ; 
and like the sea, the Soul can never be destroyed, notwithstanding the endless 
momentary transformations that it undergoes.

8S.S6 i f  the Soul . ere destroyed at death, tho effects, acoruiug'to one in the nest 
birth, of actions performed in the previous birth, would be accruing to one who has 
not performed the actions ; as the performing 3otil will have been dead along with the 
performing body. But we hold that Death means only a change in tho state of the Soul ,- 
just like the changes from childhood to youth, from youth to old age. And certainly 
there is no gainsaying the fact that the person that performed the action (say of 
learning the alphabet) in his childhood is the same that is utilising it in his youth.
In fact all effects of one’s deeds affect him at a period c? life other tb»n that at which 
precisely the deeds are done; aa the; state of tho person is undergoing momentary 
changes.

Daring the various stages that the Soul passes through, it all along remains 
an intelligent and substantial entity. That is to say, its inherent character remains 
the same And more changes in extraneous condition cannot moan destruction,

^  “ Or continue, $:c.” ~That is to say, in order to keep up the character of the 
Intelligent, fy'c., it ’would be necessary for it to keep to the same condition of pain ; 
aa change of condition would, for you, mean total destruction.

83 When a serpent lias boon lying coiled up in a circular form, and thou resumes 
its natural form by uncoiling itself,—wo have the character of ‘ Snake’ pervading all 
along, in both conditions; though the position has been changed, In the same 
manner, in the case of a person who has been experiencing troublous times, if his 
state changes and he becomes happy and contented, the character of the Person—
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we must hold that there is both partial continuance (as of the permanent 
characters of Intelligence, <fcc.),-a;id partial cessation (as of the ephemeral 
state of pleasure or pain), like the serpent in the different positions of a 
circle, &o.

29 . And the character of the d o w  and that of the e n jo y e r  do not 
belong to the conditions (of the Person’s life), but to the Person who is 
the substrate of all the different states ; hence it is always the doer that 
enjoys the result of the action.

30. And as a matter of fact, on the appearance of a new condition 
(of life), the former condition docs not become totally destroyed ; but 
being in keeping with the now condition, it merges into the common 
character of the Self (Intelligence, &c.)

31. It is only the Individual conditions that arc contradictory to one 
another. Over all of them, however, equally pervades the common 
character of the Soul (Intelligence, &o.)

3 2 -  33, In the theory, of the non-existence (he,, non-eternal;ty) of the 
Soul, however, the person performing an action, would know beforehand that 
“ I myself (he., my Soul, that performs the action at this moment) 
having been destroyed (the next moment), either its result would not appear 
at all, or, if it appears at all, it would affect some other soul than mine , 
and hence he could never be tempted to perform any action ; and as such 
the Veda would lose all its efficient trustworthiness.

33- 34. Even if the upholders of pure Idea alone (the Banddha 
Idealists) were to admit of another birth (for the same personality), they 
could not but have the enjoyer (of the results of action) different from the 
performer (of the action itself),— because they hold the Ideas to be 
momentary (i.e., one idea does not exist for more than one moment); and 
farther, because, being devoid of action and omnipresence, one and the 
same Idea could not reside in any other body (t han the present otic; and 
hence the “ Idea” that would perform the action in this life, could not 
exist iq. another body, in the next birth, at the time of the enjoyment of 
the results of that action).

35. O h j . : “  We hold that the ‘ Series *: (of Ideas) that performs the
actions would also be the enjoyer (of the results) j and we could explain the

Intelligence, &a.—would remain the same throughout the two states, even though the 
states will have been changed.

*9 If the said characters belonged to the state of life, then inasmuch as the 
person’s condition at the time of the performance of the action would not continue till 
the time of tbo enjoyment of its result, the enjoyer could not be held to be the same 
as the do fir. According to our view, however, the common character of the Person, 
Intelligence, persists throughout his life; and as such, the Person remaining the samp,

[ the enjoyer would always be the same as the doer,
This series is eternal, as well as omnipresent.
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difference among the momenta of Ideas in the same way as you have ex
plained the difference of conditions (of the Soul),”

36. Reply.: In fact it is extremely hard for you to prove the fact of 
(momentarily changing) Ideas being the doer of actions extending over a 
long time;-—specially when there are thousands of Ideas (in your series), the 
performance of a single action by all these, would be like the :i Kula-kalpa"
(in which an action extending over a long time being incapable of being 
finished by a single person, is finished by a large number of persons, one 
coming after the other).

37. Then again, if the Series bo not held to be different (from the 
individual Ideas constituting it), then the individual ideas (forming the 
Series) being non-eternal, you could get at no doer (of any action).

38. And (even if a doer were possible) he would be totally different 
from the erijoyer (which for you would be an altogether different idea, 
existing at the time of the enjoyment of the result of the action); and 
as such, you would have the fault of the result appearing in favour of 
an agent who never performed the action, And we do not urge against 
you the fault of the disappearance of the result for one who has performed 
the action; because (in accordance with your theory) there is none who 
can perform the action (and as such this latter fault does not apply to 
you).

31). On the other band, if the Series bo held to be identical (with the 
individual Ideas), then the mention of the word “ Series” would come 
to bo only another expression for the earns individual Ideas ; and the objec
tions against such a course have already been stated above. And further, 
the Series being itself a nonentity, could never get at the position of the 
performer of actions.

40. If the Series be momentary, then you have the same objections.
It it be regarded as not momentary, then that would be an abandonment 
of your theory (of everything being momentary), and you would have quite 
anew Substance (other than Ideas, which are the only entities you admit of).

NT Because it is necessary for the Boer to exist all along, from tho commencement 
of the notion to its end, So such continuance would bo possible for momentary 
ideas.

M ” There is none who can perform,” fre,—As shown in KdriM 37.
Ba “ Nonentity”—Inasmuch as all individual ideas arc being momentarily des

troyed, tho series comprising these cannot but bo a negative entity.
i0 “ Same objection,” —I.e,, tho impossibility of any one doer for an action lasting 

for any length of time.
'• A new substance.”—And thus, too, it would be an abandonment of your theory 

that Ideas are the only entities, which you hold to be momentary. Then, if the series 
were to be non -in omentnry, it will have to bo accepted as something other than the 
Ideas themselves.
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•il* If the Series be one, and yet non-different from the individual 
Ideas, then we would, hare their identify as well as difference, as in the 
case of the cogniser and the cognised

42. Therefore the Series m ast differ, either entirely or partially, 
(from the Individual Ideas); a-id thus-this series would crime to be the 
same thing as the Soul (held by the VaigSskikas and the Sdnkhyas).

43-44, W o could not have the notion that the “ Series ” (that enjoys 
the result) is the same (that performed the action), unless there be an 
identity (between the two). A s for instance, in the ease of the Scries of 
Air, Lamp, &o., the genuine character of the Air, &o,, continues the same. 
And a notion of identity, as (between the “ Series ” ) based on the fact of 
both of them having the genuine character of u Cognition,” has been set 
aside in the chapter on “  QunyavSda** (Thus then, in accordance with 
your theory, the enjoyer cannot he the same as the ■perfonner). And we 
have also set aside (in the chapter on NirSlamhanavSiln) your theory of 
“ Impressions,”  which yon hold to be left upon the mind by the actions 
we perform, for the purpose of bringing about tbeir results,

45. And no mind (or Idea) can, in accordance with your theory of 
Universal Momentariuess, continue for any such time as you hold the 
Impressions to subsist. A nd farther, since your “  Series ”  is a nonentity, 
it can in no way be “ impressed ” upon by Actions.

46. Even if you were to hold the result of the action to be enjoyed 
by the “ Idea ” produced gradually by a Series of Impressions (appearing

*l " Case of the Cogniser nnd the Cognised."— It has been shown above, under 
(jur.yinada, tha if the Cogniser and the Cognised were both identical with Idea, then 
we would have differences in the Idea itself; inasmuch as, in that case, it would he 
identical with two different things; and along with this wo would have an identity of 
the Cogniser with the Cognised. Jn the same manner, the Series being Identical with 
the Individual Ideas, all these Ideas would become identical; and at the seine time we 
would have a difference in the series itself, as this would he identical with differout 
individuals.

42 The Vaiveshika holds that the Soul is an intelligent entity, different from the
Cognitions.

« . i i  Yon oaunot explain how the series is identical: and hence you cannot prove 
that the Enjoyer of the Result is the same as the Performer of the Action.

Having in the above manner proved the enjoyments of Results, the Bauddha 
has recourse to the "  Impression f* theory. Ha holds that Actions, be ing moreen- 
tarily fleeting, can never lcaep on till the day of its final fruition. The sense of 
the Sdrikd is that this loophole also is barred against you ; as it has already been 
diowri to bo untenable, under “  Niriitamlavavdda.”

iS Tori bold that the Impression continues from the time that the Action is per
form ed  to that o f its fruition. But inasmuch as no mind could continue for such 
time, w herein could the impression exist P

* I his refer s to the following theory i u Though ro  single Impression can last 
more than one moment, yet, the Impreaakm produced by thB Action in one Idea, will
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one after the other),— then too, there being no ' identity between the 
e n jo y in g  Idea (and fclie performing Idoa)', you would'be clearly open to the 
faults bf the disappearance of bbo result For one who lias performed the 
action, and an appearance of it for one who huff not performed it.

47. And further, it will be extremely difficult for you t o  prove any dif
ference (of this enjoying Idea) from those brought about by other Series, on 
the ground of cause and effect, Nor would that remove the objections of these 
(disappearance of the result for one who has performed, the action, &c., &e.)

48. If, even in the absence of any snob causal relation, you were to 
prove (the identity between the enjoying Idea and the performing Idea) 
in some other manner;— then, all other grounds (of identity) that you 
can bring forward— such as the facts of their residing in the same Earth, 
having the c o m m o n  character of “ Idea, ” and so forth— would belong 
equally to all Ideas (and as such would establish an identity, not only 
between these two Ideas, but among all Ideas),

49. In fact, even an idea of sameness (as in the sameness of the earth, 
&o.), is not possible, without the continuance of one entity for some time 
(and as such it is not possible for you, who hold all entities' to last only one 
moment). Therefore, it is wrong to assert that the “  Series ” (that enjoys) 
belongs to the same.“ Person ” (Tdoa) that performed the action,

produce another like itself in the next Idea, and so on and on, till the time of the final 
fruition; and sb is the last oi this series of Ideas, which is to be accepted as the 
E n jo y e r  of the Result.” The sense of the objection to this is that, even then, the 
Idea enjoying the Result would not bo the snme that performed the netiou.

41 j f a»  Idea be held to be the Enjoyer, even in the absence of any Identity between 
this Idea and that which performed the action lending to that Result,—then, any and 
every Idea could be held to be snob an enjoyer. I f  you assert that, "  the capability 
of an Idea to en joy  is regulated by the relation of cause and effect, and as suoh no stray 
Idea could be the Enjoyer,’’— then, in that caso, its accordance with your theory of 
Momentary existence, no snob causal relationship would bo possible,—as we have 
already shown under the section on ‘ Nirdlambannvada.’ Even if  such a relationship 
were possible, it could not savo you from the objagfion of “  disappearance, &o.’1

48 Any other reasons that you will bring forward will bo found to apply to a ll  

hleas; and as such they could not pro/a the identity of the performing with the enjoy
ing Idea alone.

*9 Iti order to avoid the objection of “ the Disappearance of the Result for one 
who 1ms performed the Action, &o., &c.,”  the Bauddha has asserted that what enjoys 
the Result of the Action is the “  Series”  continuous with tho Idea that performed the 
Action, and as snob the enjoyer would be the same us the Performer. Bub the Enjoyer 
onnnot bo the same ns the Performer, unless both of them had a common substrate, 
which would continue from the tune of performance to that of the appearance of its Result.
As a matter of fact- however, no suoh continuance is possible for the Bauddha who holds 
all things to have only a momentary eiiatenco; and hence ho cannot reasonably hold 
the enjoyer to be the same as the Performer, and as such ho can ne ver escape from 
tho objection ia question,
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50. Because the words “ that " .."  which «’ (when used together) can
not apply to different objects, therefore even the upholder of the theory 
of the “ Series of Ideas, must admit of a single permanent positive entity 
(like our “ Soul,5’ that could pervade over, and be the substrate of, the 
Idea performing the action, and the Idea, enjoying the result).

51-52. Obj.: “ Jtisfc as the father-is tempted to perform actions for t he
accomplishment of certain results for his son, though lie knows the son to 
be other than himself,— so, in the same manner would the individual Ideas 
(ho led to the performance of actions, even though the results would be 
enjoyed by other Ideas). And just as the children of our people, though 
being as different from the performing person as the son of this latter, 
yet do not obtain the results of that action,—-so, in the same -manner, the 
Ideas appearing in one Series (would not enjoy the results of the action 
performed by an Idea appearing in another ‘ Series

53, Reply: But wo are not cognisant of any such (disinterested per
formance of an action by one Idea, for the sake of another Idea obtaining the 
results). As lor the father, be is led to support (and improve) his sou 
in the hope of fulfilling a certain end of his own (support in old age).
There can be no such motive in your case (because the performing Idea 
is destroyed in a moment, and as such cannot hope to be in any way bene
fited by the results accruing to another Idea).

5A. People do not support their sons, Ac., with any other end in view.
And certainly, that (person or idea) which is destroyed cannot obtain any 
benefit from supporting its own line or series,

55-56. One,— who, in accordance with the same instance of the father,
Ac., asserts the existence of another result (to distinguish •the perform-

60 There is no other means of getting rid of the aforesaid objections. Anti if 
such a single pervading entity be admitted, it won].] bo none other than vvlutt we Call 
“  Soul.”

M.fS “ Series” *  Family; Idea performing the Action ”  = the Father; “ Idea ex
periencing the Result” *the Son; and “ Ideas appearing in other senes’’ *children 
of other families.

UM Says the Baiuldha: “  Apart from the final result of the Action, which may not 
appertain o the Performing Idea, there is another result in the shape of the enjoyment 
by one member of the series of the result brought about by benefiting another. If a father 
benefits a eon, in-order that the son may impart a benefit on the other feon (fi, when 
the father exhorts the one not to boat the other), be has a .certain end in view, though 
the Result may not accrue to himself. In the same manner, the only end hi view 
of the Performing Idea iuay be the benefiting o f another Idea which would bring 
about the fulfilment of some purpose of another Idea; thongh the result may not 
accrue to the Performing Idea itself.” This theory, however, is not quite teoublo; 
because whatooub be the motive of the second Idea in benefiting the third? I f  you 
make its end consist in the mutual benefit accorded toons another, then, such an.assnmp- 
non would go on without end ; and the only possible resting-ground would be the
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ing Idea), brought about by hho benefit of ono member (i e,} Idea of the 
same Series as the performing Idea), and enjoyed by another member (Idea, 
of the same series),— could have no resting ground, apart from the enjoy- 
ment of the result by the first (performing) Idea itself. "Nor do you accept 
any subsequent individual Idea to be exactly like the performing Idea (and 
as such thinking the result to be one following from its own action).

57, The greater the distance of the appearance of the result, the 
greater its liability to destruction, on account of ti e greater interval 
(between the performance of the action and the appearance o! tlfo 
result).

5B. The bringing up of children that we come across among animals, 
may be held to be due to their ignorance, but the action of knowing intel
ligent men cannot possibly bo so.

59. It is not possible for the Ideas to transfer themselves into ano
ther body (at re-birth ; cf. K. 3 4 ) ; inasmuch as we are not cognisant 
of their ex fc from the present body.

60-63 The flame &c., move from one place to another, only when 
they are blown upon by the wind ; whereas there is nothing that could 
move an Idea from the body in which it has appeared (which is its cause). 
Being immaterial (formless), the Idea could not by itself move from 
one place to another. And for the same reason (of immateriality} it is not 
possible for the Idea to move about even while the Body is living.

enjoyment of the Result by the Performing Idea itself. This, however, will not be 
possible for yon ; as you cannot, consistently with your own theory, admit the con - 
ttnuance of the Performing Idea from the time of the performance of the Action to 
that of its Fruition ; nor can you »■" •’ pt the existence of any other subsequent idea 
that could consider Itself identical with the Performing Idea, and thereby consider 
the result to have followed from its own Action; as all subsequent Ideas are equally 
different from the original performing Idea; and the only entity that could point to 
any such identity would be the positive one of the class ‘ Idea/ which would not be very 
acceptable to you.

67 The Performer can think the result to be hie own, only if it follow contiguously 
with himself. If, however, the Result be removed from him, then, the greater the 
degree of the removal, the more will be tlie chance of his ceasing to think it Ida 
own ; and as such there would be all the Se38 connection between the Performer and 
the Result.

69 Intelligent persons are led to action, only by the idea of the Action being capable 
of leading to a desirable and; and this has been shown to be impossible for the
Bauddba.

M> This is not possible because of the immateriality of Ideas. It is only a material 
entity that can either transfer itself, or be transferred, from one body to another.

80.61 Even when the body ia living, any motion of Ideas is not possible. Because 
if the Men were material and moveable, then, it would very often, lose connection with 
the Body; as both are moveable, and both would not bo always moving together. And 
this so verdict) of connection might occ sionally make the body non-intelligent.
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62, A n  intermediate (subtle) Body has been rejected by Vindhya- 
vusin. W e  too find no proofs of its existence.

