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The knowledge is destructible but is revived again through other
causes. Similarly, in the apprehension of the word the process is
that the sound is produced at the sounding object and is
destroyed after  giving rise to another sound and so on and so
forth.

It appears that something is lacking in this sentence as it sup-
ports rather than contradicting the viewpoint of the opponent.

If the pot produces another pot, there would be a moment when
both the pots serving as cause and that serving as an effect would
be observed.

The reading marked as doubtful by Pandeya could possibly be
tulantayoh.

This is actually the difference between the Buddhists and the
Samkhya view about change. The change, in Buddhist theory, is
the result of momentariness while according to the Samkhyas it
is due to the manifestation of some other power different in na-
ture to the earlier.



KARIKA 13
(Nature of the three constituents)
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THE SATTVA IS ACCEPTED TO BE BUOYANT AND IL-

LUMINATING, THE RAJAS IS EXCITING AND MOBILE AND
THE TAMAS IS SLUGGISH AND ENVELOPING.

The word ‘only’ (eva) is construed at the end of each (expres-
sion describing the constituents ).

(Buoyancy and illumination)
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The sattva is accepted to be buoyant and illuminating only.
That which is buoyant and illuminating in the course of performance
of activity, should be accepted as of the nature of sattve. Buoyancy is
the characteristic which is the cause of shooting up of the effect, and
of the efficient functioning of all instruments. The illumination refers
to the illumination of the other objects through (by) driving away the
darkness whxch is the quality of the earth in the form of the shade (or
shadow) That of the instruments is also to be taking place in due
order in case of the object of determination, ideation and ascertain-
ment.

(Exciteness and mobility )
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That which is exciting and mobile only in rajas. Whatever excit-
ingness and mobility is observed, that should be understood as the
form of rajas. Excitingness means special effort and mobility means
the activity. The activity is of two kinds : of the nature of modification
and of the nature of movement. Through the activity in the form of
modification results the deprivation from the earlier charactenstlcs
in case of some object assisted by the other assisting conditions. 3 The
activity in the form of movement is in the case of the activity like vital
airs; the function of the motor organs like speech, etc., as also the
going up, falling down and moving around in case of the substances.

(Sluggishness and enveloping )
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The tamas is sluggish and enveloping only. Whatever sluggish-
ness and enveloping is found, should be understood as of the nature
of tamas. The sluggishness is the characteristic conducing the effect
to fall down and causing the inertness in the activity of instruments.
The enveloping also is found in the effect in the form of concealing
the other substance. It is also the impurity found in the instruments,
which is opposite to illumination. In this form is the differentiation of
the nature of sattva, etc., without intermixture, from which is
deduced the manifoldness of these constituents.

(All the Constituents occur in a single object )
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‘ As regards your statement’ that due to the availability of the in-
termixture of the nature of these constituents in case of a woman, a
warrior and the cloud the single constituent is of three forms or all
are of all forms or there is the origination of some other form already
existed even before the origination (of these chacteristics in the con-
stitucnt),6 we reply it is not so, because the main form is justified as
the subordinate assists through its being secondary. For example, in
case of milk, etc. The milk which has seen that the bile has got advan-
cement in the mouth, etc., becomes subordinate to the bile itself and
becomes pungent on account of its assistance rendered to that. It is
not that it is originally of that nature. The sattva also which forms a
constituent of the woman becomes subordinate to the rajas of the co-
wife and produces misery through its service to that. (Similarly ) it
produces delusion (when it becomes subordinate to) the tamas.
Similarly, the rajas existing in the warrior becomes subordinate to the
sattva found in the form of the wife of a noble man and to the tamas
in the form of a miscreant.” In the same way, the tamas existing in the
cloud (becomes subordinate) to the sattva in the former and to the
rajas in the case of the woman whose husband is away.8 Therefore,
there is no intermixture of the nature in the case of the constituents.
Moreover, because their (essential) nature is perceived when they have
not attained the position of subordinate. when they start to get subor-
dinate position, and when they acquire someone neutral and having
the past impressions of the same kind (i.e., the nature of the same
constituent), they do so’ in their own (unmixed) nature. Therefore,
the nature of the constituents is unmixed.
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Opponent: No, because of the duobt. The attainment of other form is
observed in both the ways in case of milk, etc., in their own
form and in the modified form when they become mutually
subordinate. How is it absolutely ascertained that the sattva,
etc., attain other form due to their subordination and not
through their very unmixed form?°
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Proponent: Because of the observation of variety (of form) in their
knowledge (i.e., in various forms). If the sattva existing in a
woman is supposed to be apprehended in the essential pure
form by the co-wife, it would lead to the undesirable contin-
gency of its apprehension by the husband and also the neutral
and the person having the similar past impressions in the same
form.!! This is, however, undesirable. Therefore, the observa-
tion of the variety in the same constituent is of secondary form.
Moreover, the apprehension of the sattva of the woman is ob-
‘served in its essential form afterwards on account of its attain-
ing the essential form; by the co-wives which have a single
purpose and by those who are free from the past impressions.12
So also that (rajas) of the warriors by the wives of the noble
men staying in their own house with their husbands. Same is the
case with that (tamas ) of the clouds by the farmers who have
cut their crops. Therefore, tne observation of variety of their
knowledge is sccondary. Therefore, it is right that the con-
stituents perform the function of generating each other,3 and
they are not of the intermixed nature.

(Though opposite in nature the constituents
work for a single purpose)
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As regards your statement that their co-existence does not hold
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good because the sattva stands in contradiction to others, we reply,
there does exist such a contradiction among the constituents.

AND (THEIR) FUNCTION IS FOR A SINGLE PURPOSE JUST
LIKE THAT OF THE LAMP.

‘What holds good’ is the remaining sentence. Just as the func-
tion of wick, fire and oil which are opposed to each other becomes
completely permeated and remain together for a long time when they
come together as the parts of a lamp for serving as a means for il-
luminating, similarly, the function of sattva, rajas and tamas even
though opposed to each other is completely permeated and co-exists,
when they have become the means of single purpose after attaining
the form of intellect, etc.

FFATETE TG A A — 1 A e fafyameerar

Tardifa ?

Opponent: If it is argued that it is not established because there is no
argument to prove it? It may be like this. What is that argument
through which it is proved that the contradictory objects per-
form the single act?
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Proponent : It is possible because of the relation of principal and subor-
dinate. The subordinate opponent is not opposed to the prin-
cipal because the former is for the service of the latter. Hence,
they can act together. The relation of co-existence, of course, is
not found between the two objects having the equal power. So
states lord Varsaganya “The form in excess and the function in
excess contradict the other form and function (which are
similarly in excess) and those (form and function) in their ordi-
nary condition co-exist with those which are in excess.”> For
example, water and fire (co-exist) in the act of cooking and
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perspiration, the shade and light in the act of manifesting the
subtle form, the cold and heat for the maintenance of the
generation. Thus, the co-existence of sattva, rajas and tamas is
proved just as that in the case of (the components of) lamp
even though they are opposed in nature.

(Mention of six characteristics does not imply the six constituents)
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Opponent : As regards your statement that the constituents are many
due to the differentiation of their nature in respect of being
buoyant, etc., we state :

If it is held that the constituents are many (being different
from each other) having different characteristics, they come to be six
constituents because of their having six characteristics.

If manyness among the sattva, etc., is due to the difference of
the characteristics like buoyancy, etc., there is the differentiation of
the buoyancy and illumination. Hence, there arises the undesirable
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contingency of granting it as two contituents. Similarly, the rajas also
comes to be two on account of excitement and mobility and the
tamas also comes to be two on account of its sluggishess and en-
veloping. If yon hold that the buoyancy and illumination are non-dif-
ferent, they should not be spoken to be different. Or, if they are
different but the difference in cognition is not desirable, it comes to
mean that the constituent is one only. As regards your statement that
there is the attainment of the principal form (by the constituent) be-
cause of the service rendered through subordination by the subor-
dinate, we reply:

If the sautve after attaining the subordinate form gives (lit. ac-
complishes) misery, the dissimilarity (of it with rajas) being ended,
the earlier objection " is not alleviated.

