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25-25, If there ever was an absolate destruction of the San"l, hhmz wo
eould have the disappeavance of the actions performed, and bhe dppearance
of those not perfor:med by it. These, however, do not apply ; if there be
only a change in ita condition, as from childhood toyoubh, &c., we find
peoplo performing or avoiding actions in this life according as they think
them to he productive, respectively, of vither good ovevil, atisome other
stage of his lifo. In fact in the case of no action do we find the result
tollowing at the same stage of the person's life as at which it was pers /
formed, And since the Soul i8 not ntterly destroyed, therefove people do'
not take the enjoyer (of results) to be other than the doer {of acbmn,s)
(even though there is necessarily a change in his condition).

26. According to my theory the Person (4.2, the Soul), while pa.ﬁsmg
through the diffevent conditions of pleasure, pain, &e., mever, for once,
velinguishes his eharacter of an Intelligent substautial Entity,

27, 1t modification (change of condition) were identical swith total
destruction, then, when a man in trouble wotld regain happiness, he 'would
either lose nll thoge (character of Iutelhgence &o.), or onnﬁmue ina sla.ba oi'* '
trouble (simultaneously with that of pleasnve). 1 oy

28. Therefore an entire dontinuance or an entive cessation of a.llrth
traits of the Person (w;th the vhanga in condition) being both 1mpoamb"

SR o
What we objeet to, in the case of the Houl, is the assertion of ita deat.ructaou. For

certainly, the fluctnations in the gurface of the sea do not bring about ita destruetion ;
and liko the sea, the Soul can never be destroyed, notwithstunding the endless
momentary transformations that it undergoes,

.96 Tf the Saul were destroyed ab denth, the offects, acorning’to one in the next
birth, of aotions performed in the previons birth, would be scorning to one who'bnas
not performed the actions ; as the performing Sonl will bave been dead along with the
performing body. Bub we hold that Death means only & ¢change in the state of the Soul ;
juast like the ghanges from childboeod towouth, from youth to old dge. And certainly
there is no gaindaying the fach that the person thab performed the action (say of
learning the alphabet) in his childhood is tia same that is utilising it in bis yonth.
In fact all effects of one’s deeds affect himx at o period ¢f Jife nther than. that -at whish
-precisely the deeds are dono; as the state of tho person is nndergnmg momentary
changes,

8 Duoring the varions stages thnt the Houl passes thmagh, it all along remaing
s intelligent and substantial enbity. That is to say, its ivhorent character romains
the same.  And mere changes in extraneous condition canuot moan destruction,

M 4 0r continue, §e’~That is 10 say, in order o keep np/thecharsetor of the
Intelligent, §'¢c., it wonld be necessary for it to keep to the same mnd:bxon of pnm :
‘ag change of condition wonld, for you, mean total destruction.

# When a serpent has been lying coiled up in a eiveular form, and bhnn resumes
its natural form by nuncoiling itself, ~we have the character of ‘Snake’ pervading all
along, in both conditions; though the position has been changed, In the same
manuner, iu the onse of ‘a person who has been experiencing tranblous times, if his
state changes’and he becomes happy aud contented, the character of the Person=—
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we must hold that there is ligth partial continnance (ag of the permanent
characters of Intelligonce, &e.), and partial cessation (as of the éphomeral
state of pleasure or pain), like the serpent in the different pnaltxona of a
circle, &o, |

29, And the ehura,oter of the doer a.nd hhat. of the enjoyer do not
belong to the conditions (of the Person’s life), but fc¢ the Person who is
the substrate of all the different s!'.a,tes, hence it ie always the doer that
enjoys the result of the action.

30. And as a mabter of fact, on hhe appearance of a new condltwn
(of life), the former condition does not become totally destroyed; but
heing in keeping with the mew condition, it merges into the common
chavacter of the Self (Intelligence, &c.)

31, It is only the Individual conditions that are coniradictory to one
another. Over all of them, however, cqually perva.ﬂea the common
character of the Soul (Intelligence, dc.)

+82-33, In the theory of the non-gxistence (d.e., non-eternahty) of the
Soul, however, the person performing anaction, would know beforehand that
“I myself (s.6.;; my Soul, that performs the action at this moment)
having been destroyed (the next moment), either its resuls would not appear
at all, or, if it appears ab all, it would affeet some otber soul than mine ;"
and hence he could never be tempted to perform any action ; and as guch
the Veda would lose all its efficiont trustworthiness.

- 833-834. Even if the upholders of pare Idea alone (the Bauddha
Idealists) were to admit of another birth (for the same personality), they
counld not but have the enjoyer (of the results of action) different from the
performer (of the action itself),~~becanse they hold the Ideas to be’
momentary (i.e., one idea does not exist for more than one moment) ; and
farther, becanse, being devoid of 'action and ommipreseuce, one and the
same Idea could wot reside in any other body (than the present one; and
hence the *“ Idea” that would perform the action in this life, conld not
exist in aunother body, in the next birth, at the time of the enjoyment of
the results of that action).

85. Obj.: *“Woe hold that tho ‘Series” (of Ideas) that performs the
actions would also be the enjoyer (of the results) ; and we could explain the

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

2 If the said oharacters belonged to the state of life, then inmstiuch ag the
person’s condition ab the time of the performance of the action would not eontinue till
the timae of the enjoyment of ite reanld, the enjoyer could nob be held to be the same
as the doer. According to our view, however, the common character of the Person,
Intelligence, pevsists throughout his life ; and ag such, the Person remaining the game,
the' enjoyer would alwaye be the same ag the dver, y

88 Thig series is eternal, as well as omuipresent,
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difference among the moments of Ideas in tha same way as you hswa i
plained the difference of conditions (of the Soul).”

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

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

38.  Aud (even if a doer were possible) he would be totally different
from the enjoyer (which for yon 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 nover performed the action. And we do not nrge against
you the fault of the disappearance of the result for one who has performed
the action; becanso (in accordance with your theory) there is none who
can perform the action (and as such this latter fanlt does not apply to--
yon ).

30. Oun the other hand, if the Series be held fo be identical (With the
individaal Ideas), then the mention of the word “ Series” would come
to be only avother expression for the same individual Ideas ; and tho objec-
tions against such a course have already heen stated above. And farbher,
the Series being itsclf a nonentity, could never get at the position of the'
performer of actions,

40. 1If the Series be momentary, then you have the same objections.
IE it be rvogarded as not momentaxry, then that wounld 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 ot).

81 Becauso it is necegsary for the Doer to exist all along, from the commencement
of the action to its end. No such continnance would be possible for momentary
wdeas, 1

83 “ There s none who can perform,” &e~~As shown in Kiriki 37,

89 © Nonentity.”—Inssmnch ag all individual ideas are being momentmly des.
troyed, the series comprising these cannot hut be a negative entity.

40 Y Same objection,”—I.e., the impossibility of any one doer for an action last.ing
for any length of time,

“ A new substance,”—And thas, too, it would be an abandonment of your theory
that Ideas are the only entities, which you hold to be momentary. Then, if the sorics
were to be non-momentary, it will have (o be accepted as something other than the
Ideas themselves.
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4d, 1f the Bevics be one, and yet non-different from the individnal
Ideas, then we would have their identity as well as dxﬁarence, as in the
oase of the cogniser and the cognised. -

42. Therefore the Series must differ, either entu'ely or parhally,
(from the Individual Tdeas); and thus-this series wonld c¢ome to be the
game thing as the Sounl (held by the Vaipéshikas and the Sankhyas),

4344 We could not have the notion that the “ Servies' (that enjoys
the result) is the same (that performed the action), unless there be an
identity (between the two). As for instance, in the case of the Series of
Air, Lamp, &o., the genuine character of the Air, &c., continues the same.
And a notion of identity, ag (vetween the ¢ Sevies ) based on the fact of
both of them having the genuine character of Gognition," has been seb
aside in the chapter on * Qényavada.” (Thus then, in accordance with
your theory, the enmjoyer cannot be the same as the performer). And we
have also set aside (in the chapter on Nuralambanavado) your theory of
“ Impressions,” which yon hold to hbe left upon the wind by the actiong
we perform, for the purpose of bringing about their results.

45. And no mind (or Idea) can, in accordance with youwr theory of
Universal Momentarviness, continue for any such time as you hold the
Impressions to subsist,  And forther, since your “ Series” is a nonentity,
it can in no way be “impressed ” npon 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

4L ¥ Clase of the Cogniser and the Cognised.”—1t has boen shown above, under
Qanyavada, that it the Cogniser and the Cognised were both identical with Idea, then
we would have differences in the Idea itself; inssmuch as, in that case, it would be
identionl with two different things;and along with this we would have an identity of
the Cogniser with the Cognised. Tn the sawic manner, the Series being identical with
the Individual Idaan, all these Tdeus wonld become identical; and at the same time we
would have a differonce in the sovics itself, ag this wonld be identical with different
individuals.

4 The Vaigéshika holds that the Soul is an intelligont entity, different from the
Cognitions.

¥.4% You oannot explain how the series is identical 1 and hence you ca.unof, prove
that the Eujoyer of the Result is the same us the Performer of the Action.

Having in the above manner proved the enjoyments of Results, the Banddha
has racourse to the * Impression” theory. He holds that Actiona, being momen-
tarily fleeting, can never keep ou till the day of its final fruition. The sense of
the Kariki is that this loophole also is barred against you; ag it has alrendy been
shown to be nntenable, under * Nirglambanavada,”

% You hold that the Tmpression continucs from the time that the Aotion is per-
formed to that of its fruition. Bab insswiuch as no mind conld continue for such
time, whereiu could the Impression exist ?

#% This refers to the following theory: * Though ro siugle Impression can lagh
more than one moment, yet, the Impresgion produced by the Action in one Idea, will
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one after the other)-+then too, thére: bemg no tidentity bat.weau the
enjoying Idoa (and the performing Iden), yon would be clesrly open to the
faults of the disappeavance of the resnlt for ome who has' performed the
action, aud an appearance of it for one who hns not performed it,

47,  And further, it will be extremely difficult for you to prove any dif-
ference (of this enjoying Idea) from those brought about by other Series, on
the ground of canse and effect. Nor would that vemove the objections of these
(disappearance of the result fov one who has perforined the action, &e., &e.)

48.  If, even in the absence of any such cansal relation; you were to
prove (the identity between the enjoying Idea and the pevforming Idea)
in some other manner;—then, all other grounds (of identity) that you
can bring forward-—such' as the facts of theiv residing inithe same Harth,
having the common chavacter of “ldea,” and so.forth=<would belong
equally to all Tdeas (and as such would esbabhsh an 1deznt1ty, not on!y'
betwoen these two Ideas, but among =1l Ideas).

49. In fact, even an idea of sameness (as in the aﬂmeness of the earth,
&e.), is not poseible, withount the: continnance of one entity for some time
(and as sach it ismot pnasible for you, who hold all entities to last only one
moment). Therefora it is wrong to assert that the ¢ Series ! (that eu;o_ys) :
belongs to the samo * Person " (Idea) that performed the aotion, - i

produce another like itself in the next Tdea, and 80 on nad on, till the time of t.he foal
fruition ; and it is the last of this sories of Ideas, which is to be accepted as the
Enjoyor of the Reault.™ The sonse of the objection to this is that, even then, the
Idea enjoying the Result would nob be the same that performed the setien.

41 Tfan [dew be held to be tha Bnjoyer, aven in the absence of any identity between
this Idea and that which performed the agtion leading to that Resnlty—then, any and
every Idea could bo held io be such an enjoyer. If you agsert bhat, ‘ the capability
of an Tdea to enjoy is regulated by the relation of canse and effect, and as such no stray
ldea could be the Enjoyer,’—then, in that oaso, in accordance with your theory of
Momentary coistence, no snoh cansal relationship would be possible~as we have
already shown under the section on ‘Nirdlambanavida, Hven if such a relationship
were possible, it coald not save yon from the objegtion of  disappearance, &o.!

#3 Any other réasons that yom will bring Torward will be found to apply to all
Ideas ; and as such they conld nob prove the identity of the performing with the enjoy-
ing Iden alone.

49 Iy order to avoid the objection of t-he Disappearance of l;ha Result. for oue
who has performed the Action, &o., &o.," the Bauddha bag aaserbad that what enjoys
the Result of the Action iy the ™ Saries” continnons with tho Idea that porforiaed the
Action, and as such the enjoyer wonld be the same as the Performer. Bub the Enjoyer
eannot be the same ns the Performer, unless hoth of them had & common sabstrate,
which would gontinue from the time of performance to that of the sppearance ofits Result.
As amatter of faci, however, no such continnance is possible for the Bauddha who holds
all things to have only a momentary esistenco; and hence he cannch reawnably hold
the enjoyer to be the sanie as the Performer, and as such e can never scape from

the objection in question,
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50. Becouse the words ‘‘that"—“which ' (when used together) can-
nob apply to diffevent objeets, therefore even the npholder of the theory
of the ‘“ Series "' of Ideas, must admit of a single permansnt positive entity
(like our “Soul,” that eould pervade over, and be the substrate of, the
Idea performing the aclion, and the Ides enjoying the vesult).

51-52. . Obj.: “.Just as the father is tempted to perform actions for the
accomplishment of certain results for his son, though he knows the son to
be other than himsolf,~~s0, in the same manner wonld the individual 1deas
(be led to the performance of actions, éven though the results wonld be
enjoyed by other Ideas). And jnst ag the children of our people, though
being as diffevent from the performing person as the son of this latter,
yet do not obtain the resalts of that action,~sgo, in the same manner, the
Tdeas appearing in one Series (would not enjoy the results of the action
performed by an Idea sippearing in another ¢ Series ’).” ol _

63, Reply: But weare not vognisant of any such (disinfercsted per-
formance of an action by one Idea, for the sake of another Iden obtaining the
vesults), As for the father, e is led to support (and improve) his son
in the hape of ' fulfilling & cevtain end of hiy own (support in old age).
There can be no such motive in your caso (because the performing Tdea
is destroyed in & moment, and as such cannot hope to e in an ¥y way bene-
fited by the resnlts acerning to another Idea). :

54. People do not suppoxt their sons, &e., with any other end in view.
And cortainly, that (gerson or idea) which is destroyed connot obtain any
benefit from sapporting its own line or series. : :

55-56. One,—who, in accordance with the same instance of the father,
dre., nsserts the existence of another result (to distingmish the performs-

& There is no other menns of getting rid of the aforesaid vhjections, And if
snch a single pervading entity be admitied, it wounld be none ether than whit we call
“Qoull | :

S5 f Series " =TFamily; “Idea performing t.helt' Action ” =the Father; * Idea ex-
periencing the Resnlt” = the 8on; and ™ Ideas appearing in other series” = children
of other families, .

85,80 Says the Banddha: *¢ Apart from the final result of the Action, which may not
appertain ‘o the Porforming Idea, there is another result in the shupe of the enjoymant
by one member of the series of the result bronghe about by benefiting another, . \1f & father
bonelits a son, in order that the son may impart & benefit on the other son (fii, when
the father exhorta the one not to boab the uther), ho has a certain end-in view, thongh
the Result may nob accrue to himsalf, In the same manuer, the only end in view
of the Performing Idea wmay be the benefiting of another Iden which wonld bring
aboat the fulfilment ¢f some pnrpose of another Idea; though the resnit may uot
accrns to the Performing Idea ibself.” [This theory, however, is not quite tenable ;
becanse what could be the motive of thesecond Idea in benefiting the third? 1f yon
make its end consist in the mutual benéfib accorded to oné another, then, such an assump.
tion wonld go on without end ; and the ouly possible resting:ground would be the
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ing Iden), bronght about by the benefit of one member (i.e, Idea of the
same Series s the performing Idea), and enjoyed by another member (Iden,
of the same series),~could have no vesting ground, apart from the evjoy-
ment of the result by the fivst (pervforming) Iden itself. = Nor do you accept
any subsequent individual Idea to be oxactly like the performing Idea (and
as such thinking the result to' be one following from its own action). |
57. The grester the distance of the appearance of the result, the
greater its liability to destrmotion, on accomnt of the greater interval
(between the performance of the action and the appearance of tlre
result), ; VB g N
58, The bringing up of children that we come across among animals,
may be held fo be due to their ignorance, bat the action of knowing intel:
ligent men cannot possibly be so. USSR 52 I B .
59. It is not possible for the Ideas to transfer themselyes into ano-
ther body (at ve-birth ; ef. K. 84); inasmuch as we are not cognisaut
of their oxit from the present body. e ' S
60-61. 'The flame de., move from one place to another, only when
they ave blown upon by the wind; wherens there is nothing that could
move an Idea from the body in which it hos appeared (which is its canse).
Being immaterial (formless); the Idea could not by itself move from
one place to anotlier, And for the same reason (of immateriality) it is ot
possible for the Idea to move aboub even while the Body is living.

enjoyment of the Result by the Performing Idea itself, This, however, will not be
possible for you; as you cannof, consistently with your own theory, admit the con -
tinnance of the Porforming Iden from the time of the performance of the Action to
that of its Fenition ; nor can you ngvept the existence of any other subgeqnent idea
that oonld consider itself ideatical with the Performing Idea, aud thereby consider
the result to have follosed from its own Action; as all subasquent Ideas are equally
different from the original performing Idea; and the only entity that could point to
any such identity would be the positive oue of the elass * Idea,” which wonld not he very
acceptable to you, ' Bk ;

7 Tho Performer van think the resalt to be his ows, ouly if it follow contignonsly
with himself. If, however, the Result be removed from him, then, the greater the
degree of the removal, the more will be the chance of his ceasing to think it his
own ; and ag such there wonld be all the less connection between the Performer and
the Result. | .

