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Moreover, because of impossibility (or lack of) power of doing. Even
while making this contact, he may cause the contact of the soul with
merely the body or with the cause of to body (i.c., the cosmic mat-
ter).

Why do you ask so ?

It does not relate the soul merely with the body .

Why ?

Because there is no cause of forming the body for the one who
has no desire. Nor does it do so (relate the soul) with the cause of the
body because of all-pervasiveness (of thé cosmic matter and the con-
scious entity). The contact of the bull and the cart is made by some
other because they are limited in magnitude. The cosmic matter and
the conscious entity are all-pervasive. Moreover, because of being
meant for other. The contact of the bull and the cart is observed to be
meant for others. The cantact of the cosmic matter and the con-
scious entity, on Ithe other hand, is not meant for Tévara (we reply)
no, because we have already refuted. This is stated in discussing that
the visible or invisible purpose is not justified (or possible) in case of
Tévara in the theory of the padupatas.
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This is the fault in the theory of the vaiéesikas. Moreover, there
is no propreity in the postulation (of Tsvara) as different from or identi-
cal with the entities like substance etc. Whether Tévara is postulated by
them as postulating it as of the form (i.e. identical with) substance
quality, activity, generality particularity and inherence or as a dif-
ferent entity?

It is not as the substance, etc.

Why ?

The substances (experienced by us) are (a combination of)
many substances and of the form of non-substance. Iévara is not (a
combination of) many substances because otherwise it would mvolve
the undesirable contingency of its being created (non-etemal) Nor
is it of the form of non-substance because (this kind of objects) are
enumerated (by the Vaéesikas themselves). Your theory is that the
substances are nine only viz., earth to mind because the term iti
(used in the enumeration of the substances) denotes the completion.
Moreover, because the qualities and the activities are mentioned (as
belonging to each substance but not to the Iévara). If it would have
been substance, the present authoriey would have mentioned its
qualities according to the Vaiéesikas. And in case it is capable of

using a different cause, there would have been the mention of its ac-
tivities. However, it is not done. Therefore, Isvara is not any of the
substance, quality, etc. The qualities, etc., which are meant for others
are dependent upon their substratum. In this way, it is neither of the
form of substance, etc., nor some different entity. If it would have
been an entity, its definition (or peculiar characteristic) would have
been stated by the author as is the case with substance, etc. It is, how-
ever, not stated by the author. Therefore there is no Tévaras in the
opmlon of the writer of the Vaisesika aphorism. If it is argued that it
is proved through the probans, it may be like this, The name and ac-
tivity in our bodies is the probans to prove the soul or from the
probans in the form of name and activity which are directly per-
ceived as proving the acceptance of Ivara by the authority. That is
also wrong.

Why ?
Because it does not prove as to which is intended (by you). It is

true that through the above probans there would have been the
knowledge of one qualified by the power more than ours, or as
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having magnificient body or some other. The one you have accepted
as an independent instigator of the activity of all the causes leading
to destruction is merely a name. And, similar is the knowledge aris-
ing of this probans. Moreover, there would arise the undesirable con-
tingency of unskilfulness (of the author of the aphorisms) in not
mentioning it earlier. If the autmty and stopping of the activity of the
atoms would be governed by Isvara, the author of the aphorlsm
would have mentioned it earlier. On account of not mentioning the
main category, like virtue it comes to mean that the author of
aphorisms is unskilled. The two are undesirable. Moreover, because of
the non-mention. The Iévara is not mentioned by any of the
authorities in the scope of the scriptures. There would not be pos-
sibility of defect, as it is by mentioning the name of the father-in-law
by the daughter-in-law. To share the defect the view is imposed upon
the author of the aphorisms though the view is undesirable to him.

This is, however, not the view of the author of the aphorlsms It is ac-
cepted by the followers of the Padupata school that there is I$vara in
the theory of the Vaidesikas. Therefore, I§vara also is not the cause of
the universe.

(Atoms of actions cannot be cause)

FAOEATEIY | F9Y ? T4 FAbaTH TTHRUMIE:, T AT 7
TR, TRIREEHIoN | At HeaTealy 3 Jq SHae, TSR0l
TR 4 TNEHA qEATH=R0 FH IO FROTTe Hedfaqfafd o
TRffHAEEsS® IREade qEwife: F9Ed | TETEEaal: SRt |
AT | FEI ? ST YEFEc A | Tee YFRnforrss-
T TR Rade [Eafegen, s asaferantaT
YOI 7 | 797 9 deegeA SgUra R St | wafd 9
feet qompETefy  seg i YRR | ety it
TfFREETSRIR: S1q | QIEROfaueasyT 3 9q @edd, Jaiy-
FRATRT TR S o Al Traa qeaTomH a1
frameEEE | g IS | AT e eifefa | e
A9 | FET 7 TN | GERAEIA: | Teqeae] aaa sfage-
Y, TR N | SqEEEE 3 9 W qafas e nesil-
S qEEETaTye IRt | Sea-F aed, fF afé gefui qone
A SRR gifafrrgaT= | 7 T ey FEE-
Wi | qf: | T8 T Wage ¥ AReaeiiT: | Td UG, T STTs-
YAYEA AEEIEERIGHE 3o A o SRRfafE e |
THARIFH A AGET FH STTRRVITHTT | T oe sqrean | aefy fg sHoma



104 Yuktidipika
IR RS JaTey | T Eheq-afafd |

The view (that the creation is caused by the atoms of action is
already explained (refuted).

How ?

Just as the atoms being product cannot be the cause of the
universe, similarly the actions are not the cause of the body, There-
fore, the actions also are not the cause of the universe.*! If it is ar-
gued that the defect does not arise because of their-dependence? It
may be like this. As the act is not observed to take place without
body, similarly it is not possible to postulate some other cause than
the acts for the body. And, since they serve as the cause for each
other, the first of them which revolves in a cycle is not known. There-
fore, there is no other cause for them. This is also wrong, because
those which have endless series of cause and effect are also observed
to be caused from a final point. For examle, the body is produced
from the semen and blood, and the semen and blood originate from
the body and thus the first of these which revolves in this type of
cycle is not observed. It is, however, declared that it in the initial
creation as also the bodies of Tévara were produced without womb.
Similarly, the sprout, etc. originate from seed and the seed from the
sprout etc., thus leading to the endless series of cause and effect. In
the initial creation, however, the seed originates from merely the
atoms. Similarly, there can be explained the endless series of cause
and effect with reference to the body and the acts. Now as well as in
the initial creation there would be the body merely due to potency of
constituents. If it is argued that it would involve the undesirable con- .
tingency of a common body (for all the souls)? It may be like this. If
in the initial creation the production of the body is admitted as
caused by potency, it would imply the contact of all the conscious en-
tities with a single body only because there is no cause for restriction.
Then, there will be no use of the other bodies because the enjoyment
of all conscious entities is possible through that only. This is also
wrong.

Why ?

Because it goes against perception. It is right through in-
ference. Through perception, however, the bodies are proved as dif-
ferently located with each conscious entity. Therefore, this
undesirable contingency does not arise.

If it is argued that it will again involve the undesirable contin-
gency of the restriction with reference to liberation? It may be like
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this. If the production of the body is due to pot-ncy, the means of
liberation would arise from (the body of the) great seers only. To this
the reply is not him only. On the other hand, on account of the
predominance of all the constituents over each other the bodies
causing that (means of liberation) are naturaly born in the initial
creation. Out of those whose mode of action abounds in Sattva, is the
great seer. He whose sattva is mixed with more Rajas is the magnifi-
cient body. In this way, through the association of the constituents
and through the relation of dominant and non-dominant among the
constituents the bodies upto the immovable (beings) are born. And,
thus, there is no partiality of the constituents towards assuming
(making up) a particular body. Therefore, it is right that the actions
"being caused are not the cause of the universe. Through this only is
this explained. If it is argued that that is the other name for the acts
which are matured for fruition, it is still to be proved. From this
reason also it should not be postulated so.