08 That the subtle body, endowed with all sorts of subtle forms, &c., 
is sadden!y brought into existence (at death), and as suddenly disappears 
(at re-birth), is only an imaginary assertion,

64. Even if such a body existed, there are no grounds for believing 
in the movement ({.e, entrance) of Ideas into it. And consequently the 
assumption of the Ideas being thrown into the next body is also ground
less.

65. To assert that the Ideas exist in the embryo is a sheer piece 
of recklessness. Since no sense-organs have been produced in the embryo, 
no objects can be cognised (by It).

66. And of an Idea (or Cognition), we do not know of any other form 
than that of a cognition of objects. It is for this reason that no cognition 
is possible in a coma (even though the souses continue to exist).

Si Some people hold that the Ideas acquired by man during the present life are 
transferred to him at his future birth; and in the interval, the Ideas continue to exist 
in a subtleXinja Qarirct, which lies encased in the Body during life, and becomes dis
engaged from it at death, to occupy the next physical body of the Person. And 
inasmuch as this subtle Body is the seat of Ideas, these latter can be easily transmitted 
from one body to another, Tho Kirikft says that it has been shown by Yindhyavasm 
that such a subtle Body has no existence at all.

43 Inasmuch as there is no canse for its sncldeii appearance, and as sudden dis
appearance, the statement must bo regarded as a figurative exaggeration and not a 
statement of facte. Because there is no Body apart from tho five elements; and any 
Body composed of these cannot be subtle.

41 The Ideas being immaterial cannot enter into the subtle Body ; and for this 
reason they cannot be transmitted to any other Body.

66 If the Ideas of one Body wore to be transmitted to another, then, the embryo 
would be already possessed of the I dens of the previous life ; as a matter of fact, however, 
the embryo cognises no objects; and in the absence of tho objects of cognition, there 
can be no reason for asserting the presence of the Cognition or the Idea itself. It 
might bo asked—“ How is it that yoor eternally intelligent Soul does not cognise 
objects in the embryonic state ? ” The reply to this is that, though our Soul is eter- 
nslly intelligent, yet for actual cognitions, it stands in need of such accessories as the 
organs o f sense, &o., and inasmuch as these do not appear in the embryonic state, the 
Sou! is unable to cognise any objects. Then, as for mental cognition, the mind too 
is under the influence of his former Karma ; and as such its functioning is hampered 
in the embryonic state; but as soot as the sinister Karmic influence is set aside, con
sciousness is regained.

3Si Inasmuch &  in a state of coma, there is no cognition of objects, wo conclude that 
there is no cognition at all in that state ; though the regaining of conseiouanoss would 
indicate that certain cognitions existed p  that state, yet, inasmuch as we find the man 
not recognising any objects, we conclude that there arc no cogniLions or Ideas in his 
miucl; and tin cessation of cognition must he duo to the cessation of |he functioning 
of the sense-organs.

5 0
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•67. Nor can it bo held that at that time (in the omfovycriio state) the 
Idea continues in a state of latent potentiality. Because, in the absence 
of any substratum for such potentialities, tl^eir existence cannot be admitted.

68. If the potentiality of Ideas resided in the material sense-organs, 
then these latter would have intelligence; and there would be no re-birth 
(inasmuch a;' the Intelligence and the Ideas would all die away with the 
death of the sense-organs, which being material, would be bound to die 
with the Body),

69. And farther, (if the potentiality of Ideas resided in the sense- 
organs) then, all Ideas would be brought about by the sense-organs therm
ae! ros,— these helping the manifestation of the potentialities by modification, 
discrimination, Ac.. And hence the Idea could not be held to be preceded 
(and brought about) by another Idea (as held by the Idealist Banddha).

70. In the same manner, you could have no instance to prove the as
sertion that the first Idea (of a person) after the embryonic state (ie ., at 
birth) has its origin in another foregoing Idea.

71. I f  in the embryonic state, the potentiality (of Ideas) be held to 
exist, without any substrate, for the sake of the accomplishment of subse
quent Ideas,— then, these would be nothing but (our) “ Soul ” under the 
name of "  Potentiality,”

Hl in fact, this potentiality cannot be anything other than the idea itself, according 
to the Idealist.

® We find that -whenever intelligence is joined to the elements (e g., with the clay 
in the making of the jar), the object, jar, being developed out of the elements, we come 
to voalign that the intelligence that took part in its making ia something other than, and 
to be duly discriminated fropo, the material form of the object. And in the same 
manner, if the potentiality were to resido in the material genso-orgnns, then we could 
got at the Ideas (of which those ware the potentialities) only by discriminating the im
material factor from the material effects brought about by the senses themselves; and 
the appearance of the Idea could not, for this reason, be said to bo duo to any previous 
Idea.

in The Baddetha asserts that inasmuch as during life we find all ideas to be due 
to some previous Idea, we can from this deduce the fact that the very first Idea that 
n person has at birth must fee. duo to a previous idea; and as this latter idea must have 
existed in the embryonic state, wo cannot but admit of the persistence of Ideas in that 
state. The sense of the Karika is tlmt the Bauddha bases hie argument upon the 
instance of the second and subsequent Ideas appearing at the birth; but as a matter of 
fact, these ideas arc due, not to any previous Ideas, but to the senso-orgaus; and as such 
the argument becomes baseless.

11 It. has been proved that the potentialities of Ideas have no substrates ; bonce the 
Xirika takes up the other alternative for consideration. “ Souln—because we also hold 
the Soul to be without any substrata, and capable of m ovlug from one body to the other,
And ns the Bauddha holds his “ Potentiality”  to have these two characteresties, we 
admit the same entity, but with different name a -w o  call it !l Soul ”  while you name it 
“  Potentiality.”

/  0 5 ' > '  ~~4sj \  ,
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72. If we were to assume any substrate for the potentiality, such sub
strate could bo none other than the Soul. And as a matter of fact, the exis
tence of Ideas, like that of flame, babbles, &<?., is nob possible without a 
substrate.

7a. Therefore you must admit that there is a Person (Soul), bearing 
the potentialities of Ideas, and being eternal, omnipresent, and capable of 
(migrating into) another body. And as such, even though not actually 
moving, it would -become connected with another body.

74. On account of its active character, the Soul comes to be the per
former of sacrifices. W o do not hold “  motion ” to be the only form of 
action, as held by the VaifSehikas.

75. It is not always only such an action as inheres in. (i , e belongs to 
the body of) the performer himself, that can be performed by him. A ll  
that is expressed by a verbal root would be an action (and hence motion 
cannot be held to be the only form of action) ; and we find that the charac
ter of being- the performer of an action belongs to a person, even when the 
action properly belongs to (is performed by) another person, (and therefore 
it cannot be held that an action must always inhere in the performer 
himself).

70. O f the different forms of pure being and Idea, Ac. (the immaterial 
factor) the Person (be,, the Soul) himself is the direct doer; ami aa f t , the 
motion of the material factors (be,, the body), these too are brought about 
only by his superintendence (or guidance),

77, As whatever actions are performed by the body, the sense-organs

18 The proof of its eternality consists in the fact of its being recognised as the 
same at different points of time, and also of distinct Yedic declarations to that effect.
And aa it is not material, it. must be all-pervading, like the Ak<x$a; and as such it could 
become easily connected with another body ; which could not be possible if  it were 
material and as such, limited. It is only a material object that requires movement in 
order to become connected with new bodies. The soul, on the other hand, being im- 
materiiil and all-pervading, does nob stand in need of any movement,

14 This refers to the following objection : “  Being omnipresent, the soul could
have no action ; and ns such it could not be considered as the performer of sacrifices/' 
liie sense of the J./h'ikd is that it is only action in the shape of movement that is not 
possible for an omnipresent entity j other kinds of action are quite compatible with 
omnipresence. And, like the Naiyiiyika, we do not reduce all action to tho terms of 
4 motion/

there no such rale as that all the actions that a person performs, must neces
sarily appertain to his own body, /o r , we act ually find that even when an action ia 
performed by one person, another person is also accepted to be its performer, by reason 
of his having either urged tho former to actio. >r helped him in it.

16 Whhout tho guiding Soul, there could bt no movement of the hands, &c. And 
hence of these movements algo the Soul must be regarded ae the Performer, 

n * With regard to him ’ — he., because he enjoys the results of all actions.
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<fcc , are all said to be done by the Person himself; because they are done . 
with regard to him.

78. Since these— the body, sense-organs, &o.,— caul cl have nt> action 
without their belonging to the Person, therefore even with regard to the mo
tion (of hands, <fec.)»they cannot be sftid to be the doers, inasmuch as they are 
not independent (of the intelligence of the soul, even in this form of action).

79. Since it is only such body and sense-organs, &o., as are earned 
by the Person for himself by means of previous deeds, that can perform 
the actions,— the .character of being the performer of the actions must 
belong to the person; just as the actions performed by the “ Etwik ” 
(eaorifioi&t priest) and the “ axe”  (liavo their real performers, in the first 
case, in the Person who engages the priest and pays him for it, and, in the 
second, the person who uses the axe),

80. Just as, in tlve case of the sacrifice, the action is held to be per
formed by the mere instrumentality of the priest, on the ground of the 
Veda declaring the “  buying” (of the priest) ; so, in the same manner, on 
account of the Veda enjoining “ going” and other such actions (which are 
not possible for the Soul itself directly), we accept them to be brought 
about through (the instrumentality of) the Body, Ac.

81. For, just as the “ buying” cannot apply to the Soul, so too 
“ going” cannot apply to it. Therefore the fact of the Soul being the per
former of such actions, as declared in the Veda, must bo accepted as being 
possible only through (the instrumentality of) something else (in one 
case, the priest, and in another, the Body, fyc.)

82. And again, just as in the case of c u t t in g ,  which resides in the 
wood, Devadatta is accepted to be the doer; so too, in the Case of going, 
which resides in the Body, We could hold the Person himself to be the doer.

83. If it be urged that, “  in the case of cutting, the idea of the Person

19 Deprived of the intelligence of the Soul, these can have no notion.
I9 The meaning is that the Body, &o., are only the agents and instruments of 

action and as such these cannot be held to bo the ‘ doers ’ ; as: the * Door ’ is that person 
who obtains those instruments, through his former deeds, nnd then uses them in his 
present actions.

8® “ Buying ”—'engaging him and paying him for his services. And as ha is paid for 
the work, ho cannot be the real ‘ performer ’ of the gn rifice. And inasmuch aa the 
"  buying ”  that is enjoined cannot apply to the master of the sacrifice, he cannot but 
accomplish the sacrifice by engaging certain priests to perform the del ails for him. 
Similarly in the ordinary actions of moving, &o., enjoined for the person, not being 
found applicable to the Soul itself, wo must admit of the instrumentality of the Body,
&q., ia the (Accomplishment of these actions, which would uot he possible without this 
instrumentality,

s3 Determination and existence eauuot belong to the Body; just as the m anipula. 
tion of the axe eauuot belong to the wood that is out by it.
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beang l ii© doer is taped upon other actions (tiu.it oFmanipnlaiiitg the axe f.il), 
which belongs to th.e Person iiimself,” —then (wo reply that) in the case in 
tjuesfciou too (that of going, &'c.), the idea of the Person being the mover is 
based upon determination and existence (which belong to the Sonl itself).

8 4  By the mere fact of its existence, the Soul becomes the doer of all 
actions in general; and it comes to bo held to be the doer of particular in
dividual actions, on account of the determination (of the Person) which 
affects each action separately.

85-86. And the. action of all the agents, performing a certain action, 
is not identical; e.g.. the lighting soldier moves— the sword to cutting, by 
hits movements ; the commander of the regiment (moves it) only by his 
word (of command) ; and the King, who employs the servants, moves it 
at times by his mere presence.

87. Therefore oven though the Soul may not itself move, yet it may 
be held to he the performer (of motion) ; just as even though Devadatta is 
not cut (or pierced) (by the sword), yet he is hold to be the performer (of 
the cutting).

88-89. The taking of the present body, do., by means of the bodily 
actions (performed in his previous life) may be considered to be the 
actions of the Person with regard to his agency of the actions of his present 
body, &c. And the actions of the previous life too may be held to be

8* By its mere existence, the Soul is the doer of all actions. And it is held to be 
the performer of a particular action, when it is found that the action has been brought 
about by a Special determination on the part of the Person.

85.80 And yet all of them are accepted to be the performers of the action of cutting 
the enemies.

81 Iu both cases, the idea of the Person being the dee • is based upon the fact of his 
superintending and guiding the action.

88.89 Even i f  it bo absolutely necessary to hold that all action is in the form of 
motion, then too, wo could hold that the actions done by means of the hand, &c., by 
the Ego, in his last life, are his* actions with regard to the actions o? his body in the 
present life, &o,, &o. The connection between the two sets of actions lies in the fact of 
present bodily conditions &o., being the effects of the Ego’s actions in the previous life.
Just ns wo cart trace no beginning in the use of the seed and the tree, so too none can 
he traced for the Creation; and the process must be regarded as going on, eternally 
without beginning, and without end, •• And on the-disappearance, Ac.”  This refers to 
the following objection : “ The body of other Egos is as different from the one Ego as 
hie own body. Consequently, if his actions were to bo affected by those of his body,-— 
thm, oven when all his own actions will have been exhausted by fruition, ha would 
stilt continue under the bondage imposed by the. actions of the bodies of other Egos} 
and as such no Deliverance would be possible,” The sense of the reply as embodied in 
the Kjztriki is, that the Ego is affected by the action of his own body, only because ho 
imparts the guiding force to these actions, and as Bu. h, is himself, iu a way, the per
former of them. As for the aetious of the body of the Egos,—as oue Ego has no 
guiding force over the notion of other Egos.—they could not affect him,
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brought about by the Body, <frc., of the birth previous to i t ;  and those too 
by other Bodies, and so on. And thus there is no beginning of these (and 
hence endlessness cannot be any fault). And,, on the disappearance of all 
his own actions, the Ego cannot be affected by the actions of those bodies 
that arc not bis own.

90. In the case of the measure prescribed for the ITrfumbara Post, 
which is to serve as the connecting link (between tire Master and the 
Priest),— the application of the form of the Sacrificing Ego is not possible ; 
and hence his agency with reference to this must be through the Body.

91 Therefore just as the Scripture, though literally laying down the 
“ Glass” ( “  VriM”  f.i,), is made to refer to the individual (Vrihi) (on 
account of the impossibility of the use of the Glass ” ),— so the injunction 
(of the measure of the stick) though really referring' to the Ego, must be 
taken to apply to the Body, &c.

92. First of all (before giving its own reasons) the (Bhdskya men
tions and) refutes the arguments brought forward by others ( VuifSshihas), 
to prove the) existence of the Soul. ‘ Na ’ (in the Rhashyn) has to he 
separated from the following sentence (meaning that ‘ breathing, & c.t are 
not properties of the B o d y ’ ), because these (breathing, &c.), are unlike 
other properties (of the Body).

93, Says the VaifSehika: “ (If Breathing be denied to be a property 
of the Body, on the sole ground that it does not last as long as the Body 
lasts, then) the fact of not lasting as long as he Body lasts would also 
apply to leanness, &o. And if it be held that ‘ leanness ’ is only a parti
cular condition (of the Body), then we can hold 1 Death ’ also to be the 
same.”

80 It is proscribed that the Sacrificial Post is of the same size as the Master. The 
Ego, however, i3 illimitable; trad hence as no post of this illimitable size would be 
possible, wo are forced Go have it of the size of hia body.

9* This refers to the Bhashya: ‘ We infer the existence of the Soul from breathing,
&o.’ The second half refers to the sentence ' »a  pra-n&dayah y«s•baguyavidharmdnah.1 
This latter sentence would mean that tho breathing, tic. are properties similar to those 
of the body. This not being quite admissible, the Kdrikd undertakes to explain it 
differently. The 'na1 is taken as denying the foregoing objection (that the breathing 
belongs to the Body) 5 and then, as a reason for this denial, it is added ' because the 
breathing, Ac., are not similar to the properties of the Body, they cannot belong to the 
Body.’ These arguments, np to Kdrikd 101, are expounded by the Vaigsshiku. And then 
up to K. 106 we have the refutation of the Vai^ishihi arguments from the Bauddha 
standpoint; and lastly, from 107 the Mimdnsaka*s own arguments are put forward.

Leanness, Ac., appear and disappear, and as such cannot be accepted as concomi
tant ami ooeval with the Body. “ Death, &o.,”—-just as the Leanness of the Body, being 
only one of its varying conditions, reverts to it al ter the disappearance of the opposing 
condition of Fatness j-~bo Death also, being a varying condition of the Body, might dis
appear; and with this disappearance, the breathing, etc., might return.
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9 4 . u  T h e r e  is on ly  th is  m u ch  o f d iffe re n c e  b e tw e e n  th e  tw o e a s e s : 
t h U  even w h ile  th e Body con tin ues in  a p erfectly  h e a lth y  sta te , th e  
b reath in g , <feoM cease (a s  in cases of sudden d eath ) • a n d  (o f  th is cessa tio n )  
th ere  can be n o  oth er reason (th an  th a t th e  breath in g  b e lo n g ed  to the S o u l 
w hich has le f t  th e  b od y).

