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14. The analogy suggests that the knowledge in the conscious entity
is not real but apparent. The conscious entity does not undergo
any change in the empirical state also.

15. The sense is that the knowledge of one object cannot lead to the
knowledge of the other different from it. Similarly, if the
knowledge and the object would be different, to have the
knowledge would not mean to know the object.

16. The Samkhyas consider the difference between grahana and
pratyaya. The former refers to taking the form of the objects
without the awareness of them, while the latter emphasises the
awareness of the object, though the fact of its taking the form of
the object is not denied.

17. The context demands the reading akasasya smatpakse instead of
akasay atmapakse.



KARIKA-18
(Multiplicity of the conscious entity)

am, ~ dICl<@'I<ltlIJlf(1 I. ~<I;fttl4<ils~ mr ~ I ~:

~ ~ ~ ~'1<r1!fT ~ I ~Cflf4fil<4Cflt(1I4"''l r ~ 6w,-
~ I <m1!fT ~ ~~ I Cflf4fil<Cflf414..,'l I c <m1!fT~ ~ I

~ Tffi'I1T CflI4Cfll{uIW4~:~: 1%.m:;lIf<;Cl<4",,:,~ICflI1iICl<<il~?
1%~ I 3!1T.1I4fClstf(1q~:I ~:~~ amimr>rftrq-~: I Cfl11lTRTa;rqr-
~'Ff<J: ~ mr I ~1!fT~CflI4Cfl(i:j*O(jI(lHl fClstf(1qf~q waj(~<1*11'"<l-

S::~(qICfl1~9>I dttll~5tlcxj Cfi~ ~:~sClf(16d~ mr ?

Opponent: We admit that the soul exists. Now it should be thought
upon whether the soul is one or they are many. If you ask why
does such a doubt arise, (we reply), because the relatives are ob-
served ill both the ways. In some cases, there is found the con-
tact of many with many, for example, that of the body with ears,
etc. In some cases the contact of one with many is found, just as
that of the space with pot, etc. The soul is related to bodies.
Hence, arises the doubt whether it is many like ears, etc., or
one like space. Moreover, because 'of the controversy among the
authorities. The followers of the Upanisads consider that the
soul is one. Kanada, Gautama and the Jainas, etc., hold them as
many. As there is the controversy about the oneness or many-
ness of soul, similarly there is the controversy about its nature
of being a witness, indifferent, seer and non-agent? Therefore,
it should be told as to how these qualities exist in the conscious
entity.

(Definite adjustment of birth, death and organs)

6~- <luICl5)ffi ~~~: ~s~ mr, ~~:-
~: ~-qnRf>rttrm I ~ ?

\i1;:qQ{OIi'.fi{OIl4i SlR1f.ttlQ~
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~~:~~~~-qI!lI~WiI{~mftur~:1
Q(olf1:tFd'i4't'tH4 Cfi1foT: ~,fjllqrhi'llca: *l1&:stdt4~ ~~ st~q~l~
~ 'i4~1{l«('I:fI'I:I ~ *,ni!J?IFi:I~(cfiT.~~)qm I ~~lROi~Cfi{-

-m ~ \ilrii'l(OIq;(OIlF1I ~ ~l'f f.:r:l"q: l@~IF~'S~III~I(I'i;ft G4Stq'linn-
~ I ~ 1fCffif-~~ ~ 1R1JR1~ ~ q;lqq;I<UIt4lq~HW{ I 'ffiIRfcf-
irflRt(tl{:stq;I~lqtt I~. 3ffiGTtlm[~-q~~(tl{:stq;I!?II~Cflste:inqF+
qyftRt";f ~lcHt('l:fj~ ~7:f ~ am";f !?1<fjlll~q~1
3lfuf ~ <fl"1fil(q;lqq;(t1\"1~WT: <fl"1F-qrii{oTIq~:I ~ ~;rAT~
l1R:, ~ ~~~~ I (f~ Cfi\O'IRt stq;F?IIFd!?l~FCI~llqt;UI(1-
~ {l"Fd~'?:If.llli!lffi!?IFdtn$:,~: qH4{FCI{j~Ie:<fl"1I(1'i"11~~~-
~ I ";f~ !?1'f?:I~<fl"1I(1'i"11~m- Fq~llqt;UI(1~S{l"IlF<1!?lll~-
~ fcrof~tqlq'l%q~ I 31fuf TWt q;{Uif1Phl:~ R<1q: I ~ lPIT-

~ ";fRI 3ffii1R ~ I

Proponent : As regards your statement that there is the doubt with
reference to the (number of) soul whether it is one or many on
account of its being a correlative, we reply the conscious en-
tities are many, is the assertion.

Why?

BECAUSE OF THE DEFINITE ADJUSTMENT OF BIRTH,
DEATH AND ORGANS.

Birth means the contact of the internal organs like intellect
supported by the subtle body with the external body in accordance
with the impressions of the past deeds. Death means the givingup of
the earlier body by the internal organs when the experience of result
of deeds done earlier is over and when the enjoyment of the result of
the deeds done recently is present (near ). The organs are thirteen-
this will be stated (by the author) later on (Ka 32). The compound
birth, death and organs is dissolved as birth and death and organs.
There is the definite adjustment of them with each conscious entity.
From this probans is deduced the multiplicity of souls. What is meant
is this. Birth and death are the other states of the body. They are
mutually opposite like darkness and light. If there would have been
one soul only, just as a single object connot experience the falling of
darkness and light on it at a time because it is impossible, similarly,
one soul cannot experience birth and death at the same time. And, it
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is observed that there is the experience of birth by some body and
the experience of death by others. Therefore, we admit that there are
many souls in case of whom there is the capability of experiencing
opposite qualities (separately). Similarly, there is the excess of light
which grasps the objects in case of the senses and also the in-
capability (Ka 47) of twenty eigth kinds in the form of the excess of
impurity. Their experience by one soul only is not possible since they
are opposite in nature. It is not possible to experience in case of one
soul only the excess of light in the form of (causing) knowledge of
the objects and the incapability in the form of the excess of impurity
because both of them are opposite in nature. This adjustment in case
of every conscious entity regarding (or caused by) senses does exist.
Therefore, we hold that there are many souls.

(Non-simultaneity of action)

~~I

3igJjQ(SI't~ I

g;~qdtS<'Ci~
~? ~1'lq(Slq~:~tlH?:lf<1flQ:,~ Slqf'd<,qq~'dI

Moreover,

BECAUSE OF THE NON-SIMULTANEITY OF ACTIVITIES THE
PLURALITY OF THE CONSCIOUS ENTITY IS ESTABLISHED.

Why?
Because of the non-simultaneity of activities. '(It is) of the cos-

mic matter' remains (to be said), in case of which only the activity is
possible (or justified).

CfiBl Slqf'd<,q~'d ?

Opponent: Whose activity is justified (or possible)?

~I

Proponent: Of the cosmic matter.

q;~?

Opponent: How?
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~-Wq;amqrm~ Jf~1 ~~-
~ mtufUr ~..ntl'FI1C"~d'i~: ~1{ll{qF~(1I{!~
~ ~~"Sffd ~llq(Slq{f(1I ~ ~ ~S~llq~il{~-~: I
~~'lq(Sl't~~'l'RT 3{l('qRm I

If there would have been only one soul, cosmic matter would
have bound (or attached to the province of) conscious entity only.
This is capable of enjoying many bodies at a time and, hence, the cos-
mic matter would have been active at a time in the production of all
the bodies which should have been born in one cycle when the period
of time respectfully incites (requires them).2 However, the activity
(modification) of cosmic matter in the form of various bodies is ob-
served to be non-simultaneous. And, from that non-simultaneous ac-
tivity of cosmic matter with reference to many bodies is proved the
many-ness of the soul,

(Another interpretaion of non-simultaneity of activities)
~:flUS. lilF~lifl{OIl~qIS~llq(Sl't~:I Cfi~? m amqr~~-

{4I1{)qF.:jlil~,,~q ~ Cfi{OIl;{l('tl(1:stFdf1'loS"lqFfl4~:Cfi{~1'lqF'~lI! •••!~it-
. <m[ I mllfqqlill~ qr"Bftf f\:losH1Hlklf..'tRTCfi{O'!"II'4:IflI~1~!"FC::Cfi{OI'"iSiFC1ftt"

"Bm[ I ., ~ (f~ '1Cfftf I (1~I('fI{OIl"lI"l~'lq(Sl't~"Ii"ll 3{l('qRm I ~ I
~? ~S~ I ~ stFdF.:jll"lIfC::('lI~"IllIljqtil!i!l~s~:I (WOO~-

"tfi"'lctl'E11

The others say (interpret it) like this. Because of the non-simul-
taneous activity of the external organs only.

How?
If there would have been one soul only, since all the organs are

arranged to accomplish the purpose of the soul, would acquire all the
objects simultaneously with the organs situated in each body. In case
of some disease like deafness the organ of (hearing) etc., would have
been unobstructed means of cognising sound, etc., because soundjetc., would be heard through the organ related to some other bo.iy.
This is, however, not the case. Therefore, on account of the non-
simultaneous activity of the organs also there are many souls. This
(interpretaion) is, however, wrong.

Why?
Because this (argument) does not differ from the former. This

meaning is included in the argument 'on-account of the definite ad-
justment of the senses.' Therefore, let the argument be as it is inter-
preted by us.
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(Opposition to the qualities of the manifest)

ft~1

BiTlIIRfclQ4410aiiq II ~{. II

~ f~!!OI~fq~fCfl fcrtfq: *i1~1«l~4d4 ~ ~: Slfdf\lO:STR1-
~ I ~?1T~q?1T d(3lfd~filoil ~101l1<::lf:~~: IQ;f'1~~~-
~"ilcW:{lq~lO'llI~Cfl~lf(q:SI~Cfl~<>qf*lF.l;:: ~ ~ ~"ilqfqqildfq'1T-
qfll)q~Ai'~<>l'1HI(q~q~lIl{ I d~l<::qff\!ldqd$lHI(iOlH ~ II ~t II

Moreover,

BECAUSE OF THE OPPOSITION TO THREE CONSTITUENTS,
ETC.

The qualities of being composed of three constituents, indis-
criminative, objective, general, unconscious and productive are
found in all the bodies.4 As are these, so are their opposites like ab-
sence of constituents, etc., the qualities of the conscious entity.
Then, there is the proof for one conscious entity from one body be-
cause of the deduction of the existence of the one possessed of the
nature opposite to the nature of the constituents. Similarly, on ac-
count of the availability of the one of different nature from con-
stituents in each body is deduced the multiplicity of the conscious
entity.5 Therefore, it is established that the souls are many.



KARIKA 18
1. These qualities are stated with reference to the conscious entity

in the next karika.
2. The sense is that if the conscious entity would have been one and

thus would have been enjoying all the bodies at a time, the cos-
mic matter would create all the beings required at a time.

3. The sense is that deafness, etc., would not cause obstruction in
knowledge because the soul, being one according the above
theory, would cognise sound through the ears of others if there is
the defect in one particular body. .

4. Cf. Karika 11
5. Since in each body there is the one entity having the opposite na-

ture to the constituents, there is a separate conscious entity in
each body.
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(Nature of Conscious entity)

~, ffl;,s:ql(ii•.;) ~ 1 m~~q~qIUjfUlS:;!{(ClICfl~(Cll1lfiOje:l;jr
Cfl~I~<fi: Slfdqf"dfUd?

Opponent : The multiplicity of the soul is established. For what
reason now arises the knowledge of witness-hood, isolation,
neutrality, secrness and non-agency of the conscious entity?

(1~lid fclqtlifllr~osi mf~("qqf'Q 9>~qf'QI

~ lIT&lAA ~("qqC6~~ II ~f( II

d~lf.:::f''1~''1 ~1~lql~41~ 1 ~SCftmUt 1 fqq~i~lf.:::fd mqffi
~ ~sqfl'1lq~f(j 1 ~~ ~(C\tl~~qqlf':::"11mUj~4f~~~i
.1 ~m(ClfiOj("'1~"1lJUTRi ::t1'{1lq~ld;;:;4 &llq~fd,"l1~(fi!O~-
,;{~:I

Proponent: AND, THEREFORE, FROM THAT CONTRAST IS
ESTABLISHED THE WITNESS-HOOD OF THE
ONCSIOUS ENTITY AS ALSO ITS ISOLATION,
NEUTRALITY, SEERNESS AND NON-AGENCY.

With the word 'from that' is expressed the reason in general.
The word 'and' (ca) is in the sense of restriction (or specification).
The author puts in a specific case the reason which is employed in
general (here); (the reason is) that through that contrast, etc. The
author mentions the probandum through 'is established the witness-
hood of conscious entity', etc.

Through the expression witness-hood,etc., he (che author) sug-
gests the non independence of the constituents with reference to
their activity because the activity of cosmic matter depends upon his
purpose.

31~tidlq:<'4~~ ?
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Opponent: How is there the controllership in conscious entity?

~- 71~ ~ ~ ~fI'G:~ ~ (1r~il311fq"qJ?:i1q;p:f 8-
~,~~:,~~ I Sf'lf~f"1qfli)4~~ti:ful2lfu(f~~-
~OCfIJ(t1~I~f~<OI"id~q"i1&lfd4W-1lq(~~, ~~: I d~I~(C\q«1~-
tiq(d.*ql(St"qHSf'lf~f"1'lf4): m~ I &;q("4f~('CI~"f mwi(CI%G.{j f"1qd<Olfli,
~ 71~ (Ot~ql~l'1i ~ SfCflI!illf~~" m:,~ ~~m I lW2J-
~f~('<OI4'1lfd!iI<Olf.tijl(Ot1qq~: ~ :rJT:~ iill'111£H!l1Qqf-d fClCflI4Sf'l=ffl
~ ~ I ~~(CIfq('<Ol4;fl~I41'1f<01CflI4CflI{~I~U~0t{~(Ot"iCflld~d"4!ilf'di-
(Oti!:lqll'l&!i~'1TClT'1t !l0I~II!HI"if.t'l~ll!lf'1i (OtF~lIH"iI=4I!iq~f~ 'SIftf-
\lRTftf I ~,:nq~ (Ot«1fq"q"iCfl4~ ~ I ;r &J7.t ~ ~:Cfl\"OmT-

~s~ ~ I ;r ~ (Ot~Ic:.l'1i SfCflI~ISf1f~F"1<01"i~~ttlfRdl:d~qCflitol
Sfqd"iHHi m~~ ~~, ~I ~ ~:rJT:
~ ;r ~ Wl'''iJ(q11 ffl!ldWOfJli~ ~ {I!lCflG<OI;;;f~{Cflq11~ ~ l!ftq-
~ I ~ 'lffif: ~ I '1IC<Oj~!illriOjl<OlICflI{cqI ;fl~ %I~tIq11 ~-
~ ~~UllilI4: ~ ~1U<Ol'i1~141~ ,fj~(CI"iCfl~ 1:f m't4dl"iJqI~
fSI!l<OluIIF~rqQ44mlI'1~'11q"4rd I ~: ~\lRil!l0llr~rqqM: Cfilff''l: q1JHI~qi
711?l'ffi'1Cf Sf'lRt{qll"dOllI I

Proponent : When someone stands as a withness of the activities, the
agent performs the acts according to his will and not inde-
pendently. In the same way acts the cosmic matter. The intel-
lect, egoism, subtle elements, senses and the gross elements
arrange themselves into the form of god, men and animal in the
way as the purpose of the conscsious entity is fulfiled by their
activity and the cessation of activity; but not as they desire.
Therefore, conscious entity is the witness because the activity
and the cessation of activities are dependent upon the purpose
of conscious entity.

