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D1soou1SB IV. 
IJaily Les,on I. 

Section (1 ). 

[ SOlraR l,:._2]. 

Oenrral Ea,amination of Actioitg and Defect. 
Bhflfga on Su. 1 l}, 

[P. 194, L. 1 to L. 4.) 

After Mind it is the turn of Actir,ity to be examined.• 
A.I).that has been said in 0011 rse of the Examination of the 
Body as the receptacle of Merit and Demerit may be regard
ed as constituting the Ex:amination of .A.ctir,ity ;--this is what 
is asserted in the following Sil ra { l ). 

•The Third Diaoonrae hu dealt with the6rat1iz of tlie twelve 'objeotaof 
oognition' meutioned in Btl. 1-1-9 ; theae eiz-Bool, Body, Senae-organa, Thing■ 
perceived, Apprehenaion and Mind-being the aau,a of the remaining ■iz-ActiV'
lty, Defect, Be-birth, l!'ruition, Pain and Relea■e i theae are the"'"" of the former 
■iz. [Thi■ i■ what oon■titute■ the conneotion between Diaooonea J 11 and IV], la 
the Fi rat Daily Leaaon we havo the uamlnation of the Biz I objeot■ ' ; and in the Seo• 
ond we have the lbarnioatioo of tbe Higheat Oognitioo, tbe Right Knowledg■, 
(that leads directly to Releue).-P111·im11Hld, 

V11"'411ml1111 adde-Anotbor connection betwoen the end of A~hyiya Ill and 
the beginning of A~byiya 1 V, conei■ta in the fact that among the Object■ mention
ed in Sil. 1-1-9, it ia I Activit) ' whose menUon follow• that of I Mind' i haooe i, 
i■ only natural that tbe ' eumination' al■o of AaUIJil1 ■houl!l follow that of 
Mind. 

Var(ll&am,J1111 rai•es II further qoostion-Acoording to the role laid down by the 
.li.wtgt,1 tbo ' ozamination' of a 111bjeot 1noet bo prooed1d by it• ' rnontioo ' and 
'definition ' i and aa ' Bight Knowledge ' baa nowhere been m,11,loud, there can 
be no ju■tilloatioo for it■ C11t.11ninalio11 in the ■eoond Daily Leuoa of Adh, I'£. 
The aDBwer ie that I BigbtUogaitioa' hu been aotoally mentioned in 811.1-1-11 

where it ia me11Uollllll u leadiug to the High•t Good of Mao i and farther, to 
juatify an • ez■rnination ' it i■ not nece■■ary to directly m,11ff011 a 111bjeot ; for we 
llnd the Bllf l'GI ezamining ■e,eral ■object■ that are oonneoted only remotely witJa 
the 111bjeota naMCio,.., Another qoe■tiou that ari111 i■-ainoe Right Knowledge 
ii the preoonor of 14!1-■e, it 1ho11ld have boen dealt with beforehand, The 
ao■war to thi■ i■ that a foll aoooont of Bight Knowledge demand■ a pr11viou1 aoooont 
Clf the o,;eo,- of that knowledge i it ia for thi■ raa■on that Bight Knowledge hu 
been dealt with p all other 111bjeot■ have been dealt with. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



1430 THE NY-~YA-SQ"fRAS OF GAUTAMA 

.la Al'J'IVITY BAB BBIN DBFINBD-(Sutra 1 ). 
10 ha, it b6111 emaminerl, • 

Ylfrlika on So.. ( 1 ). 

[P. 450, L. 3 to L. 18.] 

After Mind it is the turn of Activity to be examined .. 
Hence says the Si/,.a- As Aotir,ity elo. The meaning of 
the Bulra is that Activity i, to he regi1.rd11d as eCBamined in the 
manner in which it has beBD defined. 

Q. 11 What ia it that has been examined in. regar4•~ 
Activity P "t 

An.noer-All that has been investigated in connection with 
Merit and Demerit constitutes investigation into Activity. 
• Aotivity ' iR of two kinds-that in the form of cause and 
that in the form of effect ; to the former kind belongs ' the 
operation of Speech, Apprehension and Body'; and to the 
latter kind belong what are called • Merit and Demerit,' as 
desoribed under Su. 1-1-2; of' Activity' of the former kind, 
twenty different for~s have been described above; 'Activity ' 

• Activity baa been defined under Sil. 1-1-17 as the 'Operation of Speech, 
Appreheoaioo and Body' ; and thia may be regarded aa its 'exaroination ' al110. 

Tbeae worda-ao ha, ii been e:i:amined-are, aocordiog to the Bh!Sf11a, supplied 
to complete the Siltra. Viahvanitha bas taken exception to this :-11 It is not right 
toeupply these word, to the St\tra; for if this is done then the word • lalhil,' 
•eo,' reqnired ae the necenary correlation to 'yafh~,• 'as,' of the SGlra (1), hav
ing already bean tbua ■applied, there would be no syntactical connection between 
Stltru (l) and (2}, Hence the right way to construe is to take both Btilrae to
gether, the 1nuniog being-' just a~ Aotivity is as has been deftoed, ao is Defect alao 

u it hu been defined." 

Tbi■ construction ia perhapa better ; but there is no point in the criticiam of 
the BhifYa-ioterpretation ; for there is nothing wrong in construing the aingle 
'rafl&cl' of Sa. (1) with two 'faflic1'1'"""'.ooe supplied by the Bha111a and the 
other occurring in Sil. (2 ). 

t II All that have been examined are the Soul and five other Objeota of Cogni
tion ; aud nothing hu u yet been examined in conoeotion with A c,im,11; " -,.,,...,,.. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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in the form of eOect, (o) subsists in a single substance (Soul), 
since Prosperity (the effeot of Merit) belongs to each indivi
dual Soul separately,-(6) it is permanent (relatively, and 
not evanescent, like Apprehension, Pleasure, Pain, &c.), be. 
cause its time of fruition is fixed,-(c) as subsisting in the 
Soul, it is a subordinate quality and not eternal, as is shown 
by the ·fact that there is deaih,-as has been asserted in the 
Bhi91a (P. 191-192), where it is said th11t there is death 
upon the exhaustion of the Karmic residuum which has 
already borne its fruit, and where the oanse of Birth also has 
been described (as oonsistir1g in the appearance of another 
Karmic residuum) ;-then again in Sn. 3-2-60, we read-' its 
birth follows from the oontinuanoe of the etfeots of previ
ous aots,'-whioh indicates the ea.uses of Birth-Rebirth and 
Relea.se,-the meaning being that when this cause is present 
there is birth 01,d rebirt4, and when it ceases there is Beleaas; 
all this has been described [ which shows that Activity sub
sists in the Soul] , 

Bhijf ga on Sil. l2). 
[P. 194, L. 4 to L. 9.] 

It might be urged that after ' Activity,' there should 
follow the Examination of ' Defects, ; henoe the B&lra adds-

So ALSO H'i\VB THE DEFBOTs-(Sn~ra 2) 
been sa,amined. (A) Inasmuch as they subsist in the same 
substratum as .4.pprehensio",. Defects are regarded as the 
q11alities of the Soul ;-(B) inasmuch as they are the source 
of Activity, and as they have the power of bringing about 
re-birth, they are regarded as the cause of Jletemp,ychori,, 
• 8omslJra' ;-a.nd sinoe meterr,p1Jyahnsis (series of births and 
deaths) is beginningless, Defoots are regarded as operating• 
in a continuous series. t -Wrong Knowledge ceases whep. Right 

• The right reading 'pra11arfe111fl' ia 1upplied by Puri .M,. B. 
t Defectl are due to the cootemplatioo of deairable aod uodeai1'ble tblnp ; 

heooe like Appr1hen1ion they mu■t be qualitiea of the Soul ; being qualitiee of 
the Soul they mDBt proceed on line• aimllar to Activity, wbioh ii the product of 
the 8001'1 quality, El!od. Hence the uamination of ' Defecta' beoomee iooluded 
in that of 'Aothity.'-fclf,args, Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Knowledge is attained; and on the cessation of Wrong Know
ledge, tbe •hole series of A6eetion, afld 41ferainn, drop off; 
whereupon follows Final Belen,e.;-and from this it is clear 
that Defects (i.e. Wrong Knowledge, Affection &c.) are liable 
to Appearance and Disappearance ;-all this in connection with 
Defeots bas already been explained (11I1der Silra, 1-1-2 and 
8-1-26). 

Vllrlika on Su. (2). 
[P. 450, L. 4 to P. 461, L. 3.) 

It might be urged that after 'Act-ivity,' Defects should 
be described; hence tha. Sn~ra saye-80 al,o ha1'e the Defeot, 
-• been deacribed! 8ub1i,ting in tlie ,ame ,uhlltratum a, 
Apprehen,ion, D,feot, muat be ,·,garded a.s qu,,litie11 of the Soul; 
-.Metempeyohosis being without brgirming, Defects function 

in a beginningless series ;-since Defects Vir. P. ,11. 
. oeaee upon the ce11ati•,1' ,f Wron11 Kt1ot1Jied11e, 

which follow1 from Right Knowledge, they are rt-garded ae 
liable to production and destruction ;-and they are regarded 
a1qualitie11, because while being products, they are perceptible 
by means of tho innet_ organ (Mind} •, and not perceptible 
by the Visual Organ. 

End of Section (1). 

Section (2). t 
[Slltras S-9.' 

Def ~ct, dioided into three Group, 

Bhn1ya on Stl. ( 3). 
(P. 194, L. 9 to P. 196, L. 2. l 

Que,lion :-It has been said in Sil. 1-1-J 8 that-' Defects 
haTe inciting (causing activity) aa their distingniabing 

• • 1,.-.,a11f•ra• 11U1112{' •-.. 1• the Ttlfpar,a. 
tVarthamlna remark■-' Sillro1 2 having dealt with Defeo~, it would 

ap,_, nuonabie to regard 811\ra S ., fff •• t'<lntiouio1 the nme · ■eotlon. Bo 
that tb1 proper arrangement wonld be to put 811, (1) alone under Section I, dealin1 
wltla • Aoti'rit7,' ucl 81,ru Ito 9 ancler. Section II dealldt with Defectl. Bat Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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feature'; now the feelings of Pride, Jealousy, Envy, Suspic
ion, Selfishness and the like are all characterised by the 
said distinguishing feature; under the circumstances, why 
are not these enum1irated by name P 

The answer to this is supplied by the following 8illra. 
8D(ra (3). 

11.'BEliE ARE THREE G11.00Ps OF DEFY.OTB ;-[ALrdlEING 

IN0LUDII0 UNIJP:I\] OERIRE, HATRED AND lU,USION1 WHICH 
ARE DISTINCT FROM ONE ANOTHER (HU. 8). 
Of Defects there are three groups, three types: (I).The 

DPBir"!•type-under which are included Love (for the other 
sex), Selfishness, Longing for acquiring, in a lawful manner, 
what belongs to another, Hankering (for Rebirth) and Grped 
(desire fo1· obtaining, in an 11nlawful manner, what belongs 
to another) ;-JI1 The Hatred-type under which are in• 
cluded Anger, Jealousy, Envy, Malice, and Resentment; 
-(III) The lllusion-tgp,; under which are included Error, 
Suspicion, Pride, and Negligence. 'l.1hus since all defects 
are included under one or the other of these three groups, 
they are not enumerated separately. 

Objection-" Since all have the same distinguishing 
feature (of causi11g activity),it is not right to divide them 
under three groups." 