9 5 -9 6 . “  B ecause ( 1 )  a property is destroyed  when, th e  su b sta n ce

I iJself is d e stro y e d , and ( 2 )  w hen th ere is  production  o f a  c o n tra d icto ry  
properry, th en  th e form er p rop erty  is re m o v e d  from  th e  substance, a n d  
fo rth w ith  d estroy ed , In  th e  case of D e a th  none o f th o se  tw o (c a u se s  
fo r  the d estru ctio n  of B re a th in g ) is, by an y  person, fo u n d  to a p p l y ; 
an d  y et we fin d  th at e v e n  w h ile  the B od y , is not d estroy ed  (an d  re m a in s  
in ta c t), th e  B re a th in g , A c ., cease a lto g eth e r .

97. “ T h e re fo re  wo c o n clu d e  that B r e a th in g , A c ., are not th e p r o 

perties of th e  B o d y ,— because these cease  to exist, w h ile  th e  B o d y  is  y e t  
seen to e x ist , “ ju s t  like the od ou r of B ow er-garlan d s a n d  sa n d a l-p a in tin g s .

98. “  B re a th in g , A c ., h a v in g  an e x iste n ce  external ( t o  th e  B o d y ) , are
perceived by o th er people ’s  senses (a n d  a s snch m a y  bo said to be th e  
properties o f  som e exterior o b je c t ) ; b u t  P leasu re , A c ., h a v in g  o n ly  an  
internal e x isten ce , are not so perceived (a n d  a s  such, th e y  can  point to th e  
existence o f th e  Sou l).

9 9 . “  T h e s e  (P le a su re , (fee.,) are a lw a y s  cogn isab le  by ouch in feren tia l 
m arks as a  h a p p y  cou n ten an ce  and th e  lik e . I f  i t  be u r g e d  that-— ' (th e  
P leasure r e a lly  belon gs to  th e  B o d y , b u t ) is  n o t perceived o n  a cco u n t o f  its  
in tern al e x is te n c e ,’— -(w e r e p ly  th at) eve n  on tearing op en  th e  B o d y  (a t  
D e a th ) we d o  n o t  find th e  P lea su re , A c ., th ere .

100 . u O n  tearin g  o p e n  th e  B o d y , w e can see th e  co lo u r, A c ., o f  th e

Ail causes of the disappearance of properties are enumerated here; and as 
none of these is found applicable to the ease of the cessation of Breathing in a healthy 
Body, we must admit that Breath tg in a property, not of the Body, bat of the In 
telligent Ego, that leaves the Body at death.

97 Odour ceases even while the Body continues; hence it is accepted to be 
a property, not of the Body, but of the garland.

9* This refers to the following objection: “  Breathing ig found to consist of 
certain movements in the Air; and as such, though it cannot bo the property of the 
Body, yet it can belong to the Air ; and hence it could not-prove the existence of the 
Soul.” The sense of the Karika is that the explanation might hold good for the 
Breathing, which, as having an existence outside the Body, is perceptible by other 
people s senses. But the Pleasure, Ac., of the person, which are only inferable from 
bis countenance, cannot be so perceived; and hence these could not be attributed to 
any objects outside the Body.

99 If Pleasure belonged to tho Body, occupying a position inside this latter, then 
at death, when the Body is torn open, wo canid see this Pleasure encased there. Id- 
asmneh as such is not the ense, wo conclude that it belongs to the Soul, and as such 
disappears with the Soul, at death.
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interior of the Body, bnf not Pleasure, &o. Therefore, like the Mind, and 
the W ill, these (Pleasure, <fco.), too cannot ho regarded as properties of the 
Body.

103. ‘‘ Pleasure, &o., being properties, must have a substrate, like 
taste, &e,, and that which is the substrate of these (Pleasure, &&.,) is the 
Soul.”

101.-102. Tlie Banddha replies : “ One who argues thus (as shown in 
Ririk&a 92-101} roust be answered thus : It is only when a certain entity
is established to be a property, that from the fact of its depending upon 
some other (substrate) we infer the existence of the object (or person) 
having that property. But for us Pleasure, <fcc., are not established to b-; 
properties (and as such these, cannot prove the existence of the Soul).

103. “ How is it that the case of Remembrance (Memory), exactly 
resembling the case of Desire, is brought forward (in the Bhashya) as 
something different? Both (are equal, since both) equally do not apply 
to itnperceived objects, and both can be explained as being due to ‘ Impres
sion’ (Yiisam).

IM It cannot be urged that '■ Pleasure has no substrate, and as such could not 
prove the existence of the Soul.”

I01..102 Beginning with this, down to l i , 108, we have the refutation of the above 
Taigeshika arguments, from the standpoint of the Bnvddha. As the Bauddha does not 
admit of Pleasure being a Property, the argument based upon this supposition can 
have no force for him.

t*1® The BhAshya, having established the incapability of Pleasure proving the exis
tence of the Soul, puts forward Desire as the property that would establish its existence.
This is thus explained in the KarikS : ‘ Desire refers only to such an object as has been 
perceived before, and found to be agreeable. Thus this Desire cannot but belong to the 
same entity to,whom this previous cognition belonged. As a matter of fact, wo do find 
a person desiring something to-d;iy which he had perceived yesterday ; and hence we 
must admit of the existence of an eternal entity, other than the Perceptions, which per
ceives the thing one day, and desires it on the.next.* To this argument, the Idealist is 
.represented (in the Bhashya), as making the following reply: “  There is nothing that 
cannot be cognised by the means of Bight Notion, and as such we cannot admit of 
any other entity save the Idea ; so Desire also, as apart from Perception, cannot be 
proved to ns; and lienee the mere existence of Desire could not convince ns of the 
existence of the Soul. Then, as for the fact of the desiring entity being the same as the 
•perceiving encity, we conld explain that on the ground of both—Desire and Perception— 
belonging to the K.aie Series of Ideas, the Desire being brought about by the Impressions 
left by the Perception.** Having thus found Desire also unable to convince the opponent 
of the Soul’s existence, the Bhashya puts forward Memory, as affording the reason for the 
Soul’s existence, the process of reasoning being the same as in the case of Desire* And 
this also the Idealist is represented as rejecting on the smne grounds as before. It is 
with a view to this that the Ktirikd asks—“ When the grounds in support, as vrell as the 
arguments against,' Memory are exactly the same as those in the case of Desire, 
why should the Bhashya have put forward Memory, after Desire had been rejected ? ”
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104-105. “ A. Desire is produced by a mere .remembrance (of tba object)
independently of any direct idea of tli e perception itself; and bonce it is 
not necessary that tba nominative of this (Desire) should always be the same 
as that of Perception. While, on the other hand, .Remembrance is a 1 v,ays in 
accordance with perception; and hence its nominative is always the same 
(as that of Perception) ; and "t is for this reason that the case of Rememr. 
braves is brought forward (in the Bhashya) again (i.e., oven after the refuta
tion of the capability of Desire).

100. 44 In this case (of Remembrance) too, ainco the Impression (that
causes Remembrance) is in the same ‘ Series' (of Ideas), there lore we 
can explain Remembrance (as being due to the same Impression), evmi
though it be different (from Desire).”

107. The arguments of other theorists (for proving the existence of the 
Soul) being thus rejected, the Bhashya proceeds to show that the too a! is 
itself directly cognisable by the notion of “ I.”

108-109. Though, in the assertion “ I go,” the word “  I *’ refers to 
the Body, inasmuch as it is the Body that goes, going being impossible for

IO4.10B These KSrihSs point out the difference between the cases of Desire and 
Memory. It often happens that one man perceives an object and finds it agreeable ; and 
then he desoribos it to another person, who comes to have a Desire for that object j and 
thus it is not always the case that the desiring entity is the same as the perceiving en
tity. In the case of Memory, however, the person remembering an object could not but 
be the same that had previously perceived it,

108 This Kilrika points out the grounds on which the Idealist rejects the capability 
of Memory establishing the Soul’s existence. The Impression that causes the remem
brance, (and which ia the basis of Memory) always occurs in the same ‘ Series of Ideas ’ 
as that which causes the Desire. Consequently, even though the case of Remembrance 
might differ from that of Desire, in the point shown in the previous Ktirikd, yet, inas
much as the fact of being brought about by Impressions is common to both, the ground of 
refutation too would be exactly the same in both. Just as the oase of the desiring entity 
being the same as the perceiving entity has been explained on the ground of the Desire 
being brought about by an Impression occun i >g in the same 4 Series ’  as the Perception,—
So, in the same manner, wa could also explain the fact of the remembering person being 
the same as the perceiving one, on the ground of the Remembrance being due to the bn- 
pression occurring in the same ‘ Series' us the original Perception.

101 With this Karikd begins the explanation of the Mimdnsaba’s own arguments for 
proving the existence of the Soul. Iu accordance with this theory, the Soul is the 
object of the notion of ‘ I ’ which is directly perceptible by the Souses, and does not rest 
Upon were Inferences.

105.109 Though the ‘ I ’ in ! I go ’ may be taken to refer to the Body,—and similarly the 
fact of our remembering a thing to-day as it was perceived some days ago, ns also the foot 
0f  onr recognising a certain thing as being the same that was perceived by us a few days 
ago, <lo.,fc.—all these may be explained, somehow or other, as being due to ‘ Irrpres ions 
appearing in the 4 Series of Ideas/ &c.; &o,—yet the recognition of one’s own self as being 
the "»me to-day us it was yesterday, cannot be explained except by postulating an eternal 

51
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th e  S o u l,— and though Remembrance and Recognition, w ith  regard  to  oth er  
objects, m ay b e  due to “ Im p re ssio n s ”  y e t  th e r e c o g n it io n  o f the C o g n is in g  

S e lf (b y  its e lf  as being th e  sa m e to -d a y  as it  w as y e ste rd a y ) is hard to' be 

g o t nt (b y ‘ “  Im p re ssio n ,”  & c.)
1 1 0 . I t  can n ot but bo a d m itted  th a t in the assertio n  “  I  k n o w ,”  the  

“  I  ”  can n ot b u t refer to th e K ncnoer ; — this Knou'or m ay be e ith er the “  I d e a '

(a s  held by  th e B a a d d h a ) or th e  substrate o f  the Idea, th e  “  E g o  ”  (or “  P er

s o n .” )
1 1 1 -1 1 2 . T h e  a p p lic a b ility  of In te llig e n c e  to th e  m ateria l e le m en ts  

m a k in g  up th e  B o d y  and th e Sen ses, & e .— considered e ith e r  as one com p lete  
whole or se v e ra lly  (each e le m en t by  i t s e lf ) , or as h a v in g  been m odified into  
a  p articu lar sh a p ed  B o d y  to b e  d iscrim in a ted  from  oth er m ateria l o b jec ts , 
B o d y , &<>.,)— has been rejected  by  th e SUnkhyns and o th e rs , on the g ro u n d s  
o f th e B o d y  ( 1 )  being im p u re , (2 )  b e in g  a partite w h o le , (3 )  h a v in g  a  
sh a p e, ( 4 )  b e in g  m aterial, an d  (5 )  b ein g  a  B o d y ,— lik e  material elements

Son!. Tims then, it is the recognition of the Self that is brought forward by the BhtUkya 
as a fact proving the existence of the Soul, It cannot be denied that the object of the 
previous cognition, and that of the subsequent recognition are one and the same. Con. 
seqnontly, oven if you have recourse to ‘ Impressions,’ these must be held to be brought 
about by the previous cognition of the Soul.

110 In the cnr.e of ‘ I  g o ’ -ve admit of the fact of the * 1 ’ referring to the Body, only 
because ‘going’ is not possible forth© Soul. But in the case of ‘ I know ’ the case is quite 
the reverse, the ' I ’ rearing directly to the Soul; as it is the Soul alone to which 
4 Knowing ’ could apply as it could not apply either to the Body or to the Sense-organs,
The word 4 I ’ therefore must be taken as referring to the Knower; and ve shall prove 
later on—in K, 115 et seq.—that the Idea cannot bo the Knouter ; and hence 41 ’ cannot 
but refer to the Soul.

111*118 “ Considered either as one complete, fyc.” —The question is—Does Intelligence 
belong to each of fhe elements composing the Body, or to all of them, considered as one 
composite whole P A s a  matter of fact, it is not found to exist in the elements, earth 
and the rest, when these exist separately by thm.nisol.ves. Nor can it exist in all of them 
taken collectively 5 because that which, docs not belong to the parts cannot belong to the 
whole. For the same reason the Intelligence cannot be regarded as belonging to these 
modified into a particular corporeal shape, for the purpose of being discriminated from 
other Bodies. Because even then, the constituents of that shape remain the same earth 
ortho rest, vhioh have been found to be devoid of Intelligence. Thus then, inasmuch 
as Intelligence cannot belong either to the Body or to the Sense-organs, these cannot be 
regarded ns the Knoiver referred to by the 11* in the sentence I know.’ The ‘ impurity 
of the Body consists in its being" made up of the three attributes—Sattva, &c. Just as the 
elements, having the aforesaid four properties—being a partite tuhole, frc.—are devoid of 
Intelligence, so mnst the Body also be ; as this also has the said four properties. And 
just as the dead Body, having all the characteristics of the Body, is found to be devoid 
of Intelligence, so also mnst the living Body be regarded to be ; because there is no dif* 
fereroe between the material constituents of the dead Body, And those of the living 
one,

<SL
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(which is an instance applying to the first four premises), and like the dead 
Body (which is an instance applying to the last premiss).

113. It' all (the material elements constituting the Body) had Intelli
gence, then all being equal (in importance) could not he related to one 
another. And if only one of them had intelligence, then the fact of the 
other (elements) being its auxiliary would become incompatible,

114. An embodied whole and a shape could never exist, except for 
the purpose of some other entity. If wo have a distinct enjoying (expe
riencing) Agent (in the shape of the Soul apart from the body), endowed 
with Intelligence, then the incompatibility ceases.

115-116. If the lcnower were only an Idea, then your knower would 
be a momentary entity ; and then there could be no recognition of any pre
vious cogniser (being the same as the one at the present moment) * as that 
“  I knew this before, and 1 know it also now;"

1 1 7 -1 1 9 . Because of this (recognition), which “  Idea-moment ”  would 
be the object P With regard to the previous event (cognition in the past) 
we would have the notion “ I  knew ” ; and then the assertion “ I know it 
also at the present moment could not be true (with reference to the same 
cogniser), because the “ Moment-idea ” (that, cognised the previous idea) does 
nob cognise the present Idea (since the past idea must have disappeared in
stantly, and as such could not cognise any idea at the present time). And 
a cogniser at the present time is known from the assertion “ I  know" ; and 
in this case, the assertion “ I  knew it ” would not be true (with regard to 
the present cogniser). Because the present cognising Idea could not (have 
been present at any past time, and as such could not) have cognised 
(the ob ject) in the past. If both (the present and the past cognising Ideas) 
were to be the objects of (recognition) then both would bo false, inasmuch

“ Could not be related, Sfc”—Those that are equally important cannot bear any 
relationship to one another,—as declared by Jai,mini in the Sutra:—‘ Subsidiaries, all being 
equal, in that they are subservient to others, cannot bear any relationship to one another.” 
(VI~iv—13). If one element were intelligent, then, it would not require the aid of 
tha others, and the Body would be constituted by that one element only. 
f 11 * Of. Sdnhhyakdrikii 17.

116 With tli i a begins the refutation of the Bauddha theory that the “ Idea’ ' is the 
knoMer.

119.19 “  Both would be The past and the present cognising Ideas being
(in your opinion) different from one another, could not be the object of the subsequent 
recognition. Because this oonld bo possible, only if both the cognising Ideas had joint- 
l\ cognised the object, both on tha former occasion and on the present one. This, 
however is by no means possible; because the present Idea had no existence on the 
former occasion ; nor could the past Idea exist at the present moment. Ace rding to 
ns, the Soul that cognised on the former occasion is the same that cognises at the present 
moment ,• arid as such Recognition is only natural.
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as both of thorn did not cognise it in the past; no? do they both, cognise
it at the present moment. _

120. The “ series” (of ideas) cannot be said to be the object of; Keoog-
nition; because none of the two forms (past and present) can possibly 
belong to it. As the series did not cognise it in the past (as it dni not 
exist at the time of the first cognition), nor does it cognise it at the pre
sent moment, because of its non-objective (unreal) character.

121- 122. Nor is there any common element in the past and present 
cognising Ideas (as the Bauddha does not admit of any cl&* notion). If it 
be urged that Recognition is due to similarity,—then, we could not have any 
recognition in the case of dissimilar ideas ; as in the case 1 t knew the cow 
before, and (the same) I  know the horse now.”

122- 123. I f  it be urged that both have the common character of being 
the cogniser— then, that would also belong to other persons, and, then, in the 
ease of the cognition of all men, we would come to recognise the “ I-’

123*124. Even if both these (cognising ideas bud the similarity of) 
appear ing in the same “ series ” (of ideas), — then, too, all the recognition we 
could have would be in the form of “  That,” — just as we have with regard 
to the cognitions of other persons, or With regard to external objects like 
the jar, &c. (when seen twice).

124-125. “ Impressions” are able to bring about the recognition of

l*o n Won-objective character.”*--Because, uncording to the Bauddha, the “  Bones ”  
cannot b@ permanent; nor can it be momentary ; aa it it:; held to consist of many moment
ary Ideas. And as each this “ Series” cannot be regarded as nov-objee’ive, or unreal.^

M.8* The Bauddha does not admit of any such class as “  Idea.” “ Dissimilar”
__in tho case cited, the previous cognition is that of the cow, and the present one is that of
the Jiorse s consequently there can bo no similarity between the two oognieers, on the 
ground of the cognitions, which are not similar to one another ; and hence the recogni
tion of the cogniser of the present cognition as being the sam© aa that of the previous 
one cannot be said to be due to similarity.