Through the statement of isolation the author negates the con-
tact of the conscious entity. There is no contact of the conscious en-
tity with the constituents in away Jhere is the mutual contact of the
sattva, etc., which stand in need of each other's qualities leke light.
Through the statment of neutrality the author shows the impropriety
or impossibility of extending trouble or favour to the constituents and
the absense of taking the side (by the conscious entity) in their ac-
tivity because there is no increase or decrease in conscious entity.'
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Through the statement of seer-ness the author confirms merely
receiving the form of the object merely through the contact with the
activity of the constituents/ which have not yet accomplished the ob-
jects and which are of the nature of pleasure, pain and indifference,
~ecause the p~wer of consciousness exists (in body) from the ve9'
time of formation of body (composed of the effects and causes).
Through the statement of non -doership the seven kinds of non-doer-
ship is resorted to. It does not ascertain the objects in its contact with
the external and the enternal organs. It does not attain the state of
subordination or principal through his quality in the form of con-
sciousness, to the Sattva, etc., which proceed to activity through their
qualities of light, motivation and restraint , and through favouring-
each other. Similarly, he does not act with the qualities as the woman
and a boy. He does not employ others to activity while itself situated
at one place just as the one who sets the charriot, a cart or a machine
in motion. He does not create something from his own self like a
lump of clay. Nor does he do something with something else like a
potter. Nor does he do something through mere order just as a jug-
gler. Nor does he work jointly like mother and father. Thus, through
the present aphorism having made controllership, state of having the
absence of the constituents neutrality, enjoyership and non-doership
as the probandum the author puts forth the contradiction to three
constituents, etc., as the probans. The application (as probans) of
those five acts opposed to those of the three constituents should be
unerstood in a way it is possible to do so for the establishment of
these five.4

(Witness-hood due to absence of constituents)
~ WsW!:R{js~: ~ drGfllll~l~ I (f;f ~101lIffilf~-

'f<fIt I

There, from absence of consttiltuents (results) the witnes-
shood. Since it is differrent from pleasure, etc., it is the witness of
their activities.s

am,~: I ~101lIr~,,:I <mflr ~(ij1fC::1!l4(q111<G'1:~~~-
~ ~ I d~r~;;s:~dfl1IC::~ij)Gd11~s"'1f'lt:ll'1llrC::d{lfct"lrOiA{41rd~
f41~d9J3ffiillJUIT:~";f ~ ~ ~ ~ ;rrsf~ I "Q1lIT-
~d<::Qjrtl;;s:~I i«1C::Ll!~ij)~I ~? 31ti<t;{~q;qICfll~f'*'1I~q;(OI~~ I
~ 9:~sti ~:rnmsWmr I dfl1ltti{ij~ri: ltICiGlm<G'1JCll";f~:I

Opponent: (It is not right) because it is not well known as his nature
of being devoed of the three constituents is not proved. If the
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state of non-possessing the pleasure, etc., in case of the soul
would have been established, it is right to say. That is however,
not established. Therfore, it is wrong.

If it is argues that without stating it particularly, it is proved
through otherwise? It may be like this. You have also not given a par-
ticular reason to say that the pleasure, etc.,are the qualities of the soul
and not those of the word etc., Thereore, it is also not established.

This is a also wrong.
Why?
It would involve the difference of localtion even when there is

single sentence through the use of 'I' . It is observed as used that 'I
am happy', 'I am unhappy'. Therefore, it is not right to consider the
pleasure and pain, etc., as forming the nature of word, etc.

~-;r, 1~{IF<til~'tlHlI1.I (Rl~ Tik:~swmr ~ f\NT-
~'tl{OI{t:PH;$Cf1~OI~~~"BlTC(I;r ill(ii!!OI~ ~ I

Proponent: It isnot so. It (i.e., the reason) is not conclusive with refermce
to white complexion, etc. Just as there is the difference of location
of the qualities of body and soul even in a single sentence through
the use of 'I' as 'I am white' and 'I am black' , similar would be the
caswe with pleasure, pain, etc. Those would not be the qualities of
the same self (inspite of the use of '1')

am,~~ I <RIf11lft{J~11IGFq\jij)G~'tl~OIwrt(f~~m
SlI~dHI(ii.{j~ q~\jij)lrlr~~1Cf11Fd 04q~lqFlltlG~&la;r g;~{~&lFdI
;r~~ri:~I!I'1q(1F<iitl: I d~liJ(!:~e:dF<FdI

Oppnent: It is wrong becsuse of their being found separately (at dif-
ferent locations ). Though there is the knowledge of white com-
plexion etc., as non-separated from body through the
expression '1', yet after perceiving them earler as not belonging
to the soul and after perceiving them after wards as associated
with the soul one can ascrtain that these belong to this and not
to this. There is no congnition of pleasure and pain separately
(without soul). Therefore, it (your argument) is wrong.

~-~q~qq{la I ~? GJlli~{IIG111.1~Sfcf'llij)!'I~OIlC::I(ii-
TI!!'TT1olr;:;:(i:I.fF/.imf<~dSlllqF<!'!,{I ~"tl~~I!II!'It;OIlC::~'Wf~ Gl'li~{IIG+
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Ji~Cfilf~Cfi~~smw: I ~ ~ mr:rrsOlIfdtCfiI<tI -q(f~ ~: ~~-
c:f~;r~sq~~: I ;r'tf-q(f~ ~~ltl~~Hl.~~~:~-
~ Ift{lfc::q~6~Rollcqf\j?l!HiOIli{§.(:JtIl(Jl'lQT:~: I ~ ~ I
~'I1JCIT~I{OIl~lql~Hst~lJI(ll f!){l]IW(JlCfiI:~ ~ ~: ~1.(:"~1i
~~I<OIl~lql~st~llI<t 11 I f1f~'d~ql~HI~f11q~c?l~vftf ~ ~,
~~sfT;f: qICfi"1f1f~'dljql<:.ltl~S~~ ~q(t:l?t~ ~IGGI~~lsf1if!)@fc::f1f~'d~-
.nql<l~P:13T~~~IJiI(Jl~OI(t:l?tq"f11lfc::ftfI d~cqlqq4.1 ~? ~-
Otl~~f11<tI ~~ Rfli'd~11~4 ~: ~ ~sfT;f: ~~
~ ~IGGI<:.11iRfli'd(t:ll?lmJi'Rlf~BmlI f!){l]~I~ ~~wftr~ ~ I ~
~ f.lfi:rffi'2f.fl qI~HfJOlf<l

Proponent: It is not jusrified.

Why?

Because you have adopted the other way. Earlier you have given
the reason as it is the quality of the soul because it is known as non-
separate through the use ofT. At present there is the use of 'I' on
the ground of its known ledge as different; thus you. are adopting a
different way and there is no alleviation of the non-conclusiveness.
Moreover, it (the established reason given by you) is not different from
the doubt.6 The doubt arises since the white complexion etc., are per-
ceived as different and the pleasure, etc., are not so. It is not right to
take;the decision on the basis of the doubt itdelf. Thereore, it is right
that' even though through the 'I' notion pleasure, etc., are not
siparately perceived like the white colour, etc. Moreover, because of
the involvement of undersirable contingency of not selecting them be-
cause of the non-determination of their nature. In the case of one who
speaks that the word, etc., are of the nature of pleasure, etc.,7 there
would arise the undesirable contingency of not selecting the word
etc., because their nature is not fully determined.

If it is argued that the defect does not arise because those are
selected as the efficient cause (and not the material cause) just as the
selection of fire ? It may be like this. As the fire is selected as the
cause of the atomks produced by warmth, though they are of the na-
ture of earth, the word, etc., and in this way those (pleasure, etc.,)
would be the qualities of the soul.

That is also wrong.
Why?

Because of the perception of having the same locus. There is no
identity of locus between the fire which serves as a cause and the
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atoms produced by warmth in the form 'the fire which is already
heated is cooking' Similarly, there would have been no identity of
location between word, etc., and pleasure, etc., because word, etc.,
are suppopsed to be the cause of that. It is also perceived that the
pleasing word also (somtimes) causes misery. Therefore, there is no
selection of them because of their being the cause.8

am,~ ~@i!.1'1i~1~1{l1<'i~-"~: I ~? fq>lf(1q~:I <i~fu
~: ~1~I<'iCflIWI" 'Wf: ~I~€,qol ~, ~ B@<'ictll~ I1~l""?liir

~ I ~~ fq>lf(1f1:lf~:I (lfI'll!!J<'i'J01Imr I

Opponent: In this way also it is not right to take the pleasure, etc., as
of the nature of word, etc.

Why?
Because of the controversy. Just as the word is known by all in

the form of word because the word is of the form of the word, the
pleasurable 'object also would be known by all as having that form
(pleasurable). However, there is the controversy in this case. There-
fore, they are the qualities of the soul only.

~--", ~Wll(fq~f1f"lfl1*1«:1111~~ fI:l*1lf~Wl~~ f<f>Iftr-
Nft:r: 1-" ~f1I~~I~lf~'J0I«:l~Wll(fq~tP:fl'II<'ti@f~9>fq>lf(1qf~:I -.,~f1IG~I~I-
f~!I0I«:lfl1f(1I ~ ~ I f"lf~*1~f~ruCfl~fcI>lf(1qf~{f«1I ml~ >l<lq>lCflI~I~:I
(f(f~ fq>lf(1q~fflf~*1«:1~fq~1~I<:.l'1I~Cfl('q;ft~~ I <i~~ -.,mmmr
mr I atl<'i!I0IICfli~«:IIe:~f1mr ~ 8llrlO1(1~f"lf~*1~5i~I'1«:1Ie:o:llqn:qlcM~'1
~~.n«:lIe:llflll~'1: I ~ ~ f.mcf;t~~ ~~ -.,~ mr I
~~ I ~? ~ I ~SN lJUf~~ fqSlfaqf~n:flIRT-
~~~;c'd••••I (lfI'll*1rlO111~>rrm~fl:mF.fTf.:lfm'l~ I

Proponent: No, because it is caused by a particular past impression.
There is the difference of opinion with reference to sweetness,
etc., because of the power of bilious humour (bile). There is no
controversy of their being associated with a particular impres-
sion of the absence of quality of word, etc. It is not that these
are not having the quality of word, etc., Moreover, the same
would involve even if they are considered to be the cause. This is
similar in case of them who consider them to be the cause.
There is no controversy in case of the cause and the result,9 just
as in the case of the lamp and the light. Thereby, the causality
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of word; etc., would also not be postulated on accourit pf con-
troversy.lO The fault belongs to both, the one only does not
state it (for other)Y

If it is argued that the fault does not arise when they are in-
tended to be the qualities of the soul? It may be like this. The cause
being secondary through the fruition of some other (pleasure or
pain) produces them with reference to the soul. If they are identical
with the cosmic matter, their different adjustment would not be
proper as they do not depend upon the cosmic matter.

This is also not so.
Why?
Because of the statement already made. It is already stated in

the beginning that even though they are identical, there is the con-
troversy with reference to sweetness, etc., as they are subordinate (to
each other). Therefore, the statement that they are prominent even
when they are identical with cosmic matter, is not settled.12

~, l!!'llOlcq1\ti~a1 1 ~? 3talal'1l'l~&:Ifq ~ ~: 1 a~I\ii€ll<11i
~IGiCOI~I(iOl\lTCfT~~~ 1

Opponent: This is also wrong.

Why?
Because they are observed in case of past and future as well.13

Therefore, it is not correct to consider pleasure, etc., as of the nature
of word, etc.

~-~, ~f(1f"1f~'(1(i:lIe;. ~~: 1 ~~IOlJlal'1l'l~&:IN ~ ~-
~~ ~ actiqq;fu ~ (f~S1~ 1 ~{lq~ol~ TI qlq;;Jjqf?lfll'(1I~(q-
~ W~*,11i ~'GI<:ilffi91Ol~al~: B1T<t 1 a~I\ii{g5,~: ~IGiCOI~I(iOl-
wIT ~~: 1 fc.hi11<41 ~~ I ~ 'l~{fC1>P-nlll\ii@5,;{94'i{I(iOl'l-
~ ~flll(iOl1«11~~: 1 a~I'(14'i{I(iOl~OI(i:l1Ol1\tif~f(1'I ~~IIOlIf~q'(1f,-
f"1,{f'tlrtf(1 ~ ~Iri<lal{, <::r~~llOl'l0I~ ~flloi'l{fl1w4r"t1I'(1f'f"11f'tl:, ~IGiCOlf~~-
~ i11q;1~1~1~IGiCOq;~lqflql'1~qlOll(iOl11S1ftfu 1 QJ1i!01\ti'{ 1 ~? fC1~tflql-
i!Ol'1>Hi

'
1l11~,<::r~~:~~ (C\qfC1ilq~CI~~Olljqli!O~,

~ ~~, QOClIOll(iOlify"41&lf"1f~'(1~llOlUjf\ii@\ii{gHl( '5,~ '5,;{9HHljql-
~ 1~ ~ ~ ~ 1 (f~ antmt ~eJUt q;~ifila:qflql?OlIIOl~IGiCO*\fcl-
alfll~Hlf(1 murrs<llil'f: 1 ~?OIff~~IGiCOIf1~ ~ Slf(1qli!Of~t54llOj:(j~-
~~: ~IGiCOI~I(iOl\lTCfT~:1 l!!'l1Ol1If~~ 3ffiqT 1 aa~iliijl~qSl?OlM~-
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WiI{IU!l1l~CflB't'WfRt q(¥i~:fq~f1Ht "if (I~ul('q1l1qq7l"l1 (I{lilqdl~(lr7l1UI
amGT ~ 1U(II'Cinme.f1lN~ W fqfqiji('ql(( I

Proponent : Because the knowledge is the cause of memory. The as-
sociation of remembered pleasure, pain, etc., takes place in
case of past and future word, etc., as well. And it is experienced
so by the conscious entity due to its association with that. When
they are considered to be the qualities of the soul, there would
be no possibility of their being severe or slight since there is no
particularity in the results which are born of some cause, as is
the case with the baked atoms. Therefore, there is no im-
propriety in considering pleasure and pain as forming the na-
ture of word, ere." Moreover, because it would involve the
undesirable contingency of absence of liberation. Since the
qualities can never be dissociated from the substance, there
would arise the undesirable contingency of non-dissociation of
them from the soul when pleasure and pain, etc., are taken to
be the properties of the soul. Therefore, their nature of being
the qualities of the soul is not right.

If it is argued that their dissociation takes place like black
colour, etc.? It may be like this. As the black quality, even though
forming a quality dissociates with the contact of fire, and as the sky
even though having the word, etc. As quality, remains without word
etc., also, similar, will be the case with the soul also.

This is also wrong.
Why?
Because it would involve the undesirable contingency of taking

up the other particular (qualities), and because it is still to be proved.
Just as an atom takes up the particular new red quality after giving
up the blackness and, thus, does not give up the colour (obsolutely),
similarly, the soul also would acquire the new pleasure after giving
up the old and new pain after giving up the old due to the capacity of
the external cause. They would not be given up absolutely. This is still
to be proved for us that the sky having sound as the quality remains
qualitiless in some stage. We shall establish that the sound .of the
drum, etc., are the qualities of that. Therefore, it is correct to con-
sider pleasure and pain as forming the nature of word, etc. IS The
soul is not of a mixed nature. Therefore, it is wrong to suppose the
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qualities like desire, aversion, effort, virtue, vice, knowledge and past
impression, which are mutually contradictory and of varied nature, as
the qualities of that (soul). Therefore, it is right that the soul is
qualitiless and it is merely the witness on account of its being qualiti-
less and, hence, is isolated on account of its being devoid of (all the
qualities).

(Isolation of the conscious entity)
~~\<1:~~: d~l~qct:~~:~mrTfur~ I

Since it is devoid of all the constituents, it is isolated; it does
not remain associated with them.

am,q;: 9>'1(fI1l~.n~~:~~sf~mr?
Opponent: What (type of) dissociation from the constituens is 10-

tended in case of the soul?

~ ds;qcflll::f.1(q~ fl~lt.l'1i ~CflP.:iflll1~~: I ~ re~:
SlCflI~II~f'l'4i'fR<itd{)qCfli{ul~: 9>{ltj"fld~qCfll(l1qaAI SlCflI~lIfc::~-
~HI1Ii1I~q~ ~ I (f~ "l' Cfl1frTurr: ~ ">r~HSI<{f~1(Sl64<l1~s~-
lfIUTT~ ~" mr I ~ !1ulI«1s;qCfll(f-1(q~:~ d~l<::fllqfl:t (ffi{-
wf ;nSl~ I ~ ~ ~Scl!CflCflI4(i:l1't~lqqRCfl<"'l'11 I (fU~ ~ m<K:
(~~,~~cwP:t I ~~~ ~tjl~Cflfqfd' I

Proponent: It is the capacity of performing their function by sattva, etc.,
who do not stand ill need of his help. The Sattva, etc., which
exist helping one another through their qualities like light16 do
not require the favour from the conscious entity. They perform
their activities merely through their association with the
qualities like light. So read the followers of Varsaganya : The
activity of the cosmic matter without understanding'{ proceeds
in the initial state of creation without being controlled by the
conscious entity. Since the constituents proceed to activity
without requiring his favour, this (conscious entity) also does
not experience the contact with them. The postulation of con-
sidering them different on the basis of working separatel/8 is
experienced in the world too. For example, the brothers are
separated, these have no common activity. These are not
separate, their activity is common.
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(Neutrality of the conscious entity)
~ fqMftj~111 ~ ~ fcl1r4t (1{liHUlf2I: I fcf; ~?

f~ tPtlfll"1(1~11,~t1IfcHII:nqq~~~ ~'tlljqt\I'lq~ I fcrr:ft
~ I (1{liI$lIF«i~'1(1lqqqf~:I (f(fm'qTq: I ;r~sfi:r~~q~I"(~H\'~~~-
l!<IT, amr lf~: ?

It is neutral because it is the subject of experience. Since the
conscious entity is subject of experience, it is neutral.

What is the reason here?
Because of unequality of power. Because of the possibility of

less and more there is a possibility of the mutual obstruction and
mutual favour. But, the soul is the subject of experience. Therefore,
there is no possibility of less etc., (in it). Hence, the consciousness.
The neutrality (of the conscious entity) is proved because on account
of its being unmixed it has no attachment or aversion which are the
objects of the constituents.

(Seerness of the conscious entity)
~~ ~ I ~ ~'R1~(1rll~cft4li~ ~~-

~ I ~ illih'lHi ~~~'iqq~a~: ~ ~ ~ ~ "1lrll'd~HHI{ I

The seerness of the conscious entity (is) because of its being
conscious. The consciousness should be placed in the conscious en-
tity after eliminating it from the Sattv,? etc., because of their being
the modification of the cosmic matter. 1 The seerness is not possible
in case of the non-conscious objects and, hence, the conscious entity
only is the seer because of consciousness, and not any other entity.

(Non-doership of the conscious entity)
3fcfl<i'qTq:,~~ I ~11if ~:~~:ms~I«1lft:r~ I

The non-doership of the conscious entity is because of his
being non-productive. The nature of production is that which leads
to production. The productive is one who has the nature of produc-
tion.

(Non-agency of the active agency)
q;:~~?lT~~ ?

Opponent: What is that nature required for production?

~-SHXj~"1qn:OIlq)I f~%ll~I~Cfl(ffct~ I (1~~~SI~q'tlfEl~I~Cfl-
ifftf Iq;~ f-"lf%ll~f~R1~ ? ~ I ~ fu ~ fiifllllq~ljq-
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~,~~ <t>~FilF~(i4ffi ~:~: 1~ 3R11l1~ I 3R11l1m
re ~ I 3RTf4~~ 1 dB"UF?!N;lI: 1 fc.f~ ~ ~
~~ fc.f~ Wd ~ ~fSl;lI(q?H ~ ~ fc.f~ ~fSl;1I1~'1 ~-
fimf I (1=f ~ I ~? ~q'lI~F~d~ ~1~it4fq('1~: 1qft'j(q""lildP4I~<t>-
{C\q(q~F~d fSillllIClF(l~, ~ ~ 1~ ~ (f~ ~ I d{JOlIFIi'1Qd(( I ~~:
~: F"1f%lI(qli:q 'll~HI(ifl14<t>{oj ~ ~ I ~? ~: ~~-
O~I(ifl14F"16iH1~I""uf<::~i'1l(( I ~ 1 d(qIF~d~I~'1 ~ ~, ~1;fti""l<-
«<[I ~ qy m {~~1<t>211~~{<t>ClFi!:f(l1 QJ1<::'41qq~, ,{4{JOlI{CImfl: 3f-
~~:~:<t>14<t>{oj ~~ d<::'41ffi&{ 1ild'1lild'141<f'4'k1'l<::I<SI'fF(l-
~: 1 3f~l1Olj~~<r<::ftrt<ntm,~'1l1<l'1S1«j"(( I~-
'tmr. 3foqqFi!:~lI <nR ~Sf'lt2lH""I~OI <t>14<t>{oj~ ~(i4~{d(( 1 ~?
3f1(q~IClr'lt2lHI1qqij: I i-'8{<t>I{oISlF(l~~sf~ m<f >l~HFqqn:O"""Ic::. ~-
l1<fl~ 1~"if~",,~o"f1Tt2lH~qq~a,~~ (f~~""<'i.4<t>-
~F~SlF(l~\f:~: 1"{f ~ ~:, 3fUlCl~11I<t>1&.i"if SlICfSlf(rM~ ~ ~~
~~~:I~"if