A.,1awer-The division into three groups is certainly 
right, since' Desire' ' Hatred' and 'Illusion' a,•e distinct from 
one a11oth1Jr [though all are cauaea of activity, yet each 
has a distinctive character of its own]; e.g. 'Desire' is 
oharacterised by attachment, ' Hatred ' is characte1·ised by 
aversion (intolerance), and • Illusion ' is characterised by 
wrong ,,otion ; this fact is realised by every man in his own 
experience: every conscious person knows when Love 
appears, when he bas the feeling ' the quality of Love 
has appeared in my Soul ;' he also recognises the absence 
of Love, when he has the feeling ' the quality of Love is 

to this arrangement there would be the objection that only one SilJra, the Brat, 
would form a 'Sectiou ' which is not right ; a■ a 'Section ' m111t consi,t of 1everal 
8afra,. Hence the beat explanation ia that under Section I we have the treatment 
of 'Defect• ' only in a 1teneral way, and that too, aa a side-i111ue,,u 1ometbing 
OOD911Cted with Activity; while under Section lJ we have the detailed treatment, 
of ' Defect,.' · 

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



1434 THE NYAYA-SO'fRAS OF GAUTAMA 

not present in my Soul ;1 and similarly with the other 
two. As for the feelings of Pride and the rest, these 
are all found to be included under one or othel' of the 
three groups; and hence they have not been enumerated 
separately. 

Yar#iko on Bu. (3). 
[P. 451, L. S to P. 458, L. 11]. 

" It has been said that ' Defects have incitiRg for their 
distingui~hing feature ; ' and since Pride &o also incite 
people to aotivity,-and as such have the same oharaoteristio 
1111 the feelings of Desire, Hatred and Illusion-these also 
should be separately enumerated." 

They are not separately en11mer11ted1 because they are 
already included. " Wherein are they included P11 They 
have been included in the definition itself that • Defects 
have inciting for their distiognisbing feature.' Of the 
Def&ots thus inolnded-th.ere are three groups Jo. fo.-says 
the Siilra. There are three groups, three types, of Defects:
I-The Deaire-type inolv.dfog Love, 8elftal,ne'8, Longing, Hanle• 
ering a,ul Greed.; II-the Halred•tgpe inoluding Anger, 
Jealousy, IJ,avy, M,,lioe and Resentment; Ill-the Illusion-type, 
inoluding Mrror, Buapioion, Pride and Negligenc,. 

Question:-" Are the ter!lls I Love,' • Selfishness,' and the 
rest, synonymous, or have they different signifioaLions P ''
What do you mean?-" If they are synonymous, then it is 
not right to say that the1·e are three groups ; .for things 
spoken of hy a number of synonyms do not form a group ; 
e.g. 11uch terms as ' lndrs,1 1 Sha.kra' a.nil ' Puranclara.' 
cannot be used as forming a gro,,p. . If, on the oliher hand, 
the terms have diver8e dig11i6oations1 it behoveij you to 
explain this dinrsity.'1 

Our answer to the above is that the feelings '.lpoken of 
by ,he words are different. E.g. I. 1 Love' is desire for women; Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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the yearning that men have for women is called • Love;' as 
is shown by the common saying-' llnless a man is in loos 
be does not bedeck himself;'-• SelfishnesH' is the desire 
not to give up a thing, even though it is inexbaustibl('I; even 
though the thing is such as cannot become exhausted, 
either by giving or enjoying, if one has the feeling not to 
give that- up, that feeling is what is called • Selfishness; ' e.g. 
the solicitude that one evinces when he wishes that people 
may not drink out of the royal well (whioh is large and 
inexhaustible);-' Longing ' is desire to possess what does not 

Var. P. 462. 
belong to oneself; when a thing does not 
belong to oneself, 11nd yet he desires to have it, 

this is called• Longing ;'-that desire which leads to rebirth 
is • Hankering ;' the great wish that one ha.a for being born 
again is called ' Hankering ;'•-the desire for unlawful 
possession of what belongs to another is oa.lled •Greed'; 
when one desires, to take possession in an unlawful 
manner, of what belongs to another, he is ea.lied 
' Greedy ' ;-among all these ' Desire ' is the common 
element, under the generic term •Desire' all these 
special feelings are included. II. The feeling that 
diatorts the body and the reoeptaoles of the sense-organs is 
oalled ' Anger ' ; when on the~appearance of the feeling, 
the body and the organs beoome distorted, it is called • An• 
ger ';-Jealousy is the feeling that one he.a of preventing 
another person to have possession of what belongs to both ; 
when there is a certain thing which belongs equally to 
two men and is not t.aken up entirely by ei~her, the feeling 
that one of them has of preventing the other from wishing to 

• The ■peoial connotation attrib11ted to the word • Ttif,a' here and in the 
Bhitya i■ iotere■ting, Thia word in ita Pali form I fllllAcl ' oooveye the m■aoing 

here mentic,aed, in Baddhi■t· Jilterature, The Banalrrit foran ia rarely found 
to be aaed in thi■ re■trioted HnH. Hu the Bhifya borrowed the aaage from 
Ba"9t literature? Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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have it, is cnlled · ,Jealousy ' ;-Envy is intolerance of an• 
other's good qualities; the feeling of' unbea.rableness' that one 
has on hearing the good qualities of others described is called 
•Envy';-• Malice' _is the wish to do harm to others; when 
one, being himself unable to do harm to another person, yet 
wishes to do him harm, this feeling is called ' .Malice' ;
• Resentment' is intolerance of harm done to one ;-in all 
these the common element is • Hatred,' under which generic 
term therefore they are all includt1d. III. ' Error ' is 
wrong cognition, the cognition of a thing as what it is not;
'Suspicion' is doubt in the form' what may this ber'•;-'Pride' 
consists in the feeling of self-importance that one has, based 
either upon qualities that actually exist in him, or those 
that, though not present, are as•mmed-the feeling that is 
expressed in. some such form as ' Oh I how great am I ';
'Negligence' consists in (ailure to do what ono could do 
when a man is fully capable to do .his duty and yet fa.ils to 
do it, it is called his ' negligence' ;--in all these the common 

' element is 'illusion,' under which generic term therefore they 
are all included. It is for this reason that all 'defects' 
being included under the three groups1 they have not been 
enumerated separately. 

'' How do you know that all this is so P 11 

We learn it. from actual · popular usage : As a matter of 
fact the several terms are used in the distinct senses described 
above, and not in the s&nse of mere desire ; for instance, 
when a beggar desires alms, people do not say that 'he lovr8 

it.' 

"Well, in that case, inasmuch as all have the same dis

Vir. P. 444. 
tinguishing feature (o~ c1msin.g activily), there 
can be no ground for the threefold division ; 

• Read 111mfijw Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Desire, Hatred and Illusion rnust be one and the aame,
sinoe they are all possessed of the s11me oharaoteristio,-just; 
like the various forms of • Desire '." 

It is not true that there is no ground for the threefold divi .. 
sion; 6eoau•e • Desire,' 1 H.t1ere,l • a11,J ' Ill"sio 11' . Gre didinoC 
from on, another. Though they all pO.$SHS the common 
cbaraoteristio (of ea.using activity), yet eaoh ~s endowed with 
a differentia. which serves as the basis for their being sub• 
divided into three groups; just as even though ' Love• and 
the others are all ' desire,' yet they can be differentiated from 
one auother. F11rther, the 1nere po$session of a oommon 
ohara.oter does not 1na.ke several thing"' one and the same ; 
if that were so, then there would bs no 'Commonality• at 
all (for' Commonality• implies' tlioer,ieg and "'"lfipliaity 1]; 

if ' Desire,' 'Hdrtred • and ' Illusion ' wero all one and the 
same, there could l>e so no suoh assertion as ' this oharaoter 
is common to them,' for nothing oan be' common• to a single 
thing. 

Questit111 :-" What is the differentia that serves a.a the 
basis of sub-division P" 

.4.n11osr :-• DesirB' is ok'lr11cteris1Jd. by a&taclunsnt; the 
attaohment that people have for things is oalled ' Desire • ; 
-• Hafretl' i, oharaoleri1t1d bg _ aoeraion; the aversion 
or the feeling of intoleranoe tba.t one has towards Pain and 
what causes pain is o ,lled ' Hatred' ;-Illusion i, oharaoc,r .. 
iHtl by wrong notion ; that is, the notion of a thing as not 
possessed of a oertc1in oharaoter, when as a matter of fact 
it i, possessed of that obaraoter. 'l'hese distinguishing features 
of 'Desire,' 'Hatred' and 'Illusion' are known to all men. 

Batra (4'). 

(Objeo,iun J-•• Wa,:r 1s ASSHl'IW 1s .NOT BIGHT ; H• 

OAUH ALL Tll&IU!I HAVJ!l ONII AND '!'HH SAMB TBIIIG roa 
TBIJB AlfflTB•1s." (Su. 4). Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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BJ&a,ya on SU. (4). 
[P. t2l,, LI. 4-5.] 

11 Desire and the rest cannot he regarded as distinct from 
one another ;-Why P-BP.ca"s, they have otae antl the 1ame 
thing for their antithesis ; all three have one and the same 
thing for their antithesis-viz : that which is known under 
the names I lal#vajiiilnam ', 'knowledge of truth', 1 ,amyati
mali~', ' right knowledge', • ilryaprajna', • truthful cognition', 
'1am6044a~,• ' right apprehension.'" 

'YiJrlikfl on Sil. ( 4). 
[P. 453, L. t:4 to L. lo.] 

'' Desire, Hatred and lllueioa. must be one and the saipe, 
-because they have one and the ea.me thing for their anti
tbesis,-like Disjunction. Just as all Disjunctions, having 
for their antithesis the single thing• Conjunction', are regard
ed as one, so Desire and the rest, having for their antithesis 
the single thing • Right Knowledge,' must be regarded as 
one." 

Sitra (5), 
(.dn1wer]-'rH■ BB4_80N PUT FOBWABD 18 NOT VALID, 

AS TRBBB IS NO INVABl!BLl!I OONOOIIITANOB. 

Su. (5). 
Bha1ya on Su. (47). 
[P. 195, LI, 7-8.] 

The Dark Colour and several such properties of Olay 
have the same antithesis in the form nf •fire-oontaot', and there 
are other-qualities of it, which, being brought about by bak
ing, have one and the same source ;-and yet all these qua
lities are distinct from one another.• 

Yarlika on Sn. (5). 
(P. 463, L. 17 to P. 464, L. 2.] 

Tl&e r1a10• i, not tJolid ta, fa.-says the Bilra, The 
oolour and qther. properties (of Olay), whioh are all des-

• The V,Jrfim and f',Jfpary• conatrue the olaU1e &,fl clclrfAl11f11nl6Alltl 
with Ula nest Btfm. But it i■ moob simpler to take it a■ tran1lated. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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troyed by the same fire-contact, and as such have one and 
the same thing for their antithesis ; and yet they are not 
all one and the same thing. Hence what is put forward as 
the Reason (in Su. 4, i.e. the fact of their haoing one anti 
ihs same thing for their onmhesis} is not invariably concomit
ant (wit~ what is desired to be proved, i.e. /Jeing one and thtt 
same). 

This same argument also demolishes the reasoning that 
11 Desire, &c., must be one, because they have the same source, 
like Sound." For the Colour and other qualities (of the bak
ed Jar) have the same source (fire-contact), and yet they are 
not one and the same. 

S&lra (6), 

OF THESE ILLUSION IS THE WORSEB EVIL; AS FOR 

ONE WHO IS NOT UNDER ILLUSION THIii OTHERS DO NOT 

APPEAR. (Su. 6). 
Bhafyi:, on Su. (6). 

(P. 159, L. l Oto L. 16.l 
Illusion is an evil; it is spoken of as the ' woreer evil'; 

by . taking the three two at a time.• "Why is lllbaion 
the 'woreer evil ?" BeoaUBP. J or one who is not under 
illusion the otlter do not appear,-i. e. unless one is 
affected by Illusion, Desire and Hatred do not appear: 
and when a man has become influenced by Illusion, one 
or the other (of the other two) appear in accordance with 
the man's impression~ ;t when the man's impres11ions in regard 
to a thfog are attractive (such as create attachment), they 
produce in him Desire (for that thing); while when his 
notions are repulsive (such as create aversion), they produce 
Hawed. Bot~ these notions a.re nothing other than • 11lu-

0 Beoaoaa the term ' plplJ<ln' is in the comparative degree, it follow■ that 
what i1 meant i1 that, as between llloaion and Deairo, and Illoaion and Hatred, 
Illusion i1 the ' woraer evil.' 

t What i1 ■poken of I Sa,\kalJltl,' 'Notiona' ia the remembrance, under 
IUuion, of a certain thing aa bringing pleaaure, and that of another thing, a■ 
bringin& pain-f 4f,arra, Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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sion,' whioh consists of torong notion. Thus it is that 
Desire and Hatred hsve their source in Illusion, When 
Illusion is destroyed by Right Knowledge, both Desire and 
Hatred cease t.o appear; this is what aooouots for their 
having one and the same thing for their antithesis. It is 
with a view to these facts that it bas been explained under 
SQ. ) , 1. 2 that, a/~er 1'ru.e Kriowledge ' there i, a oe11tition 
of each member of the foll.owin11 Btrie,,-Pain, Birth, '4clivity, 
D,f eot, and Wrong Notion,-the ce,1ation qf that v,hich follou,1 
bringing the annihilotion of that whicl, preotd111 it, and thi, 
uUimately liad, to Final Beltta1e.' 