IMM i f  the mere fact of both being cogrdeere were sufficient ground for the re
cognition of ono aa being the same ns the other, then, inasmuch as one person Would 
be as much a cogniser aa another pes son, we would come to recognise the two persons 
as identical j and this would be an absurdity; as it would mean that, whoever the 
cogniser may be, he would always be recognised as 1 ! !

1SS.S* Granting that the two cognising Ideas have the similarity of appearing in 
the same “  Series,” and that as such one could he recognised aa being the same as the 
other,—even then, we could recognise the present, as beingtho past, only in the form 
* this is that; ’ and we could not have any notion of ‘ I ’ in it. Because the Cognition is 
as much different from the ‘ I , ’ as another person’ s Cognition, or as any external object. 
Consequently, the recognition livid down by yon cannot explain the recognition of the 
“ I ” in the assertion-‘ I who see the cow to-day am the same that saw the horse
yesterday.’ . .

m M  Wa admit the ability of tho Impressions to bring about the recognition of
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the cogniser /  bufc fclmy cannot bring about, with regard to an object, the 
idea of something that it is not; for “  Impressions”  are not a cause of mis- 
taken notions (and the notion with regard to an. object as being something 
that it is not, cannot but be a mistaken one),

125-126. And the notion of “ I ” is not a mistaken one; as it is not 
set aside by any subsequent cognition; and naturally, this notion of “ I ” 
cannot refer to any other object than i.he cogniser, as we al ways find the 
cogniser to be known by the notion of “ L ”

127. The notions of -f T,”— as in “ la m  heavy, or fat, or lean, 
when taken as referring to the Body,— must be held to bo mistaken ones. 
Because the fact of the Body being different from the “ I ” is proved by 
such assertions as that “ my Body is heavy,” Ac,

128. W ith  regard to the sense-organs too, wo find that they are al
ways spoken as being different from the “  f ”— e.g., in the assertions “  this 
my eye is so and so,” “ my mind is wandering,” and tho like.

129. Thus then, the fact of the body not being the cogniser having 
been established, if there be any notion of identity (between the cognising 
“ I ” and tho Body), even when the one is different from the other, then 
this cannot but be a mistake due to extreme proximity (of the cogniser 
with the Body).

180. The idea of umy Soul," indicating difference (between the soul 
and the “  I ” ) , must be explained as being due to the difference (from the 
soul) of “ cognition,” which is a state of the soul (and hence often Spoken 
of as such).

131. O f the word “ M y ”  (i.e., “ I ” ) the direct denotation can be none

the present cogniser as identical with the past. But such recognition could be possible 
only when the two cosinisers would bo identical. On the other baud,(when there is a 
distinct difference between the two (and the Beuddha has failed to prove their identity), 
then, in no case could the one be recognised as the other,—even by means of Impres
sions 5 specially ub such a recognition could only be a misconception.

1BS.SC We always have an ide> of onr own self whenever we cognise an object, to 
be the object of tho notion of * 1 / Hence the notion cannot refer to the Body.

131 u I fori heavy ”  always means that '* my body is heavy.” Consequently the 
notion of ‘ I ’ in this expression, when made to refer to tho Body alone, apart from all 
notion of one’s self, cannot but be false. If there were no difference between the “ I ” 
and the Body, then we could have no sacb notion as ‘ my ’ body, and the like.

IS® "  Any notion of identity ” as in 1 l am heavy,’
l“!  This refers to the following objection : “  Just as we speak of my body, so we do

also of my soul/ and this would prove that the Soul is something other than the L ”  Tho 
sense of the reply is that ‘ my-Soul,’ *  my cognition,—cognition being a Condition of the Soul 
ib spoken of as the ‘ Soul *; and certainly the cognition is something other than the f I.’

IRt u Aforesaid cause,” i.e., the fact of the cognition being different from the 11 / 
and yet being spoken of as 1 Soul/ on account of the Cognition being a particular cortdi-

I
tion of the Soul.

I , 1 * / .  h t ‘■'Tf \ , u ‘, t *‘*1 f A  , * *t, / ”  y j
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oth er than, th e  “  Soul ”  j th erefore  the notion  of d ifferen ce (ex p ressed  in  
u M y  soul ” )  m u st bo due to th e  aforesaid cause, and th e difference is due  
to th e difference o f “  C o g n it io n ,"  (a n d  th erefore  the exp ression  “  M y  
soul ”  cannot be taken to p o in t to  any o th er soul than th e  one expressed b y  
the “  l ”  in th e  w ord “  M y ” ) .

b ’2- T h o se  alone, w h o have  no k n o w led g e  of th e  difference (o f  th e  
soul from  th e  B o d y ), can h a v e  a  notion o f “  I ”  with, re g a rd  to  the B o d y .
B u t  even in th is  case (th e y  have  this n otion  w ith  regard to  the B o d y , o n ly  
because) th ey  think the body to be the Soul. H en ce  th e n o tion  o f “  I ”  m u s t  
al ways (b e  accep ted  to ) re fe r  to th e Soul.

133. T h o s e , how ever, w ho have a k n o w led g e  of th e  difference ( b e 
tw een th e S ou l and the B o d y ), have no notion  o f “ I ”  w ith  re g a rd  to  th e  B o d y .

A n d  as for th e  notion of “  1 ”  exp ressed  In “  I  kn ow ,”  th is  is n ever set a sid e .
13-k F o r , i f  this notion  were absent in the Yogis, h o w  could th e y  

have an y  id eas, w hile in str u c tin g  th eir  d isc ip les ? A n d  w e do find th em  
th us en gaged  (in  in stru c tin g ) ; therefore w e m u st a d m it  th a t th ey  are  
cogn isan t o f th e  “  Soul. ”

133. In  a case w h ere  o n ly  a half: o f a certain scrip ture, <fco., has been  
ieapnt, if one w ere not to  h a v e  any idea th a t “  I  have lea rn t th is  m u c h ,”  th en  
(w h en  ta k in g  up th e stu d y  o f the work a fte r  som e t im e ), lie w ould h a v e  to  
learn from  th e  b egin n in g a g a in .

136 . T h u s  then, wo w o u ld  have a re jection  of the th e o r y  of th e  n o n 

existen ce  o f th e Soul, by m ea n s o f  the a foresaid  Recognitions (o f  the S o u l) ,  
exp erien ced  by  a ll persons. A n d  the fo llo w in g  are the c o u n ter -a rg u m e n ts  

(a g a in st the argu m en ts, b ro u g h t forw ard  b y  th e  o th er sid e , to deny th e  
existen ce o f th e  S o u l).

Ma Though they think the Body as ‘ 1 /  yet, inasmtioh as fclio Body is also thought 
of as the Cog niter, and ns eternal, &o,, ,%c.,—they make no difference between the 
Body and the Soul; and thus for them, the Body being identical with the Soul, it is 
only natural that the notion of ‘ I ’ should refer to the Body ; and in this* ease, this would 
not be adverse to the notion that ‘ I ’ refers to the Haul.

1®’ As for the notion, Sfc.’ This refers to the following objection : “ People who 
have reached the highest grades of knowledge, cease to have any notion of 11 ’ with re
gard to the Soul also; consequently the Soul too oannot be rightly regarded aa the ob
jective substrate of the notion of 11.” ' The sense of the reply is that, though the notion 
of If  aa expressed in ‘ f go,’ 11 run,’ &o., ia set aside by a true knowledge of the Soul, 
yet such notions of I ns are expressed in ' I know,’ ore never found to be rejected.

V/$ find even the great master of Yogis imparting instructions to Arjnna, and 
talking of himself sb—“ I am the origin of this Universe, &c., &c."

,3!> We find that one who had learnt the first half at some previous time, tabes 
up the other half at a future time. This would not be possible if there were no owe 
'<v"‘ occupying the Body of the person, during the time extending over the complete 
period of his study.-

I
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137,139. (1 )  The cogniser, known as the “ I ** yesterday'/is the same
that continues to-day, because— the cogniser o f yesterday is 'mown as 
the “ J, ” tike the cogniser of the present time. (2) The present cog 
niser must have been the cogniser yesterday,— because it is a cognise#, 
or because of the aforesaid reason, (ie., because it is known as the “ I ” ) ,—  
like the cogniser of yesterday. (3) Or, we may have the arguments Based 
upon the “ cognitions ”  themselves as the minor term : all cognitions of the 
“  I ’ happening to-day or yesterday have one and the same object (Soul),
— because they are all the cogniaor’s cognitions of the “ I ” connected with 
one arid the Same “ series ” (of Ideas),— like any ordinary single cognition 
of the 111 / ’

140. One who would seek to know the Soul by the help  of the Veda  
alone would find himself contradicted by certain contradictory te x ts ; bonce 
the citation of the lirOhmanaa (with a view to explain away the contra
dictory passages).

141. The Injunctions (o f  Sacrifices) themselves, standing in need of a 
permanent Soul, indicate its existence on account of the inexplicability 
of the Injunctions in case of the non-existence of the S o u l; and the texts 
cited only serve to strengthen the idea of the Soul, indirectly indicated 
(b y  the Injunctions).

142. It  being asked— “ (if  the existence of the Soul be indicated solely 
by Vedic Injunctions and texts), when the Word ceases to indicate the 
Soul, by what is it manifested. ? ” — the reply is given by the text— It is 
self-luminous, meaning that The Soul is manifested by Itself.

143. By raying that it is “  incognizable/’ in general,— the meaning 
would seem to be that it is so (incognisahle) by all persons (including 
even the Ego him self). But the assertion of “  self-luminosity ”  distinctly 
indicates its inoognisability by others.

144. W hen an object (the 1 gavaya ’ ) is cognised b} means of another 
object (the ‘ Cow *), wo have a case of pure Analogy (or S im ile). Where,

1&T.189 The Kdrilia puts forward another argument based upon the tf Cognitions ”  ;—
“  Yesterday’s cognitions were those o f the Cogniser known to-day,— because they are 
cognitions like the series of to-day’ s Cognitions,”

H<) Having established the .existence of the Soul, by means o f reasonings, the 
Bh-tshya has brought forward certain Vedic texts in support of the same, and the 
Kdrikd shows the use of this citation of authorities, “ Contradictory texts ’ ’-—such as 
* na pretya, & o ( ‘ There ia no consciousness after death’ ).

141 shown above, the attainment of Heaven would not be possible if there 
were no Soul. Hence it is absolutely necessary to accept the existence of the Soul, 
f° r  the sake of the Injunctions of actions leading to Heaven, &o., &c.

!*$ 1 Ti’brd ceases ’ —-i.e., when the texts are not being pronounced.
This refers to the Bhashya quoting the sentence— ‘ 1 cognise the Soul to be as 

you cognise it to bp.* This is objected to on the ground that there can be no Analogy in
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on the other band, the similarity is indicated by Words alone, there we 
have a oase of “ Analogy ” and “ Verbal testimony ” (combined),

I t 5. W e  become cognisant of other people’s Souls, by observing; their 
methods and actions, such as are not possible without the Soul |— and also 
of such cognition of other people’s Souls as has been shown by Inferences 
(in K. 135 f.i.)

146. The text (“  there is no consciousness after death ” .) embodies an 
objection urged by Mfiitreyi, who had become confused by various pass
ages in the Upanishads, declaring the Soul to be existing and non-existing, 
perishable and imperishable; and (the text “ This Soul is imperishable'’ 
embodies) the statement (by V :.;jnavalfeyaj of the final well-ascertained 
fact,

147. The Soul, by Itself, is imperishable. And perishability be
longs to (its connection with) the senses, &c., together with the capabili
ties (of D h a r m a  and A d h a r m a ) .  And the “ absence of consciousness” 
(mentioned in the passage “  there is ’no consciousness after death ”) infers 
to the Material Senses, &g. (the meaning being that after death, the Soul 
ceases to have any cognition through the material sense-organs and body, 
&c.)

148. Thus has the author of the Bhoshya, with a view to refute 
Atheism, established, by means of reasonings, the existence of the Soul.
A  id this idea of the existence of the Soul (thus obtained) comes to be 
strengthened by studying the Veuldnta (i.e., the Upanishads).

Thus end# the Section on Atma-vada.

This ends the 5th Aphorism.

a oase of Verbal Assertion. The Kdrikd admits that this is not a case of pure Analogy ; 
it is one of Analogy and Verbal Authority combined.

The passage just quoted speaks of one's own Soul as cognised through its 
similarity to other men's Souls; and the Kdrikd shows how we become cognisant of the 
Souls of other people.
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A P H O R I S M S  VI to X X III .

Oh i/io EternalUy of Words.

1. Question: “ When, even in accordance with the theory of non- 
eterualily of W ords, meanings arc* comprehended from Words, and the usa ge 
too is without beginning, why should you insist upon the eteruality of 
words ? ”

2. Answer: True: the theorists (holding non-eteruality) do desire 
such comprehension of meaning; still, we have to examine their reasonings; 
because the mere fact of acceptance by others .cannot he regarded as 
sufficient ground for validity,

3. When the Word is momentary (as held by the Baud aha), then 
it is incapable of giving any sense. Consequently, if the comprehension of 
meanings from momentary words be sought to be established, by means of 
arguments, thou the comprehension of the Veda would become groundless.

4. In the face of the groundlessness of these comprehensions (of 
meanings of W ord s), we could have some refuge in the case of percept
ible objects (which are amenable to sense-organs, and as such, are not 
totally dependent upon verbal expression). A s for JDharma, however, 
depending as it does solely upon the Veda, it would lose its ground alto
gether.

5. And we should also reject the theory of an eternal usage being 
based upon objects having a beginning (and as such necessarily perish- 
able). In the case of the u. e of the jar, the idea of the (perishable) indi-

s A momentary word can have no relationship with anything; and as such, 
cannot afford any meaning. If, in the faco of such incapability, th e  Yedic sentences 
were to give a sense, it oonld only be in accordance with a hum an convention. Bub 
any snoh convention is held to be inapplicable to the Veda. Hence the Veda would 
become meaningless.

6 Words being momentary cannot be the objects of eternal usage. Though we 
find an eternal usage—in tie  shape of the fetching of water—in the case of the jar 
yer such eteruality is based only npon the idea of the class jar,’ which is eternal.
The notion of the individual, far being an object of eternal usage is a mistaken one, 
for certainly any single jar could never be the object of eternal usage.

T>
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vidual jar is a mistaken one, as it really pertains to the class “ ja r "  
(which is eternal).

6. W o  can have eternality of only such a usage as is based upon 
an unchangeable eternal entity, In the absence of one such unchange
able eternal entity (in the shape of the Class), there is nothing that could 
be the substratum of such eternality,

7. And further, we can admit of no usage other than what is gener
ally recognised. Therefore it  is for the sake of the validity of the Veda, 
that we seek to prove the eternality of Words.

Objections against the eternality of Words (embodied in Sutras 6 -11).

8. “ Since there is mutual invariable concomitance between non- 
eternality and being caused, the Sutras lay down arguments in support of 
one of these.

9. “  Words are caused,— because many of us recognise it, simultane
ously, in diverse places, in one and the same form ;— like the tracing of 
letters in writing,

10. “ Or (the Sutra may be taken to mean that) there is a difference 
(in the same word as pronounced by different persons), because they 
are simultaneously recognised; and because there is this diversify (or 
difference), the Word must b> caused. Because a single object cannot be

6 It is only an eternal entity that can bo the substrate of eternality; anything 
else does not exist long enough to serve as such a substrate,

1 YVe find ail usage to be based upon notions of Class—and not on those of Indivi
duals (vide supra).

8 From this Karxka down to K. 18, wo have the explanation of Sutras 6 to 11, 
embodying the arguments against the eternality of words, These Sutras a re : (I )
11 Some say that the Word is Caused, because it is perceptible only after an effort" (1—i—6 );
(2) “ Because it docs net persist"  (7 J; £8) “ Because of the application of the word ‘ make ’ 
with regard to it"  (8 ); (4) “  Because it is found to be pronounced by many persons at cue and 
the same time ” (9 ); (5) “ Because it undergoes change ” (10) ; (6) “  Became it is intensified 
by a multiplicity of speakers ” (11). Karikh 8 refers to an objection urged against 
Biilra 7. Thin Siitra seeks to prove the non-etevnality of words; while what the 
precedin',; Siitra 0 lays down as the oonolnsion to be proved is that the word is caused.
Tho sense of the Kdrikd is tbafc it is a well-known fact that whatever is caused U also 
non-eternal, and vice versd ; and as such the argument that proves tho one also proves 
the other,

9 This explains Siitra (9).
1° One and the same word—u Cow ”  f.i.— is reoognised, at one and tho same time, 

by many persons; and unless it be all-pervading, like Akdra, this would not, be pos
sible,—specially if the words recognised by different persons be Ron-different from one 
another; but as a matter of fact, we do find them to be different; and as such the 
word cannot but bo regarded as caused by the effort put forth by each person.
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cognised simultaneously in different places, unless it be an all-pervading 
entity (like Akfu-a).

11. “  And that the Word is not an all-pervading entity is proved by 
the fact that in a single place it is perceived in its entirety, like the jar, &e, 
Therefore the word ( ‘ C ow ’ f.i.) uttered by one person must be (held to 
bo) different (from the same word as uttered by another person).