;rrs@iQCffjI4 ~~~~mcrr I

;r t<tl(q;{) ;r ~;r ~~:tll~~: II

d~Qd((

(if'il'l':la fqq~ifjlffi:t~ mf~~qf4 9)W4f4 I
~ q'lA~ ~~qC6~~ 1\~ II ~~ II

Proponent : The nature of production consists of movement and
modification. It implies that he is non-doer because of his being
devoid of activities. It is non-doer because of its being non-
productive. If it is asked how is its nature of being devoid of ac-
tivity possible, (we reply), because of its being conscious. The
nature of possessing the activities is observed with reference to
the milk, etc., which are unconscious in nature and not in case
of any conscious entity. Hence, conscious entity is inactive.
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entity is active? It may be like this. Cosmic matter being all-pervasive
is active, conscious entity also should be active on account of its
being all-pervasive.

This is also wrong.
Why?
Because the association of (both the activity and all-pervasive-

ness is observed in case of one which is ill association with two
qualities.20 The all-pervasiveness in the active object is associated
with forms of non-consciousnessv and many other forms, i.e., com-
posed of three constituents, etc., and not in isolated (all-pervasive-
ness). It is, however, not the case with conscious entity. Therefore,
the example is dissimilar. In this way the conscious entity is non-ac-
tive and thus being inactive in nature does not produce the body
from the cosmic matter.

Why?
Because the capability of producing some effect from the lump

of clay is observed in case of potter who is active.
It may be argued that it sustains the object produced by other

as a nurse supports the bady, or, there may be his activity by employ-
ing others to activity though himself situating inactive only just as the
one who sets the chariot, the cart or the machine in motion.

It is also wrong because of the reason stated above.
If it is said to be like this that the Conscious entity produces the

body from himself.
This is also wrong. Since the conscious and non-conscious are

entirely different (in nature), there is no possibility of being material
cause or its modification in case of conscious entity.

If it is argued that from both of them (the creation is
produced)?

That is also not possible because it would invole the un-
desirable contingency of both the faults.

It may be like this that the conscious entity produces the body
merely through thinking without naming the state (genus) of birth.

This is wrong.
Why?
Because there is no possibility of thinking in the absence of

prqductiop. It is already stated in the context of refuting the causality
of ISvara22 that th~ intellect of the one possessing intellect does not
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exist earlier to the evolution (modification) of cosmic matter. There
is no possibility of thinking without intellect because thinking is the
function of that intellect only. The creation by some intelligent
creator is already refuted. That should be connected here also. And
its doership of determination is also refuted earlier. Thus, through
the non-doers hip of seven kinds, it is proved that the conscious entity
is no-doer. It is stated also:

The conscious entity does not determine, nor does it sustain or
sets the other object in motion. It does not create the object from
himself, nor from other objects, nor through calling the name only
nor through the both the cosmic matter and himself.

Therefore; it isright that
"And therefore, from that contrast is established the witnes-

shood of the conscious entity as also its isolation, neutrality, seerness
and non-agency."
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1. The sense is that which increases or decreases and thus is aspir-

ing for some benefit cannot be neutral, but the conscious entity is
not affected by anything.

2. The conscious entity is not an agent of knowledge, but a mere
spectator. Knowledge in the conscious entity is actually ap-
parent. Vijnanabhiksu brings out the difference between witness
and the seer. The former is directly related to the object while
the latter may be with intervention.

3. This is to stress the idea that consciousness is the nature of the
soul itself and is not produced in him by the association with the
constituents.

4. In karika 11 Isvarakrsna enumerates six points of opposition' be-
tween worldly objects and the constituents. The Yuktidipika
considers five of them leaving aviveki. From these should be
deduced the five points about the nature of the consious entity.
However, there is no sequence or fixation as to which point
should be deduced from which point of contrast. They should
be understood as they may be possible. For example, the wit-
neesshhood and isolation of the conscious entity are deduced
from his being devoid of the three constituents, neutrality from
his being the subject, seerness from consciousness, non-doership
from non-productivity.

5. The witness should not be actively involved in the activity wit-
nessed by him. Since the conscious entity is different from
pleasure, pain, etc., he can be their witness.

6. The cause of the doubt, viz., finding together, itself is accepted
to be the conclusion.

7. The context demands the negative particle na in the beginning of
the sentence.

S. The experience of pleasure and pain depends upon many fac-
tors. If a particular object is the cause of pleasure only, it should
not cause pain. But, it goes' against our common experience. It
can, however, be expained on the basis of Samkhya theory. Due
to the dominance of a particular constituent at a particular time
towards a man having particular impression, the object is said to
be of the nature of pleasure or pain or indifference in those cir-
cumstances.
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9. It cannot be contradicted that the cause invariably gives rise to
its effect.

10. The controversy refers to the experience of pleasure, etc., dif-
ferently by different persons.

11. Pleasure, etc., are considered to be the nature of the cause of ob-
jects by both the upholoders of different theories. However, in
both the cases it cannot be explained satisfactorily as to how the
same object is sometimes experience to be pleasurable and
sometimes painful.

12. The sense is that they are identical with the cosmic matter and
one of them is prominent at a time.: However, it is not a fixed
rule as to which of them is prominent. Anyone of them may be
prominent at the same time.

13. The meaning is if the pleasure, pain, etc., are identical with
words, etc., they should be experienced at the present only be-
cause the same word, etc., were not in the past and would not be
in the future. Consequently, there would be no memory of the
past. Pleasure, etc., and no intuition of the future pleasure etc.

14. The context demands that the reading should be without na.
15. The reading atmabhavo yuktah given by Chak,. is more ap-

propriate than that of Pandeyas's reading ayuktah.
16. Cf. Karika 12-13.
17. It implies that it is not thoughtful but is spontaneous.
18. The context demands the reading anekakaryatvat as against

ekakaryatiat.
19. The word prakrtivikarabhutatvat is confusing. It may be inter-

preted as the constituents are the vikara (modification) of the
prakrti which will contradict the Samkhya position itself, because
in Samkhya the constituents are not product or modification of
the cosmic matter.

20. The qualities here refer to the activity and all-pervasiveness and
prove the nature of the object as possessed of the two qualities.

21. The reading should be vibhutvamacetanya .... in place of vibhut-
vamacetanya ...

22. See YD on the karika 14.
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(False appearance of qualities in the conscious entity)

4d~~d'1I~IH"{lk ••~~rn '11P<l*,~lrat ~~,-;;~:

?t(41f1fthn.IIGfA(t;ffA(t"1IQRqf~ I

~~~m\4Q<'9>Glm"1: 1120II
g{l~{lAOJCfik~ ~f.ll<olrC1~HCli:I,{ltWn~rs.;41 ~~\jf"1~~IHi Cfi\-

ur~ *<ll4«\qlollf~cfJq~~~~d'1I~I~$(i:lISf4C1{l14'If'dl'li{l~I'lHI41«1'i\ICI-
{lf~~f~Hi {l~IG.l'1i oqlql<Cldll'lr~ 64lql<ifC1l'!141~cfIq~f~: I «<f-
-mrS41'l~CfiCfiI~SI'I*,f~UlISl6441"4I{lClm'1lq~ \lCl"41"1~tl~f'1fC1~~:mor~-
q~I~~~~ I'Jlolfti64lf<1 ~~:~q;of, ~:
~:t!j~ln:fd I d{J"lI(i:fi{OIt4!l~ol«\qdl ~ 1:f~, ~ra{{lAOJCfif<::-
~SP<l:?iq~~ ~Sf4C1{lld64I,-;;1:f{11T~: I ~1:f

~Sfu6&11 !~(t4~ ~ I
cn~tqQf~(ttal('U fim~~ II

Since the conscious entity only is the seer due to its association
with the power of consciousness and not any other entity! and the
agents are the constituents only and not the conscious entity.

THEREFORE, DUE TO THE ASSOCIATION WITH THAT THE
INTELLECT THOUGH UNCONSCIOUS (ESSENTIALLy) AP·
PEARS LIKE HAVING CONSCIOUSNESS AND THE CON·
SCIOUS ENTIlY THOUGH (ESSENTIALLy) NEUTRAL
APPEARS LIKE AN AGE~ WHILE (REALlY) THE DOERSHIP
BELONGS TO THE CONSTITUENTS.

Since the activities like seizing, retaining, knowing, speaking,
deliberating and reasoning belonging to the organs situated at their
respective places, due to the association of the conscious entity ap-
pears in the form of the consciousness, as also the power of con-
sciousness which follows the function like determination due to its
contact with the intellect, etc., which are arranged in that form and
active, seems to be as if encircled by (or full of) activities. (It is
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known so) because this kind of particular knowledge/ which is the
cause or the seed of the universe and is in turn caused by the impres-
sions of the practice of wrong knowledge for a long time appears in
case of the living being in the form that the senses like ear, skin, eye,
tongue and nose know. Thus the conscious entity is the agent of the
acts. The conscious entity is also (experiencer) of pleasure, pain, etc.
Therefore, the knowledge in the senses and the agency in the con-
scious entity appear as located in the other, though (really) invested
in other, due to the association of the correlative and as such it
should be understood metaphorically and not in reality. It is stated
also:

"The intellect which is governed by consciousness is (wrongly)
taken as if conscious. And the soul which is (essentially) an enjoyer
only while located in the agents appears to be an agent."

(Transference of qualities)
am, ~ljllll«l{{i.\q(jlq'dI'':lf(llHh, ~ I <lR il(j"l~ljlllle:. ~v:rr-

cft;rt *"'lllcts;qT:lI{:OllIN(ClI<;fll~'Rfq WITrT""l'~~: stl«H~ql-
'l1fq *"'lllClS;qT:lI{:I 3l~ WITrnsfqi)ql(tfi{OIHIQClst(;qllcts;qT:lI~""l'~,
fqi)q«1 ffi Cffii&r mr I .

Opponent: In (the theory of) attaining other form through associa-
tion is involved the undesirable contingency of over-pervasive-
ness, because there is no specificaion. If the intellect, etc., are
metaphorically taken to be possessed of knowledge (or con-
sciousness) due to their association with the conscious entity,
the contact of it (i.e., conscious entity) with the pot, etc., is not

.negated for it is all-pervasive and, hence, the secondary trans-
ference of consciousness to them also becomes contingent.
Hence, the restrictive principle should be mentioned through.
which the secondary transference of consciousness is to the
senses only and not to the pot, etc., even though there is no
speciality in the contact (of both of them with the soul).

~-~: I ~~ flhRCfilfc;:Cl1.I <f~'tIH~lj"plfqil~
fl(;qICfiI~lflhfcCfi41:flhlfcCfiQ<flq~ ~~ m~ -=n<mJ1L ~~-
~41lllfqil~ 1f.&1*!ljl:~~ il(j"lI{i.\qlq~<fIq~~,""l'~: I

Proponent : That undesirable contingency does not arise, because it
(transference) needs the capacity as is found in the case of a
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crystal, etc. When the space and the crystal are equally as-
sociated with a particular object placed near, only the crystal
appears as (having) the form of the object due to its capacity,
and not the sky. Similarly, when the contact of the conscious
entity is common to both the intellect and the pot, the intellect
only due to its capacity appears as having the form of con-
sciousness, and .not the pot.

(Transference of qualities of the intellect and the conscious entity
due to mutual contact)

. am, ~ fqCflI4(qS!~II:,(C\ql'f1~qli:!:'1I<tI ~ oft ~:
Cfl4iif1qitl{ fCl"ll1*l(C\qC1i'l ~, s!1~'lfl1lfq WifcCflq(ql'f1~qle:l'1lf'CflI4-
~ I 3l~;ns~ fq"ll1(C\qlqf~:,~oft Cfl(OI~(C\q:~~ I

Opponent: It involves.the undesirable contingency of the conscious
entity's being modifiable because of taking the other form. If
the conscious entity gets the agency and the form of the object
metaphorically as also the form of the object, it will also be
modifiable like crystal on it would be an effect account of at-
taining other form. If you argue that it does not attain the form
of the object, the conscious entity will not be of the form of the
organs also.

~-~, ~S~qll'll<t I ~fO&{>ql'dfq"l~f~l1qf1qf"1qlC1I'dI(Qi~-
~ I ~ TI~f<lI'1YI;jliijfUlfCliw{PII«flIi'l'l~hl'l(qI'cil u;;rR \f(i("1l1q(I"1-
lilq~l(qiS{>"l ~ I ~~ ~fO&~qCfl~'d('"ft~ I 3l(f~qWP1~~-
mliT &lq*lll1Cfl4~ ~~.llT 'i<l fCl"ll1(C\qlq~*l(i(IY~Cfl~'ilq(qlf<CflI4(q-
m: I C1~lf'''ll1w:qq;~e:QjfqCflI4:~:, ~ ~ f"1(i(<<=IIF<4ifile:jlHlIl1;ns~-
(fr<fI am'l

!ifJ!!4$!f1 fcrc6TaT: ~ flqql~41~ I
~~~~HTf.r~ II

~ I ilC1'1I~lfUl411111~~Bf[~ I ~~

a~li1ql'1<ltfcnafJ"'i~qot:lf~ <WT: ~ I
"':a t(fqq~Msf.r?i: (g¥t:l~Gflffiq: II

~ ~ I fcf; CfiRUTli? 11~Ie:fClCflI4(C\qfl1I<:flI~Ifl1~f<lI'1YI;jloillilq-
moo~'tfuf'iU'i?f~~I(qIe:(i('f1tlO&fl1lfq yf<,HfGq~~, ~ 'l fcrCflr4-
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~ l!!'IGI<'"l"lSftr~ I dyiji?td(9YHj~jllI«:fl(OIf4 SI~41qill(:, ~ 'if
'J0IB~'II«:fl<f~lqi1l(~ I

Proponent: No, because it is accepted ill a metaphorical way. The in-
tellect attains the form of the object through (following) the
function of the sense which is in association with the object.
The form of the intellect, however, is falsely attributed to the
conscious entity due to its mere contact, due to conscious entity
having the capacity for that and due to his being the enjoyer of
the fruits, just like the attribution of th9 victory and the defeat
of the servant on the king.3 It is not that it becomes of the form
of the intellect on account of the contact with the intellect.4

That is why its agency of determination is negated even when it
has got the power of consciousness so that there may not be the
undesirable contingency of its being a product attaining many
natures after assuming the form of the object. Therefore, the
conscious entity is non-modifiable even though it has the con-
tact with many objects. Since it is eternal, there is nothing to
favour or to hurt. It is stated also:

"As a handful of mustard seeds thrown about at the forepart of
the needle do not remain there due to the subtle size, the mutually
contradictory experiences also do not remain in the all-knowing per-
son."

And, due to its being possessed of power of consciousness, the
seerhood of the conscious entity is natural. When it is so , the follow-
ing statement comes to be false.

"What effect do the rains and the sun cast on the sky? Their
effect is cast on the skin only. If that (conscious entity) is like skin, it
would be non-eternal and if it (the conscious entity) is like sky, it
would be like a non-existing entity."

What is the reason (for calling it false) ?
Because even the form of sky which is absolutely pure and im-

modifiable in nature seems to be impure on account of its mere as-
sociation with the cloud, water, dust, smoke, etc., due to oneness of
location. And there is no modifiableness in the sky. In this way is the
position of the soul also.5 Therefore, it is right to say that the under-
standing is metaphorically spoken as belonging to the organs due to
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their contact with the conscious entity. And the agency is metaphori-
cally spoken as belonging to the conscious entity due to the contact
with the constituents.

(The contact is metaphorical)

3Tffl, 311ffiqd11 ~ -? ~41'1I1qq~ : I ~ fu 1JUTRi "I" m:
qR,*,\.'<4lilof!S;:(O!d{,*,4Jl en qR,*,\.'<4{l "lf~ f$'.l'1~~141:, 6~ en ~:,
~ en ~S'1cll,*,I~I41:, ~~ en "lf~s.o4lwlt1:, ~IF"dlr"1r4i:Jlen "lf~
"I"~:, 41H:ldIcleJUITen"lf~ S~tSdIqHC;:S:;d441:,~I<tr~ en"lf~ ~cn'ld(ql-
ftRT:, rqq~rqqrllr"1p'l'ffi en"lf~ li<f4lc::,*,41Rrd ? (ffl dIClC::;:(O!d{,*,4;:j\6~-
~ m q;qlljqq~{l I ~ ? ~ I qRr~$I~~IHlli>llcJ) ~f4lli<t~:,
~~C::IiW{ I ;r ~ 1JUTRi~ "I"~, fcf~ I ;r ~~: ~aJ-
~ I "lf~~: ~\llfq,*,I<:.1w~14I~;r 'l'ffif Q;qtmtH: ~'ilfq,*,(qI<;'"T'ffi-
lt1'IIc::r01qf~:~1 ~lr"dlr01fti't1~~I~? ~m~,~;r~-
~ I ~~lr~~lr"dlr"1rli~ fu m qR,*,\.'<4lil~ ~: @dIClf$'.lHIc::r01qfaJ
~~ I 4l'~dlcla.fUT: ~lr"dllilSl(C\q(qIC::~~~1Sd«1c::rBr4: I ~ >141"'1HHI-
~: I *I~11oi fu 4l·~r4ii"':iaja I (fflIT v:<fu~: ~~ r01r~'t1Hl{
WcFi '*'i.""trllWt I 311,*,r~,*,~ "I" r"1~&iadI1qqr-a: I d~IC::y;di ~ 1JUTRi"I"
lt1·~dlcla.fUT: ~: I ;r ~I<tr~: I m~,*,I{Olr"1~&iI~: I ~lt1'1,*,I{OI>lrd-
H~ClflI,*,ROI90 I *"1" ~I<tr~ 1°11(>q~lt1'1:~S~Hlr?f1fu1f«ilrd
<'Rm'1(1!1Ht4IH~ ~ rq~qI1qq~~~ ,*,ROllo:(t{'*'i.""tr4U90I 3fO~-
Q4~r~rd I ;r ~:, ~~ I ~ fu ~ rqqr4(qlid411~
1JUTRi"I" rqq~(qr4i('llr"1qfa.1'>lWT~ ~ I t:(dICli~~m: qR,*,\.'<4&iH:1:l'ftli-

~ I~~"I"~ I d~I't1ffi41'lIr~f4~&ifiT~ I

Opponent: That is wrong.

Why?

Because there is no possibility of contact. The supposed con-
tact of the conscious entity with the constituents may be postulated
as caused by the activity of one of the relata as that of a eagle bird
and the log; or it may be caused by the activity of both the relata as
that of the two rams, or caused by the contact as that of the two
fingers with the space, or natural as that of the fire and the warmth,
or caused by the power as that of eye and the form, or in the form of
the capability as that between the thumb (of the foot) and the shoe,
or accidental as that of the hole and the one fallen in it, or that
caused through the objectivity and the experiencer as that of the fish
and the water. There is no possibility of the contact caused by the ac-
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tivity of one and that caused by the activity of the two case of them.
Why?
Because of their being all-pervasive. The contact is not ob-

served (to take place) between two objects of limited magnitude un-
less they do not come together 'asexemplified above. This is,
however, not possible in case of the conscious entity and the con-
stituents because they are all-pervasive. Nor is this contact natural
because in that case there will arise the undesirable contingency of
absence of liberation. As there is ne dissociation of fire from the
warmth which is natural, similarly, there will arise the undesirable
contingency of absence of liberation (dissociation) of soul from con-
stituents because in this case the 'contact is natural. The contact
caused by power also does not take place.

Why.?
Because there will arise the undesirable contingency of absence

of liberation. ' That (contactjalso does not take place' follows here
also. If the contact is supposed to be caused by the power of being
owned and the owner, there will arise the undesirable contingency of
absence of liberation because the power will always be there. The
contact in form of capability being identical with power only should
not be considered (lit. is not worth considering here). Hence, it is not
applicable (in the present case). Moreover, there will not be the pos-
sibility of some other purpose. The capable is one which is suitable
(capable) for activity. When that (capability) is itself the cause of ac-
tivity, some other cause of activity can be postulated setting aside the

., purpose of the conscious entity. But when the activity is accidental,
there is no possibility of restriction of the two. Therefore, the contact
of the conscious entity and the constituents in the form of capability
does not hold good. There is no accidental contact also because the
rule regarding the cause of liberation will not hold good. The cause
of contact in opposite (in nature) to that of liberation. And, if the
contact of the conscious entity and the constituents would be ac-
cidental, that would not be dispelled through knowledge and, hence, the
efforts for its attainment willbe useless and, there remains no possibility
of some speciality to postulate some other reason. Therefore, it is also
wrong, The contact is not caused by the subject-object relation also be-
cause it will also involve the undesirable contingency of absence' of
Jiberation. The nature of being a subject is never taken away from the
conscious entity and, similarly, the nature of being an object from the
constituents. In this way, there would be undesirable contingency of ab-
sence of liberation. If some contact is to be postulated, that can be
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postulated in some above form, only. In no case, however, it is pos-
sible. Therefore, it is wrong to say 'through that contact'.

~- Btll'lIf.:tfllccufc::~ ij'1Qi1In:<t>Qn:<t><"G"1I<::<Iq:I W~'=l:
~: I ~?1T SIIRt'if&<t>1fi: I <f~ ~ 3~: ~ ~ Im ;r "B~ (f;f mm-'I:P:"II=lBI"lI~IC\~ ~ I ~?1TS~ llCIT-
Rf'll: I Sle:~in:fd~ 3{'IlTCffi( I ~SN fu f.:t(qllqcql<::I<t>Il(IBl ~ ~.lIT.
\15'tiC1<t>cqlsf.:tfllcq<lQSlBjl:I C1~I6(e:l(nqill(l(tfI14"l'1qiln:C19.1 ~

~: ~S~: I C1=lI~<t>Blt)pnqq~n:~~:<t>{olltl{f'ii?te:l(lcqlct"lf'l-

ft::l"lI=lBI"lI~IC\ '"ffif; m qn:<t>~qljillC1~: II ~o II

Proponent : The defect does not arise because the contact in this
case is non-eternal and because of the postulation of its
metaphorical nature. The contact is of many kinds just as the
contact through (i.e., caused by) association exemplified as the
contact caused by the activity of one or of both. Wherever, this
type of contact is not possible, there the contact is secondarily
postulated just through the proximity in general as in the case
of the contact of sky with cow, etc." If it is argued that the con-

, tact of the cow, etc., is with the parts of sky, it is not right be-
cause of the absence (of the parts ill sky). Those parts are also
metaphorically postulated in the sky which has (really) no part,
so that there may not be undesirable contingency of the defect
of its being caused and non-eternal.f Since the parts are..
metaphorically postulated, the effect is also metaphorical.

Other contact postulated in a particular sastra through some
purpose. Since many types of contacts are possible there, here (in the
present case) it is stated so after postulating the contact secondarily
just through the proximity in general because the conscious entity
and the internal organs are located at the same (non-different) place,
hecne no defect.
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1. The conscious entity is not differnt from consciousness; the

statement of his association with consciousness should be un-
derstood as a way of saying, and hence, does not mean that the
conscious entity is different from consciousness.

2. As a matter of fact the statement that the conscious entity
knows or acts should be understood as these acts falsely appear
as located in the conscious entity and are, thus, metaphorically
spoken so.

3. The victory and defeat actually belong to the soldiers but are
metaphorically attributed to the king because the result of vic-
tory and defeat is experienced by the king; similarly the agency
and knowledge really belonging to the intellect are attributed to
the conscious entity because the latter is the experiencer of
their results.

4. The agency of knowledge in the conscious entity is metaphori-
cal and not real. The knowledge is to attain the form of the ob-
ject, the conscious entity does not attain the form of the object
actually.

5. The argument is also employed by Gaudapada in his klirikii to
establish the non-attached and inactive nature of the soul.

6. The contact between sky and the cow is metaphorical in so far
as it is not caused and is not prompted by some purpose.

7. In the theory of the S"n"rhkhyaspartite objects are non-eternal.
Therefore, sky is not considered to be partite.
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(Purpose of the contact between cosmic matter

and the conscious entity)
am, mmt B~lll'~9.I ap:t ~s~: ~: w.rrrn \lCf(ffl1ft\TI-

~ I~~ ~~smfcffif?

Opponent : The two types of contact are understood. The present
one is of second type defined by you as the contact known in
the sastra as prompted by some purpose. Then, it should be
stated as to for what is it meant hear.