Yilrlika on Su. (6). 
[P. 454, t. 4, ~ L. 1 l.J 

Eaoh of the three being dist-inct,• am•1ng them Jllu.aion 
i, the woraer eoil &c. &c.-says the soira, Instead of saying 
that ' Illusion is the wor,t evil ' the 8ll/ra says • worser evil,' 
as the comparison meant to be instituted is between the 
three, taken two at a time; the meaning being that
• between Desire and Illnsion, [llusion is the worser of the 
two, and between Hatred and Illusion, Illusion is the worser 

' of the two.' Why so P Because unless a man is under 
illusion the other two do not appear; it is only the man illu
under. il1usion that becomes angry ; ooly the man under 
aion falls in love; and it is only the man having the proneness 
to Illusion that is deluded.t When 'l1rue Knowledge has 
put an end t.o Illusion, Desire and the rest also cease; this ia 
what &O(Jounts for these having one and the same thing for 
their antithesis ; that is, it is because on the destruction of 
Illusion by True Knowledge, Desire and Hatred cease to 
appear that these have the Aame thing for their antithesis,
and not because they are one and the same. It is only on the 
baais of these facts that it can be established that among 

"We have taken thia clause of the Bhifya along with the Bhitya on Sil. 6. 

t Thi, apparently tautological 11enteoce ha■ been jnatifled by the fdfparp 
b;y u;yiog that the term I mtdAa~ ' meaoi IA• man toAo Aa, IA, l""'-cJ lo illuin. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Pain and the rest, the cesRation of the succeeding brings 
about the annihilation of the preceding. 

Bhafya on Sn. {, ). 
[P. 195, L. 16 to L. 19.J 

O/Jjection :-" If whnt is taid in SU. 6 is true, then there 
arises the following difficulty :-

.SR/m l7). 
lNABIIOOH AS (BE'l'WUN !LLDtlJON AND '.l'HK OTHBB 

Two) TBEBl!i 18 'IHE RELATION OF OAUSK AND Hl'ICT, IT 
POl,LOWS THAT I ILLUSION ' IS tlOMETHING DIFFERENT FBOII 
TBB I DEFBCTs.' " (Sn. 7). 
11 '11he effect is always d:fferent from the cause; hence 

if Illusion is the cause of t,he Defects (Desire and Hatred), 
it cannot itself be a ' Hefeot.' ' 

"f"ar/ika on Sn. (7). 
(P. 464, L. 11 to L. 14.] 

" If what is said is true, then there arises the difficulty 
that-inasmuch as ~c. ~c.-says the Siilra. rThe reasoning 
being stated thus]-lllusion cannot be a Defeot,-beoause 
it is the cause of defeots,-like Colour &c." 

Sutra (8). 
[ ..4.tiawer ]-THAT OANNOT llE; AS ILLUSION JS 

INCLUDED ONDBB THE DBll'INl'l'ION OP I DBFEO'l'S.'-(Sl\. 8). 

hi,a1ya on SQ, (8). 
[P. 196, L. I.] 

Defects having been defined as those that hatJ8 cau,ing 
a.ctioity /or their di,tinguishing f e,.iture-lllusion becomes 
inol11ded, by Lhis definition, under ' Defect.' 

JliJrlika on 80. (8). 
[P. 45f, LI. _16-18.] 

'l'Aae oennol be fo. 1"0,-saya the Silra. Whether a 
thin1 does or does not belorig to a certain class is determin• 
ed, no& by the rsla&iora of 01,u1e t1nd e6eot, but by its oharaoter• Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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istio features being the same as those of that olass ; and since 
the oharacteristic feature of ' Defeat' is present in Illusion, 
this must be regarded as a ' Defect.• 

8ifra (9). 

FURTBBR, EIIN0Fl l'r IS QUITlll P068IBLB POB THINGS 

BBLONGING TO THB: SAHE CLASS TO BEAB AMONG THBIIBBLVBB 

THE BBJ.ATION OF CAUSE AND EFFBOT1 THB OBJBCTI0N 

{IN So. 7) BAB NO F0R0B. Sn. (9). 

BAn,111.1 on Su. (9). 
[P. 196, LI 4-5.] 

Among substanoes, as well 83 qualities, belonging to the 
same class, it is found that they bear lo one another various 
kinds of causal relation. 

YIJrlika on Sn. (9). 

[P. 455, L. 2 to L. 7.] 

Further, ,ince it i, guila poaaibla Jo. Jc.-says the 
Bfil,-a, Even among things belonging to the same 
class we find several kinds of causal rt1lation subsist
ing. E. g. One Apprehension is the cause of another 
Apprehension, and yet it belongs to the same class 
• Apprehension •; tht1 Skuttla, and such other substan• 
ces are the cause of another Substance (Cloth), and yet they 
belong to the olass • Substance • ; similarly with suoh quali
ties as propulsion, striking, contact with oonjunots and 
Faculty. 

Thus have De/ ecta been examined. 

End of Secti,,n ( 2). 
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SECTION ( 3). 

(SU(ras 10-18.] 
lilriaminatit>n (If ' Be6irth.' 

Bha1y,J on Sii. (10). 
[P. 196, L. 6 to L. u,.J 

1443 

After '·Defects' comes ' Rebirth.'• lu regard to this 
the foJlowing '>hjection is raif.ed :-" There can be no such 
thing as Bebirth, as the Soul is et.ernal; and no eternal thing 
is ever found to be born or to die; so that the Soul being 
eternal, there is no possibility of Birth antl Death; and yet 
it is only these two that constitute ' Rebirthf P 1 ' 

On this point we have the following statement of the 
established conclusion :-

Sutra (10). 
REBIRTH 18 POSSIBLE ONLY BEOAUSR ·rBI SouL 18 

ETERNAL, \8ii. 10), 
As a matter of fact it is tho "terllfl.l Soul that • departs' 

(praili),-i.e. abandons the formbr body, dies,-and having 

0 The doubt ill regard to • Rebirth' is as to it11 belonging to the Boal, or to 
Apprehen11ion1 or to the Body ;-1ay11 the f,jffJ1Jry1.1. To this form of Doubt, 
I.he objection is raised in Var~hamina's 'Pmk4,Aa' tl,at, it having been already 
determined under Sil, 1-1-19 that Rebirth i11 of the Soul, there can be no room for 
■uohadoubt. The answer g:ven is that from the definition provided under Sil, 
1-1•191 1 Rebirth' appears to co1111i1t in death and birth'; hence the further que■-
tion naturally arises-' How can d"Jath aud birth bHlong to the Baul, whicb, being 
eternal, O'lnuot die or be born ? ' And the moat fitting ocoaaion for dealing with 
this question its that when the 'examination' of 'R1ibirth' i1 taken up. Var-
4hamina al,o suggests another answer as offorod by' others' :-The Pt2l'IHl_pakfin 
impoaee upon the N11i11ayifom the vie\\ that I Rebirtl1' oon1ista of I deatruotion and 
production ' 11nd then raiaea the doubt and tbe objection againat the view that 
' Rebirth ' belonge to the Soul ; and inatead of urging the objection in thia form, 
the h,..J1Ufi11 lin the Bh4f11f1) 1tart1 off witb the Naiyiyika view that Re
birth it ■omething belonging to the 801111 and then goea to aay that auob Rebirth 
is not po•ible ; as it is not p011ible for any anoh thing to belong to the Soul. 

t Thu■ ' Rebirth,' i■ impo■aible under the theory of the Naiyl,1ikt1 ; though 
it ii quite compatible with I.he theory of the Bauljcjha, according to whom all 
these are evaue■Ol'Dt, undergoing deatruot.ion every moment, Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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'departed' {prllya), i.e. having abandoned the former body, 
'comes' {bluvcafi)-i.e. is born, takes up anotller body; and 
it is these two (departing-coming) that have been spoken of 
as 'Bebirth,' 'PrlJlyrAbhaoa,' under the SO.tra-' Rebirth 
consists in being born again· (Sii. l-1-19); so th~t what is 
meant (by 'Rebirth belonging to the Soul') is that it a1Jand• 
ons tl,e prer,io·ua body and takes up another;• and this is possi
ble only when the Soul is eternal. On the other hand, he, 
for whom ' RebirU1 ' consists of the 'birth of one entity and 
destruction of another entity,' would be f&oed with the 
absurdity that one entity would be deprived of the effects of 
hie deeds, wl.iile another would be saddled with the 
effects of acts not dona by him.t And further, under the 
theory that there are causes briuging about destruction (of 
tha Being in the body), the teachjngs of the sages would be 
entirely useless (as the Being to whom the teachings are im
parted cannot live long enough to profit by them).i 

Vartika on Sii. (10). 

[I.'. 465, L. 8 to P. 456, L. 1.J 
..4.f ter defects comes ' .Rebirth ' ; and in regard to this the 

following objection is raised ·-'' 'rhere can be no suoh thing 
as Btbirth, because the Soul is eternal ; being eternal, the 
Soul oe.nnot be born, nor can it die; and yet it, is these two 
that constitute 'Rebirth '-which implies that the Entity, 
after having died, is born again." 

0 Tbe 1entence 1,PIJruaakrlr11n1 . • . 11rif y11b1l1J1111 ' ia not found in Puri 
Ma. B ; but the context require■ it. 

t The entity tbat doe, the act, i~ dostroyetl immediately afterwarda ; the 
entity that ia 1ubsequ1ntly born, at the time who1u the result of the aaid act 
appear,, i, a totally dil!erent being; so that while the latter i1 ■addled with the 
elfect1 of the act, not done by him, the former beoomee deprived of the effeote of 
thoae act done by himself. Under the view that the eternal Soulia re-born, it i■ 
the ume Soni that doe■ the act and 11:periencea ita effect■• 

i According to the Naiyiyika, on the other hand, the real Being, Soul, being 
everlutiog, per■i~t• from life to life ; and ii.I birtb and death oon■ilt reepeo
tively, In la becoming oonneo&ed, and di11connaoted, with a Body, a Rt of 
llnN-or1an1, Intellectloa and Sea■ation, Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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On tki, point we har,s thtJ following at,.itement of lhe tslafr 
lislied oonclusion- llel>irth is possi6le efo •. e-tO.-st\ys the Sii/ra. 
It is only when t.be Soul is eternal tlmt it can die and 
be born again. " What is the meaning of its dgittg f " 
It means that it becomes disconnected with the previousty .. pro
dqced Body, Sense-organs, lrttellection and Sensation. '' What 
of i'ts 6eir&u,born I'' It means that it becomes connected w~th 
a newly-produced Body, Sense-organs, lnlt!llection and Sensa
tion, forming a single aggregate. 'l'ho ' birth ' und 'death ' 
of the ~foul cannot moan that It is prnJ11cetl nn<l dPs{royed i 
for it is eternal ; tliat tho Soul is eternal l1as been nlready 
proved under Su. 3-1- l!J, 

On the otber hand, tho p11i1osop11er for wl1om the • birtl1 
and death ' of the Soul consist of prodticlion and desfruction, is 
faced by the absurd contingency thnt one entity would be 
deprioeJ of the effects of Ms deeds, ,vl,ile another would be sad
dled wi~h Ike e_(fecltl of acts not ,Jone IJy l,iin ;-as we have 
already pointed out in course of our explanation of Su. 3-1-1:. 