B9 Intelligent persons are led toaction, only by the iden of the Action being eapabla
of leading to a desirable end; and this has been  shown to be impossible for the
Banddha. ' i R

59 ‘I'his ia not possible becanse of the immateriality of Ideas, 16 is only a material
entity that can eithor transfer itself, or he transferred, from one body to another.

80-8L Kiyen when the body is living, any motion of Ideas is not possible. Becanse
if the Tden were xanterial sod moyeable, them, it wonld very often lose connection with
the Body ; as both are movesble, and both would not be always moving together. And
this severence 6f connection might oce sionally make the body non-intelligent, :
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IAn infermediate (subtle) Body has been ra;ected by V’mdhya-

vﬁam We too find no proofs of its existence.
63.  That the gubtle body, endowed with all sovbs of subtle forms, &c.,-

ig guddenly bmughe into existence (at daath), and ag suddan]y dwappaars

(ab re-birth), is only an imaginary assertion.

64. Bven if such a body existed, there ave no grounds for believing
in the movement (i, entrance) of Ideas info it And cnnsequenﬂy the
assumption of the Ideas belng thrown mto the next body is alao grbmld-

Toss.
65. To a.sserds that the Tdeas oxist in tha embryo 18 & sheer piece
of racklessness. Sinee no sense-organs have been produced in the embryo,-

no objects can be cognised (by It).
66. And of an Tdea (or Oogmtmn), we do not lmow of any other form

than that of a cognition of objects. Tt is for ‘this reason’ that no cognition
is possible in u coma (even though the senses contmua to' exmt) AN

8 Yome people hnld that, the Ideaq acqmratl by man dnriug the present, hfe are
tmnaferred to him at his future Tyicth's and in the mberva.l the Ideas continue to oxish
in a subtle Linga QMZm, which lies encaged in the Body during life, and becomes dis-
engaged from it ab death, to ‘occupy the nesxt physicel body of the Person. And

- inasmuoch as this gubtle Body s the seat of Ideas, these latter can be easily tranamitbed
from one body to another. The Kirikd ssys that it has heen shown by dehynvamn
that such a subtle Body has no existence at all.

8 Tnasmuch as there is no cause for ita sudden appearange, and as sudden die-
eppearance, the ata.bement must be regarded as a figurative exaggoration and not a
statoment of faots, Becanse there is no Body ap&rb from tho ﬁve elemonts ; and any
Body composed of these cannot ba subtle, '

% The Ideas being immaterial caunot entor into the subtle Body ; and for thid
reason fhey cannot bo travsmitted to any other Body.

86 If the Ideas of one Body were to be transmitted to auother, then, the embryo
would be alrea:‘ly possessad of the Idens of the previons life; as a matter of fact, however,
the embryo cognisés no ohjects ; and in the absence of the objects of cognition, there
can be no reason for asserting the pragence of the Cognition or the Ides itself, It
might ba asked—“How is it thabt yoar eternally intelligent Soul does not cognise
objects in the embryonio state ?” The reply to this is that, though onr Soul is eter-
nstly mbelhgent, yet for nctual cognitions, it etands in need of snch mccessories as the
organg of gense, &o,, end inagmuch as these do not appear in the embryonic state, the
Boul ig unable to cognise any objects, Then, ns for mental cognition, the mind too
ig ander the influence of his' former Karma ; and as such its fanctioning is harapered
in the ombryonic sbate; but as soon s the sinizter I{arm:c influence is set aside, con-
seiongness is regained.

% Inasmuch ag, in g state of coms, there is no cognition of objects, we conclude that
there id no coguition at all in that state ; though the regaining of congelousness wonld
indicate that certain cognitions existed in that stale, yet, inagmuch as we find the man
not recognising any objects, we conclude that there are no cognitions or Ideas in his
mind ; and this cessation of cognition must be due to the cessation of ¢he fnnctmnmg
of the gense-organs.

50
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67, Nor can it be held that at that time (in the embrycnio state) the
Tdea continues in a state of latent potentiality, Beoause, in the absence
of any substratum forsuch potentialities, tkﬁeu- eéxistence cannot be admitted.

68, 'If the potentiality of Ideas resided in the material senge-organs,
then theso latter wonld have intelligence ; and there would be no re-birth
(inasmuch ag the Intelligence and the Ideas would all die away with the
denth of the seuse-organsg, which being ma.tarm] wouid be bound to die
with the Body).

69. And farther, (if the pot.entmhty of Ideas rasxded in the aqnsa-
organs) then, all Ideas would bo brought about by the sense-orgens them-
selves,—these helping the manifestation of the patontialitios by modification,
diserimination, &e. And hence the Idea conld not be held to be preceded
(and brought about) by another Idea (as held by the ldealist Bauddha),

70, Tn the same manner, you conld have no ingtance to prove the as:
sertion that the first Idea (of a person) after the embryomc state (‘i ey 0t
birth) has its origin in another foregoing Idea.

71 £ in the embryonio state, the potentiality (of Ideaa) be held to
exist, withont any substrate, for the sake of the accomplishment of subso-
quent, Ideas,—then, these would be nol;hmg but, (our)' i Sbul i under the
name of ‘ Potentiality.”

87 In fact, this potentiality oannot be a.nythmg other than the idea iteelf, aucon:lmg
to.the Ideulmt.

8 We find that whenever uﬂalhgencs is joined to the ulements (e g., with hhe clay
in the making of the jar), the object, jar, being developed out of the elements, we come
to realizge that the intelligence that took part in ite making is something other than, aad
to be duly diseriminated from, the material form of the object. And in the same
manner, if the potentiality were to reside in the material sense-organs, then we conld
gob at the Ideas (of which those ware the potentialities) only by disorimiuating’ the im-
material factor from the matevial effects bronght about by the seused themselves; and
the appearance of the Iden conld nob, for t.hm reason, be said to be due to auy pmwous
Idea.

1 The Bauddha asserts that inasmuch as dnring life we find all ideas to be dus
to some previons Idea, we oan from thie deduce the fact that the very first Iden that
a person hag ab birth must be dne to a previvas idea; and as this Intter idea must have
existed in the embryonic state, we eannot but admit of the persistence of Ideas in that
state, The sense of the Karika is that the Bauddha Lases his argnment upon the
instance of the second and gubsequent Tdeas appeariug at the birth ; but as a matter of
fact, these ideas are due, not to any previons Idena, but to the sense-organs; and as such
the argument becomes baseless.

LIt has been proved that the potentialities of Ideas liave no sabstrates ; hance the
Karika takes up the other alternative for consideration. “ Soul”-—because we also hald
the Soul to be withowt any substrate, and capable of moving from one body to the other.
And as the Bauddha holds his “ Potentinlity” to have these two characterestics, we

admib the same entity, but with different names ~we call it *“ Soul”” while you name it
* Potentiality.'” '
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72, If we wero to assume any substrate for the potentiality, snch sab-
strate could be none other than the Soul. And as a matter of fact; the exis-
tence of Ideas, like that of flame, bubbles, &e., is not poambls w:hhout a
substrate.

73, Therefore you must admit that there is o Person (Sonl), bearing
the potentialities of Ideas, and being eternal, omnipresent, and capable of
(tmgra.tmg into) another bedy. And as such, even though not actually
moving, it would become connected with another body. '

74. 'On account of its avtive charactor, the Soul comes to be the pee-
former of sacrifices. We do not hold * motion” to be the only furm of
action, as lield by the Vuigeshikas

76. 1t is not always only such an actxeu s inheres in (4 e., belougs to
the body of) the performer himself, that can be performed by him. All
that is expressed by a wverbal root wounld be an action (and hence motion
citnnot be hield o be the only form of action); and we find that the charae-
ter.of being the performer of an action belongs to & person, even when the
action properly belongs to (is performed by) another porson, (aud therefore
it caunot ‘be held that an action must always iuhere in the perfm mer
himself).

76, Of the different forms of pure bemg and Idea, &e. (the immater m,l
factor) the Person (ie., the Soul) himself is the direct doer; and as for the
motion of the material factors (u.e., the body), these too are bronght abouy
only by his superintendence (or guidanee). -

7. As whatover actionsare performed by the body, the sense-organs

8 The proof of ite eternality oonsists in the fact of 1ts bemg recognised as the
same ot different points of time, and also of distinet Vedie declarations to that effect.
And ag it is not material, it must be nll-perva.dmg, like the dkiga; and as such it could
become eusily connected with another body ; which counld not be possible if it were
material and ue such limited, 1t is only a material object that requires movement in
order to become counected with new bodies. The soul, on the other hand, being im-
material and all-pervading, does not stand in need of any movement,

1% This refers to the following objection: Being omnipresent, thoe sounl conld
have no avtion; and as such it covld not be congidered as the performer of sacifices.”
The sense of the Liirika is that it is ouly action in the shape of movement that is not
poseible for an ownipresent eutity ; othor kinds of sction are quite compatible with
ommp1 gsence.  And, like the Nawdusia, we do not reduce all nction $o the t.erma uf

‘ motion,’

T There iz po such rule as t-hat. all the actions that a person performs, must nevess
sarily appertain to his own body. For, we actually find that even when un sotion is
performed by one person, another person is algo accepted to be its performer, by reason
of his having either urged the former to actic, ~r helped him in it.

1 Without the guiding Soul, there could Bt 0o movement of the hands, &0, And
hence of these movemerits also the Soul muast he regarded a8 the Performer,

M * With regard to him "==ii., bocause ho eujoys the resultd of all actions.
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&e., are all said to be done by the Pexson hlmself beﬂaﬂsa they aro done
w:th regard fo him. - ¥

78. Since these—the body, sense- organs, dzc.,—-—(,auld hava mo aotvmn
without their belonging to the Person, therefore even with regard to the mo-
tion (of hands, &e. ), they cannot be said 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 oaly sueh body and sense-organs, &e., a8 are earned
by the Person for hirself by means of previous deeds, thab can perform
the actions,—the charvacter of being the performer of the actions mast |
belong to the person; jnst- as the actions performed by the * Riwik"
(sacvificial priest) and the “axe’ (have their real performers, in the fivsl
case, in the Person who enga.ges the pr:est. and pa.ys him for 1t, and.‘ 'in the
second, the person who uses the axe).

80, Just as, in the case of the aasorxﬂce, t.ha a,ctuon is hald 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 manuer, on
account: of the Veda enjoining * going” and other such actious (which ave
not possible for the Sonl itself directly), we accopt them to be broug_hb
about through (the instinmentality of) the Body, &e.

8l. For, just as the ‘ baying'" eannot apply to the Eonl g0 too
“ going” eannot apply fo it. Therefore the fact of the Soul being the per-
former of such actions, as declared in the Veda, roust be accepted as being
posgible only through (the insfrumentality of) bomethmg else (in one
case, the priest, and in another, the Body, §¢.) :

82, And again, just as in the case of culting, wluch 1esxdes 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 Pevson himself to be the doer.

83. 1f it be urged that, “ in the caso of cutting, the idea of the Person

8 Deprived of the intelligence of tha Soul, bhase oan huva no aotuon

19 The meaning ie that the Body, &g., are only the agents snd insirnmonts of
action ; and ag snch these canxnot be held to bs the ‘ doers’ ; as the * Doer’ is that person
who oObtains these instruments, through his former deods, and. t}mn uges them in haa
present actions.

80 “ Buying "~—engaging him and paying him for lig services. And a4 he is pu.ld for
the work, he cannot be the real ‘performer’ of the sacvifice. And inasmuch ag the
“baying " that is enjoined cannot apply to the master of the secrifice, he cannot but
accomplish the sacrifico by engaging vertain priesta to porform the details for him,
Similarly in the ordinary setious of moving, &o., enjeired for the person, nob heing
found applicable to the Soul itaelf, wo must admit of the instromentality of the Body,
&o., in the accomplishment of these actions, which would not be possible withoub this
mstmmanmhty

8 Determination aud exisience cannob balong to the Body, just as the m anipula.
tion of the axe canuot belong to the wood thab is cut by i, . : S
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being the doer is based upon. other actions (that af‘mampulat.zug the axe f.i ),
which belongs to-the Person himself,”-—then (we veply that) in the onse in -
 guestion too (thati of going, &e:), the iden of the Person being the mover is
based upon determination and ezistonce (which belong to the Soul 1tse!f)

84, 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 deer of particular in-
dividual actions, on acconub of the determination (of the Person) whmln
affects each action separately, :

85-86. And the action of all the &gents perfornmg a certain action,
is not identical ; e.g., the fighting poldier moves—the sword to cutting, by
his movements: the commander of the regiment (moves it) only by his
word (of command) ; and the ng, who emp]oya the 3ermnts, moves 1t _
at times by his mere praaeuce.

87. Therefore even though the Soui may nob. iteeli move, _}Bt it ma,y
‘be held to be the performer (of motion ) ; Jwab as even though Devadatta is
not, cut (or pierced) (by the aword), yet he is held to be the pe«former (of
the cutting)..

88-89. The ba.kmg oE the presont hody, &e., by menns of the bodlly
actions (performed in his previous life) may be considered to be the
actions of the Person with regard to his ageney of the actions of his present
body, &, 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 notion, whon it ie found that the action has been brought
about by n spocial determination on the part of the Pereon, -

5.8 And yot all of them are aceepted to be the performers of the action of cuttmy
the enemies.

81 Iu both cased, the idea of the Person bemg the doer is based upon the fact of hm
superintending and gaiding the action.
. 8.8 Hven if it be nbsolutely mecessory to hold that all action i in the form of

motion, then too, we conld hold that the actions doue by means of the hand, &o., by

the Hgo, in his last life, are hig-webiong with regsdrd to the actions of his body in the
‘present lifs, &o., &e. The connection between fhe two sets of aclions lies in the fack of
prosent bodily condltiems &o., being the effects of the Bgo's aotions in the previons life.
Jusb as we can trace no beginning in the use of the seed and the free,—so t00 nons can
be traced for the Creation; and the process must bo rvegarded as ;:omg on, eternally
without beginuing, and without end, *' And on the disappewrance, & This vefers io
‘thy following objection : “The bedy of other Egosis ng different from the one Ego as
his own body. Coosequently, if his sctions were to be affected by those of his body,~-
thon, sven when all his own actions will have heen exhansted by fruition, he would
still coutloue nnder the bondage imposed by the actions of tho bodies of vther Kgos;
and ag suoh no Deliverance would be possible.” The sense of the reply as embodied in
‘the Karike is, that the Ego ia affected by the actior of his own bady, only becange he
imparts the guiding force to these actions, and as euch, is himself, in n way, the per.
former of them. As for the witions of the body of the Hgos,—-ag ons Bgo has no
guiding foroe over the asbion of othier Bgzos, =thay could nol affect him, :
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brought about by the Body, &e., of the birth previous to it; and theae too
by other Bodies, and 50 on.  And thus there is no beginning of these (an&
hence endlessness eatmot be any fault).  And, on the disappearance of all
his own actions, the Ego cannot be affected by the a,ctwus of those bodies
that are not his own,

90, 1In the case of the measure pv escribed for the Udaf.mbm'a Post,
which ig to serve ag the connecting link (between the Master and the
Priest),—the application of the form of the Sacrificing Ego is not possibla ;
and hence his agenoy with reference to this must be throngh the Body..