(Perception of the conscious entity)

~

~~:

<tf~~~r'19.I 3f~ f.,fii'tI'FH: I ~~s~mT: ~~: I ~-
fl1it ~: c::~i'1CfiI{OI~~: I ~ 'fCffu-"flfu$ITS~ m'(r 3fRiR
3jICfiI~II~~:q~ <tCR§f'dl~:~: (1tJ"1l(i:fl14CfiI{OI(1I'''Ilql~'1~~ m ~-
~ ~uiit, "'1TS~(1"4IC::ICfiI~II<~"$fuI 3f~ 3f~:~: I 7:f~ ~~

~ ~ ~ f.rclmt >11'(1"?{~IIfiifsM Ifi ~ ~~ ~~
~-n~: WWr: ~ m'(r f.rclmt I (f~ "if q~ ~ ~a.fCfi ~ ~sW1-
f9>q{d4>Fd(CfiTo ~ G) I

Proponent: FOR THE PERCEPTION OF (THE COSMIC MAT-
TER BY THE) PUR USA.

Perception is the act of perceiving. The word 'purpose' is used
in the sense of prompting (cause). The compound (Tor the
perception') mens' the prompting cause of which is the perception,
i.e., caused by perception, having perception as the cause. This is
meant here: even though the proximity (of cosmic matter) is com-
mon to both the soul and the sky, etc., yet since the conscious entity
is endowed with the power of perceiving, he is related as an enjoyer
to the cosmic matter which has attained the state of body, and not (so
related with the cosmic matter) are the sky, etc., because they are



172 Yuktidipikii

non-sentient.' Or, the word 'purpose' denotes the result. As the act
of eating for getting satisfied comes to an end at the time of getting
satisfaction, and as the act of going meant for reaching comes to an
end after reaching that place, similarly, the contact of the conscious
entity with the cosmic matter is meant for the perception and when
the perception (of cosmic matter by the conscious entity) takes place,
it comes to an end. The author will state so afterwards that one
thinks that 'she is seen by me' and hence gets disinterested, and the
other thinks that 'I am seen by him' and stops the activity (K. 66).

(Cosmic matter's purpose isolation of the conscious entity)

am;,~ ~1.i;::lqq~fOifHI4CflI~qq R'tf~51~'I: I fcf;~? M414QJ-

rwn<rt WCPt ~ ~ *t,f<1ftf<1 I

Opponent : In this case also, there arises the undesirable contin-
gency of conscious entity desisting from activities (of percep-
tion) at the lime of knowing the word etc., only.

What is the reason?

In that case also it can be stated that the cosmic matter has
been perceived.

~ 4~cll(1~cj (f~1f1:P:fl'.IT~~~:m:

&cH~IJ«1P.l1 }ltj1"1f'!'1 I

&;qZV'llfl1f<1fq~Cflqftf~?j ~\j{~B'i£jffi(i:'l41(il"1:, mS?!TSB1 mS<.t

~~:I~fuqi"1lfq~~'SfqR~~~~I<RTS~~-
l1ffisf$·II(i:'lI~ TIT: CflI4{i\qlq?ll: rnr~ 3ITv.nfci:rCflT.~ ~:,

Cfll{Ol{i\q Iq?lI~ill('11iI "1m>lll(OjCfl(YqIf'l14T"1T'U1qBIll~a.lUT:, ms t\fq Cilfqf~I!i!51Cil4't-
~ Cflirt'(f CRT>tC!<hl ~ I <RT~ TIT: .~ ~: 'Cfll<f~: cw-
UT~ ~: wm 3PITs~ ~ ~ fctcrftR cwf ~ CflRUt~:W~ ~

f\l?l51Cil<:flQ(Ojt\I{Cflirt'(f CRTf.rcf<fu I mS<l ~ 'iCR§f'dlf-ifl1~:>l~ Ti &;q-

"ZV'lI'TqflIQftf~?I:~~: I

~~

q~CI~CI~~ ~:

~ ~ I ~ CflI4Ct>J{OIBkil~ ~(1~4qff\"l(1~ I ~I'.IT ~-

tR Q{~n~<"14Bf<1 ~ -00Ti ~ ~ I ~~I"1B4CflI~qq ~ ~ I
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~: ~~a.m I o~ ~tlHc;q~OI g<>t'llqCf)l(FlCf)I(!Wl~lOIf"1f1l'lCf)14Bt:j~-

QlR~ f(llf~('lld: ~a.m I (f:f 3\ll41f{iRd{lqarr (f ~~-
~: I ~ '1HH1~Cf)IOII~'~~ l<i~ q;s~~'1i;:~i{Olirtt'i(R.hfi~1

~""IT~~~~~~""IT~,~~tn"t~~
~ q;r:f ~ !?lthlOl'1<.Jfqct~ ~ ~~ ~ I o~ ~:

~~~~~~\lI<.JIs,q(1arr~~~a.mI~-

~ar<IT ~ Cf)011IOlI~~

fcr.rrWfur ~ ~ ~;r ~ I

fI~h<1ti1q lITa:lI$!h~~fI i@H4 ~ II

mr dC::S<R1~I ~ ? ~ wm fcRT WfuT ~ ¥«f mr I 3ffi; ~

~a:~4~~:~~1
aNa;rT ~11~('1~~ai~ ~ II

'Q!'i fcR"yfq Wfur <:H41G:.dlog; 9.q 10:1J01: I
('1flllf6:Q)('1('1i ~ ~~~: II

mr~:m:1
Proponent: .Though it is like this, ycr as there is the contact for

[he perception of the conscious entity:

AND FOR COSMIC MATTER'S PURPOSE OF ISOLATION (OF
THE CONSCIOUS ENTI1Y)

Isolation is the detachment through discriminative knowledge,
a state of soul having no contact with the sattva, etc.; one whose pur-
pose is this, is the one having the purpose of liberation. Even though
the perception is common, the cosmic matter proceeds to activity for
the liberation of the conscious entity. When the intellect of the con-
scious entity possessing tamas entertains the idea of non-separation
as the constituents which have attained the form of the effect like the
bodily objects like head, feet, etc., and external objects like cow, and
also those which have attained the form of the cause like the act of
reflection, determination, 'I' notion are 'I' only, the cosmic matter
does proceed for the act. And when the conscious entity entertains
the idea of separation that the constituents which are the cosmic
matter, modifications, effects and cause are non-sentient, meant for
others are different and 'I' who is not a source, modification, effect,
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cause, non-conscious, and is meant for his own self, am different,
then the cosmic matter desists from activities. Thus, the purpose of
the conscious entity is caused by his power of seeing and continues in
case of the cosmic matter upto the time of isolation.

Though it is in the technical sense:

THE CONTACT OF THE 1WO IS LIKE THAT OF THE LAME
AND THE BLIND.

This is meant here. The consciousness exists in the conscious
entity even earlier to his relation with the body. Just as the power of
burning in fire and the cutting in an axe is not manifest in the absence
of something to be burnt and cut, it (i.e. consciousness) is manifested
only at the time of the contact with that (body); therefore, the cosmic
matter is needed. Similarly, the cosmic matter also incapable of
doing anything by itself and as if not having performed its activity will
be useless without the favour to the conscious entity and, hence,
needs the conscious entity. The authorities call this contact in the
form of mutual expectancy as potential bondage. The example of
blind and the lame is only to show that the one cannot function
without the other? Just as the lame with the power of seeing does not
attain any particular purpose without the blind and the blind also
without the lame (does not attain) any particular purpose, the cosmic
matter also without the conscious entity is not capable of showing
the effect produced and does not desist from its activities for in-
definite period without particular reason (for desisting).3 Similarly,
the conscious entity also inspite of its being conscious would not be
the subject in the absence of the object without the cosmic matter
and, hence, stands in need of the cosmic matter. Hence, when the
contact is postulated in form of mutual expectancy, the following
statement comes to be wrong:

"The bondage of the conscious entity is not justified without
creation and the creation is for the purpose of his liberation only.
Oh! what a fine statement by the Samkhya.

Why?

Because it is not that it is not justified without the creation. It is
stated also:

" The (mutual) expectancy of the cosmic matter and the con-
scious entity in the form of the object of perception and the subject
of perception is said to be the bondage by the knower of the scrip-
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tures. In the way, the desire of Manoratha is foiled because the con-
scious entity is bound by the constituents even without creation.

Thus is proved the contact.

THE CREATION IS CAUSED BY THAT (CONTACT).

The creation of the elements like intellect, etc., the creation of
the mental modes like virtue, etc., and the creation of the physical
beings like Brahma etc. proceed as it is caused by the mutual expec-
tancy of the cosmic matter and conscious entity in form of the en-
joyer and the enjoyed. That expectancy is not fulfilled due to the
infinite number of the conscious entities and, hence, there is no
desisting from activity in case of the cosmic matters which are still
purposeful, without fulfilling that (expectancy).

Here ends the fifth discourse and the second chapter of the
Yuktidipika commentary on the Samkhyakarika.
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The contact is caused by conscious entity's perceiving the cos-
mic matter. Perceiving stands for enjoyment. Since the con-
scious entity has such a power, it is related to the cosmic matter.
The other things like sky though all-pervasive are not related to
the cosmic matter as the enjoyer because being non-sentient,
they have on capacity to enjoy.

2. The term matra (only) suggests that the analogy should not be
stretched too much as the critics of Samkhya like Sarhkara have
done.

3. Though the cosmic matter is active by its very nature and
proceeds to activity itself, yet the purpose is postulated to put a
check on the activity.

4. The meaning is that in fact bondage is the mutual expectancy
and it may exist with or without creation. The conscious entity is
in bondage as long as he needs the cosmic matter, and the cos-
mic matter is in bondage as long as it needs the conscious entity.
Such a mutual expectancy prompts creation and is satisfied by
creation itself. Without such an expectancy the conscious entity
is not bound even he may be present with the constituents.
Therefore, the statement of Manoratha that the conscious entity
is bound by the very presence of the constituents is falsified. As
regards the identity of Manoratha R. C. Pandey (p. 90) thinks
that he may be identified with Manorathanandin a Buddhist
acarya.
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(Evolution of the universe)

(Different views of the authorities)
.~ CflI{UIH1{S'Fd~~: ~~ ~~ F",q\tuIIYmr ~ I

~ F"'stFdqF~{lilP'liulI9.I ~: 'stilHli!OF1~!(~{4~qd~HHlj/"tl~ I <ffit

~ I qd3lF~;N~lftlCfl{UICfI~IIJIHi~ 'st~HI04i611<"1tldmr I ~~-
6H'1stt1!1uJj11rits~ fcro<T mr q~:-11ritsF~st('(l~Cfl1(i1IS'1qll%'l1 ~-
~ d04iI:lIUflFd~ I ~: tl:sF",~tH:~ 'lfi d04iI:lIU~6CflI{!(~Fd~-
CfIFtlYd9.I (f~ 3l6CflI<IF<F~~IUflrn~ I ~FdCflI41F~~luflFd'lfilftlCfl{UIYd9.I
QOCfl~ql[1l1d04iI:lIOfl('(l~I QO<ilft{luflFd~: I $F~~I[1l1{jWlI<F"'~tl~III<"I-
\tII~d~qluflFd ~ I q\tFiffilq\tYIUII;fl('(ltR I f<f~ ~CfIFtlYd9. I
aTItlCfl{UIYfI'I$FiI(':p:i'li!O!(IF",~: I QOCflli!O!(ICflfliFd~ I (f~~ ~

~e4fqclF~:, lRfu ~: I ~'lYHIUfCf{iI~'1HI(ilY~tlll{, ~
fCl;QfCflfu'1:I (f~ CfllUt F1f%1F{lId{4~q~~qIY'1<lCfl<:"'ll{,stl'fid~'fiFdCflIF1~
~ ~{CflI~"tiII~dIF1'stilHli!OI'liUF.:(11~~: ~ ~ (f~ I CfiK-
UTRt ~ t<fT'lIClIFdlFft:'st~ ~ Tf ~ mr ~: I wIT ~ ~(f

~: I wIT "%f mr ~: I ~: ~ Tf CfllclFd{ICffl'.ll~41('(ltRI
t:{CIY~CflF1!(illItXllillq9>'lI' ~t:lHY6tO{~{I€\ d~I~{F~iUF.:(1 <fOI'ftr~-
~: {4Yd'lq'4fl1rn I

Thus, on account of the negation of some other cause it is es-
tablished that the modification of cosmic matter in manifest objects
is meant. for the conscious entity. In this regard there is the dif-
ference of opinion amongst the authorities. Some say that some other
element of undefinable form arises from the cosmic matter, and then
the intellect out of that. According to patanjali, pancadhikarana and
varsagana, the intellect comes out of the cosmic matter. The theory
of some other authors of the puranas and itihasa is that the I-notion
belongs to intellect because theory accept the agency of l-notion in
the intellect.' All the authorities believe that the subtle elements
come out of the l-principle. The view of vindhyavasin is that the six
non-specific objects, viz., the five subtle elements and the l-principle
are created out of intellect. Similarly, all the authorities hold that the
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organs come out of the I-principle. The view of Pancadhikarana is
that the or:,gansare elemental in nature (i.e. are produced from the
elements)." The other authorities hold that the subtle elements are of
one form. According to Varsaganya, they are of more than one form.
Some Authorities hold the senses have assumed the form due to the
particular type of past impressions. The others believe that they (the
senses) are of limited magnitude. The view of Vindhyavasin is that
they are all-pervasive. Some authorities say that their locations are
also thirteen. According to Vindhyavasin they are eleven. According
to other authorities the knowledge (or experience) of all the objects
is in intellect but according to Vindhyavasin, it is in the mind. Ac-
cording to the other authorities discernment, ego-sense and deter-
mination are different but accordin~ to Vindhyavasin they form a
single act (belonging to single organ). According to Pancadhikarana
the organs are like the deserted village and dry rivers and the innate
or acquired knowledge which is collected together as (or in) the
limbs of the instigator comes from the cosmic matter. The others
hold that it is not so. Much surpassing their nature in case of the or-
gans is from cosmic matter, according to Varsaganya, the less and
comes from within themselves.4 According to Patanjali it is from
within. According to Pancadhikarana it is with an influx from outside.
Some hold that the intellect is momentary while the others hold that
it exists for some more time. Thus, amongst the authorities having
many decided views the present authority puts forth his own view to
refute the view of those who intend some other element between cos-
mic matter and intellect.

(Process of evolution)

5Ictl(hi~l"l
st't'ijqil1l«Wij l~ill1:f"qfd4@'{ffi: €4lfdU ~q{\ ~ ~~: I ~

~ ~~I~il~I(qlI~~il~l*"'l tm1. I ~~ ~illqn:~IOI1*h(qIO+iilliL3PW1
~q~ ~qltiCflI{\fcroo~~tlfclq~

ffifrS~q)I{:

, ~~IO+iild'ls~~ I

~:Fm.>mf:QSfq~QI:~W <1O+iI=llolltiCflR~ilfd(ff;;rmn~

~~~:I

(f~I<::tiCflRI<tfls~ TJUT ~~ .<1O+iI=llfOlQOCflI<::~f~lIlfOl~ I ~
, ~ "'fd(f;r~lIql<l «~~:
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(H41~fQ tfI:sq&iI<l~: 'QV'lffiRr II ~~ II

~ tftStlCflIc;.11UOO:~ ~: ~ ~'idl'1(qil'" I '{c1Q<dI?!-
~ ~~ ~ 'idl;ft<1aj~ I ~ ft (1~I~IUli ~ ~~oql~l'1lq~ S
fti(9Qli4itfiuI/l1fcTslfoqftf: 'l{dCf>1(!Mr~If<'1«1lilqiftCflI~ I ~~-
~m- II~~ II

INTELLECT COMES OUT OF THE COSMIC MAlTER.

