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Hence, the analogy provided is dissimilar.32
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Proponent: No, because the way adopted by you here is different from
the earlier one. Earlier you granted that the object is not
selected for the production of the other which already exists in
it. And, now speaking of selection of even the existing effect for
thesake of the appearance and the disappearance you are not
free from the defects of going out of the way, abandoning the
theory held earlier and not alleviating the non-decisiveness. As
regards the statement that it is faultless because of the possibility of justification of modification, etc., we say, let it be •
so.33As regards your argument that there is no impossibility of
some other way out, we reply that this is also wrong.
Why?
Because you have not fully understood the characteristic of
modification. This would explicitly be an objection against the one
who speaks of modificationas the destruction of existent charactrristic and the production of the non-existent one. We do not, how-ever,
establish our theory following this maxim. On the contrary, modification is the disappearnce of the earlier qualities and the appearance
of other qualities in the objects affected by the instruments. And, the
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appearance and the disappearance do not mean production and
destruction. It should be considered whether the formation, joining
together, manifestation and collecting together are the qualities, of
some non-existent entity or they are non-existent in himself (earlier).
What is the use of it?
If they are the qualities of sime non-existent, to whom will they
belong? If they are the qualities of some non-existent earlier and
cime into existence (afterwards), it would also be wrong.
Why?
Because they are not different (independent) objects. They
could set aside the theoryof pre-existence of the effect if they would
have been independent objects and would have been non-existent
earlier and would have come into existence afterwards. Their nature
of being independent object is not established. What, then, is
produced? As regards the objection based upon the alternatives
regarding their cognition and absence of congnition, the alleviation
has been already put forward. Moreover, it would contradict the
maxim of production of the different substance. Or, granting their
production, ~e reple if formation, joining together, manifestation
and collectingthe earlier statement that substance gives rise to other
substancer"
.
Why?
Because the states are not the independent substance. Hence,
your (defective) understanding leads you to trouble just as the fault
of resorting to the forest conflagration by a person who is deluded
(or fainted) by the radiance of the rays of the sun, is certainly to lead
him to trouble.
.
(usage of 'born' does not go against pre-existence of effect)
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By this only it is also refuted that the term 'birth' or 'existence'
involves the undesirable contingency of begining, cessation from existence and a particular production.
How?
When the intruments bring forth through their activity the particular arrangement of the kind of particular form which is the very
form of threads and is called cloth, people start the worldly usage as
(the cloth) 'is made', or 'is produced' or 'is born'. And when the instrument takes away through the other arrangement brought out by
the manifestation of other capacity the (earlier) state presented
through curiosity, then the arrangement available earlier comes to be
conveyed by the term destruction. In reality, there is neither origination nor destrution of anything. That what is stated earliar that the
word origination means commencement for coming into existence of
the object which was not in existence earlier, is also a mere wishful
thinking.
•
Why?
Because there is the controversy. When the controversy is attached with (centred around) the fact that the origination refers to existence or non-existence, the statement that origination denotes coming into existence of the non-existent object is equal to a non-statement. If it is argued that it is non-established because it is not observed
in case of conscious entity, etc.? It may be like this. If the object which
'is created', 'is produced' and 'originates' is postulated to be the existent object, it would-involve the undesirable contingency of application of them to the cosmic matter and the conscious entity as well, because they do not fall outside the domain of existent and non-existent
categories of objects. Therefore, the topic is controversial.
This]is also wrong.
Why?
Because they refer to the particular arrangement. It is already
stated when some object attains the arrangenient which is not dif-
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ferent form, itself, then only these words apply. It is observed in the
wordly dealings also as he makes, brings forth or produces first
(clenched hand), knot or the ear ring; in case of water or root which
are manifested, it is used 'becomes,' 'is produced' or 'is born'. These
words are, not used in case of horns of the hare, etc., well known to
both the parties. Therefore, the undersirable contingency arises in
your case only. It is stated also.
If non-existence is desired to be the cause in the production of
the pot, etc., it involves the undesirable contingency of production of
horn of the hare in your theory because it (non-existence) is common
in both the cases.3S
Hence is proved the pre-existence of the effect in the cause.
(Efficient cause gives rise to efficient effect)
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The theory of the pre-existence of effect is proved through the
following reason also.
BECAUSE THE EFFICIENT CAUSE CAN GIVE RISE TO EFFICIENT (EFFECT) ONLY.
The rule that this is efficient to be produced from it or this is
efficient to produce is observed in case of the existent objects only.
For example, the restriction of the eye to the form. This rule does