91, Therefore just as the Seripture, though literally laying down the
“Qlags” (*“ Vrihi? £i.), is made to refor to the individual (Vréki) (on
acoonnt of the impossibility of the uss of the * Class’"),~so the injunction
(of the measure of the stick) though raally rafemng to bhe Fgo, must be
taken to apply to the Body, &o. «

02. First of all (before glvmg its own rea.sons} the (Bhdshya men-
tions and) refutes the arguments brought forward by others (Vazpésmkus),'
to prove the) existence of the Soul. ‘Na' (in the Bhdshya) has to be
separated from the following gentenco (moaning that ‘ breathing, &o., are
not properties of the Body’), Liecause these (breathing, &c) are uni:ke
other properties (of the Body ).

03,  Bays the Vaiggshika ¢ *(1f 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 the Body lasts would also
apply to leanness, &c¢. And if it be held that ‘leanness’ is only a parti-

cular condmon (of the Body), then we can hold ‘ Death’ a.lau to be the
same,’

90 It is presoribed that the Sacrificial Post is of the same size as the Master. The
BEgo, however, is illimitable ; and hence as no post of this illimitable size Vmuld be
possible, we are forced to have it of the size of his body.

M This refers to the Bhashya : * We infer ths énistence of thc Soul frout braatmng,
&o! The second half refers to the sentence 'ma pranidayeh gavivragunavidharmdnch:?
‘U'his latter genteunce would mean that the breathing, &o, are properties similax to those
of the body. This not being quite admissible, the Kariké undevtakes to explain if
differently, The ‘na’ ig taken as denying the foregoing objection (that the breathing
belongs to the Body); and then, as a reason for this denial, it is added * bocause the
broathing, &o., are not similar to the properties of the Body, they cannot belong to the
Body,! These arguments, up to Kériké 101, are expounded by the Vaigéshike, And then
up to K. 106 we have the refutation of the Vaigéshika arguments from the Banddha
standpoint ; and lastly, from 107 the Mimansaka’s own arguments arve put forward.

9 Leannoss, &o., appear wud disappear, and as such cannot be accepted as gongomi-
tant and coeval with the Body. ‘' Death, &o.,”—just as the Leanness of the Body, being
ouly one of its varying conditions, reveriy to it aftor the disappesrance of the opposing -
ocondition of Fatness ;—so0 Death also, being a varying condition of the Body, mtght dis*
appear; and with this dissppearance, the breathing, eto., wight return, :
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94, “There is only this much of difference between the' two CARES 1
that even while the Body continues in a perfectly healthy state, the
breathing, &o., cease (as in onses of sudden death); and (of this cessation)
there can be no other reason (than that the breathing belonged to the Soul
whicl: bas left the body). - '

95-96. * Because (1) a property is destroyed when the substance
itaelf is destroyed, and (2) when there is production of a contradictory
property, then the former property is removed from the substance, and
forthwith destroyed, In the case of Death noune of these two (canses !
for the destruction of Breathing) is, by any person, foand to apply;
and yot we find that even while the Body is not destroyed (and remains
intact), the Breathing, &ec., cease altogether, ;

97, * Therefore we conclude that Breathing, &o., are not the pro-
perties of the Body,—becanse these cease to exist, while the Body is yet
seen to exist, ~ jusk like the odour of flower-garlands and sandal-paintings,

98. . Breathing, &c., having an existenco oxternal (to the Body), ave
perceived by other people’s senses (and as such may be said to be the
properties of some exterior object); but Pleasure, &ec., having only an
internal existence, are not so perceived (and us such, they can point to the |
existence of the Soul). :

99. ' These (Pleasure, &c.,) ave always cognisable by such inferential
marks as & happy countenance and the like. If it be urged that—* (the
Pleasure really belongs to the Body, but | is not pereeived on aceount of itg
internal existence,’—(we reply that) even on tearing open the Body (at
Death) we do-not find the Pleasure, &c., theve. _ ;

100. *“On tearing open the Body, we can see the colour, &o, of the

9.9 All canses of the disappearance of properties are enumerated here; and as
none of these is fonnd applicable to the case of the cessation of Breathing in a healthy
Dody, we must admit that Breathiag is a property, not of the Body, but of the Tn-~
telligent Bgo, that leaves the Body at death.

1 The Odowr censes even while the Body continues; hence it is acoepted to be
a property, not of the Body, but of the garland.

% This refers to the following objection; * Breathing ie found to consist of
certain movements in the Air; and as such, though it cannot he the property of the
Body, yeb it can belong to the Air; and hence it conld not prove the existence of the
Soul.” The sense of the Kdrikd is that the explanation might hold good for the
Breathing, which, ne having an existence outside the Body, is peroeptible by other
people’s senses, But the Pleasure, &o., of the person, which are only inferable from
his comntenance, canuot be so perceived; and hence these conld not be attribrted to
any ohjeets outside the Body,

% If Pleasare belonged to the Body, ocoupying a position inside . this latter, then
a6 death, when the Body is torn open, we conld see thig Plensure encased there, .
asmach as such is not the case, 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, but not Pleasure, &o. Therefare, like the Mind, and
the Will, these (Pleasare, &e.), too cannot be rega.rded as propertlea df the-

Body.
101, Pleasure, &o., being pmperines, must have a aubstmte like
taste, &c., and that which is the aubstmte of these (Pleasure, &c ,) is the

Soul.”

101102, The Bauddha raphea- “ Ons who argnes thus (48 shown in
Karvikis 92-101) must be answeved thus: Tt is only when a certain entity
is established to he & property, that from the faoct of its dspending upon
some other (snbsirate) we infor the existence of the object (or person)
having that property. But for us Pleasure, &e., are not established to be
properties (and as such these, cannct prove the existence of ‘the Soul).

103. * How is it that the case of Remembrance (Me_mory), exactly
resembling the oase of Desive, is bronght forward (in the Bhashya) as
something difforent P~ Both (are equal, since both) eqnally do not apply
to unperosi ived objects, and both can be oxplamed as bemg due’ to ¥ Impres-
sion ' (Vasana). :

100 T eannob be arged that * Pleasnre hag no anbatrate, nund asy auoh conld nof
prove the existence of the Sonl."”

- 101104 Beginning with this, down to K. 106, we have the refutation of the above
Vaigéshika axguments, from the standpoint of tho Beuddha. As the Bauddha does not
admit of Pleasnre being a Property, the argnmaut based upon bhis supposition can
hinve no force for him,

108 The Bhishya, having established the incapability of Pleasure proving the exis-
tonoe of the Soul, puts forward Desire as the property that would establish its existence,
This i8 thus explained in the Kagikad + ¢ Desire vefers only to such an object as hag been
porceived hefore, and found to be agraesble, Thus this Desire cannot but belong to the
same entity to whom this previous cognition belonged, As a matter of fict, we do find
a person desiring something to-day which he had perceived yesterdsy; and hence we
must admit of the existence of an eternnl entity, other than the Perceptions, whish per-
cetves the thing one day, and desires it on the ‘next.) To this argument, the Idealit is
reprosented (in the Bhdshya), as making the following reply : “ There is nothing thai
cannot he cognised by the means of Right Notion, and as snch we cannot admit of
any other entity save the Jdea; so Desive alan, ag npart from Percéption, cannot be
provaed to usy and hence the mere existence of Desire conld not convince us of the
existence of the Sonl. Then, as for the fach of the dasiring entity being the same ag the
perceiving entity, we conld explain that on the gronnd of both—Degire and Perception-—
belouging to the same Serios of Ideas, tlie Desire being broaght about by the Impressions
left: by the Peiception.””  Having thus found Desire also unable to convinee the opponent
of the Soul’s existence, the Bhashya puts forward Memory, as affording the reason for the
Boul’s existence, the process of raasoning being the same ag in the case of Desire. And
this also the Idealist i3 represented as rejecting on the same grounds as before, It is
with a view to this that the Kariks aske—" When the grounds in support, ns well ag the
arguments agninst, Memory are exactly the same ag those in the cnse of Desire,
why should the Bhashya have put forward Memaory, after Desire had been rejected ¥ **
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| 104-105, A Desire is produced by a mere remembrance (of the object)
independently of any direct idea of the perception itself ; and hence it.is
not neeesﬁary that the nominative of this (Desire) should always be the same
as that of Perception, While, on the other hand, Remembrance is always in
accordance with perseption s and hence its nominative is always the same
(a8 that of Perception); and 't is for this renson that the case of Remem-,
brance is bronght forward (in the Bhashya) again (4.e., even after the refata-
tion of the capability of Desire). .
108. “In this case (of Remembrance) too, since the Impression (that

canses Remeombrange) is in the same ‘Series’ (of Ideas)—therefore we
can explain Remembrance (ns being due to the same Lmpression), even
though it be different (from Desire).” :
107. The arguments of other theorists (for proving the existence of the
Soul) Leing thms rejected, the Bhashys proceeds to show that the Soul is

itself directly cognisable by the notion of “ L” S A '
108-109. Thongh, in the assertion *I go,” the word “ T refers to
the Body, inasmnch a8 it is the Body that goes, going being impossibla for

104.106 These Kdrikis point out the differonce between the oases of Desire and
Memory. 1t often happens that one man perceives an object and finds it agreeable ; and
then he desoribes it to another person, who comes to have a Desire for that ohject ; and
thus it is not always the case that the desiring entity is the same s the perceiving en:
tity. In the case of Memory, however, the person remembering an object could not but'
be the same that had previounsly perceived it. :

108 This K&+ikd points out the grounds on which the Ideslist rejects the capabilivy’
of Mamory establishing the Soul's existence. The Impression that causes the remem-'
brauce, (and which is the basis of Memory) alweys occurs in the same * Beries of Ideas’
as that which causes the Desire, Consequently, even though the case of Remembrance
might differ from that of Dgsire, in tha point shown in the previous Karika, yet, inas.
much as the fact of being brought aboué by Impressions is common to both, the ground ‘of
refutation too would be exactly the same in both. Jusi as the case 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 Fmpression ocourring inthe same ! Beries ' aa the Percaption,
80, in the same manner, we conld also explain the fact of the remembering person being
the same as the perceiving one, on the ground of the Remembrance being due fo the Im»
pression vecurring in the same ' Series’ as the original Perception. ; :

101 With this Kérikd begins the explanation of the Mimdnsaka’s own arguments for
proving the existence of the Soul. In accordance with this theory, the Soul ig the
object of the notion of * I’ which is directly perceptible by the Sonses, and does not rest
upon mere Inferences. 3

108108 Thongh the ‘1! in 'I go’ may be taken to refer to the Bedy,—and similarly the
fact of our remembering a thing to-day as it was perceived some days ago, ag also the fact
of onr recognising & certain thing ng being the same that was perceived by us a few days
ago, &o., & .—nall these may bo explained, somehow or other, asbeing due to * Inopression s
appearing in the ¢ Seried of Ideus,” &c.; &o,~—yot the recoguition of one’s own self as being
the same to-day us it was yesterday, cavnot be explained except by postulating an etexnal

51
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the Soul,—and though Remembrance and Recognition, With regard to other
objects, may be due to  Tmpressions " ;—yet the recognition of the Cognising
Self (by itself as being the same to-day as it was yesterdn,y) is hatd to he
got at (by * Tmpression,” d&e.) - -
110. Xt cannot but be admitted hha,t in the assertion 1' know," the-
“1 " cannot but refer to the Knower ;—this Knowar may be eithor the ¢ _Idea."'
(as held by the Bauddha) or the substrate of the Idea, the * Ego" (or * Per-
son.”) : JE
111-112. The applicability of Intelligence to the material elements
making up the Body and the Senses, &o.—considered either as one complete
wholo or severally (each element by 1t831f), or as having been modified into
a parhmular shaped Body to be dizcriminated from other material objects,
Body, &¢.,)-——has been rejected by the Sankhyas and others, on the grounds
of the Body (1) being impure, (2) being a partite whole, (3) having a
shape, (4) being material, and (5) bemg a Body,-—-l:ka materml e?,ements

Sonl, Thns then, it is the recagaition of the Self thab is 'brongh-t fot'ward by the Bhishya
a8 a faot proving the existence of the Soul, Ibcannot be denied that the object of the
previous cognition, and that of the subsequent recognition are one and the same,  Con.
sequontly, even if you have recourse to ‘ Impressions,’ these must be held to be brought '
about by the previous cognition of the Soul.

110 In the ease of ‘I go’ we admit of the fact of the ‘1’ referring to the Body, only
beoause ‘ going” ianot possible for the Soul. Bnt in the case of ‘I know * the case is qnite
the reverss, the * I’ refering directly to the Soanl; as it is the Soul alone to which
‘ Knowing ' eould apply, as it could nob apply either to the Body or to the Sense-orgaus,
The word * I ' therefore must be taken as refexring to the Hnower; and we shall prove
later on—in K. 115 et seq.—that the 1dea cnnnot be the Knower ; and hence ¢ L7 cammob
but refer to the Soul, - ;

WLUS ¥ OJonsidered either as one complete, &e.”—The queation is—Does Intelligence
beloug to each of the elements composing the Body, or to all of them, considered as one
composite whole ? As » matter of fact, it is not found to exist in the elements, earth
and the vest, when these exist separately by themselves. Nor can it exist in all of them
taken oollectively ; becanse that which does not belong to the parts canuot belong to the
whole. For the same reason the Intelligence cannot be rogarded as belonging o these
modified into a particnlar corporanl shape, for the purpose of beiug disoriminated from
other Bodies. Becanse even then, the constitnents of that shape remain the same enrth
or the rest, which have been found tobe devoid of Ingelligence, Thug then, innsmuch
as Intelligenoce oannot belong either to the Body or to bhe Sense-organg, these cantiot be
regarded as the Knower referred to by the *I’in thesentence‘ I know,’” The ¢ impurity ’
of the Body consistsin its being made up of the three attributes—~Sativa, &e. Just asthe
elements, having the aforesaid four properties—Dbeing a partite whole, &e.~ave devoid of
Intelligence, so must the Body nlso be; ae this also has the said four properties. And
just as the dead Body, having all the characteristios of the Body, is found to be devoeid
of Intelligence, so also must the living Body be regarded to ba ; becanse there is no dif-
feverioe between the material constituents of the dead Bady, and those of the living
one,
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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). a

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

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

115-116. If the knower were only an Idea, then your knower wonid
be a momentary entity ; and then theve conld be no recognition of any pre.
vious cogniser (being the sams as the one at the present moment) : as thet
1 knew this before, and 1 know it also now.”