BhiifYa on Sn. (J l). 
f P. 196, L. 15 to P, 197, I,. 2.] 

Questioti.-·" In what manner does tho protlrrotion of things 
come about P "• 

Section ( l t ). 
(~n,wer]-ToE (PRODUOTION) OF PERCEPTIDLB f 

THINGS 18 FROM PERCEPTIB[,E THINGS; AS rs or.EA ILLY l'ROV• 

ED BY PERCEPTION, (Su. 11.) 

• It is not ea•y to pen-cive the cmrneclion of this qnestion with 'Rebirth,, 
the subject-matter of the Rectiun. The • production ' <illeetioned about 110w, i11 
the coming into exiatcnce of material objects; and tho only co1111Pctfon poBaillJ,, 
would be that, the Blcd!Yd having declared that 'Rebirth' does not consist of 
• destruction 1111d production.' it becomes 11eceS11ary to determiHe the exact 11al11re 
of' productiou,' and then to show that it is not roesible (OI' the non-ruate, ial sub
stance Soul ; aud ho,we in the term 'priity,11.ll&a!l<I' ~ Rebittl,,' • bhrlv,.' 'birth' 
cannot mean • production.' 

Vi■hvaniLha takes it ae introd11ced for the.purpoAC of bringing forwarrl Lhe 
•arioua theorie1 in regard to the • pto,luction ' of tlao 80.Jy. 

fThe term 't1yuk,.,_' atande, aeoordiog to tht' Varfikn, for thaL whid, ia 
endowed witla the conditions of perceptibility, i.e. anything endo,vcd with snch 
peroeptiblo qualities as Colour and the rest. Hence the word • "11''/cf4f.' tak<!■ 
111 the Atoma also. which are endowed with the q11alities of Colo11r &o. 
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Tho q11ostion being-" in what manner, nnd from wlinS 
11ort of material cause is the peFceptiblo thing, such as tho 
Body, prod uct'd r "--the nnswer is tl1nt, '/ rom 11ercepti#Jln 
ll1i1,gs,' kuown as • material s11T:ista11cos '-i.e. from Earth 
nud tho other material substances, in thdr extremely 
subtle C'lernal forme-is produced t.he • p~rceplible thi,ag,' 
,,c., tl10 01·dinaFily knE>wn Sl1bstanees (Eartl1 ~\r,c. in tlwir 
gross forDl), wl1ieh nppt>ar i-n tho form of the Body, tho 
$~so-organs, the Ohjeots a:n,l their nppnrtennnccs. ''.rho 
lt1rm • '-'!Jakfa,' • perccptiblo,' st.anda for "lm~ f!i cognisahle 
hy means of tl1e Sense-organs; nrul. by ren:mn oi similarity 
to this I pcrceptiblo' thing, ~ts e,111eo also.iM called' 1-'J111k(,1/ 
• perccptiblo.'-11 What is the s-vmilarity ? "-The Rimilarit,y 
(fietwccn tlw perceptihlo tJ1ing 11ml its cause) consi8t.s i11 
the presl'nco of Colour &c. Hence U10 mP:111i11g of t.htl 
iSU~ra is tlmt-' out of tho e,cnrnl euhstanc£':-1, l~arth &c., 
which nro cmlowecl with I.ho c11mJities of Colour &c., aru 
11r0llucccl the Body and suc-h ot.hor tliings, wlfich nro endow• 
ed with tlre qualitieB of Co·lonr &c.' 

l 'fhnt this is so] ;,, clt'udy 7,rured bg Peruptinn. ,vo 
actually see that out of snc!1 sulnttances as Clay nnd t.110 liko 
which arc mulowed with the qualities of Colour aml tho rest, 
aro produced objects of the same kind (i.,.., pos:wssccl of t.T1-, 
qualities of Colour &c.)';-nnd from tl1is fact (porcoivecl in 
connection with visible Objcct.s) wo infer the same in con
nection with invisible things al~o; that is, in the calffi of t ho 
Cluy &c., wo find that tho pr(•sence of Colo11r and other 
qualities is common to the material cnuso as wcJI ns its 
J>rO(luct; nml from this wo dcduco tho sumo in regard to 
tho camml nntnro of tho eternal 1mpe1·-scmruous thiugi, 
(Atoms) nli:o~ 

rar{i~·ri on S11. (l JJ. 
Q1&eRlion :-u In what manner doe1 tlie production of 

things como about ? From what sort of c:mse aro tho por
Cl,ptible things, Earth &e., (in their gross form), the Body, 
iho Sense-organs &c. produced P '' 

,hawer---Thn p1'otluction of perceJ,tible lltinga /c. ~e.-snys 
the Sli/ra. .. What is tho perceptible thing r " It is that 
1Substance which is equipped with the conditions of percept
ibilit,y; au<l on tho ground of similarity to this, tho cause Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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of RBrth ~o., in the fol'm of Atoms, iR alRo callod 'percept .. 
ible.' " What is the similarit.y?" Tlio Aimilarity 
consists in the prcscnco of the '}t1alitie~ of Colom· &c., and 
it is by reason of this similarity of ' Atoms' {to Earth &c.), 
in the sha.po of tho presence of the qualities of Colom· &c., 
that Atoms also -are oaHed. 'p1_1rceptihlo.' ['l'hc, meaning of the 
Su/ra. thhs is thn.t] out of tho Atoms poaflnsi;rn\ of Colour arnt 
othc1• qualities aro produced tho p<'rceptihlo things in the 
shape of the Jar and such (inanimate) nhj1•chi1 mul also the 
Dull and such (animnoo) objects. 

" Wha.ot is the proof of this'P" 

'l'hat tho production of objects possossed of Colour &c. is 
as described above is cl,arlv proved b!I ptirr,eptiou. 

" 'rI10 proof put forward is not right ; as t.ho premiss fa 
not invariably true; it is not true that things endowed with 
Colour &c, are producod out of only such things as 1uo 
endowed with Colour &c., for wo find that s1icJ1 things as the 
J1ir, tho llull &c., tohicl& are Hdowed wit!, Oulour ij'c"f nre 
produced out of Ounjunclion (of tho compouout parts of thmu, 
things), whick is without Ooluwr etc." 

This objoction bas no forco ; as it shows that U10 objector 
has not understood tho meaning of tho Sii/ra; tho ~'ii/rt1 
doos not ruean tha.t things possessoo of Colour &c., aro always 
produced only from things possesl!cd of Colour &c.; what tho 
Si/ra moa.ns is that such ' perccptiblo' things as the Bull und 
tho like are preceded by such causal factors as are endowod 
with Colour &c. In this sense the promiss put forward is 
not untrue; for no causal factors_ devoid of Colour &c., aro 
ever found to bring about such products as at·e endowed 
with Colour &c. 

Bfllra (12). 

[Objectio11]-" \VnAT IS ASSMR'fED 1s NOT Tims; AS 
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B1&11,pa on Sil. (19). 

[P. l 97, LI. 4-5.] 
11 'l'his ~lso is a pfrcept.ible fact t.hat t11e ' porceptible ' 

Jnr is never found to be produced out of the ' perceptible ' 
Jar ; hence, as we do no, see the ' perceptible ' thing being 
prodnoed out of the ' peroeptible' thing, it follows that the 
c,am1e Cof the procluct.ion) of tl1e 'perceptible• (Bocly &c.) is 
not a • perceptible ' tiling." 

Yar/iia on Sn. (19). 

[P. 456, L. 17 to P. 4o7, L. J.) 

, " Wlm, ia a11erted i, nol lrue Ja. "c."-says the Slltm. 

Vir. P. 451. 
This oritioism is based upon tl1e notion tbat 
things pre produced out of only 11110h tl1inga 

u arp bo!llogencous to them. 

&,;J,fra (IS). 

[.A,a,u1er]-I.NASIIUCB A8 'IRI JAB JS AOTUALJ.T 

PIODUOBD OUT OP A I PIROBPTIBLI ' 8UDSTA19Cl1 TB I OBJBC• 

TIOX HAI NO l'0B0l0 (Ba (18). 

Blall,ra on Sn. (14). 

[P. 197, Ll. 1-10.] 
We do not say tbd ev"rything is the cause of everything_; 

what we do say is that whatever• perceptib1e' thing is 
produced, it is produced out of a similar (i.tJ., ,wn:eplil,le) 
thing; and the substance Clay, which is called• potsherd,' 
out of ,yhich the Jar ia produeed1 ia • perceptible.' One 
who would deny such p patent fact could never be argued 
with by any person. 

The truth of the matt.er is as we have descr_ibed. 

Yar/ila on Stl. (13J. 
[P. 457, L. l to L. 9.] 

The above objection (io SU.- 12) has no foroe ; as it shows 
that the objector has not understood the meaning of the 
BHlra. We do not ,ay 11aat eoerytlaing u U&s caue o/ ,-oerg
lAing; the objection that the Jar is not prodac,ed out of the Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Jn.r can ho rightly urged only against that person who holds 
that everytbing is the cause of everything. In fact-ina,
mucl& ,u tl,, Jar i11 aoltiallv producP.d orct of a perceptifJle 
11&balance, U1e objection ha, no forte-says t_ho Bilra. 'rhe 
•perceptible' things, Jar and the like, when produced, are 
produced only ont of such • perceptible' things as the pot.herd 
and the like; so tho.t the way in whfoh the Jar is produced 
does not militBte ngainst our view. [The reasoning being 
formulatetl thus]-the perceptible things, Body and the like, 
are preceded by snch causal factors as nro possessed of Oolonr 
&c.,-becauso they are such· that any one of them can be 
perceived by the organ of vision and of touch, •-like the Jar, 
or like Sound,-this latter being an example per contra. 
Such is the truth upon the matter under considero.tion. 

End of Seclion (3). 

SECTION (,&.) 
lSiltras 14-18.] 

EaJamit&alion of tl,e Plieory thaC the Things of tl,e World artJ 
pro,luced out of tlze Poid. 

B1t11,11a on Sn. (14). 
[P. 197, L. 10 to L. 14). 

We now proceed to show up the doctrines of philosophers 
(of several schools)t-

• Thi■ fact ha■ been pat fonnrd in Sa. 8-1-1, fn proof of the pre■ence of 
the Soul in the liody. It i■ not easy to aee what bearhag it ha■ ■po■ the Body 
being produced out of perceptible anb■tancea. 

Tbe only po11ible ezplanation ie that the premiaa (lar1Aa11alJIClr,iadMglB1 
di1rlA-,raAat14f doea not mean here the aame thing that it doe■ in Su. 3-1-1. T110 
meaning that ftta in with the pre,ent contH:t i■ that-• becanee Body and ■uch, 
thinga are 1aoh that any one of them i1 perceivrd by both Visual and Tactile 
organa,-whioh i1 the can with the Jar, and which ia not the cue with 8owid,
l1ence the Body moat be regarded u preceded by anob cauaal faoton u are andowecl 
with the quall&ie■ of Colour cl:c, 

t The Pffri1"41fai ealla Section■ f-U '..f. ■pot/gl4fila1' 1 lntrodaclory,' or 
(more oorrectly J • Supplementary,• &o the Beotion putting fo11rard &he Uleory Chai 
' perceptible tbin1■ are--prodacell oul of percepb"bfe tbinga '. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Siilr• (14~ 
" ENTITIES ABB PBODUCID OUT OP NEOATIO111 ; AS 

NO OBJBO'I' 00:IIBS INTO BXIST&NOIII WITHOUT DAVINO 

DBSTIOYID (ITS OAUH)"-(Sti. 14). 
11 One'tbeory is that t.he e,atil.y is produced out of nega

iion ;-Why ?-:Because things are produced only after 
having destroyed (something) ; e.g. the sprout is prod11cad 
only after the seed has been destroyed ; and not till the seed 
is destroyed. If the • dedru.ctwra of the seed ' were not 
the cause of the sprout, then it would be possible for the 
sprout to come into existence even witll'.>u~ destroying tho 
seed."• 

Vilrfika on 811. (U.). 

(P. -!57, L. 9 to L. 18.] 