(Time is not the cause)

YT FATSTIGAq S faedifa TEIaue | S ? HROTe-
e FefAERET | A fé 7 F1eh A SiEeha, & afE Srammomam-
AarfeamfamreaerataeH fafeafaaeareatfimey | wufefas-
gEETEfqaraRfa ¥, AFaFY qeIITN: | Jod Fah qAd WAL
T4 38: | g afE mmﬁrﬁﬁﬁm.wmﬁﬁmrﬁﬁgm | FafeeT-
TR 3 Sq WA qGTSATEET: Urheieq: 4T wifaensfy
yfyema grhsiratataie wafd Arerentey | U densfy woferq
st @ frafaf | ey | S ? e | wnffafmr-
R 9<E! q5fd 53 THSHICHT, TEeAEHTYIe! | HTere WerraHTl-
gaTt 7 fafshamey: | TEEHRAq | TF Al R ST et T T
T SITERRUTEH T T |

The statement that the universe will be produced by Time is
also wrong.

Why ?

Because that name is included in the motion of the causes.
There is nothing called Time in our theory. On the contrary, it is the

cause of the knowledge of the identity of a particular duration in the
acts in the form of the thundcring of the cloud.

If it is argued that the time is known through the existence of
the probans in the form of (the knowledge of) later and earlier, (we
reolv) it is not applicable in case of the objects which are not created.
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The notion of earlier and later, etc., is observed in case of the created
objects only. If that would have been caused by something else than
activity, it would be found commonly in both-the eternal and the
non-eternal objects. If it is argned that the defect does nct arise since
the capacity is found in scme cases only as some atoms are not baked
with fire? It may be like this. The contact of fire is the cause of
production of baked atoms but still inspite of lack of particularity it
becomes the cause of the baking of atoms in the earth only and not in
the case of space, etc. Similarly, the time is also the cause of earlier
and later, but still it would be applicable to the non-eternal objects
only and not to the eternal. That is also wrong.

Why ?

Because there is the possibility of particularity. The fire is the
cause of bringing change in form, etc. Hence,, it is right that it brings
about the production of the baked atoms in the substance possessed
of that (form) and not in the one posessing it, like space. The time is,
however through serviceable (helpful) through mere association and
not a cause of bringing out the change. Therefore, the above argu-
ment is wrong. In this, if time is accepted to be something else than
the activity, the movement of the cause comes to be the cause of the
universe. Hence, it should be proved as something else.

(Accidence or chance is not the cause)
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Accidence is also not the cause of the universe because there is
the relation of cause and effect (in the products) just as in the case of
activity. It is explained earlier that the manifest is composed of cause
and effect. The relation of cause and effect being available in the
case of bed, etc., which are the creation of some intelligent being and
are absent in the objects originating accidentally, there is no pos-
sibility of the mention of probans for accidence (for the estab-
lishment of that as the cause of the universe).

( Negation is not the cause)
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The negation also is not the cause because of the observation of
the limited magnitude, etc., (in the universe). The magnitude is not
possible in the case of the objects produced out of that (negation)
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and, hence, there is no possibility of homogeneity also because there
is complete opposition of genus between the objeets having the na-
ture and those having no nature.

(Power, Favour and Separation are not the causes )
i e TaTq | AYFR ST | 7 fFam e |

Nor is the universe caused by power because it dose not exist at
all** Nor is the favour gthe cause of the universe) because it will in-
volve infinite regress.” Nor is the separation éthe cause of the
universe) because it has also no nature of its own.
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Therefore, the manifest is not produced from atoms, Puruga,
Tdvara, actions, luck,time, nature (of the objects), chance and nega-
tion. If it (the universe) is not produced from these, it is the probans
for the existence of the cosmic matter through residual. Therefore, it
is right that the unmanifest is the cause of the universe because of the
finite nature of the products. etc.
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11.

KARIKA 15
The qualities which do not contradict should be accepted as ex-
isteing in both the cause and the effect while the others which

are opposite in nature should not be considered to be common
in both.

Both of these are merely the statement without reason and,
hence, no side can claim superiority over the other.

The meaning is that thew: is no specific cause of these objects.
Therefore, there is no restriction of cause-effect relation in
them.

If they would be finite in magnitude in the past and the furure
states as well, there would arise the undersireble contingency of
their being finite in all periods of time and consequently it would
imply the rejection of the theory of orgindtion from an object un-
limited in magnitude.

The bodies of the beings likes gods, men and animals are in-
numerable and, hence, they cannot be easily known to be intelic
limited and in number.

The Samkhyas do not consider generality as an independent
category, but the similarity of form. The form is not different
from the substance.

Though the Samkhyas do not accept generality as a distinct
category, but at the same time they do not discard the similarity
in objects as also the world dealings through that.

Like manifests like Sattva manifests sattva. Since sattva is of the
nature of pleasure, it raises the feeling of pleasure in accordance
with the past impression of a being. Thus, it is proved that sattva
is of the nature of pleasure.

It is accapted even by the Samkhyas that the sound is not a
modification of drum. The drum is merely an instrumental cause
in the production of sound. There is, therefore, no harm if the
sound is not of the drum.

The wordCa in the text presents difficulty in interpretation. The
sentence may be interpreted as the activity of potter and the ar-
rangement of the instruments like stick for producing the pot are
due to the potency.

The sense is that the manifest objects like intellect proceed to
their activity which is caused by the potency in the form of non-
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13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

21.

manifest.

The argument proceeds from effects to the causes. The effects
are many. Consequently there must be many potencies in cos-
mic matter.

If the power would be one, it would give rise to a single effect
only.

The argument would lead to the existence of potencies and not
to the existence of cosmic matter which is supposed to be dif-
ferent from potencies.

The Samkhyas maintain that the cause perform its activity due
the potency inherent in it. The selection of the material as well as
instrumental causes is prompted by the potency. If the potency
would not be there, the agent would not have selected them.

The objection based upon oneness or manifoldness of cosmic
matter was raised against the non-difference of the potencies
from the cosmic matter. The alleviation of the former objection
alleviated the latter.

It refers to the gross elements which act for mutual benefit. For
example, earth gives support, water helps in collecting together
and giving shape while space helps others to exist together.

The state of constituents giving rise to the other state is called
cause while the latter is the effect.

Consequently, there is no proof that it is due to subservience in
the state of manifestation.

It is so since the Samkhyas hold that the worldly objects are
nothing but the particular arrangement of the three constituents
in different proportion.

Cf. samanvayat as a reason to establish the existence of cosmic
matter.

The sense is that the nature of atoms is found in the gross ele-
ments also just as the nature of the atoms of earth is observed in
the earth as well.

The causality of the atoms is negated on the ground of
homogeneity between the subtle elements and the earth, etc., we
object to the causality of cosmic matter on account of consider-
ing pleasure, etc., as the qualities of the soul, and the carth, etc.,
as their manifestor and consequently both are homogeneous to
the soul.
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24. Though the subtle elements are also limited in magnitude, yet
the meaning intended here is that they are more in magnitude
than the earth, etc. This is, however, not the case with atoms.

25. To avoid the infinite regress the ultimate cause should be taken
to be uncaused.

26. Possessing the form,etc, should be understood as having the
form, etc.,, manifested because some form, etc., exist in un-
manifest state in cosmic matter.

27. The meaning of thadhara is not clear. Chakravarti suggests vad-
hara which is also not clear.

28. It could be argued that the cosmic matter also gives rise to other
objects. Hence, the same argument may apply there also. There-
fore, the argument could possibly be interpreted as that which
gives rise to similar object is non-eternal. Cosmic matter gives
rise to the objects dissimilar in nature.

29. The reading should be ate evakrtakatvam in place of eva
evakrtakatvam.

30. The reading should be evakrtakah in place of eva krtakah.

31. The reading should be sarirakrtakatvam in place of sarira krtak-
tam.

32. The backed atome are considred to be non-eternal even by the
Vaisesikas.

33. Since the atoms are caused and non-eternal they would not exist
as the cause at the time of dissolution, and hence, in absence of
any other cause the universe will not originate again.