- 117-119. Beeanse of this (recognition), which * Iden-moment ** would
be the object 7 With regard to the previous event (cognition in the past)
we would have the notion “ I knew ” ; and then the assertion “1 know it
also at the present moment "’ could not. be true (with reference to the same
cogniser), becanse the * Moment-idea  (that cognised the previous idea) does
not cognise the present Idea (since the past iden must have disappeared in-
stautly, and as such conld not cognise any idea at the present time), And
a cogniser at the present time is known from the assertion “ I Fnow " ; and
in this cage, 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 object) in the past. If both (the present and the past cognising Ideas)
were to be the objects of (recognition) then both would be false, inasmuch

N8 * Could not be related, §o’’-~Those that are oqually important cannot bear any
relationship to one another,~as declared by Jaimini in the Sitra :—Subsidiaries, all being
equal, in that they are subservient to others, cammot bear any relationship to one another.”
(VI—~iv—13). 1f one element were intelligent, then, it would not require the aid of
the others, and the Body would be constitated by that one element only.

s Of, Sankhyokarika 17,

Is With this begins the refatation of the Bauddha theory that the *“Idea” is the
knower,

U819  Both would be false)—The past snd the present cogniging Ideas being
(in your opinion) different from one another, coald not be the object of the snhseqnent
recognition. Beeanse this conld be possible, only if both the cognising Ideas had joint-
ly cognised the object, both on the former ocession and on the present one. This,
however is by no means possible ; becanse the present Iden had mno existence on the
former occagion ; nor.could the past Idea exist at the present moment. Acoording to
us, the Soul that cognised on the former oocasion is the same bhat cognises at the present
mowent ; and as such Recognifion is only natural,
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‘as both of ‘them did not cognise it'in the past ; nor: do they both. ¢ognise
it at the presont mdoment. | = 000 R VLR S v
120. The “ series” (of ideas) eannot be said to be the object of Recog-
nition ; because none of the fwo forms (pest and present) ocan possibly
belong to it. As the series did not cognise it in’ the past (as it did not
oxist at the time of the first cognition), nor does it cognise it at the pre-
sent moment, because of its non-objective (unreal) character. '
121.192, Nor is there any common ‘¢lement in the past and present
cognising Idens (as the Banddha doss not admit of any class notion). T b
be urged that Recognition is due to similarity,—then, we conld wot have any
vecoguition in the case of dissimilar ideas ; g in the cage 1 knew the cow
‘before, and (the same) I know the hiorse How, A
192.123. 1f it be nrged that both have the common character of being
the cognisef—-then, that would also belong to other persons, and, then, in the
cage of the cognition of all men, we would come to recognise the “ L™
123:124.  Even if both these (cogniging ideas had the similarity of)
appearing in the same “sevies” (of ideas),-~then, too, all the recognition we
conld 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 cbjects like
“the jar, &e. (whoen seen twice). ' it g YA
124.125.  “ Irapressions” ave able to bring about the recognition of

190 f* Non-objective charactor.”’—Because, neeording to the Bouddha, the * Serios ™
cannot be permanent ; nov can it be momentary ; as it i held to consist of many moment-
ary Ideas.  And as such this ‘‘ Series” cannob be regarded as non-objective, or unreal,

19152 The Bauddha does not admit of any sach class ag */Idea.” © Dissimilar”
'win the case cited, the previous cognition is thatb of the ¢ow, and the pmsent one ig thak of
the horse ; comsequently there can be no similarity between the two cognisers, on the
ground of the cagnitions, which are nof gimilar to one another ; and hence the recogni-
tion of the cogniser of the present cognition ag being the same as that of the previous
‘one cannot be raid to be doe to similarity. - ' §

19995 T£ the mere faok of both being sognisers were sufficient grouuvd for the re-
ocognition of ono as being the saame as the other, then, inasmuch as one person would
be as much a cogniser ag auother perdon, we would come to recognise the two persons
as identical ; and this would he an absardity ; as it would mean that, whoever the
cogniser may be, he would always be recognised ag ‘1’11

138.3% Giranting that the two cognising Ideas have the gimilarity of appearing in
the same ** Series,” and that as such ons'conld be recognised ag being the same ag the
other,—even then, we could recoguise the present; as being the past, only in the form
¢ this is that ;¥ and we could nobt have any nolion of ‘I? in it Beoange the Cognition ig
as much different from the ‘T, s another person’s Cognition, or as any external object.
Consequently, the recopnition Inid down by you canmob explain the recognition of the
“19 in the astevtion—‘I who gee the cow to-day am the same that saw the horse
yestorday.’ : : gy il

8435 Wo admit the ability of the Fupressions to bring about the redognition of
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the cogniser ; but they cannot bring about, with regard to an object, the
iden of something that it is not; for * Impressions” are not a eanse of mis-
taken notions (and the notion with regard to av object as being' gomebhing
that it is not, cannot but be a mistaken one),

125-126. And the notion of “1” is not a mistaken ene: as it ig nob
set aside by any snbsequent cognition; and vaturally, this notion of “1”
eannot refer to any other object than the cogniser, as wo always find the
cagniser to be known by the notion of “1."

127, 'The notions of * I,”—as in *Tam heavy, or fat, or lean, &o.,”
when taken as referring to the Body,~must be held to be mistaken ones.

-Becnuse the fact of the Body being different from the “I” is proved by
such assertions as that ‘my Body is heavy,” &e.

128.  With regard to the sense-organs too, we find that they are al-
ways spoken as being different from the “ I " ~e.g., in the assertions “ this
my eye is 8o and g0,” “ my mind is wandering,” and tho like.

129. Thus then, the fact of tlie body not being the ecogniser having
been establislied, if there be any notion of identity (between the cognising
“1” and the Body), even when the one is different from the other, then

| this cannot but be a mistake due to extreme proximity (of tho cogniser
’ with the Body). '

130, 'The idea of “my Soul,” iudicating dtffmeuce (bctween the soul
and the * 1), mnst be explained as being due to the difference (from the
goul) of “ cognition,” which is a state of the soul (and lience often spoken
of as such).

131, ' Of the word ** My R (e 6., ‘1) the divect denotation can be none

the present cogniser aa identical with the past. Bni such recognition conld be possible
only when the two cognisers would be identical. On the other band,fwhen there is a
distinet difference botween the two (and the Bauddka has failed to prove their identity),
then, in no case conld the one be recognised ag the other,-—-evan by means of Impres-
siong; specially ag such a recognition conld only be a misgonception.

195.88 We always have an ides of our own self whenever we cognise an object to
be the ohject of the notion of ‘1.’ Hence the nofion canuot refer to the Body.

B 4T am heavy ¥ always meaus that “ my body is heavy,” Consequently the
notion of ‘I’ in this expression, when made to refer to the Body alone, apart from all
notion of one’s self, cannot but be falsa. If there were no difference between the “ 17
and the Body, then we could have no such notion as ‘my * body, and the like, .

189 “ Any notion of identity ™ agin ‘ T am hoavy!

10 Thig refers to the following objection : * Just as we spenk of my bady, so we do
nlgo of my soul ; and this wounld prove that the Sowl is something other than the I.” The
senge of the reply is that ‘my-Soul,” = my cognition,—cognition being a ¢ondition of the Soul
| is spoken of as the ' Soul’; and certainly the cognition is something other than the ¢ 1.}

8L “ Aforesaid cause,” i.e., the fact of the cognition being different from the ‘1,
and yot being spoken of as * Soul,” on account of the Cogunition being a particular condi.
tion of the Soul,
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~other than. the “ Soul ” ; therefore the notion of difference (expressed in
*“My eonl ") must be due to the aforesaid cause, and the difference is due
to the difference of * Cognition,” (aund thevefore the expression ‘ My
soul ” eannot be taken to point to any other soul than the one expressed by
the “1” in the word My ). VA oo
132. -Those alone, who have no knowledge of the difforence (of the
-goul from the Body), can have a notion of * 17 with regard to the Body.
But even in this case (they have this notion with regavd to the Body, only
because) they think the body to be the Soul, Hence the notion of “1” must
always (be accepted to) refer to the Soul. AR :

133, Those, however, who have a knowledge of the difference (be-
tween the Soul and the Body), hive no notion of “1." with regard to the Body.
And as for the notion of # 1.” expressed in * I know,” liis is never sot aside.

134, ¥or, if this notion were absent in the Yogis, how conld they
have any idens, while instructing their disciples # And we do find them
thus engaged (in instructing) ; therefore we must admit that they are
cognisant of the  Soul.” ' i - - by lang bl

135, In a case where only a half of a certain scriptuve, &o., bas been
learnt, if one were not to have any idea that * I have learnt this much,” then
(when taking up the study of the work after some time), he would have to
learn from the beginning again. . _

136. Thus then, we would have a rejection of the theory of the non-
existence of bthie Soul, by means of the afovesaid Resognitions (of the Soul),
experienced by all persons. And the following are the counter-arguments
(against: the arguments, brought forward by the other side, to deny the
existence of the Soul).

1% Though they think the Body as 1,” yet, innsmnch agthe Body is also thought
of as the Cogniser, and as eterual, &e,, &c.,—they make no differsnce between the
Body and the Soul; and thus for them, the Body being identical with the”&'o_ﬁ_l, it is
only nataral that the notion of ‘ I* shonld refer to the Body ; und in thia case, this would
not be adverse to the notion that * I’ refersto the Soul. il ; MR Rl

185 % As for the notion, §rc.” This refers to the following objection : “Peopls who
have reached the highest grades of knowledge, cease fo have any notion of ‘1’ with re-
gard to the Soul also; consequently the Soul too cannot be rightly regarded ag the ob-
Jjeotive substrate of the notion of *1.'" The gense of the reply is that, though the. notion
of ‘1’ as expressed iu ‘I go, ‘T ran,’ &e., is gat aside by a troe knowledge of the Sonl,
yet snch notions of ‘I’ as are expressed in ‘T know,’ are never found to be rejected.

i W find even the great master of Yogis imparting instractions to A'rjmia, and
talking of himself as—I am the origin of this Universe, &e., &c.”

185 We find that one who had learnt the first half at some previong time, takes
up thie other half at a future time. This would not be possible if there were no one
Soul occupying the Body of the person, daring the time extending over the complete
period of his study - gl : ' e
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187:139. (1) The cogniser, known as the * 1" yesterday,tis the same
that continnes to-day, because—the cogniser of yesterday is known as
the “1,” like the cogniser of the present time., (2) 'The present 'cog-
~ niser must have been the cogniser yesterday,-~becnuse it is a cogniser,
or hecaunse of the aforesaid reason (i.e., because it is known as the “I '),
like the cogniser of yesterday. (3) Or, we may have the arguments based
upon the “ cognitions ”’ themselves a8 the minor term : all cognitions of the
“17” happening to-day or yesterday have one and the same object (Soul),
—because they are all the cogniser’s cognitions of the “1” counected with
one and the same “series” (of Ideas),—like any ordinary single cognition
of the “I1.” ki, i -

140. One who would seek to know the Soul by the help of the Veda
alone would find himself contradicted by certain contradictory texts ; hence
the citation of the Brakmanas (with a view to explain away the contra-
dictory passages).’ i LA '

141, The Injunctions (of 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 Soml; and the texts
cited only serve to strengthen the idea of the Soul, indirectly indicated
(by the Injunctions), - :

142, It being nsked-~* (if the existence of the Soulbe indicated solely
by Vedic Injunctions and texts), when the Word ceases to indicate the
Soul, by what is it manifested P "—the reply i given by the text--T¢ s
self-luminous, meaning that The Soul is manifested by Iiself.

143. By saying that it is “incognisable,” in general,—the meaning
would seem to be that it is so (incognisable) by all persons (including
even the Ego himself). But the assertion of * self-luminosity ” distinctly
indicates its incognisability by others.

144. 'When an object (the ¢ yavaya’) is cognised by means of snother
object (the ‘ Cow '), wo have & case of pure Avalogy (or Simile). Where,

181.189 'The Karikd puts forward another argnment based upon the “ Cognitiona ' s
“ Yesterday’s cognitions were those of the Cogniger known to-day,~because they are
cognitions like the series of to-day’s cognitions,”

40 Having established the existence of the Sonl, by means of reasonings, the .
Bhashye hag brought forward certain Vedie texts in support of the same, and the
Kariki shows the use of this citation of authorities. * Uontradictory teats "—snch as
‘ ma prétya, &o.'  (‘ There ia no conscionsnese after death’). '

141 Ag shown above, the attainment of Hesven would not he possible if there
were no Sonl. Hence it is absolutely necessary to accept the existence of the Boul,
for the sake of the Injunctions of actions leading to Heaven, &o., &e.

4% ' Word ceases ~-i.0., when the texts are not being pronounced,

1% This vefers to the Bhishye quoting the eentence—'1 cognise the Soul to be as
yon cognise il to be.’ This is objected to on the ground that there can be no Analogy in
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on the other hand, the similm‘ity ig indieated by Words alone, there we
ha.ve a oase of *‘ Analogy " and * Verbal testimony " (combined),’ i

145. We becoms cognisant of other people’s Souls, by observing their
methods and actions, snch 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 £.i.) :

146. The fiext (* there i# no conselousness a.fter daa.t.h ) embodi;ea an
objection nrged by Maitreyi, who had become confused by vavious pags-
ages in the Upanishads, declaving the Soul to be ewisting and non-ewisting,
perishable and imperishable ; and (the text  This Soul is imperishable ’
embodies) the statement (by Yijnavalkya) of the final well-aseertained
fact. : ' ; e RIREARRTIR e :
147, The Soul, hy Itself, is imperishable, And perighability be-
longs to (its convection with) the senses, &ec., together with the ecapabili-
ties (of Dharma and Adharma). And the *absence of consciousness
(mentioned in the passage there is no conscionsness after death ) vefers
to the Material Senses, &e. (the meaning being that after death, the Soul
ceages to haye nny cognition through the materml gense-organs and body,
&o.)

148, Thus has the author of tl:e Bhashya, with & vmw' to refnba-
Atheism, established, by means of reasonings, the existence of the Soul.
And this idea of the existence of the Soul (thus obtained) comes to be
strengthiened by studying the Védanta (i.e,, the Upanighads).

B

Thus ends the Section on Atma-vada,

Thus ends the 5th Aphorism.

a oase of Verbal Assertion. The Kidrika admits that this is not a os.ss of pare Analogy }
it is one of Analogy and Verbal Authority combined.

145 The pnssage just quoted spenks of one’s own Soul as cognised through ita
similarity to other men's Sonls; and the Earika shows how we become cogmaunb of the
Bonls of other people.
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APHORISMS VI to XXIII.

On the Bternality of Words,

LU Questwn' “When, even in accordance with the theory of non-
.'aternahi,y of Words, meanings are comprehended from Words, and the nsage
too is without beginning, why should you insist upon the eternality of
words 7" - ;
0T Angwer ¢ Truo: the theovists (holding non-ebevna,l_ity) do ' desire
such comprehension of meaning ; stil), we have to examine their reasonings;
becauge the mere fact of acceptance by others cannot be regarded a.al
gsufficient ground for va.hd;ty

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

4. In the face of the groundlessness of these comprehensions (of
meanings of Words), we could have some refuge in the case of percept-
ible objects (which are amenable to sense-organs, and as snch, are not
totally dependent npon verbal expression). As for Dharma, howeyer,
depending as if does solely upon the Veda, it wonld lose its ground alto-
gethoer.

5. And we should nlso reject the theory of an eternal usage bemg
based upon objects having a beginning (and as such necegsarily perigh-
able). In the case of the nse of the jar, the idea of the (perishable) indi-

& A momentary word can have no relationship with anything; and as such,
eaunot afford any meaning, If, in the face of such incapability, the Vedic sentences
were to give a sense, it could only be in accordance with a human convention, Bub
any such convention is held to be ma.pphcabie to the Veda. Hence the Veda would
become meaningless.

6 Words being momentary cannot be the objects of eternal usage. Though we
find an etérnal nsage—in tho shape of the fetching of water—in the case of the jar;
yet such eternality is based only npon the idea of the class jar,” which is eternal,
The notion of the dndividual jar being an object of efternal usage is a mistaken one,
for certainly nny single jar counld never be the object of eternal ugage.

o2
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viducl gar is a mistaken one, as it really pertams to the class 5 Ja»r i
(which is eternal). ]

6. We can have eternality c-f only such a nsag'e a8 is based upon
an unchangeable eternal entity, In the absence of one such nnchange-
able eternal entity (in the shape of the Class), there is nothmg that could
be the substratum of such eternality. -

7. And further, we can admit of no usage other than whaﬁ 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. ““Sinco there is mutual invariable concomitance hetween non-
eternality and being caused, the Sitras Iny down arguments in suppnrt of
one of these.

9, “Words are caused,~—because many of us reeogmse it, simaltane.
ously, in diverse places, in one and the same foxm j—like the tracing of
lotters in writing.

10. “Or (the Siitra may be taken to mean that) there is a difference
(in the same word as pronounced by different persons), because they
are simultaneously recogunised; and because there is this diversity (or
difference), the Word must be caused. Because a single object Ic_zumo{'. Le

8 It is only an eternal entily that can be the substrate of aternnhl:y, anything
elge does not oxist long enaugh to serve #e snch o subsirate,

1 We find all nsage to be based upon notions of Ulass~—and not on those of Indivi.
dapls (vide supra), :

8 Prom this Kariké down to K. 18, wo bave the explana tion of Sitr .ts 8 to 11,
embodying the arguments nagainst the eternality of words. These Siitras are: (1)
 Some say that the Word 1s caused, because it is perceplible only after an effort” (I—i—6);
(2) “ Because it does not persist™ (7); (8) “ Because of the application of the word ‘make’
with regurd toat™ (8);{4) * Beecause it is found to be pronounced by many persons at one and
the same time ™ (9) 5 (5) * Because it undergoes changs? (10) ; (6) * Because it is mtensified
by a multiplicity of speakers” (11). Kariki 8 refers to an objection uiged against
Satra 7. This Sitra seeks to prove the non-elernality of words; while what the
preceding S#tra 0 lays down as the conclasion to be proved is that the word is caused.
The genee of the Karikd is that it is a well-known fact that whatever is caoused is also
non-eternal, and vice versd ; and as snch the argument that proves the one also proves
the other.