We now proceed to show up the doctrines of philosophers 
-out of which some are rejected, while others are accepted. 
Among these, the doctrine held by some people is that 

"entities are produced out of negation " ; and in support of 
this they put forward the following arguments:-'• No object 
aomes into existence without being destroyed ; " as a matter 
of fact, until the cause ha~een destroyed, no effect is pro
duced ; e.g., the sprout comes into e:ristence only after the 
seed has been destroyed. .And if the • destruction of the seed ' 
were not the cause of the sprout, then it would be possible 
for the sprout to appear without the seed being destroyed. 
But this is never found to bapp~n. Hence the conclusion 
is that the • cause of the sprout is the de,,rudion of th, ,eetl 
[and Destruction is nega.tiora ]." 

It la intereatiug to note that tl1e purely thei■tio doctrine of God having 
oreated the world baa been put by Gautama among theae '~ootrinee.' hold appar
nntly by other people. It la in view of tbia that the P•rfiia bu remarked that 
the Autl1or of the SGSra ha■ put forward theae urioaa dootrinu here-acme of 
tb8N for being orltioiaed, and other■ are put up u accepted. The f4ff1Grra, 
tbe Pari1b1J4AI and the PraWela however do not admit thfa view, (Bee 
below, Note OD Seo. 6). 

• Wbeo8't'tr an object le produced, lte production ie alwaye preceded by 
&be deetraotlon of lta material cauee. Hence every objeot baa for ite cauae 
&hia DttlncUon, and Deatruu&ion le a form of ..,.,. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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BAa,ga on 811. (15). 

[P. 197, L. 14 to L. 18.] 

1451 

Tho answer to the above is given io the following 
S1itra. 

tSa1,,. (lo). 
Tel B:IASONINO PUT J'CIBWABD 18 UlHOUND; All 1'1' 

lNVOLVBS SBLl'-OONTRADIOTION.-(S11. 15.) 
The premiss-• because there is no production without 

t1estruction'-is unsound ; as it involves self-contradiction. 
~l1hat which d,.,troys (tl1e cause) cannot be said to come into 
existence aft~r il,ot dtstruction ; since it must l1ave been 
11lready in existence [ in order to be able to destroy the cause ; 
tlmt which is itself non•e::s:ifttent cannot destroy anything];
nnd tlmt which comes into e::s:istence (after de,lruction of the 
cansc) wa.s not in existence before, and beir,g non•existent, 
it could not destroy tl1e cause [consequently the aBBertion 
that 'the thing comes into existence after destroying the 
cause' is self-contradictory]. 

1'iJr/ilta on Sn. (16). 

The assertion that-" an object comes into existence 
after ha,,ing destroyed (the cause) "-involves a self-contra• 

diction. That which does the de,tro,ing must 
be already in existence: \hat which doe, not 

exist cannot be the cause of destruction; and that which comes 
into existence could not. bave been in existence before ; as 
that which is already jn existence can never be produced. 
So that to ,ay that a certain object de~iroy, (the cause) and 
then oomta into erri,tence is to make a self-contradictory state
ment. "What aeif-contradiction is tbere P" By 'self• 
contradiction' we nu,ao incongn,itg; i.e. if tl1e thing 
destroys the cause, it cannot come ·into existence (after th11t 
clestruotion), and if it comes into existence (after d_estruction), 

Vir, P. 458, 

it cannot do that destruction. ' 
Bllra (16), 

[Not oomprek,nding t1&, purporl of 11,, Bi44Ailntia', arp
menl1 in Si. 151 Ute l/il,ili1t ,a,,]-Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



1452 TIIB NYAYA-S'OTRAS OF GAU'fAMA 

" WBAT BAB BBIJI UaG&J) 18 1IOf BIGHT i 101 A8 .l 
JIA'l'IH o• •a~, WORDS DDOTIKO 'J'JII OH■•BILATIOIIB 
ABB APPLl■D fO P&ff All WILL Al IUTUB■ TBUIOS." 
(Bu. 16).· 

Bha,ra. on Su. (16). 
[P.· 197, L. IO to P. 1981 L. 8.J 

(Sa11 the Opponent}-'' A.a a mattez- of faot; wordll denot
ing the .oaaa:relationa are ued in re-■rd to past as well 
u future t.b1oga; e.g. • the son shall be born,' ( where 
the ftdv.r• son ia in the NorninaliVB o«Hl,- ·he rejo1oea at 
$he ao11 to be born,' [ where the /utur• eon ia in tl1e 
.Aooa,.,_, Oau J1-• he appoint.a the name of the BOD 
to be born 1 [ where the future ac.o ia in the Genitive oaae 1,
• the Jar existed' [where the ,,.,, Jar ia in the Nominative 
..,],-• he ia aor7 for the broken Jar ' L where the pa,t Jar 
i1 in the AOCU1at1ve case].-•theae ~t.aherda are of the 
broken Jar ' [ where the JI"'' Jar ia ig. the Genitive case].
• Sona, not being born., are a source of anxiety, to the old 
Father'• [where the future BOD ia in the Nominative case];
-we find several instances of such secondar,r (figurative) 
uage. • What is the primary basis of tb1a secondary 
uaap P' Immediate -.~uence is the primary baaia : and 
on this basis of • immedmie sequence,' wLat tile expression 
• comes iuto Hiatence after having destroyed ' means ia that; 
• who goia11 lo COIN info ,.;.,..o, t.be 1prout; destroys the 
Ned•' and t.be Nominative character (of the Sprout, DM yeti 
born) ia purely aeooudary (or figurative)."' 

Ylrtiitl or 811. (16). · 
[P. 468, I.. 6 .to L. 13.] 

• WAaf "11 hen •rged ,,,,., elo,-ays the· Btfra. We 8ml 
., tJJat words d•ting aaae-relation1 ara applied to plllt as 
" welt aa future things. 11.g., in connection with P••• thiap 
"we find such ;expreaaion,. ued as-• be ia aorry for tme 
.. broken lar1' • tbea& potsherds are· of the broken Jar,• • the 
•lar em&ed ; t and in GOIID80t.iOD with,., .. thiaga ..,. Ind 
• 111oh ezpreiaion■ aa-1 theaon lhall be 'bmn,' • one rejoioaa at 
• the aon to be born,' • be appoint.■ the name of the aon to 
"be bom,' 1 IODI, not being born, are a I01ll'GI of,u:aiety to 

•'DaeVidllaflldl"""wlliokpn111e&&w-.. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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"·the old fat.her ;'-we 6nd several encb instanoea of &gnra
" tive usage. The sense therefore of the expression • the 
" sprout comf!B ioto existence after having destroyed the 
11 eeed ' ia that • when going to co1ne into existence, the 
11 sprout de~troys tbe seed.' • What is the meaning of de,
u traction in this case? On l,be strength of (b1 reason of) 
•• immediats eequence 'destruction ' means • oomiog(into exist
.. enoe immediaeelg after;' the,t is, inasmuoh as the sprout; 
•• comes into existence immediately after the seed has been 
., destroyed ' [the meaning of • destruction ' is imrnediate 
11 ltfUtt&Ce ]. " 

Bilra (17). 
[~n,aoer ]-LEnx so] 'J'HB VIEW PUT PORTH OAK• 

NOT Bit ACCIFl'BD ; BltOAUSB AS A '11'.ATHB or PACT TBBBI 

18 SO PBODUO'l'IOM OUT Olt' TBUfOB DBBTROYBD.-(8Q, 17 ). 
Blal,Vfl Sn. (17). 

[P. 198, L. 5.] 
As a matter of faot, the Sprout is 11ot produced out of the 

de,woyed seed. Hence it is not true that " Entities are pro• 
dnced out of negation'' (as alleged in Su. 14).• 

Vilrliia on Sil. (17). 

[P. 4581 L. 1S to P. 419, L. f.] 
The an,wer to the above arguments has already been 

given -under Su. J 6-viz : that the view pot forth inooloea 
,elf-eonCradiotiera ; as a matter of faot, there can be no des .. 
tructioa by a thing that has not come into existence ; nor is 
it that whenever a thing is born it has the capability of des
troying (its cause). 'rhen as 1·egarda the allegation tha, 

•If&be•dntrue&iuaof the Ned' werethe-eaUN of tbe birth of &he ■prout,

then1 bow ii i& tW we Bod no ■prom appearing when the Ned la broken ■p iulo pi8'.-u 
bJ &he bamin•, and &he diilruptared c.,mponeut. pieo111 do aol form aao&her oompo
li&e' And how II it &ha& the ■proat lpp!IN 00l1 when the di•roptioa or the aeed 
It Wowed br a ftelh oompcieite formed oo& of itl di■jointed component pieoea 7 
The• faoll oJearly ■how that the birth of the ■proat do11 not ariae out of the 
I ~traction' Of the eeed.-f •f,-r,a, Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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"words denoting case-relations are applied to pa&t and futnl'9 
things" (So. 16),-we do not deny that there is such usage; 
all that we maan is that there can be no production out of s 
11.on-o.dstent cau1:1e. That wordl!I denoting case-relations &l'o 

used in connection with past, present and f 1.1ture things, we 
have om·selves pointed out in the i,'()urse of our consideration of 
the general question of the validity of cognitions; where we 
have cited soch exampl88 RB • the tree stands ' kc. &o. 
Farther, as regards the usaertiou of the Opponent-" /Ju 
t~a8on of immlldi,,ta aeqfl,P,r&,.e • deatructfo11' menns coming 
intn e:tistence i-mmediat11ly after,''-this is not true; for the 
cause of the sprout does not, consist in the • destruction of 
the seed'; what happens is that tl1e component particles of 
tho seed, which (in the seed) are combined in a eertain 
fashion,• have their former composition or combination des• 
troyed, and another combination of them takes place; t and 
it is out of the latter combination that the sprout comes into 

existence ;--snd until the previous combine• 
lir, P. ' 69• • ( f h . l ) l '-·· d d • . t1ou. o t e pnrhc es 1as uuen ostroye , it ri, 
not possible for another combination to come into existence; 
it is only in this sense t,hat 'production' can mean imme
diate seqHence, 'For these reasons it is only right that the 
aeed should be the • material cause ' (of the sprout). With 
a view to point out this fact we have tl1e Sii/ra-' there 
is ,1o prodttctirm out of thing, de,troyed! '.Fhe cause of the 
iprout is not the • destruction of the seed,' bot the compon• 
ent part~cles of the seed, U1~ough tlie abandoning of their 
previous composition. This is what the 81/ra means. 

•, V alcri{allJ14'&4nlm ' ia the better reading ; with 'uy4Aafa•yilaWm' lbt 
clause me!n,·, which have their combination de1troyed.' The Bhifya OD Sil, 18 

tead1 'tpcJ1ralauy11hctlfllm.' 

t Tl:e 81me pirtidea t\10.t wore originally arranged thrto the fonn of the M 

comt to be re-arraugou iu the form of the e,11rotd ; and so forth. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Sii/ra. (18). , 
br so i'Aii As • SF.Q(JINCH • ra 1rBNTlONEn,-Te1s wm 

DO NOT DENY. (Su, ]8). 
Bl,ilfYa on Su. (62). 

[P. 198, L. 'l to L. 14.] 
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The fact that tbe • coming into e.x:i11tence • (of the sprout) 
is perceived by the 'destruction' (of the seed) constitutes 
thf'ir ' ecqnPnce '; and in so tar as this ' sequence has bee11 
tJUt fm·wa.-d (by the Opponent) as tbe reason (probana) 
f-0r the proposition th.at II E11titiee are prodl1ced oat of nega• 
t.ion .; .. , -this • seq_l1eaoe' we do not deny; all that we moan 
is that, w ht-11 tlte composition of the pnt'ticles becomes diatt1rb
ed, ti1e previmts combin11.tion ceases and another combination 
takt-s its place; and it is Ollt of this latter c01n• 
bination,-and not ont of ,u,11••tim1-that the next enb
stnnce is prc,dnced.• What happens is that-the component 
particles of tho Seed have aroused wiU1iR tllem a cortain 
motion, by rea.son of sorne (unknown) canse,-wborenpon 
they abando!l their previons combinn.tion and ta.ke upon an• 
other; anri it is from I his latter combination tha.t tho sprout 
is p1·oduced; in fact we actu111ly see that the 'particles of 
the seed' and their • composition ' oonst.it.11te tl,e canses of 
the production of the Sprout; and unless the previous 
combination has been -dest,o,,d, it is not possible fo.- another 
cmnbination to como into existence ;-this is all that consti• 
tutes tbe 'seqneu.ce • betwee11 • Destructiou' aad 'oorniug 
into existence' ;-but this cannot prov-e that ,. Entit.it•s are 
produced out of nel1'ation •• (as nlloJe<l by the Piro,Jpak1i• ). 
And inas1m1ch as t>r th.e prod11ct1011 of t.l1e sprout there is 
110 other cause except the component particles of the st•ed, 
it is only r:ght that the 11eed should be ndroitted as the C&Wlo 

of tho Sprout.t 
Ya,tika 00 So. (lR). 