34. The non-active object cannot be the cause of the universe.

35. The sense is that Isvara is like Purusa in nature. Like conscious
entity it is also composed of consciousness. The entity com-
posed of consciousness is, however, inactive and hence cannot
be the cause of universe.

36. The context demands that the reading should be ayamabud-
dhipurvakam.

37. The implication of the alternate explanation is not clear from the
Samkhya point of view. It may be the case when it is not under-
stood as an alternate cause but is taken together with the first it-
self. The text in that case would mean the intellect is born at the
time of creation of the body from cosmic matter when the soul
also comes in contact with the body. Or, here intellect may
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39,

41.

42.

43.

45.

stand for the principle alongwith the power of deliberation
which is not possible without the contact with the soul.

The virtue and vice cannot be supposed to exist in the initial
creation of the universe. Therefore, the production of them
needs some cause. It cannot be the Isvara himself because there
is no purpose of Isvara in producing and attaching vice to par-
ticular persons only. Thus, it cannot be properly explained why
some beings are happy and the others miserble in the initial state
of creation.

The superior intellect and the contact between conscious and
non-conscious are not possible in this case.

The maxim is that the composite substance are non-eternal by
nature.

The actions are the activities and require the pre-existence of
the body in the beginning of the creation to officiate over world-
ly activites.

It is still to be proved whether action means the acts ready for
fruition. Secondly, it cannot be in any case established that ac-
tions are the cause of creation in the initial state of creation.

In brief, the maxim ‘like produces like’ is viciated if something
possessed of particular qualities is supposed to be produced
from that having no quality.

. The Samkhyas like the Naiyayikas and unlike the Mimamakas

believe that power is not an independent object.

The favouring entity would be supposed as created by some
other favouring entity and so on and so forth.

Separation is also not an independent object. Hence, it also can-
not be accepted as separate entity.
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(Cosmic Matter acts through the three constituents)
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Opponent: In this way also it is not possible that it (the cosmic mat-
ter) is the cause of the manifest because of its being one. The
production of effects is observed through (collection of) many
as that of the threads. The cosmic matter is one. Therefore, it
is not endowed with the power of the activity for creation.
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Proponent: Though the other state of the constituents in the form of
the cosmic matter is onc because it gives rise to a single
knowledge, yet it comes to be (or attains) the state of collec-
tiveness through the powers which are mutually helpful and
which get some designation brought about by unequilibrium.
Therefore, now,

IT OPERATES THROUGH THE THREE CONSTITUENTS AND
IN COMBINATION.
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Through the expression ‘operates’ the author states ‘creation’.
Through the expression‘through the constituents’ the author means
another nameable form of the constituents which are essentially of
unnameable form through the unequilibrium of the powers of the
constituents because of their attaining the state of principal and
subordinate. The state in which it is possible to say that there are
three, sattva,etc., it is the (initial active) cause of the effects. Through
the expression ‘through their combination’ the auther suggests the
power of giving rise to the effect invested in the constituents stand-
ing in need of each other. This is meant here. At the time of opera-
tion the constituents having given up the eariler state and
havingattained the differentiations, get together through mutual ser-
vice. And, having got together, they give rise to the manifest. There-
fore, there arises no defect of oneness of the cosmic matter because
it is the other state which gives rise to a non-different or one
knowledge. There is no operation for initial activity by a sinagle en-
tity only because there is the difference of the constituents.

(Cosmic Matter does not move but modifies)
3re, FrfraeTfe S : HIEP STIuH: | FaTamsgT a1 saeha -
=ifg 3 |
Opponent: There is no possibility of initial operation in the cosmic
matter because the cosmic matter is inactive. Or, if the activity
is accepted, there will be contradiction with the statement of
its dissimilarity to the manifest.?

g, frarauristerq | fafaen fe frn sraeemn aRomsersen .
T TR WY Siasarefafiey |

q TFEIR 34 |
Poponent: No, because of the distinction through different types of
activities. There are two types of activity-movement and

modification. The movement is negated in cosmic matter be-
cause it is subtle.

THROUGH MODIFICATION

Its effects start.
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Opponent: The modification is also not possible in the cosmic matter
because it is subtle in nature.
Why?

Because the modification is not observed in the subtle objects
like space because of their being subtle in nature.

IHI—
YT T sy QRIS Sar=aey: | T8iTE, gk GEAaromaitd |
Proponent: Inspite of subtlety of refinement, its modification should
be accepted.3 Therefore, it is right to declare it subtle and
modifiable.
(Nature of modification)
T8, %: A RO 1 2
Opponent: What is the modification?
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Proponent: “When the object without deviating from its essence, ac-
quires the new qualities leaving the earlier, that is called
modification.”
When an object without deviating from its essential nature
comes up with the other (new) qualities after subduing the ealier

qualities with_the help of the power, that state is said by us to be the
modification.’

T8, AqEIVHTHTE SRR SfqqerHe | qemern fHfif awea |

Opponent: We do not understand this mere mention without an ex-
ample. Therefore, an example should be given.

I AT YT TN T e ATdr -
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Proponent: just as an object made of palasa wood without deviating

from palasahood attains the yellow colour after subduing the
blackness on account of the influence of other cause like heat,
etc., it should also be understood like this.

e A, FANTIAET | F9 [TRAGATAT AR EEIETGd
TR IRETTIAIE 9 FAT, T (AT ] e 37 2
Opponent: No, because the production of a different object is not

negated. How is it known that the object made of palasa wood

leaves and acquires the other qualities without deviating from
its essential nature, and it is not born a fresh again and again.

IHA— U T N EOIgTAfEs faaeri S et A
FROM | FEHTS Freafeiehie |
Proponent: Because of the negation of momentariness. Earlier only

in case of momentariness it is mentioned (that) there is no

cause for (accepting) the production or the origination of the
object already destroycd.(’ And, the production is not justified
without that.

(change in form or quality does not change the original)
3T, T HTERAETs e arataAre sfatatarsET: | T
fear sdels=n ooff | o af wie Frafaogera sffolsfy fafoe-
T | R agerd: | T a5t Fararray siEegEemEHt w6
A |
Opponent: There arises the undesirable contingency of the produc-
tion and destruction of the qualified object through the
production and destruction of the qualities because of the ac-
ceptance of the identity of the qualities and the object
qualified. In your theory, the object is not different from the
qualities. If the destruction of quality is accepted, there results
the destruction of the qualified also because of their being one.
Similarly, is the production of that object with the production
of the qualities. Therefore, the statement that the essential na-
ture of the object persists inspite of the origination and
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destruction of the qualities, is wrong.7

I 7, YACECHTIAIIIN: | T AR SATE YA T F
YATEAT Fomms) Aefeamer: | GO age AS: 92 | g AEEtantay-
uTq | 99 G AT 79 | e wfafare sfaare st vaege |
Proponent: No because of the possibility of its staying (i.e., existing)

like the army. To explain, there is the non-difference of the

army from its parts. And, there is no destruction of army with
the destruction of the parts of the army.8 Similarly, the cloth
is not different from the threads because the conjunction and
whole are rejected by the Buddhists. And, there is no destruc-
tion of threads with the destruction of cloth. The statement
that the qualified object is destroyed with the destruction of
the qualities, is wrong.

(Generality and particularity)

3T, WA | GahT ? aafaea S fasqaiaedaaae:
@ R A1 SR YR SR SR a2
M4:? a9 qraguicam gfiraeaifa vad Seafaqq | FEq 2 -
Tq | afe magfafs g sefefaaT gfyesafy aemdea fae: | are-
FymAifa A g | qewmEE, gifEeaTe: | 3y faemr sereawt
Ty FeISTTSEREeIHa AT | 748 dgh WEareral gH
= faererta, smi=Rqaren 3 dgame~a 314 |

Opponent: This is also wrong.