9 This explaine Sitra (9)

10 One and the same word—* Cow " f.i.—i8 recognised, at one #ind the game time,
by many persons; and unless it be all-pervading, like Akaa, this would not be pos-
gible,—speocially if the words recogunised by different persong be non-different from oue
another ; but ag a matter of fact, we do find them to he different; and as such the
woril cannot but be vegarded as caused by the effort put forth by each person,
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cogniged simultaneously in different pla.ces, unlaas it be an all-pervading
entity (like Akdga).

1L And that the Word is not an all-pervading ontity is proved by
the fact that in a single place it is pevceived in tts entirety, like the jar, &e.
Therefore the word (fCow’ f.i.) uttered by one person must be (held to
be) ditfereut (from the sama word as nbtered by snother person).

12. “If the word (‘CUow’ fi.) were one¢-only, and as such neces-
sarily oxisting 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
month of one person (cannot belong to another person).

13. *As, on the other hand, if the word be held to be a caused entity,
then, since the actions (efforts of individual speakers) ave different, it is
only natural that the effects of these actions should be different from ome
another, And the notion of all these being one, must he held to be due to
their extreme similavity (of form),~—when the fact of their being ditferent
from one another is so clear. |

14. * Then again, if the Word were eternal, there wonld be no
groand for the mistaken notion with regard to it (in the shape of
sumeness, &o.) And the unity of the Word,—songht to be proved in the .
passage * verily it is the positions (of the word) that are different, and not

Ll An all-pervading entity, like the dkdca, is never capable of being perceived in
ity entirety. And if snch difference as shown above is admitted in the case of one and
the same word, you cannot deny the faoct of its being caused by the effort put forth by
eaoh individual speaker ; and as such, it cannot be efernal,

& ¢ Effects "'~~in the shape of the word “ Cow ” pronounced by different persons,
“I'hig word uttered by one person cannot bat be different from that uttered by another ;
the ordinary notion of sameness is due to extreme similarity.

1 When it is proved that a word uttered by one person is different from the same
word nttered by another person, then we can explain the notion of sameness ag being
due to similarity. If, however, the word be held to be eternal, then there can be no
ground for any mistaken notions with regard to that, Because if there were any snch
grounds, then the word wonld lose its eternal character, as shown later on, Thuy if
the word were eternal, the said notion of sameness would be quite real, and not mis-
taken; bubt inasmnch as the sameness is shown to be falge, the eternality cannot but be
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 unity,” &ec,, §o. It cannot be argned that the identity or unity
cognised by means of sense- perceptbion canuot be rejected by inferential arguments.
Because it is only correct sense—perception that is incontrovertible ; while that which is
distinotly found to be ineorrect,~—4.., the perception of the samenass of the fame which
is nndergoing changes evory moment is always sof aside by means of well-established in-
ferences, The fact is that tho word “Cow” is diverse, becanse it is perceived in
several places ; nnd honce the notion of semeness or unity with rogard to that word
sannob but be a mistaken oue ; and from this it must follow that the word is not efernal.
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the word itself” (in the Bhishys on' Sitra 15),—-—wculd be contamawmd_
(and rejected, by the arguments brought forward in Karikas 9, 10, &o.)

15, % Nor can it bo 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 of the wubbterances of different
s peuhus) Becanse a single jar does not appear dwersa, as ahown by }a.mpd
located in different places.

16. ““ And further, since the impavtite Akaga is the sole snbstmte of
all the manifesting ntterances (of different speakers) together with the
manifested Word),~therefore, for you, the manifestation too (of the Words)
wuuld be in one and the same place. - :

" 17.  “The letters *i, &o., ave non-eternal,~because they undergu modi-
fications into other lelters (¢ ya,” &e.), as laid down and rogulated by the
Smyti and simdarity, just as curd, milk, and sugar, &c. (being modifications
of millk, grass, and sugar-cane vespectively, ave recognised as non-eternal).

18. % And again, since (the utterance of) the Word is intensified in
accordance with the intensity of ite origin, it must be non-eternal, liko the
jav. (The notion of intensity cannot be said to be a false one, cansed by the
intensity of the manifesting ciuse ; becanse) even though we may have a
thousand la,mpa illuminating a jar, the jav will not, on that account, becomo

any larger.”
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Reply to the abave (embodied in Satras 12- 23)

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

16 A diversity in the manifesting agency cannot cause diversity in the mani-
fested entity,

18 Honce yon cannot oxplain the diversity of the word “ Cow ” as being ane to the
difference of the positions of its manifesting vauses, in the shape of the utterances of
goveral persous. : '

11 This Kirika explaing Sitra 10, The Tetber ©i’ when followed by the letter ‘a’ is
ohnrgad into ‘ ya' (vide Paning VI—-—1—?7J and out of the modifications Inid down in the
Qatra—ya, va, ra, la,—it is into  ya’ only that the ‘i’ is changed, simply because of n
certain similarity between these two letters; and certainly that which nnder goes
changes can never be eternal. _

18 This explaing Satra 11. No amount of intensity in the manifesting cause can
bring about an intensity in the offect. It is only an increase in the maberinl canse
(COlay) that leade to the enlargement of the effect (jar). Tu the same manner, the in-
tens:lsy perceived in the word, when uttered by many persons simultaneously, must le
held to bo due to n certain increags in its material cause, and not to any in ibs manifest
ang caused. And thos, inasmuch ps the word andergoes modificabions in accordance
with the modifications of its material oause, and as such it reaambloa the .?m‘."-lb can«
not but be regarded as non-eternal, transitory.

1920 With this begins the reply to the above argnmient,~—this reply being em~
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“baing perceived after o certain effort” does not militate agninst the
theory of eternality either. Therefore (since the fact of being perceived
after an effort does not negative the fact of its existence elsewhere), as the
Word is perceived only after an effort, we recognise its existence through
perception as qualified by recognition, at other times also, even though it is
not then perceived divectly by the senses.

20-22, If by your argument (‘‘because it is perceived only after
effort”’) you mean the fact of ity non-percepiion before and after the gffort,—
then the argument becomes donbtful-~(1) for the Vaipashike, with vegard
to ‘' olass,” (2) for the Sankhya, with regard to intelligence as residing iu
the Soul, and (3) for the Bauddha, with regard to tho three entities held
by him to be other than momentary : wviz, *Intelligent Destruction,”
“ Non-intelligent Destruction,” and * 4 kaga.” |

22-24,  When the destruction is preceded by an intelligent process
(¢:g., the breaking of a vessel by meauns of the stroke of the stick), we havo
an idea of “ Intelligent Destruction.” And when the destruction is not so
‘preceded by any intelligent process (ag in the case of the tambling down of
a wall), we have ‘ Non-intelligént Destruction.” Both these (Destrue:
tions), being iuperishable are held to be wuncaused also. The Bauddhas

have asserted that Destructions are accomplished by themselves, and are

(not eaused),

24-25, Becanse that which ig found to have a cauge, is invariably
found to perish,~as for instance, the sprouts, & And since there i3 no
destruetion of Desbtruction, it must be uncaused, |

25-27. From the fuel as comnected with fire, proceeds a sevies of

hcdi&-.in Sitras 12-28.  Sutra 12 is thus: The fact of being perceived after effort is equal
(to the theory of eternality as well as to that of non-sternality).

90483 The Vaigéshika holds the Cluss to be eternal; and yot the Olass ig nob per-
ceptible, hefore and after an effort on the parb of the Perceiver. In the tame wanner,
with the Intelligence of the Sankhya, ns also with the three sternal entitios accepted b
_the Bauddha,—~none of these being perceptible before and after an effort, '

9288 That which is caused cunnot but be perishable, Therelore, in order o be
imperishable, the Destruction must ba uncauaed,

#6.%1 What are popularly known ag cases of Destruction brought about by some
cause are only enses of positive Production ; f.i, the case of the burning of the wood js
one of the prodnection of ashes.

*Not perceived, de—Desbruction is natural to all entities; but it exists in two
forms, the subtile and the gross. Bo long as an object continues to bo acted upon by
homogenous causes, its chianges are all homogenous and positive; and during all this
process, the Desiraction continues in its subfile form; and in thiz condition it ig not
perceived, Tt, however, comes to be peroeived when the object happens to be acted
upon by an external heterogenons agency,—usuch, £i,, as the stick in the case of the

breaking of the jar; and it iy then that the Destruotion appenrs in ite gross form, and
a8 such beeomes perceptible.
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fiery embers. And from the jar, as struck by a étick, proceed cevtain
earthenware fragments, Destruction, being vatural, and having an ex-
istence in itself (without any agency from without), is extremoly subtile,—
and hence it is not perceived (to n.ppemr),*bemg, as xb is, lost in a series of
homogenous positive entities. s

27-28. When, however, an oxternal hetemgenous canse 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 pervcoptible).

28-20. Thus, then, it is an heterogenous effect that is brought abont
by the cause,~~by which cause the Destruction is dlsbmcbly manifested,
though it is not brought about by it. :

29-30, Thus then, inasmuch as Deaﬁvuctmn,weveu though not uppaan-
ing apart from an efforé (in the shape of the striking with the stick, for
ingtance)-—is found to be uncaused, your ra&ﬁOnmg (embodied in Suira 6)
becomes: contradictory. :

30-32,  The Akdga too, bemg eterna.l —when 1t h&ppens to: be cavered‘
np under the Warth or Water,~-is reudered visible enly by the removal of
these (Barth and Water) by means of digging and pumping. And thus we
seo that here we have perception (of Akdga) only after an effort. Conse-
quently your reasoning--*‘gince it ( word) is p'erceived only after an effort
—hecomes donbtfnl.

32-38. i ib be urged that—* in the case cited, we infer that the ﬁ)‘aﬁpa
oxists all along, though it ig hidden under Earth and Water,”—then (we
reply that, in the case of the Word foo, from recognition, we infer that it ex-
ists all along even prior to (and after) the effort put forth by the speakex.

88-34. When the Akdga iz made to disappear by an effort iun the
ghape of filling up the well, then we find that the argument—* Beeause
the Word does not continue to exist’ '—becomes doubtfnl,

34-35. In the well thus filled up, there is no cognition of the E!ﬁfi;-a,

88.29 And this manifestation leads peopia to hhmk that the Deatmatmn has heen
brought about by the cause.

29.30 Your argument is that, since the Word is found fo appear after an effort.,
therefore, it must be caused. DBub as a matter of fact, all that is so found %o appear; is
not caused, ag we have ghowi, with regard to Destruction,

£0.83 Wa now proceed to show that the argument fails with regard to /Ikm;a algo. .

88.84 Thig rofoxs to Sé#tre 13, which refutes the argument put forward in Sitra 7.
Since an uncaused and eternal entity, like Akdga, ig fonnd uot to have a continued
exigtence, therefore the argument cannot bo valid,

8.5 Just as we have no cognition of the Word, which hag not yet been rendered
perceptible by an effort on the part of man, so also, in the cage of Adkdgs, we have no
cognition of it until it is rendered perceptible by an effort in the shape of the remoying
of the earth from tho well.
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~—becanse that which has bsen hidden is not pewephble,——]nst ag the
- cognition of the Word.

35-36,  If the a,rgument be brought forward in the form-—‘ because of
the non-continuauce of the Word " (thus saving the cases of the dkdga, &e.),
—then it must be held, by the person holding the theory of the manifesia-
tion (and not produciion) (of the Word), to be an unaccomplished (in-
complete) one.

36-37. | If (by “caused ”) you mean the fact of its depending (for
manifestation) upon an action of the (msanifesting) causes,—then (the
argument becomes doubtful) with referemce to the cases of the root (of
trees) and Water under the ground. Beeanse, though these (the root and
Water) ave cansed (in the above sense of appearing after an action of the
cause) yet they are mot produced by the actwns of dzggmg, &e. (which only
‘gerve o render them perceptible). |

37-38. In the case of the Word, there is no o{.her ation productive of
it, save its utterance (by a person). Hyen if the argument be qualified by
the specification “in the absence of impediments,”—-then too, it hecomes
doubtful, with reference to the same facts (of the roots and water nnder-
ground).

38.89. Because, even in the absence of any impediments (to the

. B5.86 ¢ Unaccomyplished "— becaunse the Word iy not acceptad. by the Miménsaka
to have a non-continuons existence. Uongequently, an argunment baged npon a fa.ct nob
aceepted by him can never convince him, ]

88.87 What do you mean by the assertion~-‘ The Word is a cansed entity?’ (1)
Does it mean that it 19 produced by some canse, (2) O, that it is perceived after a cer»
tain action of that which is held to be the canse ?  In the former case, the argnment-—
“ becanse it is perceived after an effort '~—~begormes useless ; as it does not prove your
conelusion,  And in the labter case, in view gf the case of the roobs of trees, and the
water under the ground, the gaid argument becomes very doubtful. Beeanse, these are
perceived after a ocertain action=—of digging, L.i--and as much, may be said to he
‘eaused,’ though they cun never be said to be * prodaced’ (brought into exigtence) by
the digging ; as they already existed under the ground. In the same manuer, even if
the Word he proved to be a caused entity (in the nbove sense), it ¢onld uot, on that
account, be said to be ‘produced.’ Consequently, yonr argument fails to prove that
Words are ‘ produced’ and * non-eternal.

81.88 If the argument be stated in the form -~ hecanse in the absence of any im-
pediments of its perception, the Word is nob pereeived before and after an effort?’~-
then, too, it becomes doubtful, with regard to such things ag the water nnderground.
Because these too, in the absence of any impediments to their perception, are not
perceptible either before or after the presence of alamp, or of other causes of their
appearance. ( Fide next K,)

. B3.89 The deaf does nob cognise the sonnd of & Word 5 but that is owing to the
absence of the manifesting eanse, and not to the non-existence of the Word. Aud as
snch these facts of non-parception, before and after the cifort, eannot prove the ecaused-
ness, and the consequent non-eternality, of the Word,
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porception of thess), they are not perceived, on acconnt of the absence of
canses (fnvouring 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 ita manifesting agenocy (the ear, £i.),~~as we find in the case of
the deaf. If the non existence of the manifesting canse be said to form the
inpediment (meant in the argnment), then too the argnment would be
incomplete.

40. If it be urged that—‘ our reason is non-exisience (of the Word)
hefore and after (the effort),"—~then too, the reasoning is non-coneclusive,
and unaccomplished (non- aonviueing) ‘Because, as a matter of fact, the
Word exists all along; but is not perceived, on account of the a.bs:moa of
causes. (f:wourmg its perception, by helping its manifestation). '

41.  And the cognition of the Word depends npon & cause whw:h i
momentary just as during a dark and clondy night, our vmtm depenﬂs
npon & flasgh of lightning (w}m,h is mnomentary). |

42, Just as a lamp is held to be the ma.mfesber of ths Ja.r- &o.,
through the aid that it affords to the eye,~-so (in the case of the Word)
utterance (by the Speaker) would be (the mauifester of the Word), t.hrough

the impression it makes upon the ear (of the hearer).
| 48. This is not affected by the question—‘In what ok is the'
impaesswn? Becanse, just as in this case of production (of the Word
in the ear), 80 equally in this case (of manifestation) also, the power (of

ranifestation) is beyond Sense-perception.
44: How can any objection apply to a power, which is even inferable

“ Incomplete "~~Becnuge the nhsence of snch an impediment wonld mean the nega-
tion of the absence of the manifesting cange~—which wounld be equivalent to tlie exis-
tence of the canse; and dwring such existouco there can be no non<perception of the
Word (which is alwaya perceived whenever the manifesting cause is prosent).

40 The ob]echon means that it ig not the non-perception, but the non-existence,
of tho Word before and after the effort, that we lay down as an argument against ifs
eternality.  Bub this argnment 'is nuconvmomg to the Mimdnsaka, who does noﬁ ad-
mib guch non-exigtence,

4l Bince the cauge regarding the a]ready existing word Insts only a moment,
therefore the word is not perceptible hefore and after the effort. Hence this lattey
fact oannob prove the nonsewistence of the Word before and after the effort. As an
example of the manifesting cause being wowmentary we have the ﬂaah of lightning
ilhuninating things in a dark and clondy night.