25

Kiirika9

exist in case of cloth and the loom, etc. Therefore, the effect pre-exists in the cause. If it is argued that the rule can be explained on the
analogy of assisting causes? It may be like this. The water, for example, is capable in producing sprout from the seed only and not
from the wood or the fire. Both of them do not exist in water, because the water is different from seed. And, just as the sun is capable
to produce fire from sun-stone and not the water from moon-stone.
Both of them (fire and water) do not exist there. In the same way,
there could be the restriction of the efficiency of the threads for the
cloth only. There may not be the existence of the cloth in the
threads.
This is.also wrong.
Why?
Because these (example) are still to be proved. The sprout,
etc., are also the effect of water, etc. Therefore, it is still to be proved
whether the sprout pre-exists or not (in the water). Similarly,
whether the fire pre-exists in the sun-stone or not (is yet to be
proved). For that purpose only the controversy is raised. As regards
your statement that the sprout does not exist in water because they
are different, there also the difference of the sprout from the water
which modify in the form of the sprout by entering into the seed is yet
to be proved.36 Therefore, this argument is nothing. Moreover, because of the settled rule regarding the [orm. For example, even though
the form is the cause of the rise of knowledge, when the form is not
perceived, then because of the commonness (of the non-precept ion)
the form does not cease to be the form. Similarly, the fact that the
loom, etc., are the cause of the cloth but not the cloth itself,37 does
not prove that the threads also are not the cloth. Therefore, it is right
that the effect pre-exists because of the rise of an efficient effect
from the efficient cause.
(Usage of cause proves pre-existence of effect)
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AND BECAUSE OF iTS (CAUSE'S) BEING THE CAUSE, THE
EFFECT PRE-EXISTS.

In the word, the state of being a cause is not found in the absence of the effect. For example, there is no state of cause in case of a
barron woman. There is the state of cause for the cloth in case of the
threads. Hence, the pre-existence of the effect.
It may be argued that the sense of being a cause arises in case
of other cause after observing the production of effect from some
other causes (i.e., another similar cause elsewhere). After observing
the production of a non-existent and non-identical effect from
another cause there arises the sense of cause in case of another cause
afterwards.
This is also wrong.
Why?
Because it is not accepted. The production itself of a non-existent effect is not established because it is disproved in case of hare's
horn, etc. How can, then, there arise the notion of their cause?
It mat be argued that it is on account of being the cause. To explain.even though the non-existence is common, the cloth has got intimate, non-intimate and efficient causes. Therefore, it is called cioth
and they are not in case of the horn of hare.
This is also wrong.
Why?
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Because of tile absence of reason. The reason as even though
the non-existence is common, why the cloth has the cause and the
horn of the hare does not-is not stated.
If it is argued that it may be like the Pur usa ? It may be like this.
Just as the cloth has the cause but not the conscious entity even
though the existence is common to both; similarly, the cloth has got
the cause but not the horn of the hare even though the non-existence
is common to both.
This is also wrong.
why?
Because of the reason already stated. The effect in the case of
cloth is the arrangement. The arrangement is not found in the conscious entity.
If it is argued that the difference may be like arrangement? It
may be like this. Just as even though the existence is common, the
cloth is the particular arrangement and not the conscious entity;
similarly, even though non-existence is common, the cloth is an efect
and not the horn of the hare.
This is also wrong.
Why?
Because there is the absence of generality and particularity (in the
conscious entity). The arrangement is the assuming of a prticular
form by the general form. This alternative is not found in the cose of
conscious entity. Therefore, the conscious entity is not subjected to
particular arrangement. The particularity is impossibale to be established in case of the non-existent object which has no nature at all.
The establishment of that would lead to the undesirable contingency
of its being existent. It is stated also:
All the non-existent objects have no particularity because they
have no nature of their own. If there is a particularity, they become
different (from each other). You should, in that case, accept their existence.
Therefore, It is right that the effect pre-exists because of the
notion of cause. In this way, the theory of non-pre-existence of effect
as held by the Vaisesikas does not stand in the encounter.
(Buddhist theory of non-existence of composite criticised)

m~11 ~:

I Cfi~ offi ~
qit ~ ? u~
(f~
~('lIlr<i;;:ll:" 4~q'iIf"11 "41~1IqllrqSlr(1q~lffil{\lnsfq"1~~~-

11G

28

Yuktidipika

m: I dhlCl<i'lqRCfI~'11~-~
~?