[P. 459, L. 9 to L. 13.J 
At 6rst there is delllruclia11 of the seed, then there comes 

the production of the Sproub,-this ia what the 8iilra means. 

• Tbia paaaage, in a somewhat .U.red form, ha• alread,y appeared iu &be 
Yllrfih oa Sil U. 

t Becau■e, aaya the f ilfparga, auleu the aeed is there, the compmeat pll'ti• 
clea of tba aeed canno& be there. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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If mere• Negation• were the oause of the proclnetion of the 
Sprout, then anything would be produced out of anything 
and everything: for the faotorof • Negation 'is the same in• 
all aaaea; when for instance, the paddy-seed is destroyed
there does not remain in it any capacity for persistence 
(or connection with anything) ; nnd if an effeot were to be 
produced without any trace of connection (with its oall88\, 
then it could be brought into existence by the force of all 
-t.binga; aa a matter of fact, however, every effect is found to 
be connected (with a oa118e). From all this it follows that 
mere N,getio• cannot be the oa11ae of anything. Snob ia the 
meaning of tl1e Si/,,,, t 

Bectio• (5). 

£811,11 19-21.] 

ammintdion of,li, Th,or, Uaat Ood ;, tl,e Cau110/ tA, 
U11i,,r11. i 

• There being no ditferenoe bet.ll"een the Wed d,lfncfiM of the barley-llld 
1ad the folal and• of th1 paddy-teed ;-both dntr■ctiou bel11g total, 
without uy tl'IOI of tb1 pnYioa1l7 eal1liag thlnp. 

tTbe r•f,ar,a ol•• n owa aritlci■m■ ■pia■t tl1e argument tliat-" ■iaee 
thing■ are prodaced oat of ' Neptlon,' tl,e con■titueat eau11 of thiap I■ tl1e 
Void,"-whlcb argument al■o it read■ in the Ptnt1,-.,.-Btf,a H, for ll•t■il■ tlta 
radwll referred totba flJ,.,,-, p. '17. 

i1a regard to &hi■ l,clloa tbera i■ a dll■r■aoa 11D0111 (.'omm•taton. Aooonl• 
lag &o tba .,,,., the Ylrff• aad Vl■hHaitha, It 11 maaa& to propoaad the Nii,. 
•yiyla ,.,,.. ... tba& the UDIYll'lt bu - orated by God; aacl ID aooonlual 
with tbl■ •It•, 811. 19 pat■ forward the 8ul Bf#llrrl•, 811, IO pall fanrarcl u 
o'bj■otloa apla■& the Bl#Af•I•, aad Ba, II ui■nn that objeotlOD from the ■&allcl· 
pola&,ef the llit#M•f-. I& I■ &bi■ interpretation thal we baN adopted la the 
tl'lllllatloa. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Bl.1111• on Sn. (19). 
[P. u,s, L1 H to L. 18.] 

.Another pllilol!opher says-
8i/ra (19). 

1457 

GOD 18 TBB CAUBR; BIOAUH WI llND PRUITLl88K18S 

JN TRI At'TIONB or :Mu. 
As a matter of faot, we find that Man, desiring a certain 

thing, does not always obtain the frt1it of his desire; henoe it 
is inferred that Man'• acquisition of the fruits of his actions 
ia dependent upon some otlaer perl!on ; and t bat PArson upon 
whom it is dependent is God; henetJ it follows that God is 
the Cause (of the World).• 

Jn view, perb1p11, of lhe fact lLa( auc:b 1n ii.terpr11111io11 of tbt 8eotlon I■ 
inoon1i1tent 'll'ith tba introductory uaertion ot.the Bltf1f,a (P, 197,IL. 10)-1 wt 
DOW proceed to ■ bow up the doetrinll of pl1iloaopben•,'-the r,,,,...,., followed 
b7 the P11f'i1"4IAi and Praia.A•, h11 taken it u reprea11,ting tl11 orltloia of &bt 
Velinta dootrlne that II God it the IIOllflifw.., rau111 of tl1e Unlvtl'III," 87 tlifa 
iaterpntatlon Bll, 19 repretent■ the Vc:\finta:v11w,f81. 20 1howa th, uat1Dabillt7 
of that view, and Bll, 11 put■ forward the llnal N,.,,..ai#J,1• that God la &be 
.,.a1o,, the •lid•' c1a■e, 11ol the to•1lit11"" """"• of the Unlvene. 

'l'btn 11 al■o a wider luut Involved ia tblt Baotloa. The OommlDtlton art 
agreed that the Slddhinta view here put forward I■ that God I■ the Creator of the 
'Ualvene. New the q11•tloa arl■e■-Bow I■ It that lhli cardinal doctrine of the 
-,.em hu Ileen fo■erted b7 :aau,ama ·u • ■ide-iuae? Be hu. put ft .forward 
oal7 among " oertaia pblloaophical dootriaea ; " aad not u IA• tru tlocarill,. 
Nor It It 1117 to reooaoile lht doctrine of God being the Cnalor with &be view a.a& 
there 11 no ■aoh tbla1 u I begh:alag of Crt1tioa '-u 11 often found re-l&erattcl 
by tlae VlrfiN (e.g. oa P. t'6 and P. t86) ; If &here la ao beguain1, God IDIJ' bt 
the Coidroll,r, th■ B•"'• Be cannot be the C,,.lor. Prom the BAtlt,a al■o 
(P. 801, L. a, It ■eelDI that Qotl" A,lcl lo H °"''tile,,,,, K110INI', o • ....,. 
All-,-nt.i. 

'.loooidlng to the f•IJ'arr• thia Blltra pre■eat■ the Vedinta view that God 
II Uat ,_,,..., ••" of tht world ; &be Parv•""' remarb that though the 
ltfN baa 1lled the general term • cane,' yet it I■ clur from the coatt:st that the 
coaetltaent •·eau■e' 11 meant, V•f'\ILI~• rein1rk■-• From tbi■ Ptn:•,al,-a.,,. 
lttlaolNr that lhe parpo■e of theBeotloa I■ to rtfate the Vedanta-theory.' la ■uppor& 
cl thll view 11 allo &be fact that the prtoediag ncUoa al10 hu dealt with &be 
qllN&foa of tJae ...,u,..., OAN of the world. 

Tbe V8'1iota dootrlae la thu■ elated by the ,_.,,_,._.. Tbe pblDOID8Dal 
world ~1 ao& ban come oat oftlae Vold; It oaa-lliirtllal7 bt prodaclld oat of Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Vllr{ika on Sn. (19). 

[P. 450, L. 13 to P. 460, L. 2.] 

God i, tlte O,iuse etc. elc.-ilA.YiJ the SiJ/rn. W d find th:1.t 

Vir. P. 460. 
even thongh man desires n. certain thing, 
he does not obtain the fruit of his de.sire; 

from wl1ich fact we understand that Man's obtaining of the 
results of his act is dependent upon someone else; if Man, 
independently by himself, were capable of obtaining the 
results of his actions, then tbe action of no man conld ever 
be fruitless; and no one would ever bring pa.in npon 
himself ;-and both these are act1111lly f01rnd to be the case ; 
-hence it follows that God is the cause (of the Uuiverse). 

,Sii{ra (20). 

[Objection']-" IT 18 NOT BO; BEOAUBB AS A MATTER 

01' l'AOT,. NO l!'BUIT APPEARS WITHOUT IIAN'S ACTION." 

(Sn 20). 

Brahman, which b~omes modilied into the several names and forms [i-e. 
o-,,j,cS, and th11ir qualiliia, says VarcJbamina], exactly in tbe aame manner a■ the 
clay is modified into the'-olar &c.; or (accor11i11g to other Vecjintina) Brihman, 
through the limitations cast by the beginningteaa N eacience, appears in the form of the 
Blveral phenomenal eubatancet, juat 11 the face appeara in aeveral forms, through 
the limitations of the aubetanqes in which it becomea reftectod. It is this BraAmllN 
that is meant by the term 'lehvara;' in the 84fra ; this term connoting tbe pow
eTI of raftection and action, both or whioh are present in Brahman alone ; and not 
in Negalion, or in Primordi•l MaCler, or in Aro1111. Man himaelf does poeaeaa these 
powers. But if Man were the ord;1iner of the World, and had the nece11ary pro
perti,s of omniscience and 011111ipote110,•, then he could never undertake an action 
that would turn out to bo futile, fruitleaa. And ma,,nucl& . ., ,,. do find t1ie action, 
qf Men turning out fruUle,r, IOI conclude ll&ml Gotl,-i.e. Bral&ma11-i, IA• OaUff qf 
IAe World. Sd. (19 }. 

• According to the BA4fY• thia Sill ra ia "n objection urged by the PQrvapaktin, 
againat the Nyiya doctrine stated in Sil, 19, According to the filfpmrya, itie an 
objeotio11 urged by the s,,,,p,a111i11 Naiyllgik, againat the Vediota doctrine stated 
in tlll, 19. In pursuance of thia interpretation, the T.itparya introduce, thi1 Sil, 20 
11 follow■ :-It puta forth argumentaagaioat the Vadiota theory of thillp nolviog 
or modifying out of Brahman, and concludes with the a•ertion that it i■ not right 
&o bold that Brahman evolvea or modill.ee loto the endleu phenomenal aubatance■ ; and Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Bh111ya on So. (20). 
[P. 199, LI. 2-8;] 

1459 

[ Ol1jPclitm 1 :-•• If the appearance of fruits (of net.ions) 
were dependent upon God (entirely), then such fruits could 
be accomplished even without the deRire (and action) of 
man.'' 

l'Dr{iA·a on Sn. (20). 

[P. 460, L. 4 to L. 9.) 

Tt i, not 10, etc. etc.-says the ,.,fi/ra. HGod were the cause 
of things, tl1en there could be experiencing of pleasure and 
pain even without any act of Man; and the result of this 
would be thRt all activity of Men would disappear and there 
would be no possibility of Release ; and the character of 
God being one and uniform, all His acts would be of one 
and the sarne kind. If, on tl1e other hand, God brought 
about effects, with the help of (under the influence of) cause1 
(other than Himself), then it would mean that He does not 
produce that whose help He requires; e.g., the potter doea 
not build the stick &o. (which he needs). If it were only 
under the influence of Men's acts that God was the cause 
of the Universe, then so far as those acts are concerned, God 
would not be the all-powerful God at all." 

11 euch i■ lbe ron,mu,nl ca11,e of tl1ing,; though it may be that Bralnnan or God ill the 

efficien& cauae of thiuga ;-■nd then it goea on to ,ay that in connection with the view 
tluu Uod ia the •#icienl cau11 of thingB, it might be held l11at iu creating the world, 
Guel ia not iuOueuced by a117 otl1er force ;-and it i1 with a ,·iew to guard agai111t 
thi1 vi11w that we ban Sa. 201 \\'hicb ,bow, that God i1 i1,.fluenrtd l,y tl,e action, t/ 
fflffl, 

It may be noted that the roundabout manner in wliicb the f ar,,.rr• baa got to Bt 
in the 81ltra to it■ o•·n interpretation ehowa that it l111 perhape, 110& "l1at the Bi1fra1 

really m1111 ; that i■, tbe S,f,.1 l11n no Luring upon the V edinta theory a& all, Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Bifra (21~ 

[..4n1wer]-l1us11uoe Al IT IS 1N1LUINOID BY 

Htv, TBBII 18 1'0 IOROI IN 'l'HI HASON (PUT IOBWAIJD). • 

(Sn. 21 ). 
Bha,u• on Su. (21). 