If sattva attains the form of the rajas as it becomes subordinate
to the rajas and renders its service to the rajas, the notion of other in-
dependent form of each of the constituents comes to an end and,
thus, it leads to the conclusion that each constituent is of three forms.
Or (we get the idea that) there is origin of some other already exis-
tent form. Therefore, the answer to our objection remains only an
empty declaration because the defect shown earlier is not alleviated.
As regards your statement that on account of observation of their na-
ture when they have not become subordinate, we state ‘even a seer
cannot cognise them without their state of subordination’. Even to
great seer what is cognizable is only the action of the constituents
and not their state of existing in potential form because such state is
not cognizable. In that case their attainment of state of the pfincipal
and subordinate is compulsory. Thus, the concept of constituents is
abandoned by the one desiring to avoid the defects.”” Or, even
streched too far there is no alleviation of the defect of their intermix-
ture of nature.
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Proponent : As regards your statement that there arises the un-
desirable contingency of admitting six constituents in case of
the one who speaks of the differetiation of the constituents
through the differentiation of their peculiar characteristics, be-
cause two characteristics are associated with each of the con-
stituents, (we reply) it is not the case.

Why ?

Because there cannot be the relation of subordinate and prin-
cipal in case of the two (of the qualities of the constituents). It is ob-
served here that the state of subordinate and principal takes place in
case of one object with the other object which is different as it is ex-
plained in case of a woman, warrior and the cloud. There is no rela-
tion of mutual subordination and principal between buoyancy and
illumination; between excitingness and mobility; and between slug-
gishness and enveloping. These are the qualities and not the other
object and, hence, there arises no undesirable contingency of the
constituents’ being six. 18 Moreover, it is not well established. It is not
well established anywhere that there are as many substances as
qualities. There in no investigation (or argumentation) of a case
through unestablished facts. Moreover, because there arises the un-
desirable contingency of absolute differentiation. There arises the un-
desirable contigency of absolute differentiation in case of the one
who declares the differentiation through the difference of peculiar
characteristics because the characteristics are found associated dif-
ferently with each object, (and, hence,) each object would be unique.
If this is undesirable, it should not be stated that the constituents are
six on account of different characteristics.

The objection that the earlier defect is not alleviated because
of attainment of the principal form by the subordinate one, is also
wrong.

Why ?

Because we have spoken of the secondary sense. We have
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repeatedly stated that the variety in the understanding (or
knowledge) of the constituents is in the secondary sense.’® And, the
secondary sense is not real. Hence, yor are making an effort at a
wrong place. Your statement that the sattva, etc., which have not at-
tained the state of principal and subordinate connot be known even
by the seers, is right. As regards your statement that the attainment
of the subordinate and the principal state refers to the effect (i.e., is
found in the case of effect) and as such it depends upon the complete
existence of the effect, (our reply is as follows). The woman, warrior
and the cloud are the subject of discussion. It is understood that the
constituents do not attain the subordinate state in them. The words
giving general sense are restricted to a particular sense through con-
text. For example , if it is stated at the time of taking meals ‘bring
saindhave (meanig both horse and salt)’, the understanding is with
reference to the salt and not to horse, etc. Therefore, the mention of
faults in a great system of philosophy with no consideration of the
context is like a statement of children.?’ Thus, through the mention
of the peculiar characteristics of the constituents, the three con-
stituents are established.
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The sense is that the earth abounds in tamas and thus is having

the quality of darkness and enveloping. If the sttva would not il-
lumine the objects, they would have always got darkness.

In the theory of the Samkhyas the senses proceed to the respec-
tive activity of their own and are not prompted by any external
instrumentality. The self-motivation for activity is due to rajas
and less quantity of tamas.

The change in the objects is caused by rajas.

The manifoldness of the constituents is inferred from their un-
mixed qualities because the constituents are supra sensuovs and
hence their manifoldness cannot be directly cognised.

As this statement is not available in the present text, it can be as-
sumed that it may have been made in that part of the text which
is not available to us. Similar assumption should be made in
similar cases in the other parts of the commentary on this
Karika.

The meaning is that a woman, a warrior and the clouds are ob-
served to have the qualities of all the constituents as they are
pleasurable to some, painful to other and causing indifference to
the rest. Therefore, if it is admitted that the dominance of a cer-
tain constituent the rise of certain feeling each of the con-
stituents would be considered as having all these forms or it
should be admitted that a new quality is manifested in these con-
stituents.

The sense is that in a warrior rajas abounds but it excites
pleasure in the wife of a noble man because in that case the rajas
becomes subordinate to sattva. Similarly, it becomes subordinate
to the tamas in the miscreant when the latter shows indifference
toit.

The sense is like manifests like’. Though every object is com-
posed of three constituents but one of them gets dominance
when it comes in contact with a similar constituents and the rest
of the constituents start assisting it. For example, a beautiful
woman gives pleasure to her husband as when the sattva of the
husband gets dominated when it finds sattva of his wife
dominated. As a matter of fact, this theory of Samkhya cannot
explain as to why does the rajas of the wife does not cause
dominance of the rajas of her husband. Thus, the dominance of
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one constituent in one object and the dominance of the same in
the other are inter-dependent for their knowledge.

i.e. they act according to their own nature giving rise to pleasuie,
etc.

Milk is changed in taste when it modifies itself into curds, etc.
When it is not subordinate to anything else, as also in the mouth
of the one having advancement of bile. Similarly, it cannot be
absolutely ascertained in case of constituents also whether they
change the form of own or after their becoming subordinate to
the other.

The sense is that if the sattva is apprehended in its own form of
giving pleasure, it should be of this nature in everyone. Thus, the
sattva of a woman should equally give pleasure to the co-wives as
well as an indifferent person. It is, however, not so. Therefore,
it is proved that the constituents are not apprenended always in
their unmixed form.

It refers to the situation when the beautiful woman is seen objec-
tively without favour or prejudice towards her. Such a situation
arises when persons come together and work for a single pur-
pose without individual interest. Thus, when all the co-wives act
for a single purpose of pleasing the king, the beautiful woman is
seen in its own form.

The text here gives a clue for the interpretation of the expression
anyonyajananavrttayah on which the commentary is not avail-
able. The expression according the Y.D. means to give rise to
the function of one constituent by becoming subordinate to it.

The objector is objecting against mutual co-existing of the con-
stituents with an impression that the objects of mutually opposed
nature cannot act together.

The Quotstion occurs in the Yogabhasya 3.13. As informed by
Chakrabarti Vacaspati ascribes it there to Pancasikha. The
Yogabhasya quotes it to establish the non-contradiction between
the past and present states as also between the present and the

future states of an object. The Yuktldlpxka, however, proves that

when the form or function is in the states of pre-dominance over
each. Other, there is the contradiction but when one remains as
subordinate to the other, there is no contradiction between
them.

It refers to the objection that each of the constituents is of many
forms and not of one. It is clear from the next sentence.
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17. The fundamental position that the constituents are not percep-
tible but are inferred through their activities is given up at the
cost of defending the theory that each of the constituents has a
distinct nature of its own.

18. Single object may contain many qualities. Thus, the qualities do
not bring out the differentiation into object. It is the differentia-
tion of objects only which may serve as the basis for differentiat-
ing the objects sepcrately.

19. In fact the constituents cannot be known separately. The
knowledge of each is spoken in the secondary sense.

20. The sense is that through the context it is clear that the con-
stituents attain the state of principal and subordinate in the ex-
ample of woman, warrior and the cloud given above. But the ar-
gument of the opponents depends upon the fact that they do not
attain the state of principal and subordinate.



KARIKA 14
(Undistinguishableness. etc., in Cosmic matter)
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Opponent : How should the non-discriminative and the group of
other qualities be determined ?

IA-
Fferot qefaafs favg: g Taa el (@ ¢2) | FIFTTIE
=g
afgmdars Wi |
TG UIATEE: 47 | 7 favgamaad swefie 9 71 vadifa
TS AST: | TETERETAT o9 TauT SaiomAfers: |
Proponent : THE QUALITIES OF NON-DISCRIMINATIVE,
ETC., ARE ESTABLISHED BY THEIR NATURE OF
BEING COMPOSED OF THE THREE CONSTITUENTS.
Whatever is composed of the three constituents is non-dis-

criminative, object of knowledge, common, non-conscious and
productive. (Ka. 11).

If it is asked how is it known (the reply is )

BECAUSE OF THEIR ABSENCE IN THE OPPOSITE OF THAT

Because the opposite of that composed of three constituents is
the conscious entity. The objectivity, non-consciousness and produc-
tivity are not found in that. We shall establish it later on. Therefore,
through elimination there is non-contradiction of these qualities in
case of the manifest.?
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Opponent : You have stated earlier that the cosmic matter also is
similar to that (Ka. 11). How, then, it should be understood
that cosmic matter also is composed of the three costituents,
etc.?