6'fll Tf

~;n~

dOft~~ln qrqc;:,ti~'ICfll<oiqr~I 3l1!;\Ii<if~f(HI~ft
CfI~ltflfd ql~ICflI(~~di{ I ~

mms~ljq«ll{,!: I CfllolI<!:I'1i
11 S:;OllHl~i<if~fcHI~II'1qllqH dlfcf;CfI{'!ii~I'
fcfi;rr{: I d~Ii<iI(wi ~q~~:
<rerr"l~;nt'lClfdoerr iHI;C;:lffiC;{'!=j]~"Fi'i I
In the theory of the Buddhists38 there are many defects. Why is
then the cloth not accepted as different substance? On account of
the rejection of the composite on the basis of the maxim 'the notion
of cloth, etc., is in the threads arranged in that form, the conjunction
is also not accepted as different element form the conjunct objects',
The imagination may be like this. Whether the cloth is the conjunc-:
tion of the threads or some other substance is the cause of conjunction? Both of these, however,
in their theory, are not different
substances, Hence, the origination and destruction are the acts in the
form of illusion.
This view is rather more strange. On account of accepting the
origination and destruction as belonging to some different substance,
the view of the followers of kanada is not similar to that of the
logicians (Buddists).J9 Therefore", the view of the great seer only is
better.
(Criticism of jain view)
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As there is no possibility of the non-existent effect; similarly,
(there is DC) possibility of) effect as existent and non-existent simultaneously through the word ca (in the karik§).40 Some people hold
that on account of mutual contradiction the effect is neither existent
nor non-existent (before origination). This is wrong.
Why?
Since the reasons are adduced in the favour of existence,
existence of the effect earlier to its origination is certain.
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1.

2.
3.
4.

5.
6.

7.

8.

Change is the very nature of the constituents. In the state of dissolution, however, there is no virupaparinama leading to creation of the universe, though they are not devoid of
sarupaparinama.
The context demands the reading paramavibhaga ... in place of
paramavibhaga.
The universe is nothing but a collected form of the constituents
in different quantity.
It further suggests that the constituents are the material as well
as the instrumental cause of the universe. There is no external
instrumental cause to activate them for creation.
Le., when the material cause itself modifies into the effect, there
is no room for postulating the origination of something new.
Here, we prefer the reading asiddhenarthantarasiddheh as
found in Poona manuscript which conveys the sense of the reading siddhenarthantasiddheh accepted by Chakravarti.
The horn of the hare is non-existent like the horn of the crow
and, hence, there is no propriety in arguing for the existence of
one on the basis of the other. In fact, something established is
resorted to do establish the other.
Here we prefer the reading asambhavat as found in Poona
manuscript in place of anupalabdhi asambhavat accepted by
Pandeya.

9.