12. “ I f  the word ( ‘ Cow ’ f.i.) were one only, and as such neces
sarily existing in one place,— then, when it would be used by one person, 
it could not possibly exist in the mouth of another speaker; just as the 
mouth of one person (cannot belong to another person).

13. “ A s, on the other hand, if the word be hold to be a caused entity, 
then, since the actions (efforts of individual speakers) are different, it is 
only natural that the effects of these actions should be different from one 
another. And the notion of all these being owe, must be held to be due to 
their extreme similarity (of form),— when the fact of their being different 
from one another is so clear.

14. “  Then again, if the Word were eternal, there would be no 
ground for the mistaken notion with regard to it (in the shape of 
sameness, &c.) And the unity of the W ord,— sought to be proved iri the 
passage “ verily if is the positions (of the word) that are different, and not

11 An all-pervading entity, like the Abaca, ia never capable of being perceived in 
its entirety. And if such difference m shown above ia admitted in the case of one and 
the same word, you cannot deny the fact of its being caused by the effort put forth by 
each individual speaker j and (ts such, it cannot bo eternal.

A “ Effects ” —in the shape of the word “  Cow ” pronounced by different persons, 
this word uttered by one person cannot bat be different from that uttered by another ; 
the ordinary notion of sameness is due to extreme similarity.

I* When it is proved that a word uttered by one person is different from the same 
word uttered by another person, then we con explain the notion of sameness ns being 
due to similarity. If, however, the word bo held to be eternal, then there can be no 
ground for any mistaken notions with regard to ’. hat. Because if there were any such 
grounds, then the word would lose its eternal character, as shown later on. Thus if 
the word were eternal, the said notion of samene i would bo quite real, and not mis 
taken ; but inasmuch as the sameness is shown to be false, the eternality cannot but bo 
rejected as false also. Hence if the word be held to be eternal,—in reality it has 
been shown to be otherwise— we could have no grounds for explaining the said notion 
of sameness, “  And the unify” 8fc., $’c. It cannot be argued that the identity or unity 
cognised by means of sense-perception cannot bo rejected by inferential arguments.
Because it is only correct sense—perception that ia incontrovertible j while that which is 
distinctly found to bo incorrect,— e.y., the perception of the sameness of the flame which 
is undergoing changes every moment is always set aside by means of well'established in- 
feo aces. I ho fact is that the word “ Cow” is diverse, because it is perceived in 
several places; and hence the notion of sameness or unity with regard to that word 
oauuot but be a mistaken one ; and from this it must follow that the word ia not eternal•
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the word itself” (in 'the Bhiishya on Surra, 15),— would be contraffiffed 
(and rejected, by the arguments brought forward in Kdrikos 9, 10, &o.)

15 “ Nor can it be urged that the appearance (of the. same Word ) in
different places (as uttered by different persons) is due to the difference in 
their manifesting causes {in the shape o£ the utterances of different 
speakers). Because a single jar does not appear diverse, as shown by lamps 
located in different places.

16. “ And further, since the impavtite Aka$a is fbo sole substrate of 
nil the manifesting utterances (of different speakers) together with the 
manifested( W ord),— therefore, for yon, the manifestation too (of the W ords) 
would be in one and the same place.

17. “ The letters % ’ &c., are non-eternal,— because they undergo modi
fications' into other letters ( ‘ ya,’ & c.), as laid down and regulated by the 
Stnrti and similarity, just as curd, milk, and sugar, &a. (being modifications 
of milk, grass, and sugar-cane respectively, are recognised aa non-eternal).

18. “ And again, since (the utterance of) the "Word is intensified in 
accordance with the intensity of its origin, it. must be uon-eternai, like the 
jar. (The notion of intensity cannot be said to be a false one, caused by the 
intensity of the manifesting eause} because) even though we may have a 
thousand lamps illuminating a jar, the jar will not, on that account, become 
any larger.”

Reply to the above (embodied in Sutras 12-23).

19-20. In this (12th) Sutra, and in those that follow, the Bhiishya 
shows the inconclusive character of the above arguments. The fact of

l® A diversity in the manifesting agency cannot, cause diveriity in the mani
fested entity.

M Bence yon cannot explain the, diversity of the word “  C ow ” as being due to the 
difference of the positions of its manifesting causes, in the shape of the utterances of 
soveral persons.

11 This Edriha explains Sutra 10, The letter ‘ i ’ when followed by the letter ' a ’ is 
charged into * ya’ (vide Panini VI—i—77); and out of the modifications laid down in the 
Sutra— yb, ra, ra, la,—it is into ‘ ya1 only that the ‘ i ’ is changed, simply because of a 
certain similarity between these two letters; and certainly that which undergoes 
changes can never be eternal.

IS This explains S&tra 11, No amount of intensity in the manifesting cause can 
bring about an intensity in tho effect. It is only on increase in the material cause 
{Clay) that loads to the enlargement of the effect (jar). In the same manner, the in
tensity perceived in the ivord, when uttered by many persons simultaneously, must he 
held to ho due to a certain increase in its material cause, arid not to any in its manifest
ing causes. \nd time, inasmuch as the word undergoes modifications in accordance 
with the modifications of its material cause, and as such it resembles tho jar,—it can* 
not but he regarded as non-eternal, transitory.

19.30 With tiiis begins the reply to tho above arguments,—this reply being em*
.

I
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“ being perceived after a certain effort ” does not militate against the 
theory of eiernality either. Therefore (since tfie fact of being perceived 
after an effort does riot negative the fact of its existence elsewhere), as the 
Word is perceived only after an effort, we recognise its existence through 
p ercep tion , as qualified by re co g n it io n , at other times also, even though it is 
not then perceived directly by the senses.

20-22. If by your argument ( “ because it is perceived only after 
effort” ) you mean the fact of its non-perception before and after the effort,—  
then the argument becomes doubtful— (I )  for the V'a’fenhika, wit!; regard 
to “ class,”  (2) for the Sdnkhya, with regard to intelligence as residing in 
the .Soul, and (3) for the Banddha, with regard to the three entities held 
by him to be other than momentary : viz., “ Intelligent Destruction,”
“ Non-intelligent Destruction/' and “  Akaga.”

22-24, When the destruction is preceded by an intelligent process 
(e.g., the breaking of a vessel, by means of the stroke of the stick), we have 
an idea of “ Intelligent Destruction.” And when the destruction is not so 
preceded by any intelligent process, (as in the case of the tumbling down of 
a wall), we have “ .Non-intelligent Destruction/’ Both these (Destruc
tions), being irnperishable are hold to be uncaused also. The Bauddhas 
have asserted that Destructions are accomplished by themselves, and are 
(not caused).

24- 25. Because that which is found to have a cause, is invariably 
found to perish,— as for instance, the sprouts, &c. And since there is no 
destruction of Destruction, it must be uncaused,

25- 27. From the fuel as connected with fire, 'proceeds a series of

bodied in Sutras 12-23. Sidra 12 is thus; The fact of being perceived after effort is equal 
(to the* theory of eternality as well as to that o f non-eternal ity),

so.ii The Vairfshlko, holds the Glass to be eternal ; ami yot tho Glass is not per
ceptible, before and after an effort on the part of the Perceiver. In the same manner, 
with the Intelligence of the Sdnkhya, as also with the three eternal entities accepted by 
the Bcmddha,—none of these being perceptible before and after an effort.

s*-s* That which is caused cannot but no perishable. Therefore, in. order to be 
imperishable, the Destruction must be uncaused,

86.81 What are popularly known as cases of Destruction brought about by some 
cause are only oases of positive Production ; f.i, the case of the burning of the wood is 
one of the production of ashes.

11 Hot perceived, ^ / ’—Destruction in natural to all entities $ but it exists in two 
forms, the subtile and the gross. So long as an object continues to bo acted upon by 
homogenous causes, its changes are all homogenous and positive; and during all this 
process, the Destruction continues in its subtile form; and in this condition it is not 
peroeived. It, however, comes to be perceived when the object happens to be acted 
upon by an external heterogenous agency,—such, f.i., as the stick in the case of tho 
breaking ol the ja r ; and it is then that the Destruction appears in its gross form, and 
as such becomes perceptible. ' • 1 '• ' ;

|I> XL
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fiery embers. And from the jar, as struck by a stick, proceed certain 
earthenware fragments. Destruction, being natural, and having an ex
istence in itself (without any agency from without), is extremely subtile,—  
and hence it is not perceived (to appear),— being, as it is, lost in a series of 
homogenous positive entities,

27 - 28, When, however, an external heterogenous cause happens to 
fall (i.e., operate) upon the homogenous series, then, by means of an 
heterogenous effect (thereby brought about), the .Destruction appears in 
its gross form, and (thereby) becomes manifested (and perceptible).

28- 29. Thus, then, it is an heterogenous effect that is brought about
by the cause,..-by which cause the Destruction is distinctly manifested,
though it is not brought about by it.

29- 30. Thus then, inasmuch as .Destruction,— even though not appear
ing apart from an effort (in the shape of the striking with the stick, for 
instance)— is found to be uncaused, your reasoning (embodied in Sutra 0) 
becomes contradictory.

30 - 32. The Akaga too, being eternal,— when it happens to be covered 
up under the Earth or W ater,— is rendered visible only by the removal of 
these (Earth and W ater) by means of digging and pumping. And thus we 
see that here we have perception (of Ahiga) only after an effort. Conse
quently your reasoning— “ since it ( word) is perceived only after an effort ” 
— becomes doubtful.

32-33. I f  it be urged that— “ in the case cited, we infer that the Akdga 
exists all along, though it is hidden under Earth and W ater,” — then (we 
reply that, in the case of the Word too, from recognition, we infer that it ex
ists all along even prior to (and after) the effort put forth by the speaker.

83*34. When the Akdga is made to disappear by an effort in the 
shape of tilling up the well, then we find that the argument— “ Because 
the W ord does not continue to exist ” — becomes doubtful.

34-35. In the well thus filled, up, there is no cognition of the AkSga,

38.89 And this manifestation leads people to think that the Destruction has been 
brought about by the cause.

39.SO Your argument is that, since the Word is found to appear after an effort, 
therefore, it must be caused, hut as a matter of fact, all that is so found to appear, is 
not caused, as we have shown, with regard to Destruction.

J0.S3 We now proceed to show that the argument fails with regard to A kdga also.
88.84 This refers to Sutra 13, which refutes the argument put forward in Sutra 7. 

Siuce an uncaused and eternal entity, like Akaga, is found not to have a continued 
existence, therefore the argument cannot be valid.

84.S6 ,] nsb as we have no cognition of the Word, which has not yet been rendered  
perceptible by an effort on the part of man, so also, in the case of Akdfa, we have no 
cognition of it until it is ren d ered  percep tib le by an effort in the shape of the removing 
of the earth from the well.

' , V ’ k
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— 'beeatiBe that winch lias been hidden is not perceptible,— jnufc as the 
cognition of the W ord.

35- 36, I f  the argument be brought forward in the form— “  because of 
the non-continuance of the TVo d ” (thus saving the cases of. the AMpg, & c.),
— then it must be held, by the person holding the theory o f the manifesta
tion (and not production) (of tbo Word), to be an unaccomplished (in
complete) one.

36- 37. I f  (by “ caused ” ) yon mean the fact of its depending (for  
manifestation) upon an action of the (manifesting) causes.,— then (the 
argument becomes doubtful) with reference to the cases of the root (of 
trees) and W ater under the ground. Because, though these (the root and 
W ater) are caused (in'-the above sense of appearing after an action of the 
cause) yet they are not produced by the actions of digging, &c. (which only 
serve to render them perceptible).

37- 38. In the case of the Word, there is no other action productive of 
it, save its utterance (by a person), Even if the argument be qualified by 
the specification “  in the absence of impediments,” — then too, it becomes 
doubtful, with reference to the same facta (of the roots and water under
ground).

38- 39. Because, even in the absence of any impediments (to the

808 «  Unaccomplished *— because the Word i not accepted, by the Mimansaka 
to have a non-con tin norm existence. Consequently, au argument based upon a fact not 
accepted by Into can never convince him,

88.87 What do you mean by the assertion— ! The Word is a caused entity? ’ (J)
Does it mean that it is produced by some cause, (2) Or, that it is perceived after a cer
tain action of that which is held to be the cause P In the former case, the argument—
‘ because it is perceived after au effort ’— becomes useless ; as- it: docs not prove your 
conclusion. And in the latter case, in view qf the case of the roots of trees, and the 
water under the ground, the said argument becomes very doubtful. Because, these are 
perceived after a certain action-—of digging, f.i.—and as much, may be said to be 
1 cause.!,’ though they can never be said.-to be ! produced’ (brought into existence) by 
the digging ; as they already existed under the ground. In the same manner, even if 
the Word he proved to be a ccused entity (in the above sense), it could not, on that 
account, be said to be ‘ produced,’ Consequently, your argument fads to prove that 
Words are ‘ produced’ and 1 non-eternal.’

87-88 If the argument be stated in t-ho form — “  because in the absence-of any im
pediments of its perception, the Word is not perceived before and after an effort” — 
then, too, it becomes doubtful, with regard- to such things as the water underground. 
Because those too, in the absence of any impediments to their perception, are not 
perceptible either before or after the presence of a lamp, or of other causes of their 
appearance, (Vide next K.)

*8.89 The deaf does not cognise the sound of a Word 5 but that is owing to the 
absence of tbo manifesting cause, and not to the non-existence of the Word. And as 
such these facts of non-perception, before and after the effort, cannot prove the caused- 
ne88, and the consequent non--eternality, of the Word,

---<V\ ■ ■ ■* ■
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porceptiot* of these), the} are not perceived, on account of the absence of I 
causes (favouring their perception). In the same manner, in the case 
of the Word also, we would have no cognition of it, on account of the 
absence of ils manifesting agency (the ear, f.i,),-- as we find in the case of 
the deaf. I f  the non existence of the manifesting cause be said to form the 
impediment (meant in the argument), then too the argument would be 
incomplete.

40. I f  it. be urged that— “ our reason is non-existence (of the W ord) 
before and after (the effort),’1— then too, the reasoning is non-conolusive, 
and unaccomplished (non-convincing). Because, as a matter of fact, the 
W ord exists all along; but is not perceived, on account of the absence of 
causes (favouring its perception, by helping its manifestation).

41. And the cognition of the Word depends upon a cause which is 
momentary; just as during a dark and cloudy night, our vision depends 
upon a flash of lightning (which is momentary).

42 Just as a lamp is held to ho the manifesfcer of the jar, <fco., 
through the aid that it affords to the ey e ,--so  (in the case'of the Word) 
utterance (by the Speaker) would be (the mauifester of the W ord), through 
the impression it makes upon the ear (of the hearer).

43. This is not affected by the question— u in what form is the 
impression?'' Because, just as in this case of production (of the W ord  
In the ear), so equally in this case (of manifestation) also, the power (of 
manifestation) is beyond Sense-perception.

44. How can any objection apply to a power, which is even inferable

“ Incomplete” —Because the absence of tmeh an impediment would mean the tiega 
turn of the absence of the nmnife-.chtg cause— w .ioh would be equivalent to the exits, 
tenoe of the pause j and during such existence there can be no non-perception of the 
Word (which is always perceived whenever the m mifesting cause is present).

40 The objection means that it is nob the non-perception, bat the non-existence, 
of the Word before and after the effort, that we lay clown as an argument against its 
eternal!ty. Bat this argument is unconvincing to the Mimmsako, who does not ad
mit such non-existence.

41 Since the cause regarding the already existing word lasts only a moment) 
therefore the word is not perceptible before and after the effort. Hence this latter 
fact cannot prove the non-existence of the Word before and after the effort. As an 
example of the manifesting cause being momentary we have the flash of lightning 
illuminating things in a dark and cloudy night.

*H The agency pi during the sound in the oar is not perceptible to the senses. So 
the agency manifesting it too would as reasonably be imperceptible. Hence the non- 
ascertainment of the- form of impression cannot affect our position

*4 So long as the Power suOeeds in bringing about, its effect— in the present case, 
Manifestation o f the Word,—its existence and efficiency can never be questioned.
And specially as such efficiency is proved by concomitance : the cognition of the Word 
existing only when there is the manifesting agency of the utterance and not otherwise.

©  <SL



H I  <SL
■ •

APHORISMS 71 TO XXtll-—TO'cS8’SALITY OB' WORDS. 4!7

from the effects fit brings about), The only ground for believing (the 
utterance to have the power of manifesting the Word) lies in the fact of the 
cognition (of the Word) appearing only when there ie utterance.

45. Thus then, it is by means of snpersensuons power alone, that 
these (utterances) impart a supersensnoas facility (power) to the Sense- 
organ (the ear), and thereby, become the causes of the manifestation of 
Words.

46-48. I f  it be urged that ‘ ' the .manifesting cause cannot be hetero
genous (to the manifested entity then (.ve ask), how can yon hold the 
ear to be the manifester of sound P And, how could the fiery lamp be the 
mnnifesters of the earthy jar ? And, lastly, what homogeneity could there 
be between the Conjunction of the Soul (with the Mind, which conjunction 
is held by the TaipSshikas to be the - manifester of all perceptions) and 
the objects (perceived) P If you take your stand upon some such genus 
(as the sumnmm genus “  entity,” to which everything belongs, and through 
which all things may be said to be homogeneous),— then, that would serve 
us also (as both the Utterance and the Word would equally belong to the 
genus “ entity” ). Barring the moans of cognition or perception (of the 
Word), nothing else can be rightly regarded as the manifester.