4 The agency producing the sound in the oar is nob pereeptible to the senses. 8o
the agency manifesting it too would ag reasonably be imperceptible. Hence the non-
ascertainment of the form of impression cannot affect our position,

4 o long as the Power succeds in bringing about its effect~-in the presont case,
manifestation of the Word,—its existonce and efficiency can never be questioned:
And apemally a8 such efficiency i8 proved by concomitance : the cognition of the Word
pxisting only when theye ig the mamfeatmg agonéy of the utterance and not otherwise.
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frbm i:he effects (it brings about). The only gdem:.d for behe‘vmg (the
utterance to have the power of manifesting the Word) lies in the facs of the
eagm#wn (of the Word) appearing only when there is uitérance. th
45, Thus then, it is by wmeans of supersensuous power alono, {;hut
thess (utterances) impart & supersensuous facilify (power) to' the Sense-
organ (the ear), and thereby, become the causes of the mamfﬂata.tmn of
Words. :

46-48. If it be urged that ¢ the mamfeatmg cANSE can-nofs be lietoro-
genous (to the manifested entity "),—then (we ask), how can you held the
ear fo he the manifester of sound ¥ And, how could the fiery lamp be the
- manifesters of the earshy jar?  And, lastly, what homogeneity could there
. be botween the Coujunotion of the Soul (with the Mind, which conjanetion
is held by the Vaigeshilas to he the manifester of all perceptions) and
the objects (perceived)? 1f you take yomr stand upon some such genus
(as the summum genus “ entity,” to which everything belongs, and tlirongh
which all things may be said to be homogeneous );—then, that would servé
us also (as both the Ukterance and the Word would equally belong to thé
genus “entity’’).  Barring the means of cognition or pereception (of the
Word), nothing else can be rightly regarded us the manifester.

48-49, Thereforo just as an homogenous entity is accopted to be a
manifester, simply on the ground of its being the wesus of perception,—
80 too would also an hetevogeneous entity (be held to be a mauifester), o
the same ground of perception heing concomitant; mth (%.e:, existing on the
existence of) that manifesting cause.

© 49.50. Not knowing the fact of the Utterance belonging to thé Air,
and tlnnkmg it to belong exclugively to the palate and other (places of
Utterance iu the mouth), the objector (in the Bhashya) bay urged the
objection—“eveu on the cessation of the (Utterance) the sound is heard,
&e., &e'—in ovder to prove the non-manifesting power (of Utterance).

48.43 If utterances, being heterogensons to Words, cannot he the chief manifesiers,
then the Kar could not be the manifester of gound and so forth. * Barring, &o.” This is
added in snticipation of the objection that the lamp being known to be a manifester of
the jar, &o., it was right to. bring it forward ng an ingtance ; when, as in the case of the
Conjunction of Soul, people do nob ordmanly know this as a manitester, it iy not right
o bring it forward. The sense of the Kirikd is that everything that brings about
the perception of an object is ite manifester, and the Conjunction of the Sonl is the
means of such perception; therefore this too is ag good n manifester as anything elge.

48.49 Wo have the same gronuds for agoepting an lmteroganeous enht.y to be a
manifester, a8 we have for accapting an homogeneous one.

$9.50 The sound is heard even after the uttornnce, because it remtleaintha air,
But the objector, who is made to apeak in the Bhashye, is ighorant of the fact, and
kuows the sound £00 to resids in tho palaie, &e., wnich ¢sases a8 soon ag the speech hiy
peaked,

93
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50.51.  And it in with vegard to the fact of its belonging to the Air
(and hence continuing even after the speaking has ceased), that tho reply
is given (in the Bhashya) that in facl, the Utterances do not cease. Till the
asgertion (in the Bhashya) of the fact of (the sonnd) ¢ striking” (the Air),
&o., &o., the above objection as well as ity reply remain with their_con;-'
nections (and significations) obscure.

51-52. In the Bhashiya passage begmnmg with ¢ If d&e.,” the ¢ mani-
festation,” that ig spoken of, is possible in three ways: It is possible (1)
through a change (samskdra) in the word itself, or (2) through thais of
the sense-organ (the Ear), or (3) through that of both. )

52-58. Objections : *‘1f the change were in the Word, then all men
wonld coguise it. Jecause of an entify, swhich is impartite and all-per-
vading (ns the Word is held, by the Mimandaka, to be), therve could be no
change in any one porinon.

53-54. * Nor is it possible for the process of change to be regula.tad '
in accordance with the diversity of its substrates (i.e., the Ear of men
hearing it). Because, being like the Akdge and the Soul, the Word (a.a
held by the Mimansaka) can have no substrate.

54.56. “ Tf the Akdga be held to be the substrate (of the Word},
even then, the change eannot belong to a portion of the Word, inasmuch
ag it is iteelf impartite ; and also hecause people always cogmae the Word,
in its entirety. If the Word had undergone o change, only in a portion
of it, it could never be cogmsed in its entirety, pervading, a3 it does, over
the whole extent of the Akaga.

56-53. Tt the Har be held to be the Akdga itself, it being all- pervad-
ing, the conjunction (with the Word nttered) wounld be equal (in the Ears of
all men). And thus we would have the possibility of hearing words even
from a great distance. And in this way (2.e, if the Ear were to be Akaga),
the Fars of all men would become one (since Akiga i one); and conse-
quently when one person hears something all men wounld hear it (an

absurdity).

50.51 The ntkerances do not ceage with the speech, They continue in the Air for
gome time. The fact of the ufbterance belongmg to the Air is known only when the

Bhashya hag asserted the sentence * Abhighdte, &o.” \
B1.58 The passage referred to is the Purvapaksha passage : *‘ If the eonnechion and

disjnnotion (of the palate, &o.,) wore to manifest tho Word, &o.”
69.68 Now beging the setting forth of the objection raised in the Bhashya referred

to, The Word being the change produced in it by nilerance, must belong to the whole

of it. And as it is all.pervading all men would hear it.
88 Tt cannot be held that the change is prodaced in the Word, only in go much as

ig in conjnneiion with the Bar of men near the speaking man.
56.58 T'he Har of nll men being all-pervading, the sonnd made in America wonld be

p8 well heard by us as by those near the gpeaker.
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58-50.  * Inasmuch as the dkdga is impartite, it cannot be held—
for the double purpose of regulating (the change produced by utterance,
and the limitation of hearing)—that the War is that pavt of the Akdga,
which has heen modlﬁud by the Virtue and Vice (of the person ha.v:ug the
Ear

)09 60. ““These objections also apply to the theory of the Vaipéshi-
kas (who hold the Bar to be Akdiga); and to the doctrine of Kapila (San-
khya) also, as the Har, &ec., being nll-pexvading (inagmuch as all senge-
organs are modifications of Self-couqrzwusnpss, which is held to be all-per-
vadmg),-—the same process of reasoning wounld apply.

60.61.  *(If the change belonged to the Ear, then) the Har, bemg once
changed (which, in the case of Har, means boing made capable of cognising
sounds), would comprehend all the Words. Just as the eye opened (and
rendered capable of vision) for seeing & jar, does not fail to see the cloth
algo (if it be before the eye).

61-62. ‘“The same objections would apply, if the change belongoed
to the object (ie., the Word), Since the Word exists in the same place (as
the ear), the change of the one is not 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 we perceive everything that may have lain in the
place ('covered). '

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

58.89 Such modification by the deeds of persons possessing the Ear, could explain the
limitations in huaring. Because the deeds of emch person being different the capacitios
of their Ears would aldo be different.

- 80.8L And the objection, is that, if the change produced by ulterauce were to holong
to the Har, All Words being external and sll~pervading, the Ear is always in proxi.
mity to all Words; hence, if it were to be modified and rendered capable of compre-
hending Words, it would comprebend all the Words-~which is an abgurdity,

81 Bince the Word heard is co-estensive with the Har, the change of the Word is
open to the same objeutions as the change of the Ear,

63.85 The only changs that is possible in the Har and the Word iy that which is
brought ahout by the removal of the Air filling up the cavity of the Kar, Bnt in that
cage the covering of Air, the only impediment of the Har, having been removed, it wonld
comprehend all Words, becanse they also ave in the Ear, which is all-pervading like
Akagu, and honce all the Words exist in it ; consequently if the covering be removed, all
the Words would equally be opeu to somprelension.

98.8% 1f the Word wore to be changed once only, it would be so 5 for all poople ; and

hence all people would hear it. In the ssme 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 X« at one and ﬂm same-
time). i
64-65, “If the vhauge be held to be}opg to both (the e a.nci the
Word),~then this theory would be open toall the objectlona that have
been shown above, to apply severally to each (.e., to the change of Word
and to that of the Eax), Therefore a partial cagnihion of the Word (2.6,
the cognition of the Word by some people and not the rest) would not be
poamble, unless the Word be held to be a caused entity.” A
65-66, The Bhaskye has given a reply to the above, bn.sed upon
(the theory of) the change belonging to the Bar. The hearing by dzﬂ.’el ent
individnal hearers is regulated by a dwelmby among their Bars. iy !

66-67. Nor do we admit the Ear fo be necessarily (idemtical with)
Akdga,  Nov, again, is the dAkdga itself impartite; inasmuch as this
(impartite oha.ractm) has been denwd (with reaaous) by the .Tamaa and :
the Sankhyas, i

67-68. 'Lherefore the Har could either be a part of Akapa xtaelf or
s distinet entity by itself (without being apen to the aforesaid objections).
And thus, in accordaunce with our theory, for esch person, verily, there is
a soparate Kar—this being inferred from the (otherwise) inexplicability
of effects (in the shape of the hearing, of different persous, hemg fhﬁerent
from one anobher). ;

68-69. (Granting the theory of Har being Akdga), even thomgh it
(Bar) were one and all-pervading, yet, the change produced by utterance
could belong only to the substrate of the aunditory dkage only, Thevefore
the Word would be cognised only by that Bar (auditory Ak_{ipa) which is
affected by that change (and thus there would be no chance for the Word
being heard, or nob hea.rd by all persons simultancously) (as urged in K,
6G3-64).

69-70. 1If the change be attributed to the organ of Senge (the Eitr),_ :
—even then, the change could (be held to) apply to the organ, throngh its
substrate (viz, the tympanum in the body of the hearer). And thus the
Word would not be heavd by that Har, of which the tymp&num hay not
been affected by the change (produced by the utterance).

85.88 Thig vofers to the Bhdshya: ** One ,wh,o holda the manif_estat.ion}-_of words is
not open to the said objections ; becanse the digjunctions and conjunctions of the palate,
&e., of the speaker, do not af.‘ect. the Ear that is at a distance, &o,, &e.

87.88 If the Ear of each person were not distinct, we could not explain the fach of
o Word being heard by one person, and not by others,

69.99 Substrate of tho auditory Akége is the Ear in the body, :

89.10 And gonsequently we would not haye the shsurdity urged m K. G864,
That is to say, there could be nochanee of the Word being either beard, ox not heard, by,
all persons gimultanecasly. _



G,

APHORISMS VI T XNIN-WIBRNALITY OF SWOBDS, | 491

- 70-71, An utterance does not offect any change in the auditory organ,
it it faily to veach the Har (in the body). Therefore the applicability of
the change (produced by ntterance) is regulated by the diversity of the
covporeal 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 thdt of a very distant sound being heard with as much dis-
tingtness as one near at hand).

71-72. Obj.: ¢ Bup then, the auditorysorgan, having been sifected by

the ehange in one corporeal sabstrate, would become the means of cognising

- (that Word) in all persons,~for those who hold all anditory sense to be one
only (on the ground of its being identical with Akdga, which is one).”

| 72:73. The cognition (audition of the Word) is lield to be produced
in the bodily organ: of persons. Cousequently the change (appearing in
the organ of one hody), appearing in a place other than the principal ele-
ment (aundition of the Word by other parsons), fails in an esgential factm'
(necespary for audition by otiers).

73-74, Even one soul, though imparbite, aud as such cognising (a
. Word) by its whole self, has the cognition in the body it ocenpies (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 Akiga, though one (and impartite), comes to be
diversely connected with several partite objects severally,~-so in the same
manner, wonld it also be open to change and non-change (in accordance
with its substrates iv the bodies of men) (and hence the change in cne
anditory dlkaga could not lead to the cognition of another person, and so
forth as urged in Karikas 56-57 et seq).

75-76. Bven though dkdge is impartite and all-pervading, yet the
“convection” (of Adkdga with the partite objects, jar, &e,,) having a dus)
substrate (in the shape of Akage and the partite object), depends upon the
(partite objects) jar, &o., lying on the earth on'y (and as such, the connec-
tion oa.nnab be said to be all-pervading ).

TL.78 The sense in ona person being the same ag in other persons: if it happens
to be affocted in the Ear of one person, and lead to his cognition of the Word, it would
remnain affected even in the Har of other persons Therefors when one person hears
a sound, all others wounld hear it.

78.18 Ohange is a secondary olement in coguition which is the principal element.
Aund the secondary element, in ordor to be effective, must be in the same place as the
primary. The cognition is to be produced in the bodies of mon and nowhere else,
Therefore the change affecting the sensge in Rama's body caunot bring about n cogni-
tion in the body of Krishna, Becsuse the change in Rama is nob vo-extonsive with the
cognition in Krishua.

| 7880 This is iu anticipation of the objection that the counnsction of Akdga would
also be all-pervading.




qr.onvinmma.

%6-77. Deafness, &c., arve also regnlated by the game cause (1. . by
the effects produced in the bodily orgau). ' And this (deafness) s not
experienced by another (7.e., any Soul other than the one to which the parti-
cular body, with the deranged eax, belouga),——-«maamuell s b is lnﬂuenced -
by the virtue and vice (of that particular Sounl). -

77.78.  Just as in the case of a village lord, when removed from
the mastery over the village,—~though he continnes to residein the village,
yet he does mot enjoy (the pessession of) the village,—so, in the same
manner, though the Soul of a deaf person continues to reside in the body,
yet, heing deprived of its mastery (over the organ of a.udlbmn), it does not
hear any sounds, even wheu others (near him) hear if.,

78.80. Hven if (it be granted that), like the a,udtﬁory senHE, bhe
Word and its substrate too ave without any parvts (i.e, impartite) and
incapable of occupying any oue place (i.e., all-pervading,—eyen then, the
theory is not open to the (aforeseid) objections. DBecause the air-vibra-
tions, which are held to be the manifesters (of the Word), are both en-
dowed with parte and capable of oceupying different places (i.c., are neither
impartite nor all-pervading). And (of these manifesting a.u-vlbradnons)
there arve different classes also,~on which (closses) ave ba.sed the changes
(produced in the auditory sense).

80.81. Jusk as, in your theory, the air-vibration (utt.eramce) put
forth for one Word, does not produce another Word,—so, in our theory too,
the vibration, capable of producing changes, in the Har, enabling it to
cognise one Word, will not be able to make a change for the sake of an-
other Word.

81-82. Just a8 any one of tho contacts of the palate, &o. (by tho
speaker), (put forth for the prormncmtmn of one Word) cannot, in your
theory, produce another Word,—so, in the sawe manner, any one of these

16.77 Deafness results when the bodily organ, Ear, which is bhe substrate of .and-i-
" tory songe, becomes deranged, Hence both the ability and inability of the auditory
genge musb depend upon the effects produced (or changes brought a.bonb) in the bodlly
organ,

f8-80 ¢ Manifester ' Yo that which renders cognizable. * Dq}’ment clusses "-=For one
clags of Lotters there is one class of Air-vibrations; and so on with each letéer that
is pronounced, And the change pyoduoed in the auditory sense is none other than the
contaot with these Vibrations. The Ear coming in contact with a vibration, cognises
only that letter (or Sound) which belongs to the same class ag (4.¢, is homogeneous (to
that vibration, Thig Kérik@ meets the objection urged in Kdrikas 60-61,

80.81 Bven one who holdd the theory of words being caused finds it necessary
to asgert that Words can be prodnced only by such air-vibrabions as are homogeneous
to them,

This meets the objeotion urged in Kankas 62.63 and shows how * @HRATRITY
—gWaY" i« not posaible
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contacts of the palate, &e., which is capable of putting forth such sounds
as bring abont changee in the andifory sense favourable for the cognition
of any one particnlar Letter, is not able to indicate sounds of other Lietters.