The sense is that the causes of non-perception of even an existent object enumerated in the 8th karika do not apply here.
10. Malatilatagandhena should be read as malatilata gandhena.
There is no purpose in joining them.
11. According to the satkarya theory of the Samkhyas that which exists cannot absolutely disappear and nothing absolutely new
takes place. In the present case, however, the earlier existing
qualities disappear and new are introduced. It does not, therefore, fit in the theory of the Samkhyas.
12. The cloth placed on the threads is observed as different, but it is
not the case with its own components. Hence, there is no
ground to know the differentiation between the two. The cloth,
in the theory of the Samkhyas, is the particular arranged form of
the threads.
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13. The meaning is that the argument is based upon two presuppositions that the composite is different from the components and
that there is the relation of inherence between them. The
Samkhyas do not accept even the first on which the second is
based.
14. The meaning is that the material cause is different from the instrumental in the sense that the former gets modified in the form
of the effect while the latter serves as an external instrumental
cause.
15. Just as the loom, etc., are not always invariably concomitant with
the effect, the same will be the case with the threads if the causal
status of the loom, etc., and that of the threads is considered to
be the same.
16. The context demands the reading bhedanamagrahanat... in place
of bhedanam grahanat. ....
17. Two-ness cannot be known without observing the two objects at
one time.
18. If it is held that the composite exists in the collection of all the
components, it would not be cognised with the perception of a
single object out of all the components. Consequently, with the
perception of horns the knowledge of cow cannot take place.
Here, the context demands the reading go'agrahana .....
19. If the composite is supposed to pervade all its components, existing in all of them separately, it would be manifold like components themselves.
20. The meaning is that the corporeal objects are non-pervasive
(avyapyavrtti) in nature and thus cannot occupy the same place.
21. Here, elephant and tree are not different from army and forest
respectively.
22. The pronoun 'these' stands for the above mentioned compounds.
The reading marked to be doubtful by Pandeya could possibly be
canarthantaratve
.
23. It is because the Samkhya teachers visualised the effect existing
in its causal form.
24. The sense is that it is wrong to consider action, properties, etc.,
as theprobans for the inference ofthe substance.
25. Karanam is more suitable to the context than Karanam.
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26. As stated above, the substance, according to the Naiyayika, is
that which is endowed with action, attribute and name.
27. The sense is that if the effect is supposed to be unrelated to the
instrumental causes, it would not stand in need of causal operation.
28. From the Nyaya standpoint the instrumental causes like loom,
etc., are selected for the production of cloth. These are different
from cloth. Similarly, the material causes like threads, etc., are
also selected for the production of cloth and, hence, they should
also be treated as different.
29. The sense is that the effect will be equally different from all the
causes. Due to the common characteristic of difference any effect would come out of any cause.
30. The context demands full stop after prasangacca.
31. These examples prove that the effect exists in the object which is
selected for its production. Hence, the reason that the effect is
different from the causes selected for its production, involves the
defect of non-conclusiveness. Actually the effect differs from its
instrumental causes and not from the material causes. The
above reason, however, treats both kinds of reasons at par and
consequently involves defects.
32. In the above examples the so called effect is directly observed
while such is not the case with the cloth.
33. It refers to the Samkhya reply postulated against the futility of
the agents, etc. The agents, etc., are not futile since they bring
about the characteristics of transformation. joining together,
manifestation and collecting together.
34. Gf. Vaisesikasutra 1.1.8
35. Such words are not spoken with reference to the absoluteiy nonexistent objects like horn of the hare.
36. The reading tasyanyatvam as found in Poona manuscript is
preferable to tasyananyatvam as accepted by Pandeya.
37. We prefer the reading samanyavisesabhavat as given in Poona
manuscript and adopted by Chakravarti to Pandey's reading
samanyavisesabhavat.
38. According to the Buddhists the composite does not exist apart
from the components.
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39. The word tarkika should be taken in the sense of the Buddhists
here because the Vaisesika theory of causation which is not different from that of the naiyayikas is listed separately and consequently the word tarkika should not be taken in the usual sense
of the Naiyayikas.
40. The author means that through the force of the word ca in the
Karika the theory that the effect is both existent and non-existent
is refuted. It may be the reference to the theory of Jaina thinker.
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Now we shall speak on the~_ubjectunder discussion.
And, what is the subject under discussion?
It is the dissimilarity conveyed through the statement 'and its
effects like intellect and the rest are dissimilar and similar to the cosmic matter,.l
(Cause of mentioning dissimilarity first)
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Opponent: The similarity should be discussed first because it makes
understanding easy. The similarity should be undertaken first
because the knowledge of dissimilarity arises easily in case of
the one who has understood the similarity. As the other systematists (Vaisesikas). after mentioning the general qualities
common to all the substance, quality and action that they are
existent, non-eternal, related to the substance, (in the form of
the intimate cause), effects, causes and are possessed of the
general and particular qualities, state their particularities that
the substance gives rise to substance and the quality' to the
other qua!ity.2
~-dC::lqqf'O:
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~~~~,~I«\'"4lq~l'.f
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Proponent: It is 1I0t correct because it makes 110difference. Just as the
knowledge of dissimilarity is easier for the one who has known
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the similarity, the knowledge of similarity becomes easier for
the one who has known the dissimilarity.
Why?
Because of their mutual dependence. The similarity depends
upon dissimilarity and the dissimilarity, upon similarity.
~-~

a{<\~8l >WTf'q~ SP:fI'JI;jCFW{
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Opponent: In this case also the purpose of stating the dissimilarity
first should be mentioned. When there is no difference between the two, the restrictive cause of mentioning the one first
should be stated.
~

~, a{<\~8l S!Cfl{OIl+~'~ I ~

fu

~{<\~&l(H~(I{cf&lr'l1m<r

S!Cfl{OIl~'
~
~'q~IUf'"i~q'i~'ililI4~~
~
I Cfi~ *l1{<\~8l ~~
~ ~'q~
~!l.1onq~~II«!
~
illfCj~Cf4Ic:.l'liCl!Ui~:, CflI{OI'JOII(i01Cfl(CIliil
~
~~ ~~o~lf<S!fdq~:,CflI4CflI{OI'lOllql*l..e;i$liiI
~~Hlf«1(C1S!ffli!Y'lq~~II~fct1~"il ~
~