[P. 199, L. 6 to P. 210, L. Ja.] 
As II matter of fact. God helps the efforts of Man ; I.e., 

wban Man is trying to obtain_ a partieular fruit, i~ is God 
that acoomplishes that fruit for him; when God does not 
acoomplish it, Man'• action becomes fruitless ;-heoce·; since 
things are thus iuflnenced by God, what has been ,urged ~ 
Bb- P 200 the effeot that-" because as a matter of fact 

a. • · no fruit ·appears without man's action "-is 
no reaaon at all. 

-··-
[The q11estion now arises-What is (}ad P The Dh11ya 

proceeds to answer this questioo)-Gc,d is a distinct Soul 
endowed with certain qualities; for as a being of the same 
kind aa t ~111 •. Ho cannot be pnt under any other ~tegory; 
b1noe God 11 deli.ned as a particular Soul endowed with such 

' •Thi r,,,.,.,., in panuaace of itl own interpretation, remark• :-• BHiag 
rejactad &he two tbeoriet-ll) tbatthe World i1 :e,ol,ed out of Brahman, and (2) 
&laM God, iadepeadeat of all other foreea, 11 the Creator of the world,--tbe author 
of &he Nfr• aow pat, forward hit on llnal "IP.••c•,' 

Aaoorclln1 &o the &1,,,., thla Btltra 11 only the N1iyiyika'1 aa1wer to &he objee0 

&loa.arpd In 811. 11;; &he HDH belngtbat-1 iaumuob u lf1n'■ elortaareia8aencecl 

1ly God, what baa bttD arpl in Sil. IO, apla1t tbt ,lew that God lithe tlloltn& oaa■t 
of the world, i■ not• ,alid r■uoa.' 

Tht N,..,._,.,_ It thit ~td 1ly &ht nt,.,,- :-The World Lu the 
At.am■ for lta oonatitu•t oaue ; and lta ■Blcieet oaaH i1 God u laflaencecl 1ly Ilea'• 
aeta i and tbt11 act■ al■o hHe God for &heir ellloi(!at oaa11 i nor it &here aay iacon• 
1rait7 la thi11 llaoe tfen though &be oarptnter i1 helped and inft11111cecl by the ue, 
yet &be aq alto ii made 1ly bfm. The rtUOD pa& forward la Ba. IO baa ao force 
.... tbi Yitw &laM &bt world ft &he work of God a■ helped bJ Jlen'1 _.. though 
I• ii aa tlto&t•e ar111111111& apilll& &he Yiew tbaUa tnltiag the world, God doel 11111 
nqalrt lbe btlp of uy&hia1 ou&lid1 Bimaelf. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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qualities ai-(1) absenoe of demerit, wrong"ltnowled~ and 
negligence, and (2) presence of merit, knowledge and in• 
tuitiveness , and to Him also belongs, the eight-fold • Power' 
-consisting of 'minuteness' and the rest-as the result 
of His Merit and Knowledge ;-His' Merit' follows the bent 
of His Volition ;-He controls the activity of the residuum of 
of Merit and Demerit subsisting in each individual Soul, 
as atso that of the Earth and othe1· material substanoes ; and 
He is Omnipotent in regard to His creation, not however, 
failing to be mfluenced by the results of acts, done by the 

Blui. P. 201. 
beings He creates ;-1:Ie bas· obtained • all 
the results of His deeds; [ and continues to act 

for the sake of His created 'beings, because] just as the 
father acts for His children, so does God also act father-like for 
living beings. There is no other category except the category 
of I Soul' to which God could belong; for (aa in the case of 
Soul so) in the case of God, no other property, save ButJ4Ai, 
Cognition, can be pointed ont as being indicative of His 
existence.t From scriptures also we learn that God is the 
• Seer, the Cogniaer and the Knower of all things.' If God 
were not discernible by the presence of Budd.hi and Auch 
other indicatives of the I Soul,' then, being, as He is, beyond 
the reach of ordinary Perception, Inference and Words, 
how could His existe,nce be described and proved by any• 
one P Lastly, if God acted il·respeotively of the effect.a 
of acts done by the beings created by Him, then, this view 
would become open to all those objections that have been 
urged against the view that n the creation is not due to the 
acts of 8ouls " [ /7ide, end of I Daily Lesson, Ad.hylya Ill). 

Vlir(ika on Sn. (21 ). 

[P. 460, L. 11 to P. 471, L. 9.] 

lna,muoh ,.,, ii i, influeaced, bg Him ek. elo.-says the 
.. "-iilro. We do not say that God is the cause. of the world, 
independently of the actions of Men &o.; what we do assert 
is that God /aelpB lhe tr.fforl, of Man. 

• We have adopted the reading of the Puri Me. B. illRM• ln1tead of ilrll'A'r, 
which latter i1 the reading adopted liy the fdffltlrp ; tlil1 latter al10 ezplain1 

""""" •• W.lk64Wiii, 
t Thongh God dil!et■ from otlaer Soul■ in the poiut ot Hi■ Copitloa &c. beln1 

eternal, while thou of other■ are evan•cent, yet Be mu■t be clu■ecl ■nder &be 
■ame oat.e,ory ; ■ince, like other Soul■, He al■, i1 indicated by BucJcJhl &o. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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11 What is the meaning of lu1lpit&g in this oaae P" 
What it means ia that He inatigatea eaoh act (of ~an) in 

aooordauoe with it.a true obaraot.er, and in due con1ide1·ation 
· of the time of its fruition. The philosopher, who regards 
God 88 the cause of things, irreapeotively of the aota of Men, 
beoomea open to the objeotion that under his theory there 
remains no p088ibility of Final Release. Under tbe theory 
that God is dependent (upon the aoLa of Mdn) there is no 
auoh incongruity. 

The rest ia olear in t,he Bka1va, 

When the Author of the Stltra deolares that things are 
i,.,tueno,d by God, he admits that God is the ,,icient c,11111 

(of things); that cause is called • efB.oient' wbioh helps the 
other two kinda . of caUBe-tbe constituent and the no11,• 
con,li,uenl; ,.,., the shuttle &o. help the yarns (whioh are 
the oonalituent cause of the Cloth) 88 well as the yarn
oombinationa '(whioh form the not&•oon,titue,&l oause of the 
Cloth). "-

11 lf God is the ilicitt,t oa11se of the World, then what is 
the direct oonalituenl oauae of the World P 0 

We have already explained that thecon,tituenl oauae of the 
World oonsiata of the .Barth and other 1ub-

Vir,P, '61, 
atanoea in their aubtle form, known under the 

name of •A.toms.' 

U having been admitted that peroept.ible aubstanoea are 
t.be co111lilum1 cause of the World,---and there being a 
di:lerenoe of opinion in regard to the conatifuent cauae,-we 
have (in the Bha,,a) a treatment of the aubjeot of God; that 
is, . people have held different views in regard to the 
el'cinl cause of the World,-somo people holding • -Time ' 
to be that cause, others • God,' while ~tbers again put forward 
Primordial Matter: and nmong t.heae diverse opinion& whioh 
ie the right one P Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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The right view is that God is the efficient oause of the 
· World ; for it is in support of this view that we find proofs 

coming · forward unimpeded. " But the very e,:ia~noe 
i11 still unproved. •• If you mean by this that-" it is only 
after the existence of God has been proved that it could be 
proved that God is the 161oi,nl, • and not any other kind of 
Cause ;-as a matter of fact, the very e.xiatenoe of God is 
still unproved, hence the enquiry stated is not proper,"
then our answer is that this is not right ; because by this 
very enquiry the emistenc, of God becomes established ; that 
is, the emi1t1Jnce of God is established by that aam~. proof 
which establishes the faot; of Hie being the oau,e (of the 
World); for the simple reason that that which does not exiat 
oan never be the cause of anything. "What is the 
reasoning that proves the fact of God being the oause ? " 

We state that reasoning as follows :-• Primordial Matter, 
Atoms and ' Karma' t oan aot only when, prior to beginning, 
they are controlled by an intelligent (conscious) cause,-be. 
cause they are themselves nnoonsoious,-like the axe and 
such other implements ;-the axe &0.1 being unoonsoious, aot 
only when they are controlJed by the oonscious carpenter, 
-and similarly Primordial Matter, Atoms and • Karma,' 
being themselves unconscious, are found to aot ;-henoe it 
followa that theae also are conlrolled by oonsoious agents. 

Those whu regard Primordial .Matter to be the oause of 
the World have held that what oontrola the activity of Prim
ordial .Matter is the • purpose of .Man,' i. "·• Primordial 
Matter aota when urge<l to activity by the purpose of man ; 
this • pnrpose of man' is twofold: (1) the peroeption of 
Colour &o. and (2) the perception of differenoe ~tween the 
Soul and the Attributes (of Matter); and neither of theae 

• fllft.Wi<4iii1Wii ie tlae rlgh& reading, 

t ,Bome people uoribe the origin to the 11ttion of Primonlial Matter ; otben to 
Atoma, and othen again to t1ae 'Karma,' or the oolleotlH realclne of the clllCle 
of 11,n, Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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purpoaea oan be aooo~pliahed without the action of Primordial 
Matter. 

This doctrine oannot be accepted ; as before the activity 
it ia not possible; that is, until Primordial Matter acts 
and beoomea modified into Jlahal &c., there ia neither 
• perception of Colour &c.' nor • perception of difference 
between the Soul and the Attributea of Matter • ; BO that 
theae oauaea (of the activity of Primordial Matte~) being 
absent, no activity of Primordial Matter would be possible. 
In an■wer to this it might be · argued that-" the aaid 
oauaea are present (even before the action of Primordial 
Matter) for that which doea not exist already can never 
come into e:zistenoe, and that whiob exists can never 
cease to ezist; "-but in that ca■e, tbe theory would 
mean that what urges the activity of Primordial Matter is 

· the • purpose of Man, • wlicl i, alrtady in 
Vir. lt. ,a1. h . rd l 

1n1N■o•; BO that t e activity of Primo ia 
:Matter could not be for the aooomplisbing of the • purpose 
of Kan•; in ordinlil'J life when one already pouesses a certain 
thing he does not act for the sake of obtaining that 
thing. Further, (under the theory as now e.zplained), 
the activity of Primordial Matter would be unceaaing, its 
cause being always there at hand. That is, the aotivity of 
Primordial Matter being for the • purpose of Man.' inas
much aa the • purpose of Man • would em hrpotla,,i be there 
in e~stenoe, the said activity should be always going on. 
If, even though present. the • purpoae of Kan • did not urge 
the activity of Primordial Matter, then the said ' purpose' 
cannot be the oauae of that 1olitnly ; for that alone oan be 
regarded as the oaa,e of the activity of Primordial Matter 
during whose absence the said :Matter does not act and 
during wboae preaence it does act. It might be urged that
., Even though preaent, the I purpose of Man • fails to urge 
Primordial K-.tter into aoti't'ity, on aooount ~f obatruotion." Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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-Bat in that oaae, ainoe the removal of the obatnotion 
would be impossible, there would always be absence of activity; 

, itwould be imposaibleto remove the 06,eruolion to the 'purpoae 
of :Man, for the simple reason that aooording to you that whiob 
e:rista cannot oeaae to eziat; so that the obstruction being 
everlasting, there would always be absence of activity. 
Furtfier, you {Sliakbyas) hold the view that Primordial 
Matter consists of the Attributes of Balloa, Baja., and fat11a 
in the state of equilibrium; and it behoves you to 
ezplain why this eq11ilibrium ceases; until the eqnilibriam 
baa ceased, there can he no tli,parity (wliich is necessary 
for the activity of Mat.terJ. " The di,parily ia due to 
relation of mutual subserviency among the said Attributes 
being unsettled."• On this po;nt also we put, to you the 
following question-Bow ia it that in (Primordial Maiter) 
what baa been equal [i.e. the Attributes oomea - to be more 
or leas P For certainly there is neit,her addition of any
thing new, nor subtraction of anything that baa been there 
land under these two conditions alone can there be disparity 
where there baa been equality]. Then again. Man per• 
ceivea Sound and other things, not perceived before,
Bu44;,i makes them p-eroeived ; now do these things-Sound 
&c.-have any peculiarities produced in them (when they 
become perceived P or do they not have any such peculiaritie■ 
produced in them P-If, when perceived, they have some peou• 
liaritiea produced in them, then this (involving the aa■ertion 
that peculiarities, not Present. before, are produced) goes 
against yo11r doctrine that '' what baa not been in eziatence 
already cannot be produced.'-' If, on the other hand, the 
tbinga are perceived witbont having any peculiarities pro• 
duoed in t he!Jf, tben also yonr • self-contradiction \ remains : 
Ghia view of youn going againat your doctrine that ., the 

• .6' one time Baff• predomlnatee over &be other two; &beu tB.rla prodoml• 
DUii and then ,._,, 1111d eo ou1 thl1 ullll&tled relation ca11111 the diaparitJ whlo'JJ 
lead■ to the aotivit1 iu Matter. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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purpo1e of man urges the activity of Primordial Mat ter,''1 

Thus it is found that the more the dootrine of Primordial 
· Matter being the oaustf of the World is examined, the 
more opposed to reasoning it is found to be. 