The intellect is born from the cosmic matter. Mahat, Buddhi,
Mati, Brahrna, Apurti, Khyati, Isvara, Vikhara, etc., are synonyms.
That is great due to the greatness of space and that of time (occupied
by it). It is also great because it has more magnitue than all the other
evolutes.

In the theory of others, egoism does not exist. With an intention
to refute the view, the present authority states:

FROM THAT ISSUES THE EGOISM.

From that cosmic intellect is born the cosmic I-principle. To
refute the view that from the intellect is born the six non-specific ob-
jects-the five subtle elements and the egoism, the present authority
states:

FROM THAT COMES OUT THE SET OF SIXTEEN .

From that egoism is born the set of sixteen-five subtle elements
and eleven organs. From this only the one who holds the elemental
nature of the senses should be understood as refuted.

FROM FIVE OF THAT SET OF SIXTEEN COME OUT FIVE,

GROSS ELEMENTS

Out of that set of sixteen, from the set of five are born the five
gross elements. When the first part of the compound is dropped, in-
stead of saying the gross elements they are called the elements.
There is no difference of opinion among the authorities of Samkhya
that the subtle elements are technically termed as 'bhuta' and not the
(gross elements) earth, etc. The Mimamsakas and the Jainas hold the
theory of eternity of the elements. Refuting that, it is stated like this.s
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1. In their opinion egoism is not different entity from the intellect.

And the first evolute is the combined form of intellect and
egoism.

2. The view is near to Nyaya-Vaise~ika.
3. This is again due to the fact that the internal organ is one.
4. Surpassing the natural power may refer to the extra-ordinary

power of the senses observed in our daily life.
5. Since the elements are product, they are destructible and con-

sequently non-eternal.
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(Nature of intellect)

am,6$~ "f"(l(q~(1 V<f 1(f;f~~8IUTT g'lif.i;;ftf<l I

Opponent: You have stated that the intellect is born from the cosmic
matter. Here, it should be stated as to of what nature the intel-
lect is.

~

_~iUiAni"1s ~

q;)~~:? ~, ~ Qql~fllf<l "If: ~ ~sM
mS~:1

Proponent : THE INTELLECf IS DETERMINATION.

What is determination?
The determined knowledge of an object as 'this is the cow only'

or 'This is the man only' is the determination.
(Momentariness of the intellect)