I
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Propenent : THE NON-MANIFEST IS ALSO ESTABLISHED
(TO BE SO) ON THE GROUND THAT THE EFFECT IS
OF THE NATURE OF CAUSE.

It is observed here that the effect like a cloth is of the nature of
the cause. And, the properties as composed of the three constituents,
etc., are found in the manifest. Therefore, it is possible to infer that
its cause is also of the same nature. The authority has merely men-
tioned the theory here. We shall adduce the logical justification for it
at proper occasions.
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1 The compound is dissolved as tasya (gunasya) viparyaye abhavat.

2. This is established through sesavat type of inferance that these
qualities are found in the manifest objects.
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Opponent : If the properties of the effect are found in the cause,
there arises the undesirable contingency of being caused, etc.,
in the case of the cosmic matter because there is no difference
between the two (cause and effect). If the existence of the
properties perceived in the effect is admitted in cause also,
there arises the undesirable contingency of existence of the
properties like having a cause, etc., in the cosmic matter be-
cause these are observed in the effect. If inspite that they are
commonly found in the effect, the properties like having a
cause, efc., are not desired in the cause, in that case the exist-
ence of others also should not be admitted in the cause.
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Proponent : No, because their exception is known because of their op-
position in nature. There arises the undesirable contingency of
the occurrence of the properties like Having a cuase, etc., in the
cause through the probans that the effect is of the nature of
cause. However, their exception is known through the opposi-
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tion of the nature of effect and the cause.

How ?

If the properties like having a cause, etc., are found in the cos-
mic matter on the ground of their occurrence in the manifest, the
cosmic matter would be an effect on account of being a product, and
it would not be a cause. And, being destructible and on account of
being non-eternal, not favouring others, and non-pervasive, etc., it
would be devoid of the power of giving rise to varions products.
Since the properties like not having a cause, etc., are admitted in the
manifest, then without the possibility of the cause of those kinds, they
would not be the effect at all. The properties like non-discriminative,
etc., do not mutually oppose the nature even while existing in both.
Therefore, because of the acceptance of the relation of cause and ef-
fect, the properties like having a cause, etc., form the exception. The
existence of the others in the cause is established.

(Similarity between manifest and cosmic matter presupposes
the existence of cosmic matter )
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Opponent : Your statement that the non-manifest also is proved (to
be s0), because the effect is of the nature of the cause, is also
wrong.

Why ?

Because the relation of effect and cause is not well-established
between the manifest and the non-manifest. This would have been
the case if the manifest and the non-manifest would be established as
the effect and cause mutually. That is, however, not established.
Therefore, it is wrong.
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If it 1s argued that on account of lack of a particular (reason)
both are similar ? It may be like this. As you said that the relation of
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cause and effect is not well established in case of the manifest and
the non-manifest, we also state that the non-establishment of the
relation of cause and effect between them is also not established.
Since there is no particularity, both the aspects will be similar.?

That is, however, wrong.

Why ?

Because of the non-establishment of the existence. It is right
that there would be the similarity of both (the aspects) if the par-

ticularity is not put forward. The particularity here is that existence
of the non-manifest is not established. Therefore, it is wrong.

FH FREFAEIEE  FAGRAFIRE Fauraiid 3q =ne-
o | e TG g | S Yoo SftaeeTeenty HRogEE
TfSqAeEld | T=9 98 F0 TEHHHIA | TeaIII~T | FEG 2 FAHI |
T 9 FEARAGE | TUARYI: | 3ag Wi<HwEw | a0 97
EASAAY TG OTHATTER AT | G99 FROMG | qg91 garfesar
SRR | 1 S 9v9: s ygdeamee ygHiarsy qaes-
THAISY FROMHA! Feafefa ?

If it is argued that there is the justification for the existence of
the non-manifest because the effect presupposes the cause and the
manifest is the effect ? It may be like this. The effect is observed as
produced from the cause. If the effects like pot are taken to be non-
manifest (before and after their worldly existence) because of
their nature of being known, it also deserves to have some cause; and
whatever is the cause of that is the non-manifest itself.

That is also wrong.

Why ?

Because of certainty. Here, the accidental origination of the ef-
fect is also observed just as that of a rainbow; the origination of non-
existent from delusion (is also observed) just as the maya, dream,
jugglery, mirage, a fire brand and the city of the gandharvas (a class
of semi-gods); it is also observed as taking place from some existent
cause just as that of the pot, etc., from clay, etc. If the effect is non-
manifest, there arises the doubt as to whether its origination is ac-
cidental like that of rainbow, or from an existent cause like that of
pot, etc.

(Proofs for the existence of cosmic matter)

A AHEFTIE AT | FEH ?
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Proponent : The manifest is not causeless, or accidental and not from
a non-existent cause as well.

Why ?
(Finiteness of objects)

BECAUSE OF FINITE NATURE OF THE SPECIFIC OBJECT.

The finite object is observed to originate from the existent
(cause) just like the origination of the roof, sprout, leaf, stalk, husk,
chaff, awn, flower, sap and the particles of rice. The specifc objects
like intellect, egoism, senses, sublte elements and the gross elements
are finite in magnitude. Therefore, they arise from an existent cause.
Whatever is the cause of these, is the non-manifest.

Here ends the third discourse of the commentary Yuktidipika
on Sarnkhyakarika as also the first chapter.

T~ FENCEIATY ? IFERSAMY IREmEeg. | eHe= 3fa
=q T, 3t fe AreraessTerfatEEm S gitarfty | e
T gRfa |
Opponent : For what reason does the non-manifest exist ? Because
the limited magnitude is observed in case of the non-existent
specific objects as well.
If it is argued that it (the above reason )is not conclusive? It
may be like this. The limited magnitude is found in case of the

spec1ﬁc objects like maya, dream, jugglery, etc. Thcreforc the reason
in not absolute.

mh:m?aﬁﬁﬁwm,wﬁﬁﬁm#ﬁﬁﬁu
TR NordhTel okl ST Tarea= |
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Proponent : This is not the case.

Why ?

There is no restriction in lhelr case that they should originate
from this much and not from others.> The intellect, etc., which disap-

pear at the state of dissolution, originate from the spcuﬁc cause only.
Therefore, the reason is conclusive.

3778, TRATIEEA FTAgaTIe=: | T, Wrd 1ol Heared) -
oo ST AT | StaATTaae HeraEi EfE: | TEew-
qq |
Opponent : The limited magnitude is not settled because it is not

found in the two periods of time (past and future). It is true
that the intellect, etc., are possessed of magnitude at the
present time only because it is known so through perception
and inference. Their limited magnitude is not well known (to
exist ) in the past and the future time. Therefore, it is wrong.

Foa 7, Faadd s | SeHiaE Y SRS
SAATATTAATE] FAIATE SFafE: | T JeTHaeE:

Proponent : It is not so because no proof is found for the opposite
case as well. It is possible to infer that at present time these
objects are finite. They are not known so or otherwise in their
past and future periods of time. Therefore, there arises no un-
desirable contingency of uncertainty with regard to their finite

magnitude.4

3718, WETHSHITIMI | HeerEii 3 41 aqafads q2egd qum-
I il A | S s wEta I Sy, i i
TRIAEHI S ¥ YRaETar, qafooneasfy fifiar 3fa | qe@g-
T | FEHIG ? (9TETq | AfE F: TR SR Taae | YrEwrHT -
AYEHTTAT |
Opponent : Because the identity of all products is not settled. The
magnitude of the (finite) products of intellect, etc., like the

gods, men and the animal and also that of the pot, etc., connot
be established.’

If you argue that the argument is wrong because it is included
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in generality? It may be like this. The generality of the gross elements
is found in case of the bodies, and the generality of the earth, etc., is
found in case of the pot, etc., and since those (causes ) are finite in
magnitude, these would also be finite in magnitude.

This is also wrong.
Why?
Because of the absence (of generality). The generality accord-

ing to you, is not something different from the substance, because
you have postulated generality as the similarity of form itself.

IoAA 7, TATIIIN: | Tese IRiHaT 9e7 safgatd g
fireeh 9 Jafa TeERTaaT | FgRAgh SRR T Taqa sT-
qufaRfa geiaq | agifaEITa g 97 Goader 7 sfafed sfa aeam: | 7a-
o< YeHi TRETEREEEEy |
Proponent : No, there is no possibility of different essence (in dif-

ferent types of the same object). What we intend to say is that
the specific objects are limited in magnitude due to the dif-
ferentiation in essence of the elements. We have expressed also
the same as we have stated above. If there is variety of essence,
you should speak. Your statement that there is no justification
for generality as a distinct element in your theory is true. (In
this respect), we say that we also do not reject the practical ac-
tivities through that kind of generalily.7 Therefore, it is estab-
lished that the non-manifest exists because the specific objects
are finite in magnitude.