Why ?

Because there is no justification of postulating the general or
the particular as the essential nature of the object qualified. While

postulating like this in the nature of the object qualified, one may
postulate the general quality or the particular.

What difference does it make ? the generalilty of form, etc,,
cannot be postulated as identical with the object qualified.

Why ?

Because it is impossible. If the earth its general and pot, etc.,
the particular, the earth also is particular in comparison to the subtle
elements. There is nothing general upto the state of cosmic matter.

In the absence of that (general) there will be the absence of the
form of the object qualified (by generality). If they (the qualified ob- -
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jects) are the particular, i.e., qualified by particularity like, pot etc.,
the form of the object qualified could not be decided because those
will exist with the other particular object. Then, the statement that
the object qualified without deviating from its essential nature leaves
the other qualities and acquires the new, is contradicted.

IHA-Ageh  EUCmRIfaRTA s qiEeruatafifa, g
YOI | Aeh T Qe et 1 seEfred smeE-
FEfeaEag SirEEies:, AEgiYEed T 7 fadd e gerefE-
I, 5o =1 Wﬁgmmméﬁw
;| 791 § faeiveafgiose aamEmn aEmayE! sord o e ad
3 TS T § UHEERII: $IEEE | 7 G-
T | afe g yfeaei frameargs afa Seeaini sra | g@m giiEe-
919: YRAA AT O | HYE] YEGEREId TR el
fardrar=t ferfre aftom sfqqery | It & gad gmemTeEfiRETeeT-
TITQ 9 34T fAe@ uieH | SMTaSTwhiitd SR | Shaaey-
wfegdei frafif |

Reply: As regards the objection of postulating general or partilcular
as the object qualified, we reply : let it be the general. As
regards your statement that one general is particular in com-
parison to (or depending upon) other (wider) general, (we
reply) it is not so because the absence of general becomes cer-
tain with eradication of all knowledge (of general); because
the nature of the object qualified is proved thereby. Until the
knowledge that this is carth is not dispelled, the earth is
general and the pot, ctc., the particular. This is substance also.
The pot,etc., are the modifications (qualities) because the sub-
sistence of the form (of the object qualified in case of earth
etc.,) is proved through the origination of knowledge of its
identical form when the qualities are changed. When the
knowledge of the carth is dispelled, there is the knowledge of
generality with reference to the subtle elements and of the sub-
stanceness as the particular quality. This order goes on up to
the cosmic matter. It is unchangeable general (object). Cosmic
matter is the state where there is the absence of all par-
ticularities. If the general nature in the earth,etc., would be al-



ways associated with them, they come to be unchangeable be-
cause there would always be their general form only. There-
fore, there is no absence of the form of the object qualified. Or
because the general nature (generality) is admitted with reference
to the power. Or, the powers, viz., pleasure, pain and indif-
ference undergo modification into the mergent object like the
intellect, etc., up gross elements. Because they do not deviate
from their essential nature as they are always the cause of the
knowledge of gencrality, that substance-ness is the (general)
quality of the mergent. If it is argued that it is not so because it
is not well-known, we reply it is not so because we have already
stated. We have already stated that the universe comes out of
pleasure, etc.
- TEHMY vEEEEIAr: | FRONTER | Afe gaEreyd
aftonfi=i afed FRnfe wEu= 3vae T |
Opponent: In this way also there is no possibility of the universe be-
cause there is no specification of the cause. If the power, viz.,
pleasusre,etc. arc modifiable, (the origin of) the universe
beginning from Brahma to the immovable objects does not be-
come possible.
Why?
Because there is no origination of a identical (or absolutely
similar) effect.
(The constituents give rise to various objects)

Foqq— ke afonfify safa 97 Svaeey | $99 2

Tfereraata gfemongafasra i 28 1
FyTafentareEwmE: yefausde MysgmeeE, faemmeie-
fomfedtvaeal drwea | @ o fafen: sreEsEtaRg da
WA AT G TaERiTeRed vaee Sfaued | FefEanaq
qq»ﬁhaaémwfaa’tmaaﬁfaﬁwﬁr es 1l

Proponent: The power is also modifiable; the universe originates
from that.

How?
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LIKE WATER, ON ACCOUNT OF RESORTING TO THE ONE
OR THE OTHER OF THE CONSTITUENTS.

As the water falls from the sky without differentiation in it,
there arises in it the difference into milk, urine and poision according
to the differentiation as it comes into the contact with a cow, camel
and snake. Similarly, the power in the form of the constituents which
are specified get various forms right from Brahma to the gross ob-
jects like the species and form (of the object), tongue, intellect, na-
ture, wordly activities. Therefore, it is established that the cosmic
matter is the origination of all the entities. And, there is no fault in it.

I gt SreTaafiTadt TgdAeE |

Here ends the fourth discourse of the Yuktidipika.
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The reading given by ch. viz. samudayadityanena in place of
samudayatyena of pandey’s text, is correct.

The other commentators deny movement in the cosmic matter
because of its being all -pervasive.

The context demands the reading kriyatvabhyupagame in place
of kriyatvanabhyupagame of pandeyas’s text.

Here, samskara may mean creation. It implies that the change
leading t6 creation is so subtle that it is not perceptible, still the
modification is not deniend. The objects imperceptible in nature
also undergo change.

It differentiates the Samkhya view of change from that of Nyaya
and Advaita Vedanta. In tha system of Nyaya the object is
created a fresh and the same object does not modify into the
other. In Advaita vedanta the change is allusory. In Samkhya,
however, change is real but the object created is not altogether
fresh but is the modified form of the cause in which some
qualities are given up while the other are introduced.

Of. Karika 9

Since the Samkhy do not accept inherence as a relation, they ac-
cept tadatmya (identity-cum-difference) between the quality and
its substratum. Therefore, the objector raises such an objection.

The argument is based upon the relation between part and
whole. The example though not based upon quality and its sub-
stratum cannot be said to be wrong. The Samkhyas admit the
relation of identity-cum-difference. (tadatmya) between part and
whole also.

The Samkhyas are presented to hold the same view as the
Naiyayikas regarding genarality and particularity. There is no
fixed rule about them. However it is certain that samanya is of
two kinds: the most pervasive and the least pervasive like the
qualities of a particular object. The objects in middle may be
said to be general or particular compartively. The cosmic matter
is the most general while a particular object made of gross ele- |
ments is the least general. About the objects in middle generality !
or particularity depends upon their comparative position. In
Samkhya the rule is that the cause is more pervasive than the ef-
fect. In other words, in the hirarchy of causal classification the
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earliar is more general than the latter.

10. The nature or the form of the object is determind by the
knowledge of that. If something is known as earth, it is deter-
mined as earth though the qualities may change.

11. The sense is if the general nature is not deviated, that object
would be eternal in its form and thus the causl relation would
come to an end.
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(Esistence of Conscious Entity)
3T, qUinTd T | TEY 3eHT FTasRuEAtdiih seiterdaraaren |
F: G 37 A ST TR AT qEAEqH | 6 = | i fa-
oo | fagrrar-weafafie i Ffaed 3fa wrerrgan. sfaw: | F ?
FATHIONSTI | 38 I TAINGAT SHIOHIISA ST, TaT TS | T
AFTCIATAT 7 T ITAG | FEAT ? AVLICALOIET | AT A |
Farq 2 Fronfefawias qefaramard | 7 [HawTag sy | FEHRonsTI-
qO: | 7 ¥ GHEAGET | SHEHETIS HIETq | ATa=A | AT | 7 f
AT YT fagUOTETaT: SHI | FEHIA: ¥ EHE
“ FTetE AT i faudiae s |
3 TR i TR ||
gIedia AaTEIT WHEEAEAd: |
fafa=a watuama grer Arversad 1|
yrawTeTTees fafg v uva afgtan |
T gyad AisTa wien waafa g
TR “3Afe FHIE fuTeh:, FREFe] AT F FTaiI -
gl g Nia Geufa, T YHHHar |” | T THION S TIeTe T &T-
|

Opponent : The cosmic matter is understood. Now, it should be es-
tablished that the conscious entity exists as different from body.
If it is asked why does the doubt arise, (the reply is) we have al-
ready stated that the imperceptible object is obvserved to be of
both the kinds (or in both the ways).! Moreover, because there
is the difference of opinion among the authorities. The Bud-
dhists hold that nothing except thought-faculty and constituents
of the body exists.