There are others who hold that the· oause of the World 
consists of Atom, a, oontroll,d Ilg tb. • Kt1rmt1' of men. To 
these philosophers we addreBB the follpwing remaJ'.kS :-(A) 
If Atoms are active, suoh ootivity · should be unoeasing P 
11 But they aot under t.he infl.nenoe of the peouliarities of 

Vir. P. ,&63. 
time." What has been said in regard to 
Atoms npplies to Time alao. That is to say, 

just as Atoms, being ·unconscious things, at.and in need of a 
conscious controller, so does Time also; as unoon,ci"taan,., 
is present there also. 11 But there oan be activity in un
conscious things also, as we find in the case of Milk ; i.e. just 
as Milk, which is unconscious, is active, fl.ows out, for the 
nourishment of the calf, similarly Atoms, though unconscious, 
would be active 'for the accomplishment of the purposes of 
man." This is not right; for what is put forward as the 
premiss is itself ,Wt to be erwed ; just as it is still Co 6tt 
proo,d that Atoms are active by themselves, so is it dill to 6, 
pro,,d that the unconscious Milk ia active by itself, In 
fact if the Milk were active by itself, then it could ftow out 
of the teats of the dead mother also ;-it is however never 
found to ft.ow out of dead bodies ;-hence it follows that the 
.Milk also is under the infl.uenoe of a oon1cio11s agent; speci
ally beoaUBe the reason (for postulating auoh infl.uenae, viz : 
unoon,oio,.,,,,,.) is found present in the caae of Milk also.t 
From all this we conclude that whenever an uncouoiou, 

• If the thintp are perceived, it mean■ tbat the I parpON of Kan '-In the 
lhape of the Perc•Jdiml of tbinp-i■ aooorupli1bed ; and if tbi■ i1 aaoompliahed 
wltb_oat tbe appear1noe of any froab pecullariti• in t1i1· tbfnaa, then for what 
woald tbeaoU\'lty of Prianordial Matter be D-1')' P Bo that tbe two doctrln• 
u.e DOI oompatible. 
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thing is active, it is so only under the influence of a co,,.oiou, 
ageol• (B) 'l'he following is another reason :-It is 
only when the perceptible world, consisting of the elemental 
subst.anoea &o., is controlled by a conscious agent th11t it be
co1nes the source of pleasure and pain,-beoause it is en
dowed with Colour and such other qualities,--like the shut
tle &c P--Agaio, it is only when Merit and Demerit are 
controlled by P, conscious agent that they bring about the 
e.s.perienoes of man,-because they are instruments,-like 
the Axe &c. " The Soul itself shall be t.he controlling 
a.gent of Merit and Demerit;. that same Soul to whom the 
Merit and Demerit belong shall be the conscious agent con
trolling them (and not any other Being in the shape of 
•God').'' 'l'hat cannot be; for they (Merit. and Demerit) 
cannot be there before the Soul has already become endowed 
with Body . and Sense-organs,• until the aggregaoo of the 
Body and the Sense-organs has been produced for the Person• 
ality {the Soul), it remains incognitive and does not perceive 
Colour and such otl 1er obj~cts <,f cognition : and there being 
no cognition, how could he attain any Merit and Demerit P 

Vir. P, 446, 
Further, if the Personality were independent 
in its actions, it could not briug about suffer

ing for itself; for certainly no one desires pain for himself ; 
further, when one st1·ikes his own limb, or outs off his own 
head, he does so with the notion that the mai,nfog ( caused by 
the striking of the limbs) and the dying (caused by the cut
ting off ~f the head) are desh-able for him [ and this could not 
be so, if our Man were an independont agent]. If it be 
held that '' the Atoms become active when oontrolled by 'Merit 
a"nd Demerit,"-that cannot be right; because of their 
being unconscious things; DO unconscious thing has e'1dr by 
itself been found to be the controller of anything. Even grant
ing (for the take of argument) that Merit and Demerit have 

• '411W•.◄' -,r the Bibliotheoa lndioa Bditiou giv11 better eenae than ....,~, 
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the power of urging the Atoms to aotivity,-the view put 
forward oanoot be aooepted; as no Instrument by itself (in
dependently of a oooaoious manipulation) baa the power of 
acoompliahing • any aot; as a· matter of faot, no Instru
ment by itself is ever found to aooomplish an aot. If 
(with a view to ~void the iaid difficulties) i"t be held that
" the action is brought a.bout by Merit an4 Demerit, through 
tbe Atoms," -this also cannot; be accepted, fc,r no such thing 
ia ever found to happen ; as a matter of faot we never find 
aotion being brought about by what is an •objective' or an 
' instrument ' [and the Atoms and Merit; and Demerit belong 
to these two oategories]. 11 The Soul shall be the doer (the 
agent)." That we have already answered by pointing out 
that (prior to the appearance of the Body and the Sense
organa) the Soul is entirely incognitive [and as such oannot 
do anything). · 11 The (first) appearance of the Body &c. 
would be without oause." That also oannot be right ; as no 
suoh thing has ever been seen. And the1·e is no other explan• 
ation possible. Henoe the only possibl& conclusion is that 
Atoms as well as• Karma ' become actin only when controlled 
by oonsoioos agents. 

ObjeoCio'fl :-" Not being imbued with action, the conscious 
Being cannot be the oause." 

If you mean by this that-" the Potter and suoh active 
agents are always found to be such aa are imbued with 
action;-God, on the other hand, is devoid of aotio11,-henoe 
He oannot be the oause (the creator, of the worldJ,"-then, 
this cannot be aooepted ; for none of the alternatives posaible 
under this view oan be maintained ·: when it is said that 
·,. God is devoid of action," to wbat aoCion does it refer Pt 

• 1Ri1itfi'dl' itl the ri1bt reading ; · 11 i■ ol•r from th■ following •nteuce. 
t The Pa"apiqiu t■k• bi■ ■&and upon the po■itiou that acUon muu■ 

eiiNUo,r, wbioh pre■uppo■e■ ■ome aort of mat■rial body, and II God h11 uo ■ooh 
bod71 i& follows that he 1na■t be devoid of aotiou. The Siddbautin'■ repl7 i■ 

&hat -rlbra&icm itl uot the only form qf aoUoa ; 11 IIIOllll■g, W•i,,g, tOllli-, &o. 
allo are aotJon; and the■e do not pre■11ppo■e a material body. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Our actions are of two kinds-( I) that in the shape of 
'l'hrou,ing Upu,ard, and the like, and (2) that which is spoken 
of by means of v-,rbs. If the assertion that • God is 
devoid of action ' refers to actions expressed by verbs, 
the fact stated as the 'reason' (that God is devoid of action) 
is not tru11; for God is held to be 1elf-1ul/fcient (independent) ; 
as !' matter of fact, God is ever independent. 11 What is 
tbe meaning of ,elf-•uflloienoy P" It means that He is not 
influenced by other agents and that He on His part influences 
other agents•; this we have already explained in course of 
our explanation of the ' case-relations'. If, on the other 
hand, the allegation that I God is devoid of action ' refers 
to such action as Throwing Upwards and the like, then, the 
premises put forward [' what is devoid of action cannot be the 
cause of anything, hence God, being devoid of action, can
not be the cause of the world • ] is clearly I inconclusive, ; 
for· as a matter of faot1 we find both kinds of oauses-ao,iN 

Vir. P. 466. 
as well as inactive; at times substance produoes 
another substance after their action has oeaaed ; 

e.g. when two things (atoms) are in motion and they oome 
into contact, their action (motion) ceases, and it is only then 
that the two things produce other substances, through 
the said ooutact; this provides an ezample of the produc
tion of things by oauses not in action, again, when several 
substances (yarns, e g.) come together and form an aggregate, 
a single substance (Oloth) is produced ,out of such conjunc
tions as are distinct from the speoific oau11es1 [i.e., the oonjuno• 
tions between each pair of yarns, which are the • simple 
causes • of tiach of those ~ pairs of Y •1·ns' J ; while when a 
certain cornponent part of an object is separated from it 
[ when for instance, the corners _of a square pieoe of wood 
are out off], the previous object (the wooden square) oeaa11 
to exist., and. the remaining oomponent subatances (parts 
of the wood-square) bring into existence a different object 
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(in the shape of the rounded piece of wood) ;-and here also 
we have the prodlict.ion of an object wit.bout. any action 
011 the part of t.he oausea. On the ot.he1· haud, aom11 sub. 
atanoea produce others only when endowed with action; e g. 
when two things come into oontaot by the action of one of 
them (e.g. when a ball of clay is thrown at the clod of Earth 
lying on 'the ground), and the said action oomea to end on 
aooount of that oontaot, the new aubstanoe (the enlarged 
olod of Karth) becomes produced 1imultaneou1ly with the 
oeaaation of the said action of one oft.he two aubatanoea; 
and here we have an exampie of the production of a aub
at.anoe by oauaea endowed with act.ion. Fu1·ther, your 
argument involves aelf-oontradiclion also; ainoe your phi
loaophy does nol admit. of auoh act.ion as 7'h,·owitig Upioard, 
and the like. 

[The Opponent raises fresh objections against the idea 
of God being the Creator of the World]-" God cannot be 
the Cause (of the World), because none of tho alternatives 
possible under thia, theory is admissible : E.g. if God is the 
Creator, does Be orell.te things (a) through something 
else P or (b) independent.Iy of anything outside Himself P 
"What; does this mean P 11 (a) If He does it• through the help 
of something ~lae, then Be cannot be the Ca•eator of that by 
the help of whioh He oreatea other things ; and ao with 
other. things alao. The faot that ' God ia not the creator of 
the t.bing upon whose.help He depends' would also serve 
u an argument (against the idea of God being the Creator 
of the World). If it be held that God creates certain thing■ 
independently of everything elae1-1;hen it should be possible 
for Him to cr8D,te all things in the. same manner. (b) And 
if God be held to oreate all things independently by Him• 
self, then the action of men would beoome futile ; and this 
woald mean that theN would be no Fioal Beleaae for men ; 
and all the objections, that. havu been urged (in A.dh. Ill) Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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againat the view that the Creator of things is not dependent 
upon the actions of men, would become applioable to the 

. the view now put forward. 11 

[Our an,11,,. to the above is as followa]-Inaamuoh as 
we have never held the view tha6 God oreatea things in
dependently of aU thinga 011tside of Bim■elf, our theory is 
not open either to the objection that Merit and Demerit 
are futile, or to those objections that lie against the view 
that the Creation of the World ia not dependent upon 
the actions of men. As regard■ the argument that-" God 
cannot be the Creator of that thing by whose help he oreates 
other things,"-thia is not quite true i it is not true in all 
oases tb1.t one does not oreate that by whose help he doea 
something else; e.g. a man who is well-versed in aeveral 
crafts