(Homogeneity)
& == |
T,
32 39 Ve GEITaEe g g | a9 ge Sy | e 99
qEgEHR: TEH gaguta: | e sty gfa ¥ 9 gared swirafaem-
WEHY | THTEETAT |

Moreover

BECAUSE OF HOMOGENEITY

It is observed here that whatever is found in many specific ob-
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jects (i.e., the homogeneous element in many specific objects) exists
(as the essence of them) just as the clay in the case of pot, etc. The
word, etc., are homogeneou in respect of pleasure, pain and indif-
ference. Therefore, these (pleasure, etc.,) exist. When these pleasure,
etc., exist without particularity, that state is the non-manifest. There-
fore, the non-manifest exists.

3Te, ATHSwT | FaEals: TReasTia=1 SHaeaaer 34 H0H
fquesatafy ?

Opponent : No,because it is not established. It is not established that
the pleasure, etc., are commonly found in the word, etc.

Through which reason should it be understood?

I TG | 38 Ve g o1 WA EEERas)-
AT EG EHIETHI: VAT 67 S | 9 Age feqeeafa aur-
fraam | qergr Srefely: wehees: | TeTErale: gR=gefd |

Proponent : Because it serves as the cause of that. It is ob-
served here that there arises in the beings the knowledge in the form
of pleasure, pain and indifference due to the contact of word, touch,
form, taste and smell, in accordance with the particular type of the
past impressions of the beings. Whatever produces a paricular type
of knowledge, that (quality) exists in the object of knowledge just as a
fragment (is endowed with the fragrance) of sandalwood, etc. There-
fore, the homogeneity is not disprovcd.8

e, g @ T9aE: | FHe ? fGosveEiQtaedan | T 5
fam: FRUmgINT SR | fE afe faeet sfagmeeete | 99 2 7
AT e ST a1 49 | 7 9 S{eveifemasy.: ve: | -
YTl TG16d FTeaEmE |
Opponent : The homogeneity is unestablished .

Why ?

Because of the observation of the effect of dissimilar nature.

This is not a rule that the effect arises as similar to the cause.
On the contrary, it is of dissimilar nature as in the case of fire smoke
and word.

How ? .
The fire is not of the nature of grass, etc.; nor is the smoke of

the nature of fire; nor is the word of the nature of drum, stick, etc.
Therefore, it is merely a wishful thinking that the pleasure, etc., are
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found in the word, etc.

faraifiam | gEfcEedr: v=ey:, TN gerRaRTEaraai-
FqeIfed @RS | 7o fesdarg 3t | 9g afaegsaasT-
AT AT e AT S AT TET 37 Tagwe IS8T ?
ST | 9 A A T A § qosTdras 3f | 6 afe 3 g
ra: g o e 3 | TeTegwiaq | e SerRemSTER: | 7 Sagane-
Wi g ITACT: TWHRUIT AfaeHda | FEq ? A A TEHA |
YT AAYA ¥ FFAAA R FuaE{gag | S
QT 7 g A9 Weratera | wuAe g e sasaa 3fe sremad |
T el TR FATHIT: GHEEEEN | T YA = | 99 g%
fraeuaiafaeRiaa s Fqegwy | TERwHaq SHSaICETs-
THAT |

Proponent : No, because of the specification .We have specified in
the beginning that the word, etc., are of the nature of pleasure
,etc. The notion in the form of pleasure , etc., arises in their as-
sociation only. Therefore, they do not belong to different
genus. Your statement that there arises the undesirable contin-
gency of admitting that the evolutes of the cosmic matter are
not of the genus of the cosmic matter because of the observa-
tion of the origination of the fire, etc., as dissimilar to their
causes, is wrong.
Why ?
Because the sense intended is not understood (by you). We do
not say that effect is of the genus of that whose modification it is . On
the contrary, (we accept that) to whatever genus a particular effect

belongs, it is the effect of that. Therefore, this is wrong. Moreover.
because of the non-establishment of the example.

The example that the fire, etc., do not correspond to the genus
of their cause, is not established.

Why ?

Because of the fact that they (fire,etc.,) follow the powers and
potencies (of their causes). To explain, fire and smoke follow the vis-
cidity of skin and pipe of sandal wood, etc., as also the sharpness,
etc., (of the fuel). Word is a product of a drum, but it does not subsist

in the form of the drum-only. It is still to be proved that the word is
manifested by the stroke of the stick just as (the object is) manifested
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by the lamp. Anyone of the form, etc., also is not of the form of a sub-
stance because they are the attributes of the colection. Therefore, the
word is not a modification of the drum.’ Thus, the statement that
homogeneity is not established because of the observation of the
origination of the effect of some dissimilar nature,is wrong. There-
fore, it is right = that the non-manifest exists on account of
homogeneity.

(Potency of Functioning)
& ==
viftha: Yooy |
38 Al Ffaeas NGy 91 Fat withad: | qer FEE
TuEIfeaTEAfTEaTTE Weh: URHETE gew ygfwiE | e 9

FAETEA Nqraifd | ety e sfaaey | Fsa feeerdy |
TEEEIAHI |

Moreover,

BECAUSE THE FUNCTIONING IS DUE TO POTENCY.

Whatever functioning is observed here in the world, it is all due
to the potency, It is just as the activity of the potter for producing the
pot is due to the potency in the form of arrangement of the instru-
ments like stick.!? Since the manifest is an effect, its activity is due to
that (potency). Therefore, there should be (admitted) the potency in
case of that also. Whatever is the potency, is the non-manifest it-
self.1! Therefore, the non-manifest exists.

(Potency is not born at the time of activity)

TR, NTHEN: TFATE: | Fyeueey: | afe wiwgfde safaifa
T A AT 270 At Raeaaie | FE 2 Fe vt
FANE EEAETET | e Geafy faaarn wie: FAfaeEtT 8
NI BARBIFARITTH | TR EFR AT AT e al-
i1 WY STA | A1 A NEE |

T I NI Ve Tgaeny Frenfes wimeeraeged |
& aTq ATICHCIAIIY: | §8 NUFHE a1 Vifth: W NG e 2
1d: ? T AN Vi &1 Seraiith el sawaa 3 i Hamer-
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Opponent : Before the commencement of the activity there is no
potency because the activity is not observed (at that time). If
the activity is caused by the potency, you should admit that as
long as the activity is not observed, that potency also is not

there; this becomes contingent.

Why ?

If in the presence of the potency there is no effect, there arises
the undesirable contingency of absence of the essential nature (of the
potency). If the potency, even though present, would not give rise to
the effect due to some obstruction, the potency would come to be im-
potency. Therefore, the potencies of the objects originate at the time
of activity only due to the comimg together of the other assisting ob-
jects. And, those potencies meet the destruction then and there. The
statement that there is the potency for producing the manifest also
because the potency is observed before the activity also, is wrong.
Moreover, there is no justification of the postulation of the difference
or non-difference (from cosmic matter). Here, the potency may be
the cosmic matter itself or differnt from the cosmic matter.

What ensues from this discussicn ?

If the potency is the cosmic matter itself, the difference of
potencies is understood from the difference of effefcts; thus, it gives
rise to the undesirable contingency of manifoldness of the cosmic
matter due to the difference of potencies.12 Or, on account of the
oneness of the cosmic matter, there will arise the undesirable contin-
gency of onesss of powers which are not different from the cosmic
matter. From this will result the absence of manifoldness of the ef-
fects.!® If with a view that the above defect may not arise, the dif-
ference of the potencies from the cosmic matter is accepted, even
when the different potencies are established through activities, it be-
comes contingent that the existence of the cosmic matter is not estab-
lished (through this rez-lsoning).14 Moreover, the statement (of
description) of the nature of cosmic matter becomes contingent. After
admitting the difference of the cosmic matter from the potencies, it



Karika 15 77

becomes impossible to describe that this is the essential form of the
cosmic matter in its own (unevolved) form. Therefore, on account of
the impropriety of the postulation of the difference or non-difference
(between the cosmic matter and potencxes)the potency should not be
postulated.