Why?



Karika 17 123

Because it is not known through any of the means of knowledge.

Whatever exists in the universe is known through some means
of knowledge like perception as for example the form, etc. The soul
(postulated by the Samkhyas) is not known through perception.

Why

Because it is by nature devoid of sound, cte’? Nor is it known
through internal perception.

Why ?

because the objects contradictory to one (devoid of the
qualities like) composed of three constituents, etc., are not the object
of that (internal perception). Nor is it known through apriori> and
aposteriori’ type of inference because the idea of cause and effect
does not hold good (in case of soul). Nor is it known through the in-
ference based on analogys because there is absence of all common
qualities in it. Nor (is it known) through valid testimony because it is
not accepted by us as a means of valid knowledge. The sruti, smrti,
Purana and itihd@sa are not the means of valid knowledge according
to the Bauddhas. Their own scripture states as :

“There is no soul of the one (supposed to be wrongly) pos-
sessed of it. It is invertedly postulated. There is no entity called soul.
There are the elements which are caused. You are composed of
twelve only the skandhas, ayatanas and the dhatus. After analysing all
these, the man is not observed. Know the internal objects as void and
consider the external objects also as void. The one who cherishes the
void is also an ignorant as well.”®

Again, it is stated that “the acts are there, their fruition is there.
No agent, however, is observed to take these clements off and to col-
lect the others, than the stipulation of the qualities.“ Therefore, since
the soul is not established by any means of knowledge, it does not
exist.

(The Existence of soul established through inference
: based on analogy).
IS qATagh NoI4d: EaeSuag sl Il Aqeteutifd, T |
I WETAAIGETG T SRR SII i, Tege |
(composite is meant for others)
FHE4q ?

WU
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T2 FETAT: Gt GT: | AT TEATHAEERONEy: | A 9 IRes:
HETa: | TR qref wfeea | NsH 9 | 2 | qeeh ge T |
Why ?

BECAUSE THE COMPOSITE IS MEANT FOR OTHER

The composites are observed to be meant for others just as the
bed, seat, chariot and feet, etc. The body is also a composite. There-
fore, it should also be meant for other. The other entity referred to
here is the conscious entity. Therefore, the conscious entity exists.

(Conscious entity is non-composite in nature)

3(Te, FeTaEIaey: | vrAArear f geafy qufe genaat: | 3 7 4w

faQen: FTHERUHETTE R o ageasaid ey | Ud qeufaudars4fg-

fasrem: | ardaefs 7 aft weues: vt |

Opponent: Because the nature of being meant for (other) composite
is also experienced. The bed, etc., though meant for others are
meant for some other composite. If their aplication is extended
to the composite of the cause and effect (i,e., body), its nature
of being meant for some other composite is established. This
would lead to the undesirable contingency of establishing
something opposite to the conscious entity (in nature). If it is
undesirable, the sense of sight, etc., would not be meant for
others.

IHA-T VARG | I 2 Idedarae! aevy | e
FoTHedd [T 918: YoW: | T8 JRISHEA 91eAd | SYRaTEE 3
A, TN STIA: | 6fe i oy aeaIfeaed Tew: Need TEasd |
amammmmmamlmmﬁ yaAfeE-
=UH: |
‘Proponent : This cannot be accepted.

Why?

Because the discussion is commenced after the establishment
of non-composite nature of the conscious entity. The discussion is

taken up when the non-composite nature of the conscious entity is
proved. Therefore, it (the reason) does not go against the nature of



Karika 17 125

being meant for other.” If it is asked how is it known, we reply, be-
cause it is not cognised directly. If there would be composite nature
(of the conscious entity), the conscious entity would be directly
known like Devadatta, etc. If this would have been the case, there
would be no doubt and consequently the discussion would not com-
mence. Therefore, it is wrong that the eye, etc., are meant for other
composite as is the case with the bed, etc.

38, TERHFNETRAfals: | 37 fFesgaied: TRanys:-
TH: | T FAFROETEHAE | F96 TEHCIHH IS IRa-=4TH1d |
Opponent : Their nature of being meant for other is proved by their
mutual sevice. The field, water, sun, etc., are doing service to
the crop. Therefore, on account of serving the body it is com-
posite. This is stated so and, hence, their nature of being de-
pendent, is wrong. :

- T WFAICTad AT | T4l ARl i SEge-
fia qasAdaEmeyd Yy | T SaOdE afd Wi
qArsATdT AfaqEeld | aeumy Sty |

Proponent : No, because it (eye) is, like bed, etc., meant for other
than itself. For examplg though the parts of the bed are
mutually meant for other, yet they are purposive for some en-
tity - other than themselves and are useless in the absence of
that. Similarly, though there is mutual serviceableness in the
eye, etc., yet they are purposeful only through (in presence of)
someone different from them. And, in the absence of that there
is the purposelessness of them.

TR, YA Sacadaas 9 e afesiararedaydT: | ™
VHAICA FGAN:, FIAFRUEHAE SAGAUGATATT JSAHT Werdargs-
widfafs: | gEISYET a1 | 349 76 wFARA! 7 Saeat, fF afe s
97 gfa reaa gEr 34 |

Opponent : Since the bed,etc., are meant for Devadatta, and the latter
being not outside the realm of composite nature, there arises the
undesirable contingency of their being meant for one another
(i.e. one composite for the other). Thus, the bed, etc., are meant
for Devadatta and the object denoted by the word Devadatta is
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the comosite of cause and effect (body). Hence, the purpose of
the conscious entity is served (by some composite only) since one
composite is meant for the other. Or there will be no example (to
support your thesis). If you hold that the bed,etc., are not meant
for Devadatta, etc., but are meant for the self, in that case the ex-
ample would be equally unproved like the probandum (i.e.the ex-
ample would be equal to the probandum).8

-7, MO | o FRAFROEHEE G | OFd A9-
wa%flah%sqéamﬁammml FTCTTBA TIAAS H: |
FETq ? 9He: | 78T Tuias aSamd | 9 SRS RIS -
sy TEAISTHA | 791 T o wafets ‘aw fg wfaeom-
i AR T AR e, TGN i | Y sPRISENEE:
QIRSTAT, | 9 [ Nfqeor-are A1, Aefred e | dtemg gy
TR T 31 GET: N | TS g e g |
Proponent : No,on the basis of its being well known. It is true that the

composite of effect and cause is meant for other ; the nature of

their being experiencer does not hold good, i.e., they cannot be
the enjoyer. In the world, the bed, etc., are commonly ex-
perienced as meant for Devadatta, etc. Hence, following it we

also speak like this.
Why ?

Because it is a well known fact. Through the commonly ex-
perienced fact the unexperienced also comes to possess the nature of
the former. Afterwards, since both are having the same nature, it is in-
ferred from the other quality that the one possesses this nature also.
You have also stated in the discussion (lit. realm) of momentariness :
In case of them in whose theory there is no change every moment,
there is no differentiation externally just as in the case of backed
atoms of the earth afterwords when the particularity is once cognised!
And it is not that there is no change every moment in ground ; other-
wise it will involve the undesirable contingency of its not being
momentary. Thus, the example that the differentiation is difficult to be
cognised on account of subtlety, is refuted. Therefore, it is proved
that conscious entity exists because the composite is meant for others.

(Opposition to the properties of the manifest)
3aTE— :
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Prponefawdar
frmfaafs fawa: an=mee yaaufd = armenfes a9 59 |
T TR AT R ST AR AT 2

And due to the following reason also the conscious entity exists.