48- 40. Therefore just as au homogenous entity is accepted to be a 
manifester, simply on the ground of its being the means of perception,—  
so too would also an heterogeneous entity (he held to be a manifester), oh 
the same ground of perception being concomitant with (i.o., existing on the 
existence) of) that manifesting cause.

49- 50. N ot knowing the fact of the Utterance belonging to the A ir , 
arid thinking it to belong exclusively to the palate and other (places of 
Utterance in the mouth), the objector (in the Bhashya) has urged the 
objection— “  even on the cessation of the (Utterance) the sound is heard,
&e., A c ” — -in order tp prove the non-manifesting power (of Utterance).

If utterances, being heterogeneous to'Words, cannot fee the chief manifested, 
then the Bar could not he the manifester of sound ari d so forth. “ Barring, &o.” This ia 
added in anticipation of the objection that the lamp being known to bo a manifester of 
the jar, Ac., it was right to bring it forward us an instance; when, as in the case of the 
Conjunction of Soul, people do not ordinarily know this as a mautfester, it is riot right 
to bring it forward. The sense of the Karika ia that everything that brings about 
the perception of an object ia its manifester, and the Conjunction of the Son! is the 
means of such perception; therefore this toe is as good a. manifester as anything else,

43.49 Wo have the same grounds for accepting an heterogeneous entity to ho a 
manifester, as we have for accepting an homogeneous one.

49.60 Tile sound is heard oven after the utterance, because it resides in the air.
Bnt the objector, who is made to apeak in the Bhonhya, is ignorant of the fact, and 
knows the sound too to reside in the palate, Ac., which ceases as soon as the speech has 
ceased.

53
4
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50*51. And it iis with regard to the fact of Its belonging to the Air  
(and hence continuing even after the speaking has ceased), that the reply 
is given (i n the Bhashya) that in fact, the Utterances do not cease. Till the 
assertion (in the Bhashya) of the fact of (the Bound) “ striking” (the A ir),
&o., &o.t the above objection as well as its reply remain with their con
nections (and significations) obscure.

51- 52. In the BhQshya passage beginning1 with “ If, Ac ,” the “ mani
festation,”  that is spoken of, is possible in three ways : It  is possible (1) 
through a change (sahs'kdra) in the word itself, or (2 ) through that of 
the sense-organ (the Ear), or (3) through that of both.

52- 53. Objections: “ If the change were in the W ord, then all men 
would cognise it. Because of an entity, which is irupartite and all-per
vading (as the W ord is held, by the MimSnhJm, to bo), there could he no 
change in any one portion.

53- 54. “ Nor is it possible for the process of change to he regulated
in accordance with the diversity of its substrates (i.e., the Ear of men 
hearing it). Because, being like: tbe Akaga and the Soul, the W ord (as 
held by the MimSnsaka) can have no substrate.

54- 56. “ I f  the Aka fa  be held to be the substrate (of the W ord),—  
even then, the change cannot belong to a. portion of the Word, inasmuch 
as it is itself impartite ; and also because people always Cognise the Word, 
in its entirety. If the W ord had undergone a change, only in a portion 
of it, it could never be cognised in its entirety, pervading, as it does, over 
the whole extent of tho Akdga,

56-58. “ If the Ear be held to be the Akdga itself, it being all-pervad
ing, m e conjunction (with the W ord uttered) would he equal (in the Ears of 
all men). And thus wo would have the possibility of hearing words ever) 
from a great distance. And in this way (?.,£., of the Ear were to he Akdga)-, 
the Ears of all men would become one (since Akdga is one); and conse
quently when one person hears something all men would hear it (an 
absurdity).

60.61 The utterances do not cease with the speech. They continue in the Air for 
some time. The fact of the utterance belonging to the Air is known only when the 
Bhashya has asserted the sentence t! Abhighata, &o.”

61.63 The passage referred to is the Pxrvapakshct passage : 1 ‘ If the connection and 
disjunction (of tho palate, &o.,) wore to manifest tho Word, &o.”

63.68 Now begins the setting forth of tho objection raised in tho Bhashya referred
to. The Word being the change produced in it by utterance, must belong to the whole 
of it. And as it is all-pervading all men would hear it. *

6B It cannot he held that the change is produced in tho Word, only in so much as 
is in conjunction with the Ear of men near the speaking man.

68.68 The Ear of all men being all-pervading, tho sound made in America would be 
aa well hoard by us as by those near the speaker.
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58- 50. “ Inasmuch as the JMpa is i tripartite, it cannot bo held—
for the double purpose of regulating (the change produced by utterance, 
and the limitation of hearing)— that the Ear is that part of the AkSgu, 
which has been modified by the Virtue and ’dice (of the person having the 
Ear).

59- 60. “ Those objections also apply to the theory of the Vaiflshi-
kas (who hold the Ear to be Akaqa); and to the dootriue of Kapil a ($ # » -  
khya) also, as the Ear, Ac., being all-pervading (inasmuch as all sense- 
organs are modifications of Self-consciousness, which is held to be all-per
vading),— the same process of reasoning would apply.

60- 61. “ ( If the change belonged to the Ear, then) the Ear, being once
changed (which,. in the case of Ear., means bring made capable of cognising 
sounds), would comprehend all the Words. Just as the eye opened (and 
rendered capable of vision) for seeing1 a jar, does not fail to see the cloth 
also (if it be before the eye).

61- 62. “ The same objections would apply, if the change belonged
to the object (i.e., the Word), Since the Word exists in the same place (as 
the ear), the change of the one is nob different from that of the other,

62- 63. “ There would be a change in the ear, by the removal of
the air filling up (the cavity of) the Ear. But we always see that when a 
covering is removed wo perceive everything that may have lain in the 
place (covered).

63- 64. “ The Word being held to be one only, it is not possible for 
it to be changed (for one person) and not changed (for another person) at 
one and the same time. And if only one of these conditions (changed 
or not changed) ho held to apply to it at a time,— then it would be either

5S-6a Such modification by the deeds of persons possessing the Ear* could explain the 
limitations in hearing. Because the deeds of each parson being different the capacities 
of their Ears would also he different.

®°-sl And the objection, is that, if tlie change produced by utterance were to belong 
to the Ear, All Words being external and all-pervading, the Ear is always iu proxi- 
mity to all Words; hence, if it wore to be modified and rendered capable of compre
hending Words, it would comprehend all the Words—which is au absurdity,

1,1 Since the Word heard is oo-extenaive with the Ear, the change of the Word is 
open to the same objections as the change of the Ear.

ss.Si Th0 only change that is possible in the Ear and the Word is that which is 
brought about by the removal of the Air filling np the cavity of the Ear. Bnfc in that 
case the covering of Air, tho only impediment of the Ear, having been removed, it would 
comprehend nil Words, because they also are in the Ear, which is all-pervading like 
Akdf a, and hence all the Words exist in i t ; consequently if tho covering bo removed, all 
the Words would equally be open to comprehension.

3M4 it the Word wore to be changed once only, it would be so for all people; and 
hence all people would hear it. In tho same way, if it were to be not-changed only, no 

- person would hear it.
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cognised (heard),, or not cognised, by all persons (at one and the same 
time).

64- 6o. “  If the change be held to belong to both (the Ear and the
W o rd ),—then this theory would be open to all the objections that-have 
been shown above, to apply severally to each (he,, to the change of Word 
and to that of the Ear). Therefore a partial cognition of the Word (he., 
the cognition of the Word by some people and not the rest) would not be 
possible, unless the Word be held to be a caused entity,”

65- 60. The Bhashya has given a reply to the above, based, upon 
(the theory of) the change belonging to the Ear. The hearing by different 
individual hearers is regulated by a diversity among their Ears,

66- 67, Nor do we admit the Ear to be necessarily (identical with) 
Akapa. Nor, again, is the Akdca itself impartite; inasmuch as this 
(impartito character) has been denied ( with reasons) by the Jainas and 
the S&nkhyas

67- 68. Thereforo the Ear could either be a part of Akaga itself, or 
a distinct entity by itself (without being open to the aforesaid objections).
And thus, in accordance with orr theory, for each person., verily, there is 
»  separate Ear— this being Inferred from, the (otherwise) Inexplicability 
of effects (la the shape of the hearing, of different persons, being different 
from one another) -

68 - 69. (Granting the theory of Ear being AMpa), even though it 
(Ear) were one and all-pervading, yet, the change produced by utterance 
could belong only to the substrate of the auditory Ak&pa only. Therefore 
the Word would be cognised only by that Ear (auditory Akaga) which is 
•sheeted by that change (and thus there would be no chance for the Word 
being heard, or not heard, by all persons simultaneously) (as urged in K . 
63-64).

69- 70. I f  the change be attributed to the organ of Sense (the Ear),
— even then, the change could (be held to) apply to the organ, through its 
substrate (viz,, tho tympanum in the body of the hearer). And thus the 
W ord would not bo heard by that Ear, of which the tympanum has not 
been affected by the change (produced by the utterance).

This refers to the Bhashya “  One who holds the manifestation of words is 
not open to the said objections j because tlxe disjunctions and conjunctions of the palate,
&o., of the speaker, do not affect tho Ear that is at a distance, &o., Ac.

6|*8S If tho Ear of each person were not distinct, we could not explain tho fact, of 
a Word being beard by one person, and not by others.

6 ’.*9 Substrate of the auditory Aka^a is the Ear in the body.
And consequently -sve would not have the absurdity urged in K.

That is to say, there coaid be no chance of idle Word being either heard, or not heard, by 
all persons Kmultiiueously.

f(f)f <SL
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70- 71. An utterance does not effect any change in the auditory organ, 
if it fails to reach the Ear (in the body). Therefore the applicability of 
the change (produced by utterance) is regulated by the diversity of the 
corporeal Ear (which is different for each person) (and consequently there 
is no chance of the absurdity of a Word being heard by all persons simul
taneously, or that of a very distant sound being heard with as much dis- 
tincthess as one near at hand).

71- 72. Obj. : “  But then, the an ditory? organ /having been effected by 
the change in one corporeal substrate, would become the means of cognising 
(that Word) in all persona,— for those who hold all auditory sense to be one 
only (on the ground of its being identical with Akaga, which is one).”

72- 73. The cognition (audition of the W ord ) is hold to bo produced 
in the bodily organ of persons. Consequently the change (appearing in 
the organ of one body), appearing in a place other than the principal ole- 
men' (audition of the Word by other persons), fails in an essential factor 
(necessary for audition by others).

7 3 - 74. Even one soul, though imparbite, and as snch cognising (a 
Word) by its whole self, has the cognition in the body it occupies (and which 
it has acquired in accordance with its past deeds). And after this explana
tion, our theory no longer remains faulty (objectionable).

74 - 75, Just as the Akaga, though one (and impaftite), comes to be 
diversely connected with several partite objects severally,— so in the same 
manner, would it also be open to change and non-change (in accordance 
with its substrates in the bodies of men) (and hence the change in one 
auditory Akaga could not lead to the cognition of another person, and so 
forth as urged in XfiriM s 56-57 et seg).

75- 76. Evan though Akaga is impartite and all-pervading, yet the 
“ connection ” (of AkSga with the partite objects, jar. &c,,) having a  dual 
substrate (in the shape of Ak&ca and the partite object), depends upon the 
(partite objects) jar, &o., lying on the earth only (and as such, the connec
tion cannot be said to be all-pervading).

H-IS The Bense in one person being the same aa in other persons: if it happens 
to bo affected in the Ear of one person, and load to his cognition of the Word, it would 
remain affected even in the Bar of other persons. Therefor-- when one person hears 
a sound, all others would hear it.

7*-13 Change is a secondary element in cognition which is the principal element.
And the secondary element, in order to be effective, must be in the same place as the 
primary. The oognibion ia to be produced in the bodies of men and nowhere else. 
Therefore the change affecting the sense in llama’s body cannot bring about a cogni
tion in the body of Krishna, because the change in Rama is not eo-extensive with the 
cognition in Krishna.

This is in anticipation of the objection that the connection of Akiga would 
i also bo ail-pervading.

|(f): <SL
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76- 77. Deafness, &o., are also regelated by the same cause (i.e., by 
the effects produced in the bodily organ). And this (deafness) is not 
experienced by another (i.e., a ny Soul other than the one to which the parti 
cular body, with the. deranged ear. belongs),— inasmuch as it  is in fl uenced 
by the virtue and vice (of that particular Soul).

77- 78. Just as in the case of a village lord, -when removed from  
the mastery over the village,— though he continues to reside in the village, 
yet be does not enjoy (the possession of) the village,— so, in the same 
maimer, though the Soul of a deaf person continues to reside in the body, 
yet, being deprived of its mastery (over the organ of audition), it does not 
hear any sounds, oven when others (near him) hear it.

78- 80. Even if (it be granted that), like the auditory sense, the 
Word and its substrate too are without any parts ( ie .,  impart!be) and 
incapable of occupying any one place (i.e,, all-pervading,— even then, the 
theory is not open to the (aforesaid) objections. Because the air-vibra
tions, which are held to be the manifesters (of the W ord), are both en
dowed with parts and capable of occupyi ng different places (i.e., are neither 
impartite nor ail-pervading). And (of these manifesting air-vibrations) 
there are different classes also,— on which (classes) are based the changes 
(produced in the auditory sense).

80- 81. Just as, in your theory, the air-vibration (utterance) put 
forth for one W ord, does not produce another W ord,— so, in our theory too, 
the vibration, capable of producing changes, in the Ear, enabling it to 
cognise one Word, will not he able to make a change for the sake of an
other W ord.

81- 82. Just as any one of the contacts of the palate, &c. (by the 
speaker), (pot forth for the pronunciation of one W ord) cannot, in your 
theory, produce another W ord,— so, in the same manner, any ono of these

•PUI Deafness results when the bodily organ, Ear, which is the substrate of audi
tory muse, becomes deranged. Hence both the ability and inability of the auditory 
sense must depend upon the effeots produced (or changes brought about) in the bodily 
organ.

13.80 “  M a n ifea te r  ”  — that which renders cognisable. *f D i j f w e n t  c la s s e s  ” —For one 
class of Letters there is one class of Air-vibrations; and so oa with each letter that 
is pronounced. And the change produced in tho auditory sense is none other than the 
contact with these Vibrations, The Ear coining in contact with a vibration, cognises 
only that letter (or bound) which belongs to tho same class as ( i . e . ,  is homogeneous (to 
that vibration. This K arikA  meets the objection urged in K driJsds 60-61,

80.81 Even one who holds the theory of words being caused finds it necessary 
to assort that Words can be produced only by such air-vibrations as are homogeneous 
to them,

This meek- the objection urged in K d n k a s  62-63 and shows how “  t^wr*frq 
is not possible.
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contacts of the palate, Ac., winch is capable of p utting forth such sounds 
as bring about changes in the auditory sense favourable for the cognition 
of any one particular Letter, is not able to indicate sounds of other Letters.

82- 83.. Therefore, both in the theory laying down the production of 
Words, and that holding their manifestation, the diversity of all capabilities 
(for producing changes in the Auditory Sense, Ac., &c.), is equally inferable 
from the (otherwise) inexplicability of certain well-known effects (every
day facts of ordinary life). Anil (from the same inexplicability) could 
also be inferred the diversity of effort and desire to spealc (which inference 
too is equally possible in both theories).

83- 84. I f  the change be held to belong to the object (W ord), then too 
the change would apply to one Word only (and not to all, as urged in 
Kariims C l-62), And even this one would not bo heard by all men (simul
taneously), on account of a difference in their capabilities.

84- 86. Just as (iu your theory) though the Word is produced equally 
with regard to all men, yet it is not cognised by all (simultaneously), on 
account (as you explain) of the fact of (its cognition depending upon) the 
divisions of direction, place, &o.,— so, in the same manner (in our theory 
also) when a W ord is affected by changes brought about by sounds produced 
in proximity to some men, the Word is b 'ard by these men alone, and not 
by those that are at a distance (from those sounds).

86-87. Even if it be held that the changes belong to both (the Ear 
and the W ord ), the assertion (in Karikas 64-65) of this being open to both 
objections (urged agfiinst the change of “ W o r d ” and change of “ E a r ” ) 
is untrue. Because on account of discrepancies in either (of these two 
changes of W ord and Ear), all (W ords) are not heard by all (Ears of all 
men).

87. A  method (of the cognition of Word) must necessarily bo laid 
down by such inquirers as strictly follow the universally accepted fact, of 
the hearing (of Words) obeying the desire to speak (on the part of the 
speaker),

88-90. In this matter, some people (the VaicesJiikas) hold that the 
Word (sound) is primarily produced by Conjunction, and "Disjunction ; that

*8.8* “  Difference in capabilities.” —One who is at a distance is not as able to.hear 
ns one who is near. The latter half meets the objection urged in in Kdrikde 63-64.

61.88 Just as your cognition of the Word is governed by Direction, See., so arc also 
our changes of Words, Ao,

88-81 A discrepancy in the Ear of people (caused bv distance, Ac.), makes it 
impossible for all non to bear a sound simultaneously. And a discrepancy of the 
Word (caused by the fact of one sound manifesting only one Word), makes it irnpoa- 
sible for all the Words to bo heard at one and the same time,

88.39 By Conjunction, as in the case of the drum struck by the stick, and by Dis
junction, as in that of the flute,

V . 1 ..
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from this (sound) is? prod need smother sound similar to i t ; and that in a 
place next to this is produced another sound also similar to it, then follows 
another, and so on, in the manner of waves and ripples; and it is the last 
sound (of the series) that is caught by the Bar.