Id—Igh NTHIgN: MG HS: NgoIasaiid, 3@ I0: TsHas-
T | FROT WIfh: 1 Y | 7 9 FHrATersdt HE19E FAqedr MHSH |
AT FTATAST ¥Ieh: TETRAHT 37 : 7, NG | Fere ¥¢)-
T SRICHHANEIE | 39 9 FEIEEvEEAT  SeEeEeag
YEHITG | 7 9 T I TEI9E FRRANEIRAG | TaH-aymid SEmE
SR Wfth: 19 | 7 ASHGARHICHE: WEIEH ©1q | I Gesh-
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VFIUHEN | 38 qa: Fdl WAl VAT TTEaa] GehiaTa-are,
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fty TP | FEI 2 TF: g | vl SqeqaieEt 2 3
7, TEWTErq | F & P e e ygeeRegdatd 39 @ 8
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Proponent : As regards (your) statement that since no activity is ob-
served before the activity, there is no potency, we reply, it is
not so, because it is not well established. The cause is the poten-
cy and the activity is the effect. It is not established in the world
that there is no effect when it is not oberved. As regards the
statement that in the absence of the production of the effect
the essential nature of the potency is abandoned, we reply, it is
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not so, because there is the example of lamp. It is just as there
is the potency of illuminating the pot, etc., in the lamp, but it
cannot illumine the pot, etc., due to the capacity of the obstruc-
tion in the form of a wall, etc., it cannot (in this case) be said
that the capacity of lamp to illumine is incapable. In the same
way, there may be the potency of the other objects also before
activity. Nor would there be the abandonment of its essential
nature due to the non-observation of the activity (at that time).
As regards your statement that there is the origination of the
potency in the objects at the time of the activity itself due to the
association (or collecting together) of the assisting objects, we
reply: it is not established because it depends upon the potency.
Here, all the agents depend upon their own potency and select
the assisting objects in accordance with the capability of that
(his own potency). If that would not exist before the activity of
that, there would be the undesirable contingency of non-select-
ing the means because the nature of the means is not ascer-
tained without such potency.15 This is, however, not desirable .
Therefore, the potency does exist before activity. As ragards
your statement that its destruction takes place then only (im-
mediately after activity), we reply, it is not so, because the com-
pletion of the effect is observed. If destruction would take
place at the time of the activity itself, there would not have
been the completion of the effect because the effect is caused
by that. (completion) is, however, there.Therefore, the destruc-
tion of the potency does not take place at the time of activity it-
self.

If it is argued that the completion of the effect takes place due

to the origination of uniting together (i.e., series) of the similar
potencies, we reply, no because there is no possibility of origination
at the very time of destruction. It would be like this. When the one
potency is destroyed after accomplishing the part to be accomplished
within a moment, there arises another potency similar to that and
when that is destroyed, the other originates and so on and so forth.
Thus, through the continuity of potency the completion of the effect
takes place. This is also wrong.
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Why ?

Because there is no possibility of origination at the time of
destruction. What is the reason (to determine) that the potency
which is (born) new at the time of destruction completes the effect,
and the old itself does not subsist. Moreover, because the defect of
immutability is alleviated. We have already stated the alleviation of
the defect of undesirable contingency of immutability of all the ob-
jects arising through postulating the existence of the object after a
moment. Therefore, there is no destruction of the potencies at the
time of activity. Nor does it take place after the activity.

Why ?

Because the activity is observed again also.

If it is argued that the other activity takes place when the new
potency is produced, (we reply), no, because there is no reason.
What is the reason to determine that the other (fresh ) potency aris-
ing after the destruction of the earlier serves as the cause of the other
activity, and not the same.

If it is argued that it is because the earlier has served its pur-
pose, we reply, it is not so because it is not admitted by us. The
potency is not admitted for the purpose of a single pot. In that case,
it does not perish after completing a single pot; the pots are sup-
posed to be accomplished through the same reason. Therefore, the
potencies subsist in all the three periods of time.

FeRagH Y NCFHAATTIIRI, 37 H: — 37 AT AT Ve |
T T TS VS 91 THYd | FEHA ? TSI JEEREATg
Ffefifime IR TIAVTEEYEN, ¥d TETIaRl GEeEue: |
97 ? YAt FfeTereata aie, NI 9 YR ST aReTe
If gt | TEIeEH qergfasel faeraney 3¢ sfavad, qautei -
ferftenfe | TETAREEETd 7 ANCFHEAIIINRT | Fh A E AT
Teqth Nquiaiid 9q Seaq | o Iferget g8 7 9o | Fafagar
FEEdqETed): gl TR | FEG 2 FHAAIGE-
foa: | aﬁaf%%mqmmmmsmm@ﬁm
IRATTHARHAY T S viwfrafiaa g e 9 sgfaqaaays-
HITGET NiRCuT=raAta fag wferd: SqaeTerdy |

As regards your further statement that there is no propriety in
postulating either of the difference or non-difference (or the poten-

cies from the cosmic matter), we reply, if the potencies be non-dif-
ferent from the cosmic matter, there arises no undesirable
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contingency of admitting manifoldness (of cosmic matter) or the
oneness of the potencies.

Why ?

Because the usage of number depends upon knowledge and
through the rejection of the cause of knowledge it is of the nature of
the potency of the cosmic matter. Here also, the usage of number
depends upon knowledge.

Why ?

Whatever gives rise to the knowledge of non-difference, is one,
and at the state of cosmic matter the potencies give rise to the
knowledge of one because all the differentiations are marged there.
Therefore, the potency is one only and on account of the knowledge
of differentiation at the time of activity, it attains differentiation in
the form of potency of the gods, potency of men, ete. Therefore,
these (potencies) do not come to be one and, hence, it is not that
there is no propreity in the postulation of its difference or non-dif-
frentiation (from cosmic matter).

If it is argued that the potencies cannot be understood to exist in
the non-manifest through their being observed in the manifest? It may
be like this. The potency and the activity are observed in case of
manifest only and not the non-manifest. In some respect the manifest
is proved as different from this potentiality and not the cosmic matter.

This is also wrong.

Why ?

Because it is proved through the inference based on generalo
bservation. Just as after observing the attainment of some other place
through activity in case of Devadatta, the act of moving in case of
planets, which is absolutely non-perceptible, is inferred through their
attainment of the other place. Similarly, on account of control of ac-
tivity by the potency and on account of abundance of activity in the
manifest the absulutely invisible potency should be admitted. Thus is
established that due to the fact that the activity is caused by potency,
the unmanifest exists.

(Difference between cause and effect)

T |

FRO F FF T FROFE T FROHE G 13€ FROMHE F4-
fafa agem feumeed fawrm 2 § FRUEEfG: [qeafeaqagEs
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Moreover,

BECAUSE OF THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN CAUSE AND
EFFECT.

The compound ‘cause and effect’ denotes the cause as well as
the effect. The difference between those two is denoted by the ex-
pression ‘difference between the cause and effect’. The difference
between the cause and the effect refers to the difference through the
knowledge putting them separately as ‘this is the cause and ‘this is
effect’. That difference is observed to be caused by the objects exist-
ing separately just is the case with bed, seat, charriot and foot, etc.
There is certainly the differentiation into cause and effect in case of
the manifest. Therefore, it is also caused by the separately existent
objects. Whatever is that separately existent object, is the unmanifest.

3T, TEAIeTTTH |17 fe TRl FRUEEITT: FfEguesad |
|

Opponent : It is wrong because it (the difference through causal rela-
tion) is not observed. No differentiation into cause and effect is
experienced in case of bed, etc. Therefore, this is wrong .

I A FEFARIFI A TFA A AT faafads-
wrarsfisa: | 5 qedaeraasTd ara: mumwmma | 3T A
oTEIf T |
Proponent : No, since the effect and cause are synonymous with the

favouring and the favoured, there is intended the relation of ac-
complished and the accomplisher in the form of the effect and
the cause. What is then the relation of the favoured and the
favouring? That does exist in case of the bed, etc., and the
manifest. Therefore, this statement is not wrong (or carelessly
made).

(constituents are matually cause and effect)
3T’ &: [T T FIAFROTHE 37 2

Opponent : What is the relation of being mutually effect and cause in
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case of the manifest ?