BECAUSE OF OPPOSITION TO THE THREE CONSTITUENTS
AND THE OTHER PROPERTIES

The internal and the external objects are composed of three con-
stituents, non-discriminative, objective, common to many conscious
entities and productive (and) so is the cosmic matter. If this is so, in
comparison to what there are the properties of being composed of
three constituents and the others in manifest and the non-manifest?

(Control over non-sentient)
& T |
A=A |
eSS FANgaEday: giafaRntEm T @ | At giver-
1 Lauruiady feadmmdafeasfayads §: | w@Reia gsfaie gaiy-
fegamt TomT fesred faafioms: |

Morever,
BECAUSE OF THE CONTROL

In case the activity of cosmic matter is causeless (or sudden),
there would not have been the restriction (or rule) about a particular
arrangement meant for a particular purpose (object). That rule (or
particular arrangement) of earth, etc., in the from of ear, etc., is
found in the (body of) gods, man and animal for the attainment of
(association with) the desired and the avoidance of the undesired.
Therefore, there does exist the conscious entity) different from them
controlled by the constituents undergo diverse transformation.

(Control is metaphorical)

TR 3, T 37 o et ¥3-
oo, Fidame Wy | egissat 7 TevEfaegEHtd | Taea-
| A ? o aguar | Fersgene: fagafa a9 on SrEwReET
T TATAARGATCH ST IIed, (U Tfufteqa | 3@ T/
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FIETGT: | THARIEA, T SIIEN: |

Plausible objection : If it is argued that the control is not justified be-
cause it would involve the undesirable contingency of (supposi-
tion) of agency (in the concious entity)? It may be like this. If
the activity is admitted (to belong) to the constituents control-
led by the conscious entity, there will be the admittance of
agency in it. If it is not an agent, there is no controling power

(in the consiconscious entity). v
Reply : This is also wrong.

Why ?

Because the control is metaphorically spoken with reference to
the purpose (of the coscious entity).w The constituents attain the state
of effect and cause (i. €., objects) in a way that the purpose of the con-
scious entity is fulfilled. Hence, since they are dependent upon him,
their nature of being controlled is justified. (Similarly) the control-
lership of the conscious entity (is justified). Therefore, arises no un-

desirable contingency of the agency of the conscious entity.'! Hense, it
is right that the conscious entity exists because of the control.

(conscious entity exists as an enjoyer)
feram=q |

gsu‘wsﬁasﬁa;m
YEG GG SAhHh o, TG TR S A199-
ﬁwmmlﬁrsﬁsﬁmqwl

Moreover,

g;sCQISJSE OF THE ENJOYERSHIP THE CONSCIOUS ENTITY

Here, both the mnaifest and the unmanifest, being of the na-
ture of pleasure,pain and irdifference, are unconscious in nature.
Therefore, there is no propriety in cansidering their muatual enjoying.
Whosoever is this enjoyer is the conscious entity.

(Enjoyment of conscious entity is metaphorical)

A, H: A Y AT ?
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Opponent : What is this enjoyment ?

Fd— AT IUSATSHEETET |

Proponent : The enjoyment is caused by the attainment of the object.

Afq?

o fi fardivefermdfremamaaEmeary & e fewfe-

Opponent : The knowing faculty is capable is capable of attaining the

objects. Hence, let there be the knowing faculty only (as the en-
joyer). What then is there the need of postulating the conscious
entity ?

Fom— i ARG P AT 2

Proponent : What is then this knowing faculty ?

3e, el 7 fagmafufa | qea wfgad 9 - Syfaar, defaad, sefa-

TH, sy, fegtfaae, wrafae, sfaammata | 9 &9 s qygaed
FFEITA | T AR gt - v e e af=t | @& ami: -
e, T, AT, W, 7, G EHRY: T e a g e e-
AT

Opponent : Knowledge, consciousness, mind are synonymous. There

are six kinds of knowledge : Knowledge arising of eye, Knowledge
arising of ear, Knowledge arising of nose, knowledge arising of
tongue, knowledge arising of skin and the knowledge arising of
mind. That which arises Iwith the help of the form and eye is the
knowledge arising of eye. In this way, the ear and word, nose and
smell, tongue and taste, and the properties of mind give rise to the
conciousness. Its attributes are affection, perception, psychic
stirring, conduct, mind (deliberation) and impressions, etc.
Therefore, since the knowing faculty forming the part of the body
is capable of enjoying, there is no soul at all.

(Consciousness can belong tosoul only )

IS~ 7, R HICR AT | FEeaeiaed w9 it 9g-

Arced FefiamireEe, SRdAfaERaEreRdd efeafadnes | 7@ -
AT FrcTERad | faaerEiataemfatafi 3, @ T
from: aga FaTdtd SRl qesTdiaehA A gfgaesq | & afe faeeomeal-



130

Yuktidipika

TR AT | qae- SFTel Jrq, Marmsfaams gat | 5
TOHH _FFZFGE AT e | Gaarammahawehia guresHameg-
forfigareat: | WA S daAqed 3 | TSy, S
AR | 997 GRatEfaaaueENE Y Taavadae-
ARG SRRed 3w, 99 gQarEfaauerg sy TR
e ada faaeea Tord Fram 7: | FERY gEFT afd ag HIEEAT-
NERISERRIRRIEEE St Cn i A R C o E I R o
IS TG SIS SISIE 37 A SAATH HEAS-
A | T TGRS AT TR 3 A< e et Aregera 3 | G-
Y | FRAT ? MRENTI | THIRETITSATE, SAaqraTeeh 9oy | aeeh afe
ASTATCHTATHR WEAd | T9: MYAGHAC: | WaaaH): ®IET:
TEHEIHEH: qIY: |
Proponent : No, because of the non-justification of postulating consi-
ciousness as belonging to a product of the non-conscious. With
the acceptance that the knowledage arising of eye arises with
regard to the eye and the form, it (knowledge) would be non-
conscious because of its being the modification of the non-con-
scious, just as a pot. Therefore, it is merely a cherished well
that the consciousness is the property of the mind.

If it is argued that it is prouved through the observation of the
production of dissimilar effect ? It may be like this. This is not a rule
that the effect should belong to the genus of its cause. On the other
hand, the origination of a dissimilar effect is also observed in case of
the objects. For example, from the peak of the mountain is born the
reed grass (used for arrows), the durva grass originate from the
samall hair of the cow (of the body) when not placed in opposite
direction; the small of cowdung from a waned calf and water from
the contact of moon with the moonstone. (Similarly) fire is produced
from the contact of the sun-stone and the cowdung, contact of water
and lime, and the attrition of arni wood. In this way consciousness is
produced from the form, etc. which are unconscious.

Reply : This is also wrong. That restriction is like the
restriction of the orgination of conscious and non-conscious. For
example, inspite of the origination of dissimilar effects, there is
a reastriction in your theory that from the conscious citta there
is no origination of the unconscious pot, etc., Similarly inspite of
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the origination of dissimilar effects the rule in our theory is this
that the conscious citta does not originate from the formetc.,
which are uncouscious. Therefore, though there are many examples,
yet you are not better (in theory) because you have (accepted)
the objects of worng knowledge which are like the construction
of the city of illusion. If it is argued that the rule will be like a
lamp?It may be like this. As the pot, etc., which are not of the
form of resolution originate from the sattva which is non-sentient
in nature, it is not that the intellect also which is of the nature
of resolution does not originate from that. Similarly, the non-con-
scious pot, etc., originate from the form, etc., which are non-con-
scious, but it is not that the citta which is conscious does not
originate from it.

This is also wrong.

Why?

Because of the differentiation into capabilities. The sattva is of
the nature of resolution because of its being of the nature of light.
Then, it is right if (you say that) the intellect which is of the nature of
resolution originates when that dominates. The, pot, etc,, are of the
nature of non-resolution because they abound in tamas.'” The form,
etc., in your theory are, however, of a single nature. Therefore, the
solution here is not equal to our case.