~~

~{<\~ffl.g,(f~~-

<lffiJO{I'I8l"ilfi{gS!fdql{l(CII~IC::~~'i<f'>llq*l'liolll{
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Proponent: No, because the dissimilarity does not [orm the part of the
subject under discussion. The authority has done so because the
dissimilarity is out of the context and, therefore, after stating it
first, it becomes easy to state the similarity which forms the part
of the subject under discussion.
How does the similarity form the part of the subject under discussion?
Because the characteristics of the constituents are taught
through the description of the objects composed of the three constituents? When that is established, the non-discriminative nature
comes to be established in case of manifest,4 and since the effect is of
the nature of the cause, the qualities like composed of three constituents, etc., are understood in the case of cosmic matter as well.
And, when the doubt about the relation of cause and effect is dispelled and when the cosmic matter is proved to exist through the
reason proving the existence of the cosmic matter, the existence of
the conscious entity is proved since the object of enjoyment stands in
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need of some enjoyer. So also because the contact of the two is easily
comprehended by one who has understood the nature of experiencer
and the objects experienced and because the creation of the elements, beings and the mental dispositions is meant for the conscious
entity (the existence of the conscious entity is proved). Therefore, it
is correct that the similarity will be discussed l~er because it forms
the part of the subject under discussion. The other (viz., dissimilarity
will be discussed) first because it is not related to that (i.e., the subject under discussion).
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Opponent: If you think it proper to discuss the dissimilarity first, you
should state what is the dissimilarity in the present case.
(Dissimilarity between cosmic matter and its evolutes)
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Proponent: THE MANIFEST IS HAVING A CAUSE, NONETERNAL, NON-PERVASIVE, ACfIVE, MANIFOLD, LOCATED, INFERENTIAL
MARK, CONJUNCf
AND
DEPENDENT; THE UNMANIFEST IS OPPOSITE TO IT.
Here, the term hetu (cause) is synonymous of klhapa (cause).5
Hetumat denotes that which has a cause. Eternal is everlasting. Noneternal is opposite to eternal. Pervasive is that which pervades. Nonpervasive is that which is not pervasive, The sense is that it is not
having access everywhere. Active is that which has activity. Manifold
is varied. Located is supported. The inferential mark means that
which is endowed with the characteristics of that. The components
are those which are joined. The sense is that (they) are found
separately. Conjunct is that which possesses the components. Dependent means supported by some other object. These charac-
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teristics beginning with caused and ending with dependent are
without controversy the (peculiar) characteristics of the manifest not
found in the cosmic matter and the conscious entity.
(Having a cause)
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Opponent: The quality of having a cause is not uncommon because it
is present everywhere. The cause is found in the case of all the
manifest, the unmanifest and the conscious entity, and hence, it
should be listed as a common (characteristic).
~
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Proponent: No, because the creating cause is accepted (here as a
cause). The quality of having a cause is common to the
manifest, unmanifest and conscious entity but we accept here
the •uncommon creating cause. That pertains only to the
manifest and not to anyone else. Hence, it won't be common.
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Opponent: That is wrong because there is no mention of this type of
peculiar cause. Cause (hetu) is a general term and the gerieral
term is not used in some particular sense without (considering)
the sense, context and the relation with other"word, hence, the
particularity should have been mentioned. That is, however,
not mentioned here. Hence, those are common only.
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Proponent: No, because the statement of something applicable to all
when applied to one, gives special meaning. Here, the speciality
is known from the statement of a quality which though applicable to all is mentioned with reference to one object only.
For example, when it is stated that the lad is an eater, it is understood that he eats too much because eating is possible in
case of all. Similarly, here also the authority states that the
manifest is having a cause, a statement applicable to all. Therefore, we will understand speciality from it.
What is the speciality?
When there is the possibility of both types of cause, viz.,
producer (Korik1i) and indicator (jifapaka), the producer cause is accepted here. Or because of the connection with the word non-eternal.
Or, after mentioning the word hetumat (having a cause) the authority
mentions the word non-enternal ( anitya). On account of the connection with the other word it is understood here that only the cause
which invariably associates with non-eternity should be acceptedf
What is the cause which invariably associates with non-eternity? That cause is the producer.
3lre QOql1C4iqq~?Hl« I ~?

(ffif~

3f&IT'iill{l'€1~I~{llil
~

CRro~~
~~

6~

I a(qIElOll:g·lllI~ffi

f-

I ~CU~~:~CU

f~f<t«flf<tl

Opponent: Even understood like this, it is wrong.
Why?
that is possible in both the cases? The other systematists hold so because of the non-violation of the rule since in the
case of objects like cloth, whether produced or manifested, the
destruction is surely observed. It should be alleviated, or it should
not be held that it is applicable to something particular.
Because
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Proponent: No, because it would lead to the undesirable contingency