IHA T ARG St raereo S Rataaeni
g ygfasfafa, qar stenifafaueres s@afa=g @ 23) =@ |
YT WIEAT gfgefey WA aEy la?ma’rmﬁaiarﬁmmm@m |

Proponent : The way there is the activity of the constituents , viz., sat-
tva, rajas and tamas by favouring each other through their at-
tributes of illuminating, activity and restraint, we have
explained so under the aphorism that they are of the nature of
pleasure, pain and indifference (ka. 12). The identity of sub-
stratum of word, etc., in the earth, etc., is for the sake of each
other . There is the refinement of each other by the word. etc.
That location, instrumentality and the act of generating
knowledge, of the organs are matual. The activity, destruction
of the defective part, growth, decay and manitenance through
the organs are mutual. (Similarly) there is mutual service of un-
derstanding amongst gods, men and animal through the acts of
arranging the things according to the season, sacrifices, foster-
ing and taking food. Similarly, the performing their own duties
in case of the (four) castes is (mutually dependent). The other
similar situations should be observed in the worldly behaviour
as possibility is found.
3T, AEAYUM: | FHHATTIRTEAET |
A3 O} SRR EHRI S AT | e 0 a1

g ? o 1e: ? 91 aTaohRY Afa | FET ? U e Y-
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Opponent : That is wrong; because there is no possibility of succes-
sion and simultaneity. The mutual favouring through illumina-
tion, activity and restraint among the constituents accepted by
you may be in succession or simultaneously.

What is the resuit of this discussion ?

That is not possible in succession.

Why ?

Because when one proceeds to activity without requiring the
other, the other two would also do so in the same way. (Even ) if the
sattva illumines first through the own power without requiring other
constituents, that is supposed to be subservient to the other two.
Hence, just like the sattva the others also will perform their function
without requiring the favour of others. In this way the subservience

does not serve any purpose. Now, to alleviate the defect the simul-
taneity is resorted to. That is also wrong.

Why ?

Because those who are born at a time cannot be mutually sub-
servient just as the horns of the cow. Moreover, there is no propriety
in both the alternatives of existence or non-existence. Does the sattva
illumining itself exhibit the already existent illumination in the rajas

and tamas or does it exhibit the light which was not in existence in
them. :

What ensues from this discussion ?

If the sattva illumines the light already existing in the other two,
there will be a single: constituent since all are of one nature:
Moreover, there arises the undesirable contingency of the inde-
pendent nature of the other constituent as in the case with the sattva.
Just as there is the power of illlumining in the sattva and, hence, it il-
lumines without requiring the other constituents; similarly, the other
two also would do so and, hence, the defect does not arise (in our
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argument). Or, the power of illumining which did not exist earlier
arises through the contact of the sattva and rajas and tamas. Thus,
the statement that the potencies exist even before activity, carries no
force.

If the sattva illumines the light already existing in the other two,
there will be a single constituent since all are of one nature.
Moreover, there arises the undesirable contingency of the inde-
pendent nature of the other constituent as in the case with the sattva.
Just as there is the power of illlumining in the sattva and, hence, it il-
lumines without requiring the other constituents; similarly, the other
two also would do so and, hence, the defect does not arise (in our
argument). Or, the power of illumining which did not exist earlier
arises through the contact of the sattva and rajas and tamas. Thus,
the statement that the potencies exist even before activity, carries no
force.

Then, this is to cut at the very root of the theory of pre-exist-
ence of the effect. Moreover, because it is not cartain. It is not cer-
tain that the objects mutually subservient are caused by spme existing
object. The sattva, etc., are subservient to each other but are caused
by some existing object. Hence , the statement that due to the dif-
ferentaition into the cause and effect in case of the objects the un-
manifest exists, is wrong.
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Propeonent : As regards your objection that there is mutual favour be-
cause there is no possibility of succession and simultaneity, (we
reply), let the favour be sumultaneous. As regards the state-
ment that there is no favour in case of the two objects originat-
ing simultaneously just as the horns of the cow, we reply, it is
not so, because there is no possibility (or justification) other-
wise. The impossibility of mutual favour in the case of the horns
of the cow is not on account of their origination at a time. On
the contrary, it is on account of absence of a single act. In case
of the objects which perform single act becoming subservient is
not obstructed through their taking place at a time just as
through the act of being capable to support and collecting
together and providing shape and space in case of earth etc.!”
The mutual favour is not found in case of the hoof and the
horn which are located in hody even though they do not
originate simultaneously. Therefore, simultaneous and succes-
sive origination are not the cause for favouring others or other-
wise. Moreover, it is observed so. It is observed that in going
upward very fast the air and merry-go-round, etc., mutually
favour and there is no fault. Similar may be the case with the
constituents as well. If it is argued that it is caused by contact, it
should be established first whether the contact is a distinct en-
tity or merely the attainment or association. As regards the
statement that because of the impossibility in postulating the
alternatives (about the illumination, etc.) as already existent or

" non-existent, we reply, it is wrong.

Why ?
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The fault does not arise when their favour is like lame and the
blind. Just as in the case of the lame and the blind through the con-
tact of both, neither there is the manifestation of the existent power
of seeing and going in each other, nor is it the manifestation of non-
existent, still there is the accomplishment of a single act; or just as
the potencies of mutual favour are manifest in the earth, etc., (and) it
is not through the potency of the other; similarly, there may be that
(favour) of the constituets too. The statement that because of its not
being certain, is wrong,.

Why ?

Because the scripture is not understood properly. In our theory
the other states of the constituents and that without requiring some

: 18

other state is denoted by the term cause and effect, ~ because we do
not accept the meaning of cause and effect (current in your theory).
The subservience caused by them is not found in the case of the con-
stituents situated in the state of cosmic matter, and because of their
possessing (qualities in) the nature of potency only, their nature of il-
luminating, etc., is not distinctly visible (in that state). When they at-
tain the state of non-equilibrium, the constituents without losing the
form of illumination, etc., attain subservience caused by that (poten-
cy). Therefore, without understanding the scripture that after admit-
ting the favour in evolved form of the constituents, its being caused
by some existent object is not contradicted, it is stated by you that
the reason is not conclusive. If it is argued that there arises the un-
desirable contingency of non-admitting the favour afterwords (in
evolved form) because favour is not admitted in the state of cosmic
matter ? It may be like this. If at the time of the initial movement in
the constituents there is the abandonment of that state by the con-
stituents through their own power, in the later state also it would be
like this only Hence, the favour is in the state of cosmic matter
also and, consequently, it is not that the reason is not non-conclusive.
It is not so.

Why ?

Because it may be due to own potency, as in the case of fire. Just
as the subtle fire itself produces a subtle (very less) light, but requires
the oil, wick, etc., in illuminating the pot, etc., the initial movement
in the constituents is caused by their own potency and that for the
sake of intellect, etc., is through favour. Therefore, it is right to say
that on account of the difference of the cause and effect the un-
manifest exists.

(Merging of effect in the cause)

|
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Moreover,

BECAUSE OF THE RE-UNION OF THE WORLD OF EFFECT.

Here, the re-union of all the worldly effects is observed just as
of water, etc. Water, earth and intellect, etc., are of the form of
worldly objects. Therefore , they would also be re-united. Whatever
is that (ultimate re-union), that is the unmanifest. Therefore , the un-
manifest exists.

3e, i g s, 3 a1 fagea 3 2
Opponent : What are the worldly effects or what is the world ?
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Proponent : Through the term worldly effects we speak of the

particular form or arrangement.20 Since the particular is
caused by the general, whatever is that (ultimate) object, that is
conveyed through the statement that because there is the re-
union of the worldly effects. Through these five probans of
direct inference is proved that the umanifest is the cause of the
manifest.
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Objection : This involves the undesirable contingency of its op-
position (by equally important theories) because the other causes
are not refuted. You said that the cosmic matter is the cause capable
of producing the universe. Similarly, the other systems speak of
atoms, Purua, Isvara, acts, luck, nature (of the objects), time, chance
and non-existence as the cause of the universe and they are not
refuted (by you). Hence, there arises the undesirable contingency of
opposition by equally important theories as to whether the cosmic
matter only is the cause or these (others) only or both.

If it is argued that it is not applicable because the homogeneity
is observed ? It may be like this. In the earth, etc., the homogeneity to
the cosmic matter in the form of pleasure, etc., is commonly ob-
served. It is rightly said earlier that the object is the modification of
that which is homogeneous to that. Therefore, the manifest is the
modification of the cosmic matter only.21

This is also wrong .

Why ?