(Resolution and consciousness)

3Te, foh e FagaNe sfa 7 3 2
Opponent : Is there some difference of nature between resolution
and consciousness or not ?

T4 - & afe Iquareafa soevs g gfgden § sawEey ag1
Sareufufy | 991 9 aMTon: Y3f- afegwas ft SaaATIadRET-
i e 3fd | MR =

FATRR FATIT T Figwaen quH |
STTEIHT FZATSAT ST AfUrag=ad Il
9T g TG gEaTsT qer au |
i gEumaTe ST |
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Proponent : Though the intellect being composed of the three con-
stituents and of the nature of knowledge is knowable, yet when
it is of the nature of resolution, it is conscious in nature. Thus
state the followers of Varsaganya : ‘the conscious entity en-
voloped with (orpossessed of) the function of the intellect fol-
lows the intellect and continues (to edist) in the form of
knowledge’.13 It is stated also :

“The conscious entity appears as havmg acsumed the form of
the objects, as the intellect so the conscious enmy, shmmg through
(or appearing hk? intelects, the conscious entity is said to be a
knower as a jewel. " As is the modification of the mind, so appears
the form of the conscious entity. The conscious entity attains the

form of the intellect because it is sentient the form-which is located
in the other entity.

3T, TN ARG e Isidey | afc af€ Fo
FEAQEEY qYT AqAEI, W G SAGqrEHE WREeHd S a1 ?
FH ? T TRAHONYTIG Feqd GHAnE | wqr=usiar ar| g
SERESAA: qEg At e fadred | afé aweafienyed w9 A5y
wfq |

Opponent : The postulation of either of the conscious entity and the
internal organ serves no purpose because of the (postulation
of) non-difference in the nature (of them). If the position is like
this-as the nature of the agent of resolution, so is the nature of
consciousness, in this case either you should postulate resoiu- .
tion only or consious entity only.

Why?

There is no justification of postulation of acting together in
case of the one who can act lonely. Or there (should) be the state-
ment of the difference of nature. If the distinction finally remains in

case of the resolution and consciousness, it should be stated that this
is the nature of this only and not of this.

IS4 TIANTE TSRS 30 ¥ aafed wwea- 3y 2 v
o fagmfaurarrsrerer sfea sa ardfa ?
Proponent : One who argues for non-difference of objects due to the
non-difference of the form should be asked-so what? In your
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theory is there the difference in form between the conscious-
ness and ebject or not?.

AT | I ? AFR G favaeideruas: | 7 f& fawew
PR STrH=RT Wi % IRy | 99 eI TR g
TR JYTISITHRONS TS A TR, TH=ATHR Maga-
AT MRYfede: | | e faeafagmarsoe 3f |

Opponent : No,

Why ?

Because there would not arise the discriminative knowledge of
an object when the form is different. The form of the object cannot
be known without the knowledge of the object. If the cow would be
of some other form and the knowledge of the cow of some other
form, there would not arise the discriminative knowledge of the cow
which is of different form from the cow, just as the knowledge of the
cow, which is of different form from that of the horse, does not arise
from the discriminative knowledge of the horse which is also of dif-
ferent form from the cow."” Therefore, there is no difference be-
tween the knowledge and the form.

- e vt R s 3 2
Proponent : In this case, is there the distinction between the object
and knowledge or both are identical ?
3T, FH1q ?
Opponent : Why?
I FIAFAHAANI |

FRfaaardggure sy firsar |
YRAEH WA AATTETHTIET: 11
799 dfE Waa: TEAFRN FARTA RS T, 4e
TE Qe ARG | TRATeh g S gwhiata 9 @ead, 391 Mg
FATRETERET fAfl) Ad Eur: O | TRty | TeaueH |
FEI ? AT | ST AR A Jumee | M g

g
mmm:mﬁmmmwm
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FraNaq 3 | TeEYTH | werq 2 fagaverd | An amwl fawdista
A SE QAY: | FR T Frafanfase st 3|

Proponent : Because there is the relation of illuminator and the il-
lumined.

“As there is the difference between the knowledge and the ob-
jects of knowledge even though their form is not different, similar is
the case with (the difference) between soul and the light through the
relation of the . object cognised even though there is no difference in
form; in the same way, there is the difference between the conscious
entity and the internal organ.”

If you argue that is wrong because the relation of the cogniser
and the cognised is not determined? It may be like this. Just as the
relationship of the cognised and the cogniser is fixed between the
cow and its knowledge, it is not so between the conscious entity and
the internal organ. Therefore, it involves dissimilarity.

This is wrong.

Why ?

Because you have adoped a different way (here). Earlier you have
stated that the objects whose form does not differ are identical. Now,
however, speaking like this (i. e. holding the difference) due to the

relation of the cognised and the cogniser even in the absense of non-
difference in the form (of the two), you have adoped a different way.

If it is argued that it is non-Buddhist (position) because of the
admittance of knowledge only (by the Buddhists)? It may be like this.
Only the knowledge appears in the form of the objects (of
knowledge) and the cogniser when it is coloured by an object which
is only internally existent, and (in reality) does not exist. There is
nothing external which is endowed with the character of something
cognised. Therefore, the position that there is the distinction be-
. tween the knowledge and the object of knowledge on account of the
distinction between the cogniser and the cognised, is non-Buddhist .

That is also wrong,.
Why ?
~ Because of the difference of the theory. The defect is applicable
to those in whose theory the external object exists. We reject the

position of the others that the state of both the objects and the cog-
niser is knowledge itself.

(Conscious entity is not an agent of resolution)
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e, WEnfy favansTaemE: | faufaon faraesfaam | afe faw-
ol seaeragae fangema: sfaere a9 qeveny faufaons=a fawhfa
ST, TEATE SITTE: | 39 07 9S4 QY 30 7o Frgaegan fawn 7
T erEaRy AT Feafaqatatd |
Opponent : In this way also there would arise the undesirable contin-
gency of infinite regress in case of the objects, because you have
recognised the subject of knowledge also as an object of
knowledge. If the objectivity of a cogniser is recognised, it would
result in the position that there will be other knower of the con-
_ scious entity which is himself a knower. There will be someone
else of that also. Thus will be the infinite regress. Thus inorderto
alleviate the defect (it should be postulated that) the conscious
entity being of the nature of ascertainment is not the object; nor
should then be postulated some cogniser other than resolution.

ARG FEATA: | AN A FEHHETACT AT Ted-
Recoriceau i o I I RIS R R ERE R RIERIGINERIR IS
af TR EE I RER AR i e 99 TETHIEd |
LR ER K mm@ W‘i‘[ | FEHTHATSTIATIH: |
Proponent : That is not possible in the case of conscious entity because

of its being conscious The senses are of the nature of apprehen-

sion only and, hence, are not the knowledg@.17 Hence, some in-
ternal organ as endowed with the knowledge is postulated. The
internal organ also being unconscious is not capable of cognising
the object even it has attained the form of the object following the
operaticn of the senses which have attained the form of the ob-
ject. Hence, the conscious enjoyer is required. Since the con-
scious entity is conscious, there is no possibility of postulating.
some other seer of the conscious entity. Therefore, there is no
(scope for) undesirable contingency of infinite regres.

3T, [ETATHTRIIFATT:, FGI1 | TG FRERA T HeTg-
A giaderfeas ST | 340 EIETSIaaE: E: | 96 g9 364 |
Opponent: There arises the undesirable contingency of conscious

entity’s being agent of resolution because of its being con-
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scious. If the intellect is unconscious, there will be no operation
of resolution in case of it as it is not in case of a pot. Hence, the
resolution will belong to the conscious entity. Then there would
be the absence of intellect.