~ e.1fUlcMI~167WM ~:, ~ I ~ ? ~~ 1 3l~-
'6Ut ~r.sp:llf~f<4fl~~rSl"tll'ltilq{OIl~\lICt~a:rn1;r 'iT ~ ~~ 1
(1~I~f.:I<'41~: I 3lf'l~ffi{<?)fl V<f ~~I~(1~f~~~f~"tlI'lIf~f'l{v:f46oi ~
~~~V<f I ~~ 1~m~ 1.-'f<51.I"ftl;: ~«\q~l~qr~
460ISff<li4~'1~I«I qr 1 ~ 'ilT(1':? ~ (1lqct'4«\q~I'l': nsv:f46olf~rn
~ 1 3l~ '1a:1~«1a:00l~¥{ 1 ~'ffill ~!~

f41'dOlf<li4~ f<4fSlf<lM'I::¥{1~ ~ 1~ fu ~ ~~
~~ f~ 1 3lfuf ~v:f~ ~: 1 'ffu~a:la:<?)tfl ~ ~
f4lrii(11{,"lf~ 'i<;:S:;~f4 I:Rlfc::e~l'lqF"d~Sl],J~ ~ ~ I. (1a:?:I$<;RI{~
31'l04<"4I({1~ "f"{'l041 'ffu,;q:,SfI41«1~ ~~: 1~ <t~I~lfiii I ~~ ~m ~ ~(!I~qRtq\lCffir 311?lff4(S1f!l~I~{q~IIa:t46:1""",iiIiit·
~ V<f ? aw:rq~ 1~ qr~ 1:1: -;r fu ~ 'i<;:S:;0!l1{,~~
~ q(q<tiIOlcflS~Cfl~1tllq~Slq'd~ V<f 1 fcf ~ 1 ~'lf'ffi4601l(f 1
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~ ~ e~Hiiq~~, ~ (q ••.h~t\Olii'1q~ i"qt\Oliif«l I <1~lf'tl~l
~: I qf{0lliilc::<ltl ~ ~ flIlriOi<11{{l~I<:.l'1lii~·I~'llqRlliil~'1 ~ehwm-
~ fqqf{oll~l ~ I QO<1ci:1l~1{I 6~ <ltlSle'll((1 * tliii"d<tql-
C::Hqf{('qllfi Ollffi61hhl,~ l1:tf~: I 3f~ '11~n(ql~ ~ tilf~~-

.rrurr '11,"(qIC::Ii\.~ '1lfn(qIC::Slell: I m~ qrs;:q~f~f(f m: I 3lTt\"if

'1it(QSlq'1;:cH~:"~R(+j R('QQa en' I

'1it(QSI'SrCf'1~I'1i ~<tt. ~"
llC::'1*"'1{- {l~I<:.l'1lii~1~'llqf"111iilf~f(f, ~ I 31<1QOCllf"1('q~f{l":I

~ !l0ISltll'1'Wn~: I {l~Ic:.l'1lii~·I~·\{lCffS"1qll%l ~~~-
~ I ~if"<f"1~f(f ~ I ~\:lIlS'1;:q~I1.1 3f~lf(j <1C::q~IUl~~,
~ "<1ffi {l~~lcq'iOT ~ ~ I ~ <fl14<flROI~{fq~1'i ~ rrotl: I
<1~Ic::f"1('q1~ I

Opponent : Here the upholders of the theory of momentariness ob-
ject if the intellect is the knowledge of an object, it is non-
eternal.

Why?
Because it requires a cause. The knowledge of an object re-

quires the proximity of the senses, etc., with the object and absence
of cover, etc., (over the object). The expactancy of the cause, etc., is
not justified (possible) in the case of an eternal object. Therefore, the
intellect is non-eternal.

If it is argued that the defect does not arise because of the
manifestation? It may be like this. The knowledge of the object is not
produced by the proximity of the senses. On the contrary, it is
manifested (only) This is also not so, because it involves twofold
defect. That manifestation may be either the attainment of its essen-
tial form or removal of obstruction in knwoledge.' What difference
does it make? If it is considered to be the attainment of the essential"'m, it comes to mean that the knowledge of the object is produced.

you consider it to be the removal of the darkness which obstructs
dte knowledge of the object, that will also be wrong, because it invol-
~ contradiction. It is contradictory to say that it is knowledge and

, an obstrucion at a time. Moreover because of the difference. The
•.~d object, viz., a pot does not change due to the difference of

sun, medicinal herbs, a gem, a pearl or a lamp. However,
due is the difference in knowlege due to the difference of object.
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If it is argued that the defect does not arise because the dif-
ference is caused by the function? It may be like this. Just as the
earth does not change even when there is the change is its modifica-
tions in the form of the arrangement like a pot, there may be no
change in the intellect also. That is also wrong, because of their being
identical.2 When the intellect is identical with the modifications the
difference in modification comes to be the difference in that also?
Moreover, the example is not established. It is still to be proved as to
whether the same earth undergoes the difference of modifications
like pot, etc., or it :s produced a fresh in case of each modification,
because the knowledge arises as different. Moreover, because of the
difference of the components. Or granting the continuity, we say that
the earth is not one. On the contrary they are earth-atoms occupying
many spaces. Moreover, because of the knowledge without the help
and with the help. That earth substance is known with the help of par-
ticular arrangement also, but there is no knowledge of the intellect
without the help of the knowledge of the objects.' Therefore, the ex-
ample is dissimilar.

If it is argued that the defect does not arise because of the
modification? It may be like this. Because of the rule of relationship
of being principal and subordinate in case of Sattva, etc., the
modification in the form of the knowledge of the object (in the form
of those various states) is called the modification. This is also wrong.
There arises the defect in both types of the postulations. If the
manifest and the unmanifest (forms) are the acquisition and the
giving up of the other attributes respectively, theory has already been
refuted. If they mean the destruction and origination (of the other at-
tributes), since the attribute and its locus are one, there will arise the
undesirable contingency of the destruction and origination of the in-
tellect with the destruction and the origination of attributes. Or, If it
(the identity) is not accepted, there would be the defect of their
being different. It is stated also: (The object) being identical with the
one destroyed and produced will be either non-eternal or eternal.
And in our theory there is eternity of the objects destroyed and"
produced as also not destroyed at a time.5

Your statement that 'on account of the rule of relationship of
subordinate and principal in respect of sattva, etc'., is also wrong,
because the non-eternity is proved consequently. Because there is no
possibility of the relationship of principal and subordinate in the case
of those which are equal. Through the acceptance of the state of sub-
ordinate and principal, the increase and decrease should be ac-
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cepted in the sattva, etc. Through this, the intellect comes, to be non-
eternal because it is not different from them.6 If you hold that the in-
tellect situated in that state also is eternal; it comes to mean that the
intellect is not of the form-of sattva, etc. Then will be the contradic-
lion with the theory of non-distinction between the effect and the
cause. Therfore, the intellect is non-eternal.

~ If'dlq$Ri ~~OIlc::Plflll ~ ~ I ~? ~~-
~ I ~~ rqSl~qr~(RflIl qr~: ~lr~flIl ~ ? ~ qffi ~1'1C::R<'4Olffli-
flmr q~.uc::P1~qI d~lr~@Mdffis~il~ld'{ I ~ ~fUICfl(qr"r<l~ 3J~
~I;«qq~ ft ~{<fId(q'{ I ~ ~ ~ I ~ ~ lftr I d~lc::r,,~
~ ~s.n~ ~fUICfl(qqqI4'1~~: SlRNltldlftr I ~? ~- -
~~ I ~ ~ ~fUICfl(qSlr~<&lf~ SlflI~Qt\OIlS"4(qIC::~~-
~ ~~ I ~ '{<fl'd(rq«i<&(qI~Cfl{1q~~~ ~, ~ ~-
@l1'1'1t~ I tWrt (qf'lf.mT ir~dfll~'ldleif'd(lqqlc::~q'l'1q~ SI~Cfi'lc4dC::-
m1-l"llL <{r~rqtp~(ql((I ~CfiI(Ofqn:r"tq"llflre i;(6lIfqi{)S~Qt\OI~~Cfi~-
~~ ~ ~: I dC::'1"4(qI(Sl~llr,,<{r~n:r<l~~ <{r~<{r~'1d1('1"4-
(qlr~~'1M Cfil."ir~(qlsqm ~ ~ I <J~~-~~ <{r~(OIlf~RI
(CflTo ~~) I dC::'4G1lqCfl,{I ~? ~ I {ifll'l'1"4I, <{r~'Ir~'1d1ift.rrS1l'~-
umt, <Jtql'1q(d6llfql(~lfli~: ~ ;fIq('1dlr<l~C::TI~4~
'1I'1ICflI4rqqlf:~ I ~S~ 'SI"WTlftf ~ ~ ~ ~ 'tffl-
lfdTS~: Cfl14'1l'1ltil~ ~S"4(q'lN ~ ~.~ I ~~
il'1lqsJ~il'1I~OS{1lqq(q ~ d<'flf~~F1tI'1I~q('1:q;rt~, ~~~ I ~
<{r~d"dI(M ~ ~ I d~l@lqd;«qq~ <{f~Fqqlf(qi"i;«RflI(qMf<l I
~ 6lIf~fqCfiI."i:~:, msN <{f~Fqqlfmr 'fffi dc::~f"f~lflf~~ ~-
~ I dC::'44~<i)iji'{I 'tffl~s~ ~ ~ mr I ~ ~14CfiHlI((I~~m-
~~ ~ ~S6ljs~ilf(qqq'l"4:lIM ~ I ~6ljI"d{)(q~(<tqmr i\<flll"'ld'{,
3C::Cfi~I'1'1~~illC'\<i6ll1"d(qqSlr(1f"lkl{1a.101~(qtl~~ ~ ~ f'1cil mr ~-
(f<{ I ~ ? 3~: Cf.1(OI~'1~~: I ~ re ~ ~ m ~
rqSl'ti@(qI"I{iIC::~~@q'lqs'1q{1rOit:lSl~III(qICfi",q((I If<S;f{d~ 'tffl~-
~ ~ <J~~ I If{ffi'l'1''4(qiC'\~sr~;(llilr<l <{'('lI'1"4(qr~C::i;ft~q
~ I ~\js~IISlr(1~it Tirn; ~ 1ftq6ljlc:.l'1I'1"4~~~ ~: I'~-
~~ 'i<i~6lIr~r<l~~:~ Ilf~Cfiir~F"F~r~~,~'lfR¢m-
~ ~ ir~~q{1~ - ~ I If<S;f{d~'{, 'i<i~6lI~ *"-II'16ljrd(~;U1
t<f'Wftsq~ ~~ i4<~!Of~OI'l~OItcI~q!Oft\olr~ft1,~ I 3{~~-

«ffi{ I~qr
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~ Gii8Ji(qq~i« CQiCili<iMfifiOdM: I
fiftm afl'liji5ii ~ ~ iJ81di'lll

<l'm ~~fCfll{qF~~HHtFd(~ T.f «"<1'iffidF~~~fll'lJq~HII'l~
~s~<'1'l'I'4a m ~qiWPU~~~T.f~ (fm ~F",(<f\Fd
~ q\tCflMa? I.h'j1~d!iffi,{~ 'lqJOij~ql~Hq\tt'l'll'~ 6q*fj6qij,1~
~ ~~ lftr I ~ ~ I ~'l{fq dMij(qi14Sft'l'll(§ql~~ ~ ~~
~ ~ lftt' I "1lfh(ql~ 1t3lf.1I'!1~~Fd~ ~~: ~ I ~
"1~I!i(q~I:;::;qtS"1~l'll(q~~~~'1'I'I%t I "1lfh(ql~ CfI:Sfftf-
~ ~ ~~qffllld,? ft T.f~m: I 'lCI(f~ ~\<i: ~~
~ ijOijFd(~T.f~~: I CflCnsfq'~ fQl~d~~qlijl~Fd ~ ~-
ftTftftf ~ I ~ ~~SF'1t'1'1(qfliFd d~lqq~'{ I ~? (iqIOij{I~I-
lRRt I ~ ~ ~'lq~~fdl'lm T.f~ ~l'lfFc::(C\qi~"{I~II.lI.lF~,;rr~
~ on ~'l'fCI'lL ~ ~ err~~ T.f4::'!dl'll'liFc::(C\q~-
'4II.lI.lF~, .;rr~ ~ ;rr'l]ql{ I ~ ~~sfq' (C\qIOij{I~II.l"1I~IF~
~ ~: I ~ ~ ~~oll~F'1t'1'11~ l!J1~~'{ I I.l~-«d~ ~~-
OIlP4(qI(5fftt~ <lqIFc::~wm~ ~~ ~, ~ ~:-qElOIIP4~ ~
<{Rf~ ~ 1Filq~~: I ft ~ I f'1m~qEl~CfI(qI<tI ~ err~:-~ ~~
1'lP4~P4<;'~ ~, F~CfI('q"I~ij'l:;::;qI.Hi!(II.lF'(qIFd!(ll.lf.:tql{dj9>,(fm ~
~ f.:tSlfiit'l'l~CflI~ lffl'Ot~~ I ~ <f<tI ~~ ~~: I~-
I'lqffv.ldfil~- 3f'4qijl4t .~ T.f~ I

Proponent : Your statement that the intellect is non-eternal because
it requires a cause, is wrong.

Why?
Because it proves the thesis already established. Whose dif-

ference of opinion is there as to whether the intellect is non-eternal
or eternal? On the contrary, it is non-eternal on account of the state-.
ment that the manifest caused and non-eternal (Ka. 10). Therefore,
you have stated which is acceptable also to us.

If you argue that it is momentary on account of the very reason
(of the fact of being non-eternal)? It may be like this. The created is
one which requires a cause. And, whatever is created, is momentary
just as the lamp. Therefore, though it is non-eternal, yet in the ab-
sence of a specific statement the mometariness is established through
this reason.

Why?
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There will arise the undesirable contingency of the contradic-
tion with the latter statement. Even in this way there will be the
meaninglessness of the reason adduced to establish the momentari-
ness, viz., since the knowledge of every object is different, it (the in-
tellect) is non-eternal.i Therefore, due to its involving contradiction
earlier and later, the whole section deserves neither to be studied
nor to be refuted. Each of the argument in the theroy of the existence
of the intellect does not prove (the momentariness of the intellect
even after ignoring the defect of irrelevance of the mattter and
removal of further arguments, because it is relating to the modifica-
tions. The function of the intellect (viz., the knowledge of the ob-
jects) requires the proximity of the senses and not the intellect.

If you argue that the undesirable contingency is not alleviated
because of the theory of non-difference of that (function)? It may be
like this. Even postulating like this the undesirable contingency is not
alleviated because of your theory of non-difference between the
function and the agent. It is stated also' this is the individual function
of the three' (k. 29). This also does not obstruct.

Why?
Because of the metaphorical expression. It is true that the func-

tion is non-different from the agent because the two are not cognised
separately, but still, the practice regarding various activities goes on
after attributing the difference just as the real nature of the axe which
is an instrument is not destroyed when its activities are over. If it is
argued that with a consequence of this there arises the undesirable
contingency of their difference? It may be like this. Since there is no
destruction of the agent when the functions are over and there is the
multiplicity of the activities (performed by the same agent), there
may be the difference between the two. That is also wrong, because it
is not conclusive. Just as there is no destruction of the objects in-
volved (viz., army) when the queue or the circle of the army is
destroyed, there is the difference in activity also, and there is no dif-
ference (between the two).8 The same may be the case between the
function and the functioning agent. Therefore, it is right that since
the object which requires a cause is applicable to the function, there
is no non-eternity of the intellect. Through this only is replied the al-
ternatives regarding individuals. That is also applicable to the func-
tion only and, hence, it is also said that it differs due to the difference
of the senses, etc. This is also refuted through this only; the dif-
ference relates to the functions and there is no difference in it.
Moreover, because of its being non-conclusive. Just as the reflection
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differs due to the difference of water etc., and it is not that there is
no reflect able object, similar may be the case at other places also.

If it is argued that the defect does not arise because of the
production of other fresh object ? It may be like this. There is the
production of the other fresh object in the form of the reflection, but
the face does 110tdiffer. It is wrong, because there is no justification
of the postulation of both as the cause. The face cannot be said to be
a cause becuase since nose, etc., dominate, there will arise the un-
desirable contingency of the knowledge of face even when the face is
removed away from the mirror as is the case with the atoms
produced from warming. The statement that the defect does not
arise due to the difference of the function as is the case with the clay
may be accepted as it is the statement that the function is non-dif-
·ferent because they are not differently cognised and the example is
not yet established is refuted just now. It is stated while refuting the
momentariness also that the earth, etc., are not born a fresh every
moment. As regards the statement that the substance, viz., the earth
is not one, the knowledge serves as the proof there. That wich causes
a single knowledge is single The statement that the
nature the earth is determined without its different arrangement
but the nature of the intellect is not known without the knowledge of
the object, is wrong because there is no definite form of the negation.

You have stated as :
''As the continuous flow of thought when not transformed into

the external situations exists in the form of seed only in your theory,
similarly, should be known the intellect ."

Even granting this statement (we have to state as follows). Just
as it is admitted that the continuous flow of thought which is pos-
sessed o,f(or is like) the external object exists in the form of the seed
without the form of the object in the case of them who have attained
the state of sleep, infatuation or contradiction (i.e., when some con-
tradictory knowledge arises in them) because you have stated that
that also is some form in the consciousness. And, that (form) is not
known. How is the same case not postulated with the intellect? As
regards your statement 'if the states of manifestation and non-
manifestation refer to acquirement or giving up of the qualities', the
view is already replied to; (we say) that is common at other place
also (i.e., in our theory also). The theory is replied by us in the con-
text of refuting the theory of prior non-existence of the effect, that
the manifestation is not produced. The destruction and production
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are not desired by us also and there is required no effort to alleviate
the objection. Your statement that the non-destroyed and non-
produced is not different from destroyed and produced, is wrong be-
cause it is not accepted by us. Who admits destruction and
origination to him it would be meaningful. Moreover, because it is
applicable to your theory. In your theory only the continuous flow of
thought is not different from the created object but still there is no
fault (admitted by you). If by any argument it is proved that this is
different from that, then the theory that there is only one continuous
flow, will be abandoned. Your statement that it is non-eternal due to
the increase and decrease in the constituents, is wrong.

Why?

Because they get some other form. When Sattva dominates and
the Rajas and the Tamas become less, they attain, the form of the in-
tellect which is of the nature of virtue, etc. Neither do they create
some other object nor do they come to an end. Similarly, when the
Rajas and Tamas become dominant and the Sattva as dominated,
they attain vice as form of the intellect; neither they create something
fresh nor do they destroy it. In this way, since there is the attainment
of another form, there is no destruction of the intellect even when
the constituents are decreased or increased. The statement that intel-
lect is non-eternal as it requires a cause, is also wrong. To the state-
ment that intellect is non-eternal because in the case of the lamp and
continuous line of oil, the difference at every moment is directly per-
ceived and because the word differs (in each case) , we reply we have
already stated that in case knowledge differs, it is the difference in
function and not in the agent. Moreover , because of the non-dif-
ference while knowing many objects. Even accepting it, we state if
the knowledge is postulated to be different in respect of every object,
there would not be a single knowledge having many things as object
in case of alternative, condition, contradiction, collection (of many
objects of knowledge) doubt, two-ness, excellence and negation, as in
the case that the deer is spotted and having variegated colours This
is, however, perceived. Therefore, this is not a reason to prove
momentariness. In this way, it is settled that the intellect is deter-
mination and it is not momentary.

~ F~!10Il('lCfi(qI'd~~~~ (I'dli"lHf<lj«i(j(l m I

Since the intellect is composed of three constituents, particular
form with the dominance of particular constituents is produced (in
it).
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(Form of InteIlect with the dominance of sattva)

3lrn,~~~~:f<l;~~ (C\ql~(ljq;Jt14a?

Opponent: With the dominance of which constituent what kind of
form of intellect is produced?

~
~~fcwT~1

tUffctC6tl('{ ~
3f;f <T4d~f!01fd~ ~~ ~~~ t:(CfI~~Hfol~l(I:

~ I ~ 'If<<<l~ (;Jt«lJi41'HIJiNltl ~ fI~lj<1'i ~ftnro ~
~ fcwT ~l(cP:ffJit4dstq~ I ~ ~fd~fdfqf~dHi CflQuIlJil6dHIi\~-
CW!f:fI~I~4q 3lWf'Ldl ~ ~ I ~ ~ ~q: I "'~lrc::ftll~tilr'q~d~I<l~-
f~4fqt'P:nq,j'''lrol4Jci'l ~Hltl:S~'I~ ~: I ajf1"li1';1~q"lIF<::FsMll6dHfll-
q;fl 4Jifol4Jifl1Q"l~~: I <msmn fI('IOIJita4JiCflii<fldI'~1~4r!01fd"CfW"lIln: I
3fsiIiTt-:il" ~~ l(~"IJiI~I(<:1II'.WlStJiI~mr"CfWf.r:Jlrr: I t:(aqIJifqJtq"lI~-
tl~c:jrq.n'd(~ ~ ~ ~, qr ~HI<:.l"li(C\qIUIlJiI<4144q;itftf I
~~:~: ~~ lJ~ 'l4 I mns4Jiqf~~ 4fdft<ftqi~-
~ ~ ~ I ~ ~ l(1<lqq<:1f&tffi~ !lul9>(iql~i\q<:1f&tffi~~ I
~ ~1<lqq<:1f&tffi~ ~~SlJiHI'IJi(C\ql{ I !lul9>(iq·I~i\q<:1roil!fR~~ ~
~~ ~ I d~1('i4¥{ ~: ~St2p.f.wmr (CfI1 to,~) fef"""lu:SI~-
QTf.f~ I ~!'f: ~(1'4'i"4fq;Jt4'l6d<:1a:j~1I~JiJicl~ ~'lCJTS'q'-
crstfdqer'l<fl{I ~ Cfm-

~ mcI11'Qlt'tI~ISft44 ;r it -;nS@;~('QqR~q*l1

31fqq4cufl$, C$c*<"I!l(Q«Ja ~t1'1NRtII «(fit, ~~)
~ UTJ'SI'ftrqer'Ldlw-fiV:!lmq\llfol<fl~: mJR: I ~ ~ 4dJiHoqfd-

)~$f~4q~HCflI(<:1~UII~"Id~~ ~ I d~f~4Iuli ~~~-
~ -srftr1:J: ~ ~: m 4dJiH{j~1I 4dJiHci'l til4Jir(Ji;q4U4qf~<fI
1:Jftl~ I~ ~ $qir~rc::r~4IUli~ m oqr(1~CfI{j~1I oqfdf):~;' ~ <RT
4aftr~4lfOl qftq¥llu4qftqct4~ rqf~lli!d(lfOl~~ : I rqqftq¥lflilf;s{-
~ {jCfl('qJiI';lI",f~Cflql4l~ ~ da$f.sP"l{j~1I fol't'dflil~4fqq4~H4
4~CfI~q .~uIM~4 <RTtIftm ~ I {jCfl('qJiIS4lqr~dflllfil~