Because there is the possibility of homogeneity to many. The
homogeneity to atoms also is found in the manifest because of the
presence of form, etc. (in both). The homogeneity of organs is to the
conscious entity also because those experience the feelings. The
homogeneity to isvara is also observed in case of those which are en-
dowed with a particular capacity. There is the homogeneity to acts
and luck because the nature of being variegated or strange is ob-
served in the world. There is the homogeneity to the nature of ob-
jects because the worldly objects do not deviate from their nature
inspite of their cantact with other objects. There is homogeneity to
time, etc., because there is the conformity with yuga, etc. There is the
homogeneity in respect of negation. The cow, etc., are matually
negated because one is not found in the other . The limited mag-
nitude, etc., of the manifest objects are possible to be postulated
even if they are supposed to come out of some other cause. There-
fore, it is wrong to say that on account of homogeneity, etc., the non-
manifest exists as a cause.
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(Atoms cannot be the cause of the universe)
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Proponent : As to the statement that there arises the un-
desirable contingency of opposition (by equally important theories)
because the atoms are not refuted, we reply that that is wrong be-
cause their existence is not admitted (by us). If the existence of the
atoms is admitted, this doubt would have truly arisen as whether the
world arises from the atoms or from the cosmic matter . Their exist-
ence, however, is not certain. Therefore, this is wrong. The statement
that because of the availability of nature , etc., in the <=:arth2 gtc.,
(and consequently) becuase of the perception of homogeneity, 2 the
existence of atoms should be accepted like that of cosmic matter, is
also wrong.

Why ?
Because that can be justified in other way also . This is not cor-

rect because the form, etc., are found when the earth etc., are sup-
posed to come out of, subtle elements.

If it is argued that (above mentioned contingency) is applicable
to the cosmic matter also because pleasure, etc., are the qualities of
the soul ? It may be like this. The subtle elements are postulated to
be possessed of form, etc., and the earth, etc., are observed to come
out of subtle elements; through the existence of form, etc., in them
they are distinguished from the atoms, similarly we object to the
theory of considering cosmic matter as the cause because we con-
sider pleasure, etc., as the qualities of the soul and the earth, etc., as
the cause of their knowledge.”

This is also wrong .
Why ?
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Because they (pleasure, etc.,) are negated to be the qualities of
the soul. We shall negate the pleasure etc., to be the qualities 'of the
soul in the statement ‘therefore, from that contrast, etc., (ka. 19).

Therefore, it is wrong.

3Te, AfE. TAETHAUTHE AT I & T |f 2. &1 2

Opponent : If the subtle elements are accepted as the atoms, what
will be the fault ?
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Proponent : It is not possible.

What is the reason here?

The subtle elements (having the characteristic of that element
only) having larger magnitude (than the gross objects) are admitted
by us as the causes.

Why ?

And, our theory is that the cause is certainly of larger mag-
nitude than its effect. And, the earth, etc., which are gross elements
are great. Therefore, the earth of them (as a subtle element) should
be different from them. The atoms, however, are limited in mag-
nitude. Therefore, they are not accepted through the acceptance of
the subtle elements.?* Even if their existence is accepted, it would be
impossible (to consider them as the cause of the world) because they
are products. Let us admit the existence of the atoms, still we say that
the origin of the world is impossible from them.

What is the reason here?

Because they are products. The uncaused should rightly be the
cause of the world. The atoms are, however, caused. Therefore, even
their existence is admitted, their being the cause of the world is not
justified.

If is argued that it is wrong because the reason is not stated? It
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may be like this. What is the reason that the uncaused (object) is in-
tended to be the cause of the world ?

To this we reply that there would arise the undesirable contin-
gency of admitting that (cause of that cause) as the cause. Whatever is
the cause of the atoms, that would be rightly postulated as the cause of
the world, but not the atoms which are the products of that cause.

If it is argued that it is wrong because the caused nature of the
atoms is not proved? It may be like this. If the caused nature of the
atoms would be established, it is right to say that the atoms are not
the cause because of the above reason. That is, however, not estab-
lished. Therefore, this is nothing (i.e., this is not a forceful argu-
ment).

To this we reply that because of their being limited in space.
Whatever is limited in space here is observed to be caused as the pot
which is limited in space also. Therefore, they are caused. Moreover,
because of possessing the form, etc. Here whatever possesses the
form, etc., is observed to be caused, as the pot. And the atoms pos-
sess the form, etc., therefore, they are caused. Moreover, because of
their possessing heat. Whatever possesses heat is caused as the lamp.
The atoms of fire are possessed of that (heat). Therefore, they are
caused.”® Moreover, because of having the speed. Here, whatever is
possessed of speed is caused as the arrow which is possessed of that
(speed). The atoms of air are possessed of that. Therefore, they are
caused. Moreover, because of having lubricity and fluidity. Here,
whatever is possessed of lubricity and fluidity, is caused as the water
in the basin around the tree. The water atoms are like this. Hence,
they are caused. Moreover, because of their being located. Here2
whatever is located in something else is cause just like thadhara. "
The atoms are located in the earth. Therefore, they are caused.
Moreover, because of being the location of some other object. Here,
whatever comes to be the location of some other object is caused just
as the pot. The atoms also become the location of some other object
like binary. Therefore, they are caused. Moreover, because of the in-
tervention in union. Here, the objects in the middle of which the
other object stands as intervention in the union are caused, just like
the two fingers. Similarly, some atom stands in the middle of other
two atom. Whatever are intervened by some other object, are caused.
Therefore, those (two intervened) atoms are also caused. Moreover,
because of giving rise to some other objcet. We hold that here whatever
gives rise to some other object is caused, as the threads. The atoms
give rise to the other object. Therefore, they are caused.” Moreover,



Karika 15 93

because of their perceptibility. Here, whatever is perceptible is ob-
served to be caused just as the pot. The atoms are perceptible to the
yogins. They are caused.

If 219t is argued that the above reason is for their being un-
caused?” the yogins they are uncaused.

Why ?

Because the pot, etc., which are perceptible to us only are ob-
served to be caused.

This is also wrong.

Why ?

Because it would give rise to the undesirable contmgency of the
supposition of uncaused nature of the body. 31 The body is also per-

ceptible to the yogins; let it also be uncaused. This is, however, not
s0. Therefore, the atoms are also not uncaused.

If it is argued that it will give rise to the undesirable contingen-
cy (of being caused) in case of the cosmic matter, etc., we reply, no,
because it is not admitted by us. According to our scripture the cos-
mic matter and the conscious entity are not perceptible even to a
Brahmin like Kapila. Therefore, the argument has no force.

If it is argued that it is (eternal) like existence, etc., It may be
like this. Just as the existence, qualitiness, form-ness, etc., are eternal
even though they are perceptible, similar will be the case with the
atoms.

This is also wrong.

Why ?

Because it is also to be proved. Just like the uncaused nature of
the atoms, the existenec of existence etc., is not proved. Therefore, it

is non-acceptable just like establishing the horns of the man through
the horns of the hare.

If is argued that there does not arise the undesirable contingen-
cy of caused nature of the atoms because of their subtlety? It may be
like this. There is no object more subtle then the atoms so that it may
be the cause of these atoms the highest limit of subtlety. Therefore,
the originated nature of then cannot be justified.

This is also wrong.
Why ?

Because it will involve the undesirable contingency of over per-
vasion fto the baked (atoms). In the case of those who intend un-
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caysed nature, there will be the undesirable contingency of admitting
uncaused nature in the atoms of earth which are backed and are
placed after putting aside the blackness. Those atoms are also sub-
tle.3 The uncaused nature of cosmic matter and the conscious entity,
on the other hand, is through their extreme subtlety in presence of
their being all-pervasive in addition. The atoms do not pervade the
whole universe as the cosmic matter and the conscious entity do.
Therefore, inspite of their being subtle, their caused nature is certain
just as is the case with the baked atoms. This objection does not
arise in case of those in whose theory only the caused substance is
baked. In that case the activity inherent in the atoms should be taken
for example. That is subtle, imperceptible and caused . In this way, it
is proved that the atoms are caused. Due to the caused nature their
non-eternity is also unavoidable and, hence, it involves the fault of
extirpation of the whole world through the inference setablished in
the own system (of the Vaifesikas) because of the destruction of the
atoms in the intermediate and the great dissolution and (consequent-
ly) because of the absence of the effect in the absence of the cause.
Since the acts accumulated by those who are engaged in enjoyment
remain unenjoyed, the acts done perish (unenjoyed). This is, how-
ever, undesirables Therefore, the atoms are not the cause of the
universe.

(The conscious entity as also Iévara cannot be the cause)
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The objection that there will be the origination of the universe
from the conscious entity is also wrong.

Why ?