IS, FACAET AT | SR qeuaetifa TguieTs-
;| § (e Fa9E: |, Infaaua feferganfey gumaf=ar =
FEAE: V1 | qEEATITeE FagEiaay: | T (E9e 599 |
T QA SeRTge a2l ARG | 1 2 ATUAT | S
faem fi Gfs:, FOT=OIRE | 9 9 SEuEaa g UEe Ay
I Fu fapawife wafq qers sraamasfaa: |

Proponent : No, because (otherwise) there will arise the undesirable
contingency of absence of obstruction because of the isolation of
conscious entity. We shall say later on that the conscious entity is
of the unmixed form. If it would have been the agent of resolu-
tion,there would be resolution of the person asleep, intoxicated
or fainted in respect of ascertaining the directions without any
obstruction. The obstruction in resolution of a man in these states
is, however, observed. Therefore, the resolution does not belong
to conscious entity. This defect does not arise in the theory of one
according to whom the agent of resolution is the internal organ.

Why ?

Because of its being composed of three constituents. The intel-
lect is a particular arrangement of Sattva, etc., because of the rejec-
tion of some other instrument (or operation of some agent). When

Sattva having the characteristic of resolution becomes overpowered
by Tamas which becomes dominant, then the resolution is obstructed.

3TE, &9 YA T FaTHeHedArard 2

I VA THRAET] | 38 ASFATTHOM T=a-H | TI91 a9
21eY: WA TEIEEaT | ATHR SV 30 91, g |
T ATHTIRATHIE Nhfafasarama: fae: | m@wmfaﬁm\ﬁﬁﬁ% :
T FEY | 3 T ¥ ARSI AT Thae] TERATHI | =
TR HFEHRaAGIIad, T Jeqed ST aTareie g8y: |
Opponent : How is it known that everything in the world is uncon-

scious?
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Proponent : Because of being the modification of cosmic matter.
Here, whatever is the modification of cosmic matter is uncon-
scious, just as the threads, cloth etc., being the modification of
cosmic matter are unconscious. If it is argued that it is not con-
clusive because of its (i.e. of the unconsciousness) observation
in the space, we reply. no, because it is not established. The ab-
sence of considering the space as the modification of cosmic
matter is not established in our theory.18 Therefore it is right
that everything being the modification of cosmic matter is un-
conscious. Hence, is the nature of non-modification of cosmis’
matter in the case of the conscious entity because they are con-
tradictory (dissimilar in nature), Therefore, the enjoyer-ness of
some other ultimate object (than conscious entity) is not justifi-
able or possible because of its being unconscious in nature. If it
is not so, (i.c.if there is no other enjoyer), it is rightly stated that
conscious entity does exist because of its beeing an enjoyer.

(Tendency for Isolation)

SHaeard ¥gug 1 99 i

3e wgfanal Fftrarmr Prafaaiagen | S99 sgfane, seey-
AR | THRRE Faed NIATTRd: § IE: | NUHESgITIg S srarart
A WA, T AAAEGCHFAIGGH | qraae daeard safsfadr geur-
fae ey afeenfas sfaumE 3ft | oy | $9q ? 1@ 96
faareag | STeaEESTYREEET: o TEETE: @, afd g
wo7 aftamonfefafterar 7 fHfadag |

AND BECAUSE THERE IS THE TENDENCY FOR ISOLATION.

Here, the cessation of activilty of the active agents is not jus-
tified without some other reason.Cosmic matter also is active, be-
cause it (activity) is observed in the case of manifest.

Therefore, he, whose isolation is the cause of the activity of
cosmic matter, is the conscious entity.

If it is argued that since cosmic matter is not accepted, both of
them are not established, it may be like this. The cosmic matter also
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is not well established for us like the conscious entity. The activity for
isolation which is stated to be a reason by you for the existence of
conscious entity is not yet proved (and hence,) the proved or existent
thing is not being established by it.

This is also wrong.

Why ? :

Because it is established earlier. The one saying this before es-
tablishing (the existence) of cosmic matter would surely deserve
reproach. The cosmic matter, however, is already established (by us)
through ‘limited magnitude’, ctc., and hence, it (your argument) is
not effective.

(Controversy does not prove non-existence of conscious entity.)

watardfasfare: qendfafeffs I3q @y, o v goig
IR & Feareaton 7 wfare: i | ifa w e | qon f witatedor -
faear | ora: weui faag:, aRfrdr s2wi, s 3 3far | awg wftaan -
YEHCIA | TAEIIIAH | FEHI ? FEIIAHae | Sty famf: |
FuiTereaiorT:, FifaeprararaeTaT:, J9Har:, @a s | a9 A
Af it s, SRt ot | T e sa: T |
THARG GE: | T o FANAONSTIAAITG Go¥ 3 Taeqehq | 9wy
“YrRaETEos TRt T ggTefaNy 98T | JgAlagt - A wEife
faar: FReRg Avea” 3 wEmaq | T & EreE AR -
AT S A1 I 314 7: 9 | qemrs A sfaf: gatmadfaeel Regarft-
FAHI AN [ETEAINARE AT A R e s
JUI o SRSt I g I

If it is argued that the existence of conscious entity is not
proved becuse of the controversy among all the authorities.? It may
be like this. If there would jave been the existence of conscious.entity,
there would not have been the religious (doctrinal) controversy
among the authorities. However, the controversy is there. For ex-
ample, according to some it is devoid of qualities while according to
others it is subservient, all-pervasive according to all but limited in
magnitued according to others. Similarly, it is one or many (accord-
ing to different authorities). Therefore, the postulation of conscious
entity is just merely an illusion.

This is wrong.
Why?
Because it involves the undesirable contingency of the absence
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of all objects, because the controvery is found in case of form, etc.,
also. According to some those are momentary and according to
otheres existing for some more time ; similarly, dependdent accord-
ing to others. The senses also are products of elements, or products
of egoism or products of man thus is the controversy about them. In
this way, there would be the absence of all objects. Therefore, con-
scious entity does exist. It is right that it is wrong to say that con-
scious entity does not exist because it is not cognised through any
means of knowledge. We shall refute the statement ¢ the internal ob-
jects should be seen as void ’ afterwards. The statement that ‘the ac-
tion is its fruition also is, the agent, however, is not observed, is right.
If the component forming the human body are set aside, there is no
other agent to form the (human body); this is our theory. There be
the desirous of liberation after setting aside the wrong and illusory
postulation of the theory of absence of soul, which is contradicted by
al the scriptures and arguments, should attain the everlasting immor-
tal place which is opposite to (i.e. devoid of) all the calamities like
birth, death, etc., through the knowledge of the existence of the con-
scious entity only.
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The imperceptible object is observed to be existent or otherwise.
Therefore, since the conscious entity is imperceptible, its exist-
ence or non-existence is not certain.

Since the sensuous perception depend upon the sense-organs
which cognise sound, touch, taste, smell and form, the object
devoid of these qualities cannot come under the purview of the
sense-organs.

For details see karika 5.
For details see karika 5.
For details see karika 5.
Cf. Madbyamikakarika

The author means to say that parartha denotes that meant for
some other which is not itself composite in nature.

The existence of the conscious entity depends upon the fact that
the composite objects are meant for others while the fact of their
being meant for other presuposes the existence of some other
entity. Thus, the probans and the probandum are mutually de-
pendent and the lack of ascertainment in case of one disproves
the other also.

There characteristics become the distinguishing features only
when there is some entity devoid of them.

The reading should be probably yatha purusarthah in place of
yatha apurusarthah. In fact the practice of avagraha is very
modern and the reading suggested by us can very well be
adopted here.

The control is merely through presence. The Purusa does not do
something but the constituents act for a certain purpose which
belongs to the conscious entity, and thus is the control over the
constituents. Since the constituents depend upon the conscious
entity, they are controlled though the conscious entity is not an
active controller.

The differentiation of nature among all the objects is caused by
the differentiation of the constituents as their components.

This is the description of the empirical state of the conscious en-
tity. In its transcendental state it is of the nature of pure con-
sciousness, free from its contact with the intellect.