90- 91. But, iu this theory, there are many assumptions of imper
ceptible facts. In  the case of a sound, we are never cognisant of any multi
plicity o f  sounds (as held by the Vaigeshika).

91- 92. Even the fact of one sound producing another is groundless, 
inasmuch as sound has no action, Nor can an immaterial entity (like 
sound),— being, as it is, incapable of striking (against any thing)— produc 
an effect in a place removed from itself.

92- 93. Nor is there any means of regulating the production of 
sounds, with regard to the limit of their reach. Nor is there any cause that 
could account for the restriction of the direction (of sounds), and for the 
fact of (sounds) following the current of winds.

93- 94. It is hard to prove that a sound produces another which is 
either similar or homogeneous to it. Nor are we cognisant of any grounds 
for believing the production (of sounds) to extend on all sides (specially 
as waves and ripples, which you cite as an instance of the method, proceed 
in a single direction).

94- 95. And again, it is not possible for foregoing sounds, that are 
entirely destroyed (without leaving any trace), to produce the subsequent 
sounds, which had absolutely no existence before. And just as the possi
bility of a series of cognitions (has been rejected under Nirdlainbanavdda) , 
so too is the possibility of a series of sounds (inadmissible).

95- 96. In the case of the W aves,—since they have a certain volo-

60.9? rVe do not oogniso tho sound hoard to be different from the sound utter d.
61.96 i f  an immaterial entity were to have such an effect, then snob effects (sounds) 

would bo possible, even beneath the ground {i,u„ fcbe sound produced above the ground 
would bo hoard in tho nether world)t because an immaterial object would never be re
tarded in its progress by any such interceptions as those presented by material objects, 
like the Earth, &e,

9S.8S Sound being immaterial, what would be the means whereby we could accept 
the theory that tho series of these sounds stops short at a certain point, beyond which 
it does not go. And since no such cause can bo found there would bo an endless series 
o f a sound, which would thus come to bo heard simultaneously by the whole world.

If sound be immaterial, how could wo explain the fact of its being produced in one 
direction, or the fact of its being caused in tho wake of word-currents—both of which 
are possible only with material objects r

93 Since a sound cannot be a material cause, it cannot produce another sound,
61-9$ A sound on being produced is instantly destroyed and no trade of it is left be

hind. >Iow then can this be the cause of the next sound in tho Series, which, till then, 
has hud no sort of existence ?

86-96 A  ripple has a certain velocity for a long time after its first appearance, and

!
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city  (motion) and action, it is possible for them to produce effects In places 
other than that of the cause (/,<?., tlio first ripple, having motion, can pro- 
dace another ripple, ever; at a distance from it), Because the action 
of’ such (mobile) causes lasts so long as the velocity for motion) 
lasts,

96- 97. (Granting such a production of sounds) this production could 
not be impeded by the intervention of walls, <fee,, because the existence of 
an immaterial substance (like sound) in the midst of a material substance 
(like the wall) is not impossible.

97- 98, And further, W alls, &c., do not serve either to destroy or 
remove the Aktiga (and hence, sound being a property of Akaga cannot he 
destroyed or in any way intercepted by the W a ll) . Therefore, even inside 
the W all, AJcftpa cannot be rendered imperceptible.

98- 99. I f  Akaga did not formerly exist in the place, then the very ex
istence of the W a ll,— as also of all its inner parts,— would be a contradiction 
(because all things exist in space, which is the same as Akagc) . Because 
these cannot have any existence in a material substance.

99- 100. I f  it be held that “ the Aka fa bears only the production of 
-such sounds, which are free from any contact with a substance having the 
character of an interceptor,” — such a statement lias no reasons in its 
favour.

100- 101, This statement cannot be said to be proved by Apparent 
Inconsistency ; inasmuch as the fact (of sound being intercepted) is cap
able of being otherwise explained. And, as a matter of fact, this (Appar
ent Inconsistency) is not held to be a means of right notion by those who 
admit of only two such moans (Sense-perception and Inference).

s o  lo n g  sis th is  v e lo c i t y  la sts , i t  w il l  g o  on  p r o d u c in g  o th e r  rsp p les. T h i s  i s  n o t  p o s s ib le  

in  th e  case  o f  s o u n d , w h ic h  ban n e i t h e r  v e lo c ity  n o r  m o t io n ,

81-98 B e c a u s e  b e in g  im m a te r ia l  a n d  a ll -p e r v a d in g , th e  Akaga must h a v e  oxisfcod in  

s h e  p lace , prior t o  t h e  e re c tio n  o f  t h e  w a l l ;  a n d  s in c e  i t  co u ld  n o t  b e  in  a n y  w a y  i n t e r 

c e p t e d  b y  t h e  p r e s e n c e  o f th e  w a l l ,  i t  m u st  b e  a d m it t e d  to  c o n tin u e  in  t h e  p la c e  e v e n  

a f t e r  th e  w a ll h a s  b e e n  b u ilt ,

89.99 “  B e c a u s e , M .  ’ ’— S in c e  i t  is  so , th e y  m u s t  b e  h e ld  to  h a v e  t h e ir  e x is te n c e  in  

an immaterial entity like Akdfa,
99.100 T h is  q u a lif ic a t io n  is  a  s a v in g  c la u se  a g a in s t  th e  a r g u m e n t  b a se d  o n  t h e  

in te r v e n t io n  o f  t h e  w a ll . T h e  o b je c t io n  m e a n s  t o  i m p ly  th a t , s in c e  t h e  so u n d , in  t h e  

c a s e  o f  th o  p r e s e n c e  o f  a  w a ll , is  in  c o n ta c t  w ith  a n  in te r c e p t in g  s u b s ta n c e  in  th e  s h a p e  

o f  t h e  w a ll, t h e r e fo r e  it can n o t b e  s a id  to  Ik  p r o d u c e d  w h e n  i t s  p r o g r e s s  h a s  b een  s t o p 

p e d  b v  th e  w a ll. H e n c e ,  b eh in d  t h e  w a ll , th e  s o u n d  is  n o t  h ea rd ,

WO.ML It is only when a fact is not cognisable, and cannot be explained without the 
admission of a certain other fact, that this latter is accepted on the (otherwise)apparent 
inconsistency of tho former fact. In the case of sound, however, all the facts are ap
plicable in accordance with the Mlmdnaaka’s theory1* Therefore, there is no Incon
sistency that would lend support to any now theory,

54
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1 0 1 -  1 0 2 , N o r  can th e  a ssu m p tio n  bo sa id  to be d u e to  In fe r e n c e ; In 

asm u ch  as n o  re la tio n  (o f  con co m ita n ce) is  p erceiv ed  ( t o  e x is t  b etw een  p r o 

d u ction  a n d  an y  in v is ib le  e n tity , as th e  in te rm e d ia te  so u n d s p ro p o u n d e d  

b y  th e  fa ig S sh ik a ). I f  i t  b e  u rged  th a t  “  w e cou ld  h a v e  th e  In fe r e n c e  

fro m  a g e n e r a l a ffirm ative p r e m ise ,—  ”  th e n , in  th a t c a se , y o u r  re a so n in g  

w o u ld  be co n tra d icto ry .
102-  103. Thus, (if it be argued th a t ) --“ a sound is productive of 

homogeneous sounds,—-because it is a property,— like the Sense-organs (of 
Taste, &C.),” — (this would be met by the counter-argument based upon the 
same premise): viz: A  sound is not productive of other sounds,— for the same 
reason (i.e., ‘because it is a property, and properties are not productive of 
other properties). (And if  the production of other sounds were like the 
productions of the Sense-organs, then, as these latter appear in the same 
point of space as is occupied by the Sense-organ, bo in the same manner, 
the intermediate sounds) would appear in the same place as that occupied 
fcy the primary sound (and thus there could ho no transmission of sounds).

1 0 3 -  1 0 5 . B ecau se  ( i t  is a m a tte r  o f  com m on e x p e rie n ce  th a t )  th e  

p lace, w h ic h  is occup ied  b y  th e  p a rts  o f  th e  piece o f c lo th , is also th e  p la c e  

w h ere a ll its  p rop erties  e x is t , and it |s th e  sam e p la c e  w h ere  th e  w h o le  
(p ie ce  o f  c lo th ) m ad e up o f  th e  p a rts  a lso  e x is t s ; and  th e  p rop erties o f  th e  
w h ole , to o , o c c u p y  th e  sa m e  p la c e  (a s  is  h e ld  b y  the W h o le  its e lf) . T h u s, 
w o ho ve c o -e x to n siv e n e ss  ( o f  th e  p ro p e rtie s  o f  th e  C a u se  arid those o f  th e  
C a u s e d ), I n  th e  sam e m a n n e r  (w e  c o u ld  in fer  t h a t ) ,  a l l  th e  (su b se q u e n t  
in te r v e n in g ) sou n d s h a v e  no p la ce  o th er th a n  th at h eld  by the p r im a r y

(first) so u n d . . .
1 0 1 - 1.06. A  sound d o e s  nob p rod uce another s o u n d ,— because i t  is  a

s o u n d — lik e  th e  final sou n d  (w h ere  th e  series o f th e  Vai^Sshika e n d s ) .  

S im ila r ly , C o n ju n ctio n  a n d  D is ju n c tio n  (h e ld  by th e  Vaipeshiica to  be  
p rod u ctiv e  o f  so u n d s) (d o  n o t  prod u ce  s o u n d s )— 'because th e y  are so  (i.e., 
because th e y  are C o n ju n c tio n  and  D is ju n c t io n ) ,— lik e  a n y  oth er o rd in a ry  

C o n ju n c tio n  an d  D is ju n c tio n ,

106-107. In fact, the theories of the movement of the sound, and 
that of the auditory sense,— as held by tlio Jaina and the Sankhya respect-
iv e ly ,__ a re  m ore  reason ab le  th a n  th e  a b o v e  (YaifBshika) th eory, B u t -

th e se , to o , b ecom e u n te n a b le , on accou n t o f  th e  fo llo w in g  reason s.

joi.109 The Inference from general affirmation la shown in the first half of the 
Karika. “ Contradictory ’’—also proving a proposition aimed at,

106.106 A syllogism proving the fact of sounds not producing sounds.
104- 101 The Jaina theory is that the sound having been uttered travels bodily to the 

ear of the hearer. And the SdnJchya theory is that the sense being all-pervading travels 
to the region where the sound is produced.
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107-108, The travelling of sound, as proposed by tbe Jainu, is an 
imperceptible fact, as are also the materiality and tangibility (of sounds) 
the suppression of existing sounds, non-cognisability by the tactile sense 
(even in presence of its tangibility), and the existence of many subtile fac
tors (technically called, by the Jainas, '**Pudgala ” ).

10D. How can there be any production (of the final perceptible 
sound) by means of these (subtile factors), which are imperceptible (and 
as such incapable of producing perceptible entitles) ? And, from wtiat sort 
of diversity in the process of production would proceed the diversity of 
the I (Otters (appearing in the sound) ?

110-111. In the absence of fluidity in these (subtile factors), how can 
they be said to be mixed up (into a complete whole, in the shape of the 
sound) P And (even if such mixing up be admitted, as in the case of a 
lump of flour), how >s it that in the travelling (from the region where 
the sound is produced to that where it is heard), the sound is" cot dissi
pated (and blown away) by the air-currents ?— specially as these parts 
(».«,, the subtile factors making up the sound) are extremely light (being 
subtile) and are not bound together (into a composite whole) by any thing’
And just as a lump of clay is shattered (into fragments) by striking 
against trees, so would the sound also (be shattered into its imperceptible 
component fragments by its striking against trees, Ac., intervening in 
Us path, from the place of production to that of its cognition).

112-113. (If the sound be held to be a component whole, made up of 
pails, then) having entered into the Ear of one man, it could not be heard 
by others Nor is there any cause for the multiplicity of intervening 
sounds. Nor, lastly, iŝ  it possible, for one and the same (component 
sound) to travel on all sides (in order to be heard by different persons).

^ ven 1U accordance with the theory that it is the Auditory 
uense that moves (to the region where the sound is produced),— such (motion 
of the Auditory Sense) is not possible. And if (it be held that) it is the func
tion (or action of the Ear) that travels, then (in that case) it would mean 
the assumption of two imperceptible factors (since neither the function of 
the Ear nor the travelling of the function is perceptible). And further,

i" ’,TO6p,ikfe tMtB *m#  
n o t o r a  m ix in g  n p  h a v e  a  certa in  * * *

T h e  a ir -c u r r e n ts  blov a w a y  th e flour j b o  w o u ld  th e y  b lo w  aw ay th e so u n d  In M  
fr a g m e n t s ; h e n c e  it w ould  b e  im p o ssib le  fo r  a n y  so u n d  to bo h e a r d .

M M  A  m a te r ia l c o m p o n e n t o b je c t  h a v in g  en te re d  one ea r , w ill  rem ain  th e r e  in  its  
e n tire ly , a s  i t  is  n o t p o ssib le  fo r  su c h  an o b je c t  to  rem a in  in  more th a n  one place at o n e  
an d  th e s a m e  t im e , A n d  w o  h a v e  a o  g ro u n d s fo r  h o ld in g  th a t  w h e n  a  sou n d is  rod  
ed , m an y  so u n d s  fo llo w  in i t s  w a k e  and sp io a d  a ll rou n d d V^odao.
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(ir this theory) you would have a modification (of the Auditory Sense) by 
a distant object (viz,, the sound, which is always produced at a certain dis
tance from the Ear).,

114- 115. .Tf it be held that ( the Auditory Sense) gets (at the distant 
sound), on uccout o f  its all-pervading character,— then, this fact would 
apply equally well to the case of very distant sounds (and hence ad sounds 
would be heard equally well) ; and, as such, the modification or non-modi
fication (of the Auditory Sense) would be brought about by ail sounds 
equally, and not differently ( the difference, in our theory , being based upon 
the distance or the proximity of the sound produced).

115- 116. I f  it he held that the Auditory Sense is modified by those 
(sounds) that have no (particular) relation with i t ;  then, as shown above, 
non-relation being equal (in the case of sounds near and distant), there 
would be no speciality in the near sound (whereby guch sound would be 
heard, and not the one at a distance),

116- 117. And further, the function of the Auditory Sense, being im 
material, could not be intercepted by any material obstacles; and hence , 
wherefore should an intercepted sound not be hoard P

117- 119. I f  the modification wore to belong to the Auditory Sense 
(which the Sdnkhya holds to bo. all-pervading), then there would be no rea
son for any limit (as to the reach of its oogeition,—i.e,, it would cognise all 
sounds) ; nor would ft be possible for the function of the Auddory Sense to 
be urged mostly in the same direction as the wind (arid as such the greater 
reach of the sound in that direction would not be explicable) ; and it 
would be as possible for it to bo intercepted in that direction and to move, 
with greater facility, against the wind (which facts militate, against the 
fact of the greater audibility of sounds in the said direction ) • because, 
in that case, the help of the wind, belonging to the Auditory Sense, would 
not belong to tbe sound.

119- 120. Those who hold that the sound is cognised by the Auditory 
Sense, without coming in contact with it,— will have this non-contact 
applicable equally to the case of distant and near sounds (and hence there 
could be no difference in the hearing of these).

120- 121. And in that case, both in the case of distant and near sounds,

H3.1I* Now begins tbe refutation of tbe S d n k h ya  theory.
116.111 “  I n t e r c e p t e d  '* b y  o b s t a c le s ,  lik e  a  w a ll , &o.
1W.1*0 This Karika and the next meet tbe Baaddha theory that the Auditory Sense 

cognises tbe sound without coming in any sort of contact with it.
laojai g;nC0 ail sounds would be equal in having no contact, and as such equally 

cognisable.
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cognition or non-cognition would be equally possible. And there would 
bo no sequence, or intensity or lowness, &c., of sounds.

121- 122. Therefore, we must now enquire into the process of hear
ing, from the standpoint of the (Jroiriya (the Umftnmka). It is an un
doubted fact (of perception) that (in speaking) the internal Air, being 
struck by the mental effort (of the speaker) moves (out of the.mouth),

122- 123. And this (Air) requires (for going out of the throat) the 
Conjunction and disjunction of the. (tongue with the) palate, &o. And since 
the Air has a certain fore© (with -which it moves), it moves along so long as 
this initiatory force lasts.

123*124. And it is also certain that, in moving along, the Air and 
its constituent particles come in contact with, and are disjoined from, the 
still (calm) Air (through which it passes).

124- 125. Having reached the Ikilga (Space) in the Ear, the Air im
parts a certain faculty, or potency, to the Auditory Sense; and .since the 
sound is heard only when this (faculty) appears, therefore, ive admit of its 
existence in the shape of a change (Sanskara, produced in the Sense),— and 
this is the only imperceptible factor that wo assume.

125- 120, And this u faculty ” that wo assume, is like the faculty of 
producin'] (the sound, held by the other party); and it is nothing more than 
that* And similarly (he., as in the case of the opposite theory) we would 
assume particular faculties from the fact of the cognition of particular 
sounds.