Becaiise we have negated. We shall establish the non-doership’
of the conscious entity in the karika ‘from that contrast, etc. (Ka
19).3* The same method should be known (as applied ) in rejecting
the nature of being a cause in case of I8vara because the conscious-
ness is not different (in both the casc:s).:"5

(Negation of Existence of Iévara)
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Opponent : The Pasupatas and the Vaidesikas hold that the i$vara

exists.

Why ?

Because'the particular effects are caused by the intellect surpass-
ing (others). Here, the effects like palace, an aeroplane, etc., are ob-
served to be caused by superior_intellect. Whatever is the cause of
those is the Isvara. Therefore, Iévara exists. Moreover, because the
union of conscious and non-conscious is caused by some sentiect en-
tity. It is observed here that the union of the conscious and the non-
concious is caused by some sentient entity, just like the union of the
bull and the cart. The union of the body and the soul is that of con-
scious and non-conscious. Therefore, it should also be caused by
some sentient enuty That by whome this union is caused is the T
vara. Therefore, Isvara exists as the causc.
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Proponent : As regards the statement that the existence of Tdvara is

proved because the particular effect is caused by the superior
intellect, we reply, no, because it is still to be proved. It is yet to
be proved whether the palaces, etc., are caused by the intellect
like ours or by some sarerior one. Therefore, it needs no reply.
Moreover, he would have produced the particular effects from
the cosmic matter without the intellect®® because the intellect
does not exist before the activity of the cosmic matter and there
is no other instrumental cause. Before the modification of the
cosmic matter, intellect does not exist and, hence, it is not
right.

If it is argued that he would create the universe himself because
he is endowed with power ? It may be like this. The Tévara is full of
all the powers. The existence of intellect is not rejected because even
before the modification of the cosmic matter he is himself endowed
with desire (and could create the intellect). The existence of intellect
is, thus, not negated.

This is also wrong.

Why ?

Because there is no example. What is the example in favour of

one proving that intellect is by itself (created with desire, etc.)?
Therefore, it is wrong .

If it is argued that it is not a fault because of his possessing par-
ticular power ? It may be like this. The other beings endowed with in-
tellect do not have the power equal to Tévara. Thus, the intellects of
these beings originate from the cosmic matter at the time of forma-
tion of the body or duc to the contact with the soul, etc.”” The intel-
lect of the Tsvara, however, originates by itself (through his will). -

This is also wrong,.

Why ?

Because there will arise the undesirable contingency of estab-
lishment of all the theories. If accepting the object which is opposite
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to the example, and if through the contradicted reason some par-
ticular power should be accepted, this postulation would involve the
establishment of all the theories. Therefore, this is merely a tenacity.
Thus, if the intellect of the Isvara would not originate itself, it is
rightly stated that the particular effects (of the universe) are not
caused by some intelligent being because there is no possibility of in-
tellect earlier to the activity of the cosmic matter. Moreover, because
of the absence of possibility of (desired) result. The intelligent persons
are observed to start creating the particular effects like palace,
aeroplane, etc., with the visible or invisible objective. This (Iévara) is
however, unobstructed (to achieve something) because of his lordly
power. Moreover, the Instigator is not possible (in case of Isvara). The
intelligent beings are observed to start the particular activitics when
instigated by other. This is, however, not possible in case of Idvara
because there is no propriety (in holding someone as) endowed with
instigation (to Ts'vara). Moreover, because of its being non-conclusive.
All the particular effects are not caused by intellect because the tree,
etc., originate without that also. There is no example to support the
view that everything is caused by the intellect of I$vara. And, there is
no theory when it is not exemplified. Therefore, on account of non-
conclusiveness the manifest objects are not caused by some intel-
ligent beings. Moreover, because of resulting in misery.If the particular
effects are created deliberately (by some intelligent being), there is
no purpose of the creator in creating the object which resulted in
misery. And, the Tévara is powerful also and, hence, he would have
created the objects which result in pleasure. Everything in this
universe results in misery. Therefore, the particular effects are not
caused by intellect. Moreover, on account of being accomplished with
the difficult means. If the particular objects would have been caused
by intelligence, the attainment of virtue, wealth, pleasure and libera-
tion would have been through the easy means. They are, however, at-
tainable through difficult means. Therefore, they are not caused
through intelligence.

If it is argued that the above defect does not arise because the
virtue and vice serve as the cause of them, it may be like this. The
particular effects are caused by Isvara, but still the beings which
originate as abounding in pleasure in the initial state of creation are
associated with mean, moderate and eminent age, caste (or birth)
and nature due to _the accumulation of virtue and vice. This is then
not the offence of Iévara.

This is also wrong.
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Why ?

Because of the absence of the cause of productnon of vice. If
the Tdvara is desired for the production of virtue and vice, he would
have produced only the virtue of the beings for it (virtue) is the cause
of pleasure. He would not have produccd the vice because of the ab-
sence of purpose of (producmg vice).® If it is argued that the
production of virtue and vice from their cause is natural, it would
contradnct the statement that everythmg is caused by the intelligence
of the Tévara. Therefore, lsvara is not the cause. As regards your
statement that the existence of Isvara is proved because the contact
of conscious and unconscious is caused by some conscious being, we
reply that it is wrong.

Why ?

Because it is yet to be proved. By which conscious being is
caused the contact of the conscious bull with the unconscious cart ?
If you say it is caused by Caitra, he is also unconscious because of
being the composite of cause and effect. If it is desired to be made by
the entity who is soul the seer of the body denoted by the word
Caitra, it is also wrong, because it is also to be proved. The agency
(doership) of the conscious entity is not proved in our philosophy.
The argumentation is on the ground well known to both the parties.
Moreover, because of involving the undesirable contingcncy of in-
finite regress, in case of those who speak the contact is done by some
sentient being, it would imply that the contact of Tsvara with the
cause and effect (body of Tévara) is done by some other conscious
being. And, thus there arises the undesirable contingency of infinite
regress. To alleviate this fault the contact of the Tévara with the cause
and effect (body) is accepted as natural. It is also not right, as in that
case the reason is not conclusive. If it is argued that the defect does
not arise because all of them are conscious, it may be like this. All the
cause and effect (body) of Tévara and also the Tévara are conscious.
Therefore, it can serve as an counter example of the contact.

This is also wrong.

Why ?

Because it would involve the undesirable contingency of its being
non-contact. There is no contact of one soul with the other soul be-
cause of non-difference of consciousness. In this way, there would
not have been the contact between Idvara and the body also. This is,
however, not desirable. Moreover, because of the undesirable contin-
gency of the absence of contradicton. In the case of one who con-
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siders both as conscious the Tévara also would be an instrument of
the intellect etc., as the intellect etc., are that of Isvara

Why ?

Because there is no differentiation between the two. Since it is
not desirable, the consciousness does not belong to both. If it is ar-
gued that the defect does not arise because the endowment with
cause and effect (body) is not accepted" The knower of that
describes the entity Tévara as pervasive, without components, en-
dowed with endless power, subtlest among the subtle, greatest
among the greatest, having supremacy as the characteristic, begin-
ningless and having endless characteristics. How is all this imposed
upon him taking recourse to cause and effect (body)? This is also
wrong.

Why ?

Because it goes against the inference (of Iévara). If the Tévara is of
this nature, the inference that the Tévara exists because the par-
ticular effect is caused by the superior intellect and because the con-
tact between the conscious and unconscious entities is brought about
by some conscious entity, is contradicted.

Why ?

‘Becuase this is not observed with such an object Or if it is
granted (for the sake of argument), (it will again be wrong) because
it w1ll agam contradict the idea of assuming a shape (by Isvara). If
the Isvara is of this nature exclusively, it would contradict the (idea
of) assuming the shape of earth, etc., (by Iévara). Moreover, because
of the scriptures. The scripture also spcaks of its assuming a form-
wearing the hide (of an atelope), having a bow (trident) in the hand,
with his bow stretched, with blue peacock tail. If you argue that ac-
cepting it you will have to deviate from your position? It may be like
this. If the Tévara as endowed with shape is admitted through the
statement of the scripture, his existence is proved.

Why ?

Because taking the form is not possible (or justified ) in case of
non-existent entity. This is also wrong. Because the (real) purport is
not understood. We do not reject the particular power of lord ab-
solutely, because he assumes the magnificient body, etc. What we
mean to say ic there.is none different from cosmic matter and the
conscious entity as the instigator of the two as held by you. There-
fore, (our) position refutes this. Therefore, the contact of, the cosmic
matter and the conscious eniity is not caused by some other entity.