82-83. Thevefore, 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 Auditary Sense, &e., &c.), is equally inferable
from the (otherwise) inexplicability of certain well-kvown effects (every-
day facts of ordinary life)., And (from the same inexplicability) could
also be inferred the diversity of effort and desire to speak (which inference
too is equally possible in both theories).

83-84. If the change be held to belong to the object (Word), then too
the change would apply to ono Word only (and not to all, a8 urged in
Kirikas 61-62), And even this one would not b heard by all men (simul.
taneously), on account of a difference in their capabilities.

8486, Just as (in your theory) though the Word ig produced equally
with vegard to all men, yet it is not cognised by all (simultaneously), on
acconnt (ag you explain) of the fact of (its cognition depending upon) the
divisions of direction, place, &o.,—s0, in the same manner (in our theory
also) when a Word is affectod by changes brought about by sounds produced
in proximity to some men, the Word is beavd by these men alone, and not
by those that ave at a distance (from those sounds).

86-87. Byen if it be held that the changes belong to both (the Ear
and the Word), the assertion (in Karikds 64-65) of this being open to both
objections (urged agdinst the change of “ Word”" and change of “ Fax )
is nontrue, Because on account of discrepauncies in either (of these two
changes of Word and Fm), all (Wordg) are not heard by all (Ears of all
men).

87. A method (of the cognition of Word) must necessarily be 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 Vaig@shikas) hold that the
Word (sound) is primarily produced by Conjanction and Disjunction ; that

88.84 “ Diffsrence in capabilities.”’—-One who is at a distance is not as able to hoar
ng one who is near, The latter hulf meets the objection nrged in in Kirikds 63.64.

6153 Just as your cognition of the Word is governed by Direction, &e., 8o are also
our changes of Words, &o.

88.87 A discrepancy in the Ear of people (caused by distance, &c.), makes it
i:ppohsibla for all men to hear a sound simultanecnsly. And a discrepaney of the
Word (canged by the fact of one sound manifesting only one Word), makes it impog-
gible for all the Words to be heard at one and the same time.

#.59 By Conjunotion, as in the case of the dram struck by the stick, and by Dis-
junetion, as in that of the flute.
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from this (sound) is produced another gonnd similar to 1t and that in a
place noxt to this is produced another sound algo gimilor to ib, thon follows
another, and 50 on, in the manuer of waves and npples and ib s t.he la.st
sound (of the series) that is caunght by the Bar,

90.91.  But, in this theory, there are many aasumptmna of imper-
ceptible facts, Tn the case of a sound, we are nover cugmsa.nb of a,ny mulbi-
plicity of sounds (as held by the Vaigéshika). - - :

91.92.  Even the fact of one sound po‘odumug a.ncsther is gwum’lless,
inagmuch as sound has no action. Nor can an immaterial entity (like
sound),—being, asg it iy, incapable of striking (agamst anythmg)—mproduce
an effect in & placa removed from itself. _

92.93, Nor is there any means of xegula.inng the productmn of
gounds, with regard to the limit of their reach. Nor ig there any cause thab
conld account for the restriction of the direction (of sounds), and for the
fact of (sonnds) following the current of winds.

93-94. It is hard to prove that a sonnd produces a,nother wlnch is
either similar or homogeneous to it. Nor are we cognisant of any grounds
for believing the production (of sonnds) to extend on all sides (spucially
as waves and ripples, which you cite as an :matance of the method, pmcesd
in a gingle dlrechon)

94-95, And again, it is not possible for foregoing ‘sounds, that are
entirely destroyed (without leaving any trace), to produce the subsequent
soundg, which had abeolutely no existence before. And just as tho Possi-
bility of a series of cognitions (has been rejected under Nur &Zzsmbaﬂavada),
80 too is the possibility of a series of sounds (inadmissible).

95-96, 1In the case of the Waves,~since they have a certain velo-

90.92' We do not cognise the sound heard to be different from the sound nttercd.

01.98 Tf an immatorial entity were to have sach an effect, then such offects (soande)
would be possible, even beneath the ground (i.¢., the sound produced above the ground
would be heard in the nether world): because an immaterial object would never be ro-
tarded in iis progress by any such interceptions as those presented by material objects,
like the Earth, &o.

9393 Sound being immaterial, what would be the means whereby we could sccept
the theory that the series of these sounds stops short ab a certain point, beyond which
it does nob go. And since no such cause can be found there wonld be an endless series
of & sound, which would thus come to be heard simultancously by the whole world.

If gound be immaterial, how conld we explain the fact of its being produced in cne
direction, or the fact of its being caused in the wake of word-carrents—both of which
are possible only with materinl objects 7 '

98 Since & sound canoob be a material cause, it eannot produce another sound.

94.95 A sound on being produced is ingtantly destroyed and o trace of it is left be-
hind. How then can this be the cansge of the next sound in the Series, which, till then,
has bad no sort of exigtence ?

9.9 A ripple Lus » certain velocity for a long time after ite first appearanoe, and



APRORISNS VI TO ka—.—-ﬁ:f‘»mﬁmw OF WORDS. 425

city (motion) and aetmn, it ig pogsible for them to produce effects in places
othor than that of the cause (i.c., tho firat; mpple, having motion, can pro-
duce another vipple, even ab .a distance from ib). Beca.uss the action
of such (m obﬂej canses lasts g0 long as the veloc;ty for motion)
Insts, :

96.97. (Granting such a production of sounds) thig production could
not be impeded by the intervention of walls, &e., becanse the exigtence of
an immaterial substance (like sound) in the m1dst of a material substance
(like the wall) is not impossible.

97.98. And forther, Walls, &o.,, do not serve elthnr to destroy or
vemove the Akdga (and henoe, sound being a property of Akdpa cannot be
destroyed or in any way intercepted by the Wall). Therefore, even inside
the Wall, ﬁk&pa cannot be rendered 1mpercept1ble.

| 98.99, If Akdpa did not t’ormerly exist in the place, then the Very ox-
istence of the Wall,~as also of all its inner parts,-~would be a contradiction
(becauso all things exist in space, which is the same as Akdgo). Because
ﬁhpae cannot have any existence in a material substance. e
' 99.100, TIf it be held that  the Akaga bears only the prodnction of
such sounds, which are free from any contact with a substance havi ing the
character of an interceptor,”-—snch a statement has no reagons in its
favonr.

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

80 long s this velooity luabs, io will go on prodncing other »ipples. This is not possible
in the cage of sound, whick has neither velocity nor motion,

- 91.98 Because, being immaterial and all- perva&ing, the Akiga must have existed in
the place, prior to the erection of the wall; and since it conld not be in any way inter-
cepted by the presence of the wall, it wust be admitted to continue in the plac!.! aven
affer the wall has been bnilt.

95.99 “ Bocause, &o, "—Since it ig go, they mnst be held to have their exigtevee in
an immaterial entity like dkaga.

.o %190 This qualification is a saving clause againsl the argnment based on the
_ intervention of the wall. The objection means to imply that, since $he sound, in the
cass of the presence of a wall, is in cantact with an intercepting substance in the shape
of the wall, therefore it cannot be said to be produced when its progress has been stop-
ped by the wall,  Hence, behind the wall, the souad is not heard.

7 100,101 Tt'{s only when a fact is not cognisable, and caunnot be explaiued without the
admission of a certain other fact, that this latter is accepted on the (otherwise) apparent
jnconsistenoy of the former fact. In the cage of sound, however, all the facts are ap-
plicable in accordance with the Miméansaka’s theoryh, ‘l‘herefore, there is no Incoa-
sistency that would Jend gapport to any new theory,

o4
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101.102, Nor can the assnmption be said to be due to Inference; in-
asmuch a8 1o relation (of concomitance) is perceived (to exist between pro-
duotion and any invisible entity, as the intermediate sounds propounded.
by the Vaiggshika). 1f it be urged that *we conld have the Inference
from o general affirmative premise,—" then, in that case, your reasoning
wonld be contradictory. : : _ !

102-103. Thus, (if it be argned that)—a sound is productive of
homogeneous sounds,~—becanse it ig a property,—Ilike the Senge-organs (of
Taste, &c.), —(this wonld be met by the counter-argument based upon the
same premise): vig: A sound is not productive of other gounda,~for the same
veagon (i.e., becanse it is a property, and properties are not ‘productive of
other properties). (And if the production of other soundg were like the
productions of the Sense-organs, then, as these latter appear in the same
point of space as is ocoupied by the Sense-organ, so in the same manuer,
the intermediate sounds) wonld appear in the same place as that ocoupied
by the primary sound (and thus there could be no transmission of sounds).

108-105. Because (it is a mabter of common experience that) the
place, which iz ocoupied by the parts of the piece of eloth, is also the place
where all its properties exisb, and ib is the gaws place where the whole
(piece of cloth) made np of the parts also exists; and the properties of the
whole, too, oceupy the same place (as is held by the Whole itself). Thus,
we have co-extensiveness (of the properties of the Caunse and those of the
Caused). In the same manner (we oould infer that), all the (subsequent
intervening) sounds have no place other than thab held by the primary
(first) sound. '

105-106. A sound does not produce another sound,—because it is &
sound,—like the final sound (where the series of the Vaigéshika ends).
Similarly, Conjunction and Digjunetion (held by the Vaipashika to be
productive of sounds) (do mob produce sounds)-—becanse they are 5o (i.e,
because they are Conjunction and Disjunction),—like any other ordinary
Oonjunction and Disjunction.

106-107. In fact, the theories of the moyement of the sound, and
that of the anditory sense,—as held by the Jaina and the Sankhya respect-
ively,—are more reasonable than the above (Yaipéski?ra) theory. But-
these, t00, become nntenable, on account of the following reasons. ;

101108 The Inference from general atfirmation is shown in the firsb half of the
Kariki, * Qontradictory " =—also proviog & proposition aimed at.

105,108 A syllogism proving the fact of sonnds not producing sounds. _

108101 The Jaina theory is that the sound having been nttered travels bodily to the
ear of the Learer. And the Sdnkhya theory is that the sense being all-pervading travels
to the region where the sound is produced.
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107-108. Tle travelling of sonnd, as proposed by the Jaina, is an
imperceptible fact, as are also the nateriality 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 Jafnas, Pudgala "),

109. How can there be any prodaction (of the final perceptible
sound) by means of theue (subtile factors), which are imperceptible (and
aa such incapable of producing perceptible entities) ? And, from what sovb
of diversity in the process of production would proceed the diversity of
the Letters (appearing in the sound) ?

. 110-111, Tn the absence of fluidity in theso (subtilo factors), how can
they be said to be mixed up (into a complete whole, in the shape of the
sovnd) P And (even if such mixing up be admitted, as in the case of g
lamp of flour), how is it that in the travelling (from the region where
the sound is produced to that wheve it is heard), the sound is 1ot dissi.
pated (and blown away) by the air-currents P—specially ag these parts
(i.e, the snbtile factors making np the gound) 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 trecs, o would the sound also (be shattered into its imperceptible
component fragments by its striking against trees, &o., intervening in
its path, from the place of production to that of its cognition),

112-118, (If the sonnd be held to he a component whole, made up of
parts, then) having entered into the Ear of ore man, it could not be heard
by others. Nor is there auvy cause for the multiplicity of intervening
sounds. Nor, lastly, is it possible, for one and the same (component
sound) to travel on all sides (in order to be heard by different persons).

113. Hven in accordance with the theory that it is the Anditory
Sense that moves (to the region whero 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 Har) that travels, then (in that case) it would mean
the assumption of two imperceptible factors (since neither the fnnetion of
the Ear nor the travelling of the function is perceptible). And further,

107,198 This Kdriki enumerates the various imperceptible facts. assumed {without
any reason) by the Jaina, '

Ho.1l No mixing_ up is possible nnless the factors mixing up have a certain degreoe
of fuidity and consequent viscidity. \

The air-carrents blow away the flour; so would they blow away the gound into
fragments ; hence it wonld be impossible for any sound to bo heard.

113.118 A material component object having entered one ear, will remain there in its

entirely, as it is not possible for such an object to remain in more than one place at one

and the same time, And we have no grounds for holding that when a sound is produc.
ed, many sounds follow inite wake and spread all round, '
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(in. thi theory) you would have n modzﬁcatmn ( of the Audltory Sense) by
a distant object (viz., the sound, which iy always producad &t a cortain. dla-
tance from the Eaxn). :

114-115. Tt it bo held that (the Au&:tory Sense) gete (at the dlstanh
gound), on accout of its all-pervading character,—then, this fact wonld
apply oqually well to the case of very distant sounds (and hence all sounds
wonld be heard equally well) ; and, as such, the mochﬁcatwn or non-modt—
fiention (of the Auditory Sense) would be brought about by ail sotmds
equally, and not differently ( the difference, in our fhaory, bemg based npon,
the distance or the proximify of the sound produced).

115-116. If it be held that the Auditory Sense is mod.lﬁed by t.hose'
(sounds) that have no (parhculm) :elnt;on with it then, a8 shown a,bove,
non-relation bemg aqyal (in the case of sounds near and distant), there
would be no speciality in the near sound (wherehy such sound would ba
heard, and not the one at a distance).

116-117. And further, the funet.mn of tha Audxtm-y Senae, bemg -
material, conld not be intercepted by any material obstacles; and hanoe,
wbe“efm:e should an intercepted sound not be heard P

117-119.  If the modification were to belong to the Andltory Sense
(which the Sﬁnkhya holds to be all-pervading), then there would be no rea-
son for any limit (as to the reach of ifs cognition,—i.e, it wonld cognise all
sounds) ; nor would it be possible for the function of the Auditory Sense to
be nrged mostly in the same divection as the wind (and ag such the greater
reach of the sound in that direction wounld not be explicable) ; and it
would be as possible for it to be intercepted in that direction and to move,
with greator facility, against the wind (which facts militate, against the
fact of the greater andibility of sonnds in the said direction ); because,
in that cage, the help of the wind, belonging to the Anditory Sense, would
not belong te the sound.

119:120. Those who hold that the sound is cognised by the Auditory
Sense, without coming in conmtact with it,~—~will have this non-contact
applicable equally to the case of distant and near sounds (and henee 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,

LA Now begins the refutation of tha S&nkhya bheory'.

116.117 “ Ttercepted ! by obstacles; like a wall, &e.

119.180 Thig Kariké and the next mect the Bauddhe theory that the Auditory Sense
cognises the sound without coming in any sort of contact with it

120131 Since all sounds would 'be equal in having no contact, and o8 such equa.lly

cognisable,
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'cog'mtmn or 1on- cogmimn ‘wonld be equaﬂy poamh!e. And ﬂie}_m would

be no sequence, or intensity or lowness, &c., of sounds.

121-122, Therefore, we must now auqnne into the pweeqq of I:ear-
ing, from the sbandpoint of the Crotyiya (the Mimansaka). 1t is an wn-
doubted fact (of perception) that (in speaking) the internal Air, being
struck by the mentn.l elffort (of t.lla speaker) moves (out of the mouth).

122123, And this (Air) requirves (for going out of the throat)’ tho
conjunction and d!ﬂjltnbtlﬂn of the (tongue with the) ]mla{t:, &e. Aud since
tha Air hn.a a certain force (mt'h which it moves), it moves along so long as
thla lmblatory forca lasts.

0 123.124. And it is a,lso cerbain that, in moving u]ong, the Air and
its constituent partw'les come in contact with, and are disjoined f1 om, the
stlll (calm) Air (bhrough whioh it prsses). '

124-125. Ha.vmg ren.ched the dkdpa (Space) in the Bar, the Adr im-
parts a certain faculty, or potancy, to the Audlhory Senge ; and since the
sound is heard only when this (faculty) appears, therefore, we admit of its
existence in the shape of a change (Sanskara, produaced in the Sense),~and
this is the only impevceptible factor that we agsume,

125-126. And this ' faculty ' that we assume, is like the fﬂ.culty of
produeing (the sound, held by the other party); and it ig nothing more than
that, And similarly (i.e. as in the case of the opposite theory) we would
assume particular faculties from the faet of the coguition of particular
gounds.