126- 127. The production, of Words (and sounds) having been rejected,

ISt. 183 With this begins the expounding of the proper Mimilnmica theory—Cf. the fol
lowing KArikas of Panim—“ The soul having Cognised the objects produces in the mind 
a desire to speak; it strikes the (ire in the body * and this fire moves the air inside; this 
o '” moving up strikes tho head (brain ?) and returns to tSie month, and there brings 
forth the Word.”  Such is the production of the sound of the word ; t his sound strikes 
the outer air wit It a certain force; and so far as this force lasts in the outer air, up to that 
place, and tilt that time, the word is heard. It is shown in the Kdriki that every item of 
this theory is amenable to perception, the only anparsensuous element being that of the 
change prod need in the Ear by the sound. Whenever the ordinary Air is struck by 
anything it moves ; and so it must be wich the Air in tho body.

MfcJS* And sinco it comes in contact with the calm A ir ail rOand, therefore It is quite 
possible for the sound to bo disseminated, and spread along,.on all sides of its source.

126.188 They too as same the appearance of a faculty in the ear, like us. They 
make the faculty productive of the sound, while we only hold it to be capable of mak
ing the ear cognise the sound, So the fact of assuming an imperceptible faculty is com
mon to both of us.

128.121 The production of sounds is rejected under the Sutra “ Dun-anasya parar- 
ihatviit." (I-i-18).
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— since the process of hearing them is not otherwise explicable,— we assume 
the (imperceptible) fact of specific changes being produced (in the Auditory 
Sense) by the sounds.

127- 128. That wInch proves the existence of such a facul ty of sounds 
(producing the changes) is the fact of (the change) appearing only when 
that faculty exists ;— just as in the case of the faculty of the Auditory 
Souse (which Isproved by ttmfact of hearing appearing only when the faculty 
exists). And the intellect (that was engaged in the assumption, or explana
tion, of the production of the change) is taken up by the same (i.c., by  
the assumption of the faculty of sounds to bring about the changes) .

128- 130. The interception caused, by a W all, &c., is quite possible, in 
the case of the Air. And the striking against the tympanum (of which we are 
at times cognisant) is due to the great force of the Air-current. And since 
the A ir has its own intensity, as well as that of its velocity, perishable,—  
and since it. moves along in a certain order of sequence,— therefore, it 
comes to be the solo cause of the change (in the Auditory Sense) of the 
order of sequence (i n the hearing of the sound), as also of the intensity and 
lowness, Ac. (of the sound).

180-132. It  is this “ modification ” (of the Auditory Sense) as the 
means of the comprehension of sounds, that some people, (Bhartj-mitra, 
A c,), thinking themselves to be learned, hold to be the u Auditory Sense 5' 
itself. But this is only a changing of (or play upon) names!f and yet 
they feel elated in their own minds (at having discovered a new theory) ; 
whereas this pride is only false, inasmuch as they have not discovered 
anything new.

132-133. The Rhashja too, has not mentioned the “ Auditory Sense ” 
to be anything other than a change produced by the sounds. Beyond 
this, what else have they found to be indicated by the word “ Auditory 
Sense ’* (that they seek to improve upon the BMtshya)?

183-135. People always use the word “  Sanshdra” ( “ modification ” }

« Intellect, &o,M when we enquire into the production of this change, we are 
satisfied by the assumption of snob a faculty in the sounds uttered,

W-lSo By “ E tc.”  are meant the facts of the sound being heard near and not at a 
distance, the fact of its greater reach in the same direction as the wind, its diffusion 
on all sides (caused by the current of Air passing on all sides).

ISO.iaS They hold the Modification to be the Sense. They admit of the Modification 
and the Sense both ; bat change their names.

188.183 The only difference between our statement of the fact and theirs is, that 
they call the “ faculty”  itself the ‘ ‘ Auditory Sensei” while we apply this name to an 
Entity (a sense-organ) endowed with this faculty. And that the latter fact is true 
is proved by our every-day experience.

<*>; ■ <sl
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as a generic name applicable (in common) to all entities belonging to the 
same class (of “  superseusmoue entities,” to which the aforesaid faculty 
of the Auditory Sense belongs),— the existence of which entities is infer
red from their effects. But the word “ (frotra”  (Auditory Sense) is not 
known (by people) to have any connection with the denotation of the word 
“  Samkara; and as such, the word “  Auditory-Sense” cannot renounce 
its own specific denotation (known to every person), and denote the 
“ Banskdra” (which is always known to be only a generic entity).

(135-136).— The author of the BhBshya has laid down, in the begin
ning, the “  uon-optionality ” of the denotations of words. And this (rule) 
would he surely violated by those (who optionally, without any grounds) 
attribute the word “  Crotra ” to the Samkftra.

136- 137. The word u (firotra, ” is known, by all mon, to apply to 
to something other than the Banskdra. And hence (by asserting it to 
mean Banskdra) we would separate the word u Crotra ”  from its well- 
known signification, without any reason.

137- 138. It is established, on the ground of Scriptures, that the Sense- 
organs accrue to the man, while he is yet in the womb) and this shows that 
they exist even prior to the appearance of their effects (cognitions). And 
this (Scriptural Assertion) is violated (by the theory that the Auditory 
Senseis identical With SanskHra).

J38-139. And further, the relation of the word with the meaning, 
cannot, in any way, be created (anew) by us. If the Auditory Sense be held 
to l/o momentary (as it necessarily must be, if it be held to be identical 
with Banskdra, which is only momentary),— then the relation of tin's (word 
“ Crotra” ) with its meaning (Banskdra, which is produced by sounds, and 
as such a caused entity), could not but be such as is created by ns (and as 
such non-eternal). (Arid this would go against the theory of the ehernality 
of the relation of Words with their meanings, as held by all the Mirn&nsa* 
kas.)

139-140, I f  i be urged that “ the same would be the caae with the word 
* Sa.nsk.ar a* (which is admitted by the MimSnsaka to denote BanskSras, 
that are momentary and non-eternal),”— then (we reply that) other 
Sanskdras remain (even when one SanskS. • has been destroyed; and we 
hold the denotation of the word “ Banskdra ” to apply to the class “  Bans- 
Mra,”  which is eternal). (Apart from the class)  however, there are 
some individual Sanskdras (as those or the Yogi) that continue for hundreds 
of years. Hence, the relation of the word “ Banskdra ” with the Banskdra 
(considered either as a class, or as an individual) can never be destroyed.

I8IJ83 "  Violated '’—because the Sanskara is concomitant with the cognition of the 
word; hut them is no such cognition in the womb; while the Qruti declares that the 
senses accrue to the child ia the 5th month after conception.
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140-141, Then again, the wor<I “ Crofm /’---prior to the ( production 
of the) Qmsk&ra, as also after it ~»is always known to apply to an object 
located in a certain place (part of the body, vizT} the Ear).

M 2, And we can hold tlje. continuance (permanence) of the ‘ ‘ Audi
tory Sense ” on the ground of its being a sense, like the “  Tactile Sense,”
&g. And hence it cannot he said to be momentarily created (and as such 
.cannot be identical with a “ r«,” that is created and destroyed
at every moment)..

143, If by contact with sound, the “ Auditory” Sense were to be 
produced (as hold by those who bold the sen: e to be identical with Sans- 
kftra, which is produced by the sound),— then how i«L it that it is not 
found (to bo produced) in the case of the deaf person ?

144. Because that which does not exist in a person, is naturally 
capable of being produced,--’tborefox’o, the “ Auditory Sense, which is 
wanted (for the cognition of sounds), would bo produced, even for the deaf 
(which is impossible).

145- 146. If it be urged that “ the same contingency would apply to 
the theory of SansUra (being produced by the sound)," — (then we reply 
that), the SamhBra cannot be produced in the Sense which has been 
destroyed (or deranged, as it is in the deaf). Sounds are unable to pro
duce any changes (Smn M ra) in the “ Auditory Sense (of the deaf) 
which is covered over by derangements. But if it be bold that it is the 
Sense (of audition) itself, which (being identical with Sansblra) is pro
duced (by sounds), then, in that case, there could be no obstruction (to 
the production of the Auditory Sense, even in deaf persons).

146- 147. Those (Vai?eshilai$) who hold the Senses to be material

uo.ui -t hi A anticipates the following argument : The lino of argument that the Mi- 
mdnsaka follows with regard bo the signification of Sanslctim by the word “  Samkdra,” 
would also apply to the esse of the signification of Samihini by the word “ (JTotra.”
The sense of the Karxka is that this is not possible, inasmuch ns Sanalcara is held to be 
signified by the word “ Banskara,** simply because, apart from the Samkara this word 
is found to have no meaning. In the case of the word “ Qrotra ’ ' on the other hand, 
even prior to, and after the SatisJctfra has appeared and disappeared, it is found to 
denote the Ear in the body ; therefore th word “ Qrotra” cannot bn accepted to denote 
ftanskiras.

• The Ear of the deaf comes in contaet with the sound; and this contact, produc
ing his Auditory Sense, would wake the sound heard by him

l*4 It cannot ba urged that the deaf does noi> have th© Sense, beoause he has not 
got it. Because it is only that which one has not got which can bo produced by ade
quate causes.

146.146 The souse of this objection is that if th© c o g n itio n  of Bound ho due to  

Sanskara, it would be produced for the deaf also, and h« would also hear pounds.
H6.141 T h e  w o r d  “ Sanskcras,” a s  a p p lie d  to th© case o f  th e  A u d it o r y  Sense (a  w e ll-  

known o b je c t) , m e a n s  th e  c a p a b ility  o f  th e  Sense to  b r in g  a b o u t an  e ffe c t  in  th e  sh ap e  o f
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(each Sense belonging fco a particular material substance) hold a certain 
part of AjfcdjU* to be the Sense of Audition. And how would you (who hold 
that the Sense is produced by the sound) reject the fact of the existence of 
this (part of AkSga, as the Auditory Sense), even prior to the (production 
of the) sound ?

147 148. The capability, of a certain well-known object, to bring 
about a certain effect,— which (capability) is brought about by other 
agencies,— is what is known to be denoted by the word “ Sans'kSra ” ; and 
on what grounds would yon reject the fact of this denotation ?

148- 149. The mero denial (without any reasons) of facts ordinarily 
well-known, and supported by the Scriptures, is a profitless waste of labour 
(lit., useless shedding of perspiration),— like the (dog’s) chewing of the 
cows’ horns (which does uot give it any food, and is mere waste of labour).

149- 150. If it. be absolutely necessary to deny the assertion of the 
Naiy&yilm (as to a certain part of AkSga being the Auditory Sense),— then 
you must seek to establish the fact of space ( “ IHk ” ) being the Sense of 
Audition, on the ground of its being laid down in the Veda,.

150- 152. “  The Auditory Sense returns to the Quarters (i.e., to Space)”
— such is the assertion of the Veda, in the chapter on “ Dissolutions” 
(where it is assen ted that the various Senses return to the various material 
substances). And this assertion im plies that the Sense returns to its primary 
condition (Space). Just as, with regard to the “ Sense of Vision,” we have 
the passage “  the Sense of Vision returns to the Sun,” which moans that 
the primary condition of the Sense of Vision is Fire (or Light),— eg* exactly 
in the same manner (the passage declaring the return of the Sense of Audi
tion to Space means that) the Sense of Audition is constituted by Space 
■(which is its primary condition).

152*153. Space is all-pervading and one, and extends as far as the 
AkSga; and when this (Space) is limited within the region of the ear 
(in the body), it becomes the “ Auditory Sense,” — just as Akaga is held to 
be (by the VaifSshikas).

153- 154. And the arguments,—-that the VaigBshika can urge in favour 
of the theory that the Auditory Sense is a part of Akaga,— will all apply 
equally well to our theory that the Auditory Sense is a part of Space.
The only difference is that our theory is supported by the Veda (while 
the* VaigSshika theory is opposed to it).

154- 155. Therefore the “ Auditory Sense ” must be held to be that

the cognition of sounds; and this capability is due to the Bound-waves in the air striking 
them. This is known to ail men. And on what grounds do you seek to deny the fact of 
such signification of the word “ Sanskdm ”  r

16S.1E4 The character of Space is much the same as that of AkSga.
IM-H6 “ Changed,” i.e., the Samkara produced by the sound belongs to the part of

55
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part of ilio substance “  Space,”  which ia influenced by the virtuous and 
vicious deeds (of the person to whom the Sense belongs), and which (under 
this influence) comes to be limited within the hole of the Ear (in the man’s 
body). And it is this (part of Space, as constituting the Auditory Sense) 
that is changed (by the sounds striking it).

155-156. Thus, then, the fact of the Sound’ (Word.) not persisting 
(confining to exist) is due to (the absence of) other th in gs; and thus the 
argument (in Sutra 7) is inconclusive. If it be taken to declare the fact 
of the non-continuance of the cognition of the W ord, then we have snch 
non continuance (of cognition) even in the case of the Afcapa (contained in 
the W ell which has) disappeared (i.e.. been covered up by the filling* up 
of the well) (and hence the argument becomes doubtful).

157- 158. Nor can destructibility belong to a substance ( like Ahdga) 
which does not consist of (is not caused by) another substance, ff it be 
urged that “  in the oase of AJeSga we have an inferential argument which 
proves its continued existence (even in the case of the filling up of the 
W e ll) ,”  — then (we reply that), in the case of the W ord too, we have an 
Inference (based upon the fact of its being recognised to be the same as 
the one heard before, which proves that the same Word continued to exist 
all along).

158- 159. On account of the use of the word u K aroti”  (“ does,” with 
regard to W ords), it has been asserted (in Sutra 9)— that the word is a caused

from which one infers the fact of words being caused,—then (we reply that) the mere 
Space as constituting the Sense of Audition, and renders it capable of cognising the 
sound.

166 This recapitulates the arguments that have been urged against the Sutra 
n Asthandt ,> (I —i-—7).

The non-oontinnance of the Word is due to the fact of the non-continuance of the 
object signified by the Word, and not to the destruction of the Word. And as for the 
non-continuance of the cognition of the Word, this cannot bo any ground for asserting 
the Word to be caused, and non-eternal, Because if this be accepted to he sufficient 
ground for such conclusion,—then that would apply also to A k d q a , which is known to be 
caused and eternal. And hence, the argument becomes doubtful.

151.IBS With this begins the consideration of the fourteenth Sutra, which meets the 
argument urged in the Sutra “ *K a ro tifa b cld t ” (I— i—8).

The word ‘ K a r o t i "  properly signifies the production of something that did not 
exist before. But this is not applicable to words; because even when we have the asser
tion “ Q a b d a n k u r u  ”  the word has existed, before the assertion, and the utterance of the 
word by the person directed ; and as the word existed already, the person cannot be said 
to produce something that did not exist beforehand. And hence your argument fails.

If it be urged that it is not on the basis of such production that we assert the fact of 
words being caused.; but it is on the fact of people making such assertion as “ q a b d a A k u r u ,”



<SL• yy^ m y' ■ ■ ■

APHORISMS VI TO XXIII— lilTERNAU'IT OF WOKUS. 435

entity, But the proper meaning of the word ( u K aroti") is not applicable 
(to the case of Words). If the mere assertion ( “ Cal dam kuno ” )  be -said 
to bo (the ground for holding words £o be caused), then the argument 
becomes contradictory (not proving the desired conclusion),— for those who 
hold (the W ord) to be caused (produced) by the action of that person 
(who is directed as “ Gabdam huru” ). Because we meet with such asser
tions (or directions) even in the case of “  eowdung,” &e,, which are not pro
duced by the person directed.

159- 160. If it be urged that, the cowdurg is certainly a caused entity 
anyway,”— ( we reply that) wo also come across with such assertions as 
**Hkcipam horn"  ( “ produce emptiness").

160- 162, If it be urged that “ the Ak&$a,— being only a removal 
(Negation) of covering (and this being brought about by the action of the re
moval),— is also a caused entity,” then (we reply that) even to the Baud- 
dha (who holds all things to be momentary and non-eternal), a negation, 
being self-sufficient, is never produced. The effect of the action (of digging 
a well, in accordance with the direction “ produce emptiness (d/edfu) here,” 
is the removal of the Earth (filling up the space) to some other place (and 
not the production o f Akftga), And the Afcdga, being a negation of covering 
(granting this theory for once) continues ever permanent.

162- 163. If it be urged that, “ since there can be no production of an 
eternal thing (like Akctga), therefore this assertion ( “ produce Akaga ' )  is 
cither wrong or figurative,” — then, we could have the same explanation with 
regard to the assertion (“ produce words”) with regard to the Word also.

163- 165. Tb at which is the East of the people of Sa trash fra, is the South 
of the Malavas, and the East of these (Malavas) is the North of those (Saurasli-

faefc ol such assertion cannot prove your theory, because this assertion cannot prove that 
the person (directed) produces the Word; because we meet with such directions as 

Oomayankuru,” { = collect eowdung)} though the eowdung is not produced by the per* 
son addressed.

169.130 « Somehow or other ” — i.e., whether it be produced by the cow or by some
thing else.

If the instance of the eowdung will nob do, we have such assertions even with rei 
gard to such an eternal and uncaused entity as the Ahity.

130.168 i f  Akdga be only a negative entity (removal of covering),—it is all the more 
eternal. Because even the Bauddha does not hold negations to be nou-etornal.

The direction “ produce Alcana hove ” — dig out the Earth from this place.
MVIW The sense of the objection is that Akaqa is eternal. Therefore such assertions 

caunotapply to it; the senso of the reply is that the word is also known to be eternal 
from the fact of its being recognised (to be the same at different times) j and as such this 
too being eternal, the assertion of production with regard to it must also be either wrong 
or figurative.

183.166 With this begins the explanation of Sutra 15 : “ The simultaneity ( J the
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