ql(HCflI({j~1I {jCfl('q¥(<:11fiU5Ifqq4J{'lllwfl~ art 4fdftr~4IUIlJi~: ~ ~
5I'tf~fol'tWl<leI 11;CfITlf~Sfqtljq4onsfdPliRf:, qw;J~: 5I('IOI"l~?l
~ I ~ "In(~flI!i~(I'4q4 f.mlr d~16dHI41:Jftl:~ II dWlql4l ~
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~fqififqfP:PH;qI&<lI~1:J ~ ~ ~ qa.;q410I~q<ilCfl('!O{ft1it~HiI '(Wl'If4
f~ fqq414cf"14~i '(Wl~ lf~: ~ II~ltcpf4S1f(1IilI<1~~~-
~~ 3lfUr:rr11Wn ~ l'lf{ln~: SllifiIRfqlf~l~ ~ 1I51ifiI4IcHllfll-
~ I ~, 11Wn, ~, -rrMfo \((f~ilMifi&{ I ~~ ~ I
Q!.Iq(1iXl1r&~lW<T:~~ I

Proponent : VIRTUE, KNOWLEDGE, NON-ATTACHMENT
AND LORLDLY POWERS-THIS IS THE FORM (OF
THE TELLECT) WHEN SATTVA DOMINATES.

In the expression 'this is form, etc.', the mention is through sin-
gular to suggest that even though the virtue, etc., differ, the intellect
is the object desired to be one. This is to be stated. When the sattva
present in the intellect dominates after controlling the rajas and
tamas, the intellect becomes of the form of virtue, knowledge, non-
attachment and lordly powersr' The virtue is the sattva situated as a
component in the intellect when it has become the impression of the
performance of the acts prescribed in the sruti and the smrti . That is
of two types. The first is that which causes the enjoyment of the
desired body, senses and the objects in the world of Brahmii, and is

. the part of or is secondary to the knowledge.etc., and the other is
that which is accomplished through the performance of the ritualis-
tic acts like offering oblation to the sacrificial fire and is ac-
complished through restraints, and observance. The restraints are
five. viz., non-injury, truthfulness, non-stealing, non-meaness or non-
wickedness and sexual restraints.t'' The observations are five, viz.,
absence of angeri service to the preceptor, purity, eating less and
non-carelessness. 1 Through the uninterrupted practice of these the
quality of sattva comes to be an impression and it causes the attain-
ment of forms of intellect like knowledge. This is the first phase serv-
ing as a first step to worldly prosperity and liberation. A monk
situated at this phase becomes able to practise for the other phases.
Knowledge is of two kinds; of the nature of knowledge of word, etc.,
and of the nature of knowledge of discrimination between con-
stituents and conscious entity.12 That of the nature of knowledge of
word, etc., is of the form of perception, inference and verbal tes-
timony. The knowledge in the form of discrimination between con-
scious entity and constituents is also of two kinds : innate and
generated through practice. Out of them the innate is-the means of
knowledge falling ,under the discussion (chapter) of attainments as
'reasoning, oral instruction and study' etc. That generated through
practice is caused by non-attachment, is calm, pure, everlasting and
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contradictory to all the worldly (produced) and non-worldly (non-
produced) objects. The authority will himself state it as:

"Thus, through the repeated practice of truth there arises the
knowledge in the form' I am not', 'nothing is mine', and 'not I' -the
knowledge which is pure on account of absence of contradiction and
is absolute.,,13

Non-attachment is opposite to attachment. It is the limpidity of
intellect brought about by the practice of knowledge. There are four
states of it, viz., effort, discrimination, pertaining to a single sense
and control. The state of effort is the effort or resolution to bring to
maturity the passion in the form of the desire for the object of senses.
The person' engaged in this effort and present at this phase becomes
an ascetic. When there is the abandonment (lit. maturity) of the ob-
jects of some senses only, the state of non-attachment is called dis-
crimination. Then, the senses of an ascetic which are warded off
(from some objects) discriminate i.e. become more particular
towards (warding off) the objects which are not given up. When one
attains the state in which all the senses are warded off (from their ob-
jects) and the passion remains in the form of thought only, that state
is called pertaining to a single sense. Then, the only sense called
mind is warded off in case of an ascetic who has given up the desires
for the objects of all the senses. The abandonment of the attachment
present in the thought also is the state called control. The ascetic in
this' sate has cut as under the mirage of the object from the root
which is the thought and becomes lord of the activities and cessation
of the activities of the senses as well as the internal organs. (In this
state) non concentrates at one, rejoices in one, goes beyond (cros-
ses) the phase of ignorance and becomes identical with the supreme
Brahman.14 Thus, knowing the phase of non-attachment having four
states an ascetic should try for accomplishing it. The means of it is
like this. Combining the means taught (prescribed) for renouncing
the objects - perceptible and taught in the scriptures and those
taught (prescribed) in respect of the contentment which will be ex-
plained later on, one should make the higher state of Reality as the
object of knowledge and should become indifferent to the earliar
(lower) one. The lordly power is of the nature of non-obstruction
which is of eight forms: atomic character, grandeur, buoyancy,
gravity, approach, fulfilment of desires, sovereignty or superimacy
and infallibility of desires. Here, atomic character, grandeur, buoyan-
cy and gravity are the particular qualities of the elements and of the
intellect are the approach, etc. In this way is the fourfold form of in-
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tellect abounding in Sattva.
(Form of intellect of tamas with dominance)

~ 31?1 !lull;a(~q~ ?
Opponent : What is the form of the intellect with the dominance of

the other constituents ?

~

dlqtlqt"ll( ~qdf('t'lll ~~ II

~ ~~I"'lif~: Rt'iHc,qlf,q4«i ~ (fq:st",t4fq~f.ldfJ:I~~: I ~
~II(i11~f~dlfidHI<:HllIf1tq'l~'{qIClllcflq1f ~ I 1(II(i11~f~dt4~ ~
~SfidHIc;. ""'lIClfl!H"d¥il~ ~ ~sq1f: I ~ ~ ~~
31f11?!1(1{ftf~lIf~ql(Jq~'lf14d"':, &I IR1ClR"'I(1:4IlJtrr ~ 1R ftfcN~-
~ !l0I~{IqIOijilqi.1f$l.li.1aJUt~Clli:tlHlifqfClq4401~ IlJtrr"~-~ m~ lIdliHlf~"'I(1:41<Clfl!l1UTT:lJtrr "'S~!l0I~I(Cl4lifOlliIR (ftITS'!-
!lOlli~I(Cl4qClqd'dlliij~~ I~ttliff~f1fi:1'd'id¥fli ~~
~sfcro~I~"'dlf&lCllq'lli:af.i;:rh'!lI1:4I~:~ I ~ g wmT lftr I ~-
~~: ~~~: Slfit)d~'t'dHi ~ Slf4HCli\ttq)1<!lttql411l10ij~
~"~{"':tIHi~I"''t'd dq~qld: <f?tr ~IRq"'ffi.l('!Of'(ii"''t'dliSl('!Ofllt4I~-
flmr ~ 'lCfftf I ~ q)f{Uf? lI~I~l(1f.&)ClSI"'I~llii.1lifdSl1ij~qdfJOl1
SI",qfq'lI~'i<IT~SlCldfJOlfll $~Cllil?!«\ql"f"oqi&lldl ,,~~ I I .

Proponent: THE FORM WHEN THE TAMAS DOMINATES IS
REVERSE TO IT.

This is reverse to the virture, etc., which are of the form of sat-
tva, and is abounding in tamas which means that it is born by the
dominance of tamas. Here, virtue is said to be the parts of the sattva
brought about (to dominance) by the impressions of the acts
prescribed in the scrlptures.f Vice is the part of tamas present in the
intellect (and) brought (to dominance) by the impressions due to
non-performance of the daily duties and the acts prescribed in the
scriptures. That is also of two kinds : that which causes the un-
desirable body, senses, objects, and that which wards off (or puts an
impediment to) the discriminative knowledge. As the knowledge is of
two kinds of the form of the knowledge of the word, etc., and of the
form of the discriminative knowledge of the constituents and the
conscious entity; the absence of knowledge should also be stated as
reverse to it . Just as the non-attachment is in four states called ef-
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fort, etc., the attachment also is of four states. Just as the lordly
power is of eight kinds, the absence of lordly powers is also of eight
kinds. Thus, it is the form of the intellect dominated by tamas. The
form in which sattva dominates is called light. Due to the mention of
these the following view of Paifdidhikarapa is refuted. The innate
and the acquired knowledges are laid down by the part of the
knowledge of the imperator in the internal and external organs
which like cosmic matter are like the dry river, and thus is made the
situation abounding in sattva for the principle which is (really)
benefit of cognitions.

What is the reason here?
Because the impurity itself is enough to obstruct the light in its

increased form and to induce the other (opposite) dominant form.
Thus is explained the intellect having eight forms.
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1. The first can be exemplified as the production of '! pot, and the

second as the removal of darkness, etc. , which obstruct the
knowledge of the pot.

2. The sense is that the modification does not bring some change
in the substratum. For example, in various types of pots the clay
remains the same.

3. This objection is based upon the distortion of Samkhya view
about the mutual relation of moditication and its substratum.
They are not absolutely identical as implied in the argument,
but there is in fact, the relation of identity-cum-difference be-
tween them.

4. The meaning is that the modification and its substratum are
separately observed in case of earth and, hence, their distinc-
tion can be known while such a distinction is never observed in
case of the intellect and its modification because the intellect is
never observed without modification so that the two may be dis-
tinguished.

5. Avinasta should be understood in the sense of existing objects
which are liable for destruction though arc not yet destroyed.

6. The increase or decrease in the constituents would imply the
change and destruction of the intellect.

7. The sense is if the intelIect is proved to be momentary through
its being non-eternal only, the other reason to prove the
momentariness of the intellect would be purposeless.

8. The actions of the army when arranged in a queue and when ar-
ranged in a circle are different.

9. Thus, knowledge, virtue, etc. , are the forms of the intelIect and
are located in it.

10. Cf. Yogasiitra 2.30. In the Yogasiltra we find non-hoarding in
the place of akalkata,

11. A different list of observances is found in the Yogaslitra 2.32.
12. The division is based upon the object to be cognised. The first

cognised the worldly objects while the latter cognises the
metaphysical truth.
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13. S. K.64.
14. The statement is indicative of the upanisadic influence on this

text. It does not correspond to the S1irhkhyaterminology.
15. The virtue is neither the performance of scriptural act nor the

impressions of these acts, but the sattva which dominates as
having the impressions.
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(NATURE OF'EGOISM)

(!@:IftICf;:H1{~S~s,:(w«i 0I11@l1{411'l:I

Now we shall explain the egoism which is mentioned after (the
intellect) 1

am.~ dfJilf~C!Oqq m<f-~ fcfll'l{4lt!s,:<fll<{4 -a~ ?

Opponent : If it is so, you should state at this state only what is the
definition of egoism.

~-
~SQ;R:
~ {CfI<"lSH""lCfl'lllli<"lCfi)errs'"llit!f"if<1 ~ ~ 'ft' ~~~"flI<:.1ffimf-

~ I ~? m<:T ftcifqq(!IUlCfftl(!{«q(CIl({, ~ ~ {CfI<"lSl('llql'llllht I ~
(q~ I ~ ? SI'flfdfq"flR~l(+'"I(CIIS'1qlll'll((. ~ ft ~:SI'fla{l!liOij{~
~ mr SllflqAAOI Slf<1qlf<!OdI'{I ~ ~ 'lfdSl('ll'"lI~ ~: ~: I ~?
3lfcf'W1T((, fcf\lI'IRtq~: "fl1<i1lf~Cf((I ~ ~ ~ fq"flI«CIIC!OftICfMft1JuT: I
~ ? SI'flfd{«q{4 fcfCfllt~ d'1'llCf(( I d'i!;ICfftf~fql'!lftlilmqr~
311i:lla~"flIf{"flhft'i<1lf~IlI<"II@lI'"l~ I (f1!lT~~ "lJ;dfJilf.!;: lffl(f amq;J
~ ;p;f 3ffiGH: ~ ~"flIf{"fla'J1ft~~~: I 31t!fl'l~~qi ~-
~ 'lCfftr I !);OISlqm ~ g;"I~ilq<i1~" I

Proponent: THE EGOISM IS SELF-CONSCIOUSNESS.

Egoism is the cognition ' I am' in the form of reflecting upon
his own self arising in the agent.

It is a different category from intellect.
Why?
Because the intellect is of the nature of ascertainment of all the

objects and this (egoism) reflects upon its own self. However, it is not
(essentially) different (in nature) from the intellect.

Why?
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Because of the acceptance of the identity of the cause and its
modification. It is established in detail earlier that the modification is
not totally a different object (in essence) from the cause. That is
more gross than the intellect in respect of form and knowledge.

Why?
Because of the 1I01l-separation. Because the separation is not

possible in time, etc. Since it is a modification of intellect which is
composed of three constituents, it is also possessed of three con-
stituents.

Why?
Because the nature of the cause is observed in the modification

as in the case with the threads and the cloth.
The sattva, etc., present in the form of that egoism are techni-

cally called by the authorities to be the Vaikarika, taijas and bhlltadi.2
The scripture states, "From this great self are born these three sel-
ves vaikarika, taijas and bhiitadi in the form of egoism. The
general characteristic of these is the notion 'I am' and when the con-
stituents (composing that) become active, (they attain) the par-
ticular characteristics.3 .

(Evolution from egoism)
a:m-, CfiT ~"11olst'lr~4f4IIOlW:ist('l4aCfl{C\qf4IS6&:"flIH4 rq~qSlrdqr~~-

mrn ?

Opponent' : What is the activity of the constituents in which there
arises the particular and different (type of) knowledge con-
cerning the egoism which is (actually) of a singl~ form, i.e., the
notion 'I am'.

~-~s<t

~~:~~:I

~ ~~OI«1<+tI;j~~ I tIT !l0lst'lRln:f1TJq~ I ~ ? ~- .
~ I !l0lst'lr~CflI4f ~ wT: I ~ ~ ~ ~ CflI4Cf1I{OI~qil41Ol1014{I (Rf~

~Vdl

Proponent: FROM THAT PROCEEDS THE EVOLUTION OF
TWO KlNDS.

That of two kinds is in the form of the senses and in the form of
the subtle elements. That (evolution) is called the activity of the
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constituents.
Why?
Because of being the effect of that. The evolution is the effect

of the activity of the constituents. The cause is observed m the world
as metaphorically spoken as effect; for example, in the expression
like 'he eats the unhusked rice'.

3fm,SIl~li~<t>I<I~S~lct>t TfUT~ I ~~ (Wllc;:F,~'-I:Wf-
~~: I ~ 'icff't1{Olllbjl<lIC::1*hf~fdI

Opponent : Earlier you have stated that the group of sixteen
originates from egoism. Now it is stated that two kinds of evolu-
tion proceeds from that . It is wrong because of the contradic-
tion involved in earlier and latter (statements).

~-;r, {lllil~'1 ~ I

3l~~ m ~ <t>14<t>I<OR'1e.101~qlitlilf~~: ~ m I
~~1fi:

~ ~Cf)I~ICf)«tI"'iI": Q~Cf)fClQ II ~~ II

~-;::lIlOlilill~F.s::ll:~ qf{lilollifll v:<t>IC::~I<t>:I ~ ~ ~ I
<lriil=lloli~lcoc::tJHIh:.l"!lilj~: wT: I ~ qw qf{liIOllit4fd ~: I awi
~ ri)S~I<t>fllF'l<t>I{fll~e.10ISl41'iHI~{=l Cfm I ~. !lOISlC{f'dOllh9llI<l1I
llflllliF~SI~llfll F<iil~4ilOi'1qfu-~st ~st ~st mst ~sWffir I

Proponent: No, because it is desired to be stated ill general . With an
intention of speaking without (further differentiation it is stated
by us here that there are two kinds of evolutio~ in the form of
effect and cause. And, when the differentiation is intended to
be stated:

THE SET OF ELEVEN CONSISTING OF THE SENSES, AND
THE GROUP OF THE FIVE SUBTLE ELEMENTS.

The term 'consisting of the senses' denotes 'of the senses'. The
term 'set of eleven means that which is of the measurement (number)
of eleven.4 The same should be stated in case of the subtle elements.
The evolution of the subtle elements in that of the subtle elements of
sound, touch, etc. The group of five means the measurement (or
number) of which is five. The author will speak of the name, charac-
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teristics (definition) and purpose of the group of sixteen evolutes
later on. Thus is explained the activity of the constituents, in which is
particularly ~ognised the notion of 'I am' as 1 am in word, 1 am in
touch, I am in sight, I am in taste and I am in smell.

(Significance of three forms of Egoism)
am, ~ ft'{qIe.101i~htHHI(fcw{, 3lR~ I ~FC::C::4~Cflil:~-

~ ~htHH41(~ ~CflIf{Cfl«l'l1m'ldIFc::f{F<'1,O?r~ I~, ? 3lR?f-
~ I q ~ d'{qHHftF'1~F~Hi ft'{qI<"r01i~htHHlrm F<t>F"I<SI41'l1'14«11F<'1,
W~ I ar~~~'mrr~~ I ~sf'ltlHCfT I
FqF~Ie!~(\1HI4'1ICflF~Cfl(qlctlar~ ~ ~-~~46:s.:<'f1it ~-
f'l~ I ~ ?;r~ FqF~Ie!~(\1HI4ICflF~Cfl(q1qt:ld~ I

Opponent: In the egoism no other name of the Sattva, etc., should
be mentioned because it is purposeless (meaningless). The dif-
ferent name for Sattva, etc., in egoism which comes to be as
Vaikarika, taijas and bhutadi, should not be mentioned.

Why?
Because it is purposeless (i.e., meaningless). There is no pur-

pose in giving some other name to the Sattva, etc., occuring in some
other object, because there would be many names. If it is insisted
upon that this is a different element, there would certainly be many
names.5 Or, the purpose should be mentioned, because the acts done
with particular effort are not accidental. Or, the purpose should be
stated as to with this sort of purpose is given a different name in the
egoism..

Why?
Because there is no possibility of accidental nature in the

objects which are accomplished with a particular effort.
~ - ~, CflI4Fqil~%g;(qlctI 46C::IFc::l:'1erurRT~ 'JQIHI4~Cfl~q«t'{qI-

~ ~ ~;r ij~Hh41<~ I ~ ft'{qdifl"lsW~lf{F~~driiISlqcfon:>r<Fo:,
<R:~41i1I~Toli<1~: I f.l4iFc::Fqil~I'1q'14Irii6F<'1~ ~ ~ ;r ~-
"(qTC{I d'{qIPd(I<PIT~ FqilF~d~ ;r -g; f.l4TC::ll«t'{qIPd(4(11;r ~ >fWT: I
fcrfflTs;rf'lf.lHIC::1'dlFqF<'1~ ~ q;::fIU ~ ~ ~;r d'(qIPd(~
~ -g; ~? ~ ~ ji(f: ? ~ d~qill<lctl ~ ~ lffilT
f.l4TqQill<: I (f~ ~ ~~ "SlCflI~I'l~$f" ~ I 'IF-oF''1tqIFC::d~~-
~ 'IF-o4d<<t'{qIPd(F~f4'1~ffiil~:I dtlllq'dlqdct CflI4Fqil~%g;(q-
flmf II~~ II
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Proponent: No, because of its being a cause of particular kinds of
effects. There proceed elements of many forms (nature) from
the constituents (situated) in the form of the intellect and,
hence, no different name is given for that. The egoism, on the
other hand, is the cause of the phases of the senses and the sub-
tle elements which abound in Sattva and Tamas respectively.
Therefore, there is a particular effort of the authorities (to give.
particular name). If it is argued that there arises the un-
desirable contingency (many names) in case of intellect be-
cause of the acceptance of the particulars like virtue, etc., (we
reply) no, because it (particular flame) is qualified. It is qualified
by 'rise of another element'. The virtue, etc., are not different
elements and, hence, there is no undesirable contingency (of
different names) in the intellect.

If it is argued that it is wrong because the particularity is not
stated? It may be like this. What is the particular reason that the vir-
tue, etc. are not different (independent) element, and the ear, etc.,
on the other hand, are different (independent) elements?

It is not so.
Why?
That is metaphorically stated in the case of function. The vir-

tue, etc., are metaphorically spoken with reference to merely the
function of the intellect. It is stated in the other system also: ' the vir-
tue is the function of the light '. The particular arrangement brought
out by the function of the possessor (or location or the function) is
stated to be a different element. This is the difference between the
two cases. Therefore, it is right that the reason is to be a cause of
particular effects.