126-127.  The pl*oduction of Words (and souuds)'having been rejected,

151188 With this boging the expounding of the proper Mim insaka theory—CE. the fol-
lowing Karikds of Piaini-" The sonl having cogniged the objects produces in the mind
adesire to gpenk ; it sbrikes the fite in the bedy ; and this fire moves the air inside; this
a_;‘r moving up strikes the head (brain #) snd returns to the month; and thers brings
forth the Word.? Sucliis the production of the sound of the word; this seund strikes
the outer air with a certain force ; and so faras this force Insts in the onter air, upto that
place, and till thnt time, the word is heard. It is shown in the Kirik that every item of
this theory is amenable to perception, the only snpersensuous slement being thet of the
changa prodnced in the Har by the sonnd, Whenever the ordirary Air is struck by
anybhing it moves ; and so it muat be with the Air in the body.

18,185 And sivce it comes in contact with the ealm Air all roand, therefore it is quite
possible for the sound to be disseminated, aund spread along, on all sides of its source,

135.136 They too assnme the appearance of a faculty in the ear, like us. They
muke the faculty productive of the sound, while we only hold it fo be capable of mak-
ing the enr cognise the sound. So the fact of assuming an imperceptible facalty is com-
mon £o both of us.

125,151 The prodnctwn of souudn ig rejected under the Sutm “ Dar¢anasya pavars
thatvat.” (1.i-18).
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--gince the process of hea.rmg them is not otherwise explmabla,--—we assume
the (imperceptible) fact of specific cllanges being produced (in the Audxtory
Senge) by the sounds,

127.128. That which proves the existence of such a faculty of sou»udﬂ
(producing the chauges) is the fact of (the change) appearing only when
that faculty exists ;—just as in the case of the faculty of the Auditory
Sense (which is proved by thefact of hearing appearing only when the faculty
exists). And the intellect (that was engaged in the assumption, or explansa-
tion, of the prodnetion of the change) is taken mp by the same (i.e., by
the assumption of the faculty of sonnds to bring about the changes).

128.130. The interception eansed by » Wall, &e., is gnite posgible, in
the case of the Air, Andthe striking against the tympauvum (of wliich we are
at times cognisant) is dne to the great force of the Air-current. Aund since
the Air has its own intensity, as well as that of its -velocity, perishable,—
and since it moyes along in a certain order of aequence,-—-themfore. it
comes to be the sole cause of the cha.nge (in the Auditory Sense) of the
order of sequence (in the hearing of the sound),ns also of t.he intensity and
lowness, &o. (of the sound).

180-182. It is this “modiflcation” (of the 'Auditory Sense) as the
means of the comprehension of sounds, that some people, (Bhartrmitra,
&c.), thinking themselves to be learned, hold to be the * Auditory Sense”™
itself. But this is only a changing of (or play upon) names; 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.

132-183. The Bhashya too, has not mentioned the  Anditory 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 “Anditory
Sense ” (that they seek to improve upon the Bhdshya)? '

183-185. People always use the word  Sanskara” (* mod1ﬁca.t10u ”)

137128 “ Intellect, &u.,” when we enquire into tke production of this chsnge, we are
gatisfied by the assumption of such o faculty in the sounds nttered.

199.180 By “Eto.” are meant the faots of the sound being heard near and not at 4
distance, the fact of its greater reach in the same direction as the wind, its diffusion
on all sides (caused by the enrrent of Air passing on all sides),

150.188 They hold the Modification to be the Sense. They admit of the Modification
and the Sense both ; but change their names. '

193133 The only difference between our statement of the fact 'and theirs is, that
they call the * faculty” itself the “ Auditory Sense;” while we apply this name fo an
Entity (a sense- organ) endowed with this faculty. And that the latter fact is froe
is proved by our every- -day experience.
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a8 a generic name applicable (in common) to all entities belonging to the
same class (of “supersensnous 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 “ Crotra” (Auditory Sense) is not
kuown (by people) to have any connection with the denotation of the word
“ Sanskdra ; and as such, the word ‘‘ Auditory-Sense” cannot renounce
ita own specific denotation (known to every person), and denote the
* Sanskira” (which is always known to be only a generic entity).

(185-136).—The anthor of the Bhdshya has laid down, in the begin-
ning, the “ non-optionality " of the denotations of words. And this (inle)
would be surely violated by those (who optionally, without any grounds)
attribute the word *“ Crotra " to the Sunskara.

136-137. The word *“ Crotra” is kuown, by all men, to apply to
to something other than the Sanskdra. And hence (by asserting it to
mean Sanskdra) we would separate the word “Crofra™ from its well-
known signification, without any reason. _

137-138. 1t is established, on the ground of Seriptures, that the Senge-
organs accrue to the man, while he is yet in the womb ; and this showes that
they exist even prior fo the appearance of their effects (cognitions). And
this (Scriptural Assertiou) is violated (by the theory that the Auditory
Sense is identical with Sanskara).

138-139. And further, the relation of the word with the meaning,
cannot, in any way, be created (anew) by us. If the Aunditory Sense be held
to be momentary (as it necessarily must be, if it be held to be identical
with Sanskdra, which is only momentary),——then the relation of this (word
“Crotra”) with its meaning (Yanskdra, which is produced by sounds, and
as such a cansed entity), could not but be such as is oreated by us (and as
such non-eternal). (And this would go against the theory of the eternality
of the relation of Words with their meanings, as held by all the Mimansa.
kas.)

139.140, If it be urged that *the same would be the case with the word
* Sanskdra’ (which is admitted by the Mimansaka to denote Sanskaras,
that are momentary and non-eternal),”’-—then (we reply that) other
Sanskares romain (even when one Sanskdro has been destroyed; and we
hold the denotation of the word “ Sanskdra " to apply to the class ' Sans-
kira,” which is eternal). (Apart from the criss) lLowever, there are
some individual Sanskdras (as those of the Yogi) that continne for hundreds
of years. Hence, the relation of the word “ Sunskdra” with vhe Sanskdra
(considered either as a class, or as an individual) can never be destroyed.

IBT.188 ¥ Violated"—becanse tha Sanskira is concomitant with the cognition of the

word ; but theie 18 no such cognition in the womb; while the Qruti declares that the
genses acerue to the child in the 6th month after conception,
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_ 140-141, . Then again, the word (;f_rot_m,’_’-mprigr to the (pl;gﬁgq&%é{;
of the) Sanskdra, as also after it—is always known to apply toa,nnb‘;aut
loeated in a certain place (part of the body, wiz., 'thle Bar). TG
142, And swe ean hold the confinunance (permanence) of the “ Andi-
tory Sense’ on the ground of its being a sense, like the “ Tactile Sense,”
&, And heneo it eannot be said to he momentarily created (and as such
cannob be identical with a ¢ Sanskare,” that is oveated and destroyed
ab every moment): g , e
148, If by contaet with sound, ‘the * Auditory”, Senge were to be
produced (as held by those who hiold the sense to be identical with Sams-
kiiva, which ig produced by the Roﬁnd),é%t}leri how ig it that ib i3 nob
found (to bo produced) in the ease of the deaf person ® = ol
144, Because that which does uob exisb in a person, 1s naturally
capable of being produced,—therefore, the “ Auditory Sense,” which is
wanted (for the cognition of sounds), would be produced, even for the deaf
(which is impossible). bl i (A bl
145146, If it be urgod that “the same contingency would apply to
the theory of Sanskara (heing produced by the sound),”—(then weo reply
that), the Senskara cannob 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 (Sunskdra) in the “Auditory Sense” (of the deaf)
which is covered over by derangements. But if it be held that ib is the
Sense (of andition) itself, which (being identical with Sanskdra) is pros
dnced (hy sounds), then, in that case, there could be no obstruction (to
the production of the Anditory Sense, even in deaf persons), '

146-147, Those (Vaigéshikas) who hold the Senses to be mutaﬁql

140,141 This anticipates the following argument + The line of argument that the Mi-
mansaka follows with regavd to the signification of Samskira by the word “ Sanskira,”
would .alo apply to the case of the signification of Sanskdra by the word  Qrotra.”
‘The senge of the Karikd is that this is nob possible, inasmuch aa Sanskdra is held to be
pignified by the word * Sanskéra,” simply becanse, apart from ths Sanskdra thig word
is found to bave mo meaning, In the cise of the word ¢ (rotra,” on the other hand,
even prior to, and after the Sanskira has appeared and digappeared, it is found to
denote the Bar in the body ; therefore the word “ Qrotra™ cannot be accepied to denote
Sanskiras. Al - - -

. 188 The Tar of the deaf comes in contact with the sound; and this contact, produe-
ing his Auditory Sense, would wake the sound heard by him.

134 1t cannot be urged that the deaf does nob have the Sense, because he has not
got it. Becsuse it is only that which one hag not got which can be produced by ade-
quate causes. sk gl i et ;

145.148 Phe sonse of this objection is ‘that if 'the cognition of sound e due to
Sanskara, it wounld be produced for the deaf aleo, and he would also hear sounds.

146.147 The word “ Sanskirae,” as applied to the case of the Aadifory Sense (a well-
known ohjeet), means the capability of the Sense to bring about an effect in the shape of
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(each Sense belonging to a particular material substance) hold a certain
part of Akdga to be the Sense of Audition.  Aud how would you (who hold
that the Sense is produced by the sound) reject the fact of the existence of
this (part of Akdga, as t.he Auchbory Sensa), even pﬁor 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
agenues,-—-—:s what is known to be denoted by the word ¢ Sanskitra”: and
on what grounds would you reject the fact of this denotation P

148-149.  The mers denial (withont any reasons) of facts ordinarily
well-known, and supported by the Seriptures, is a profiiless waste of labour
(4t., useless shedding of perspiration),—like the (dog's) chewing of the
eows' horng (which does uot give it any food, and iz mere waste of labour).

149-150. If it be absolutely mnecessary to deny the assertion of the
Nmya yika (as to o cortain part of dkaga being the Auditory Sense),~then
yon must seek to establish the fact of space ( Dik ) being the Sense of
Audition, on the ground of its being laid down in the Vedn.

150-152.  “ The Auditory Sense returns to the Quarters (4.e., to Space)”
-—guch ig the assertion of the Veda, in the chapter on “ Disgolutions”’
(where it is assorted that the varions Senses return to the various material
substances). And this asserbion implies that the Sense returns to its primary
condition (Space). Justas, with regard to the ‘‘ Sense of Vision,” we have
the passage the Sense of Vision returns to the Sun,” which means that
the primary condition of the Sense of Vision is Fire (or Light),—sq, exactly
in the same manner (the passage declaring the return of the Sense of Andi-
tion to Spaca means that) the Sense of Audition is eonstxtuted by Space
(which is its primary condition).

152-153. Space is all- pezva.dmv and one, and extends as far as the
Akaiga ; and when this (Space) is limited within the rvegion of the ear
(in the body), it becomes the “ Auditory Sense,”—jnst as dkaga is held to
be (by the Vaipéshikas).

153-1564. And the avguments, —-—that the 'F"mpés!uka can urge in fa,voul'
of the theory that the Auditory Sense isa part of dkiga,~will all apply
equally well to our theory that the Anditory Sense is a part of Space.
The only difference is that our theory is supported by the Veda (while
the Vaiseshika theory is opposed to if).

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

the cognition of sounds; and this capability is due to the sound-waves in the air striking
them, This is known t0 all men. And on what grounds do you ssek to deny the fact of
such signification of the word * Sanskdra” ? '
158.184 TThe character of Space is much the same as that of Akige.
186-186 ' Changed,” 1., the Sanskdra produced by the sonnd belongs to the paxt; of
00
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part of the substance ‘ Space,” which is influenced by tha virtuous and
vicious deeds (of the persort to whom the Senge belongs), and which (under
this influence) comes to beé limited within the hole of the Har (in the man’s
body) And it is this (part of Space, as conatituting the And.lhory Sansa)
that is changed (by the sounds stmkmg 1!3)

o

155-158. Thus, then, the fact of the Sound’ (Word) nobt persisting
(contining to exist) is due to (the absence of ) other things ; and thus the
argument (in Sitra 7) is inconclusive.  If it be taken to declare the fact
of the non-continuance of the cogmtmn of the Word, then we have such
non-continuance (of cognition) even in the case of the Akaga (coutained in
the Well which has) disappearved (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 Aldga)
which does not consist of (is not caused hy) another substance. If it be
urged that ““in the oase of Akdga we have an inferential argument which
proves it8 continued existence (even in the case of the filling np of the
Well),” —then (we reply that), in the case of the Word 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 “Karot:” (% does,” with
regard to Words), it has beon asserted (in Satra 9)-—that the word is a caused

fiorni which one infers the fact of words being cansed,—then (we raply that) the more
Hpace as constituting the Sense of Audition, and renders it mpable of cogniging the
sotnd,

166 Thiz rvecapitulates the argnments that have been urged against the Bitra
“ Agthanat’ (1 =i.—T7).

The non-continuance of the Word is due to the fact of the non-continuance of the
objsct signified by the Word, and not to the destruction of the Word. And as for the
non-eonbinnance of the ecognition of the Word, this cannot be auy ground for asserting
the Word to be eansed, and nom-eternal. Becaunse if this be accepted to be sufficient
ground for snoh conolusion,~then that would apply also to Akiga, which is known to bo
cansed and eternal. And hence, the argumeni becomes doubtful,

181.168 With this begins the consideration of the fourteenth Sitra, which meets the
argnment arged in the Satra “’Karoticabdat” (1—i—8).

The word ‘* Karoti” properly signifies the production of something that did not
oxist before. PBut this is not applicable to words; becanse even when we have the agser-
tion “ Qabdankury” the word has existed, before the nssertion, and the utterance of the
word by the person directed ; and as the word existed already, the person cannot besaid
to produce something that did not exist beforehand, And hence your argnment fails.

If it be urged that it is not on the basis of such production that we nssert the fact of
words being oansed ; but it is ou the fact of people making such assertion as “ ¢ abdatkuru,”
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entity. But the proper meaning of the word (* Karoti”) is not applicable
(to the case of Words), If the mere assertion (“Cabdam kurw ) be said
to be (the ground for holding words fo be caused), then the argument
becomes contradictory (not proving the desived coneclusion),—for those who
bold (the Word) to be caused (produced) by the action of that person
(who is directed as * Qabdam kuru'). Because we meet with such asser-
tions (or directions) even in the case of *“ cowdung,” &o., which are not pro-
duced by the person directed.

159-160, 1If it be urged that, ** the cowdung is certainly o caused entity
anyway,’—( we reply that) we also come across with such wsssertions as
“ akdgam kurn” (“ produce emptingss’). : '

160-162. If it be urged that * the Akdga,~being only & removal
(Negation) of covering (and this being brought about by the action of the re-
moval),—is also & caused entity,” then (we veply that) even to the Buud-
dha (who holds all things to be momentary and non- -eternal), a negation,
being self-snfficiont, is never produced. The effect of the action (of digging
a well, in accordance with the direction *produce emptiness (dkdga) here,”
i8 the removal of the Barth (filling up the space) to some other place (and
not the production of Akiiga). And the Akaga, being a negation of covering
(gramting this theory for once) continues ever permanent.

162-163. 1f it bo urged that, “ since there can be ne production of an
eternal thing (like Akdga), therefore this assertion (*produce Akdga”) is
either wrong or figurative,”—then, we could haye the same explanation with
regard to the assertion (“produce words”) with regard to the Word also,

163-165. 'That which is the Hast of the people of Saurashira, is theSouth
of the Milavas; and the East of these (Malavas) is the North of those (Saurash-

fact of such assertion cannob prove your theory, because this agsertion cannot prove that
the person (divected) produces the Word ; beosuse we meet with such direchions as
* Gomayankuru” (=collect cowdung); though the cowdung ig mot produced by the pers
son addressed,

169.180 “ Qomehow or other i, whether it be produced by the cow or by somes
thing else. !

1f the instance of the cowdung will not do, we have snch assertions even with res
gard to such an eternal and uneaused entity as the dkdga.

180188 1f Jdkage o only a negafive entity (removal of covering),—it is all the mare
eternal. Because even the Bauddha does not hold negntions to he non-eternal..

The dirveotion * produce dkdge here” = dig out the Harth from this place.

185.188 The sense of the objection is that Akdga is eternal. 'Therefors such assertions
cannob apply to it; the sense of the reply is that the word is also known fo be eternal
from the fact of itis being recogunised (to be the same at différent times); and assach this
too being eternal, the assertion of production with raga.rd t0 it must also be either wrcng
or figurative.

168,185 With 6his begins the explanation of Sutra 15: ‘ The simultaneity (of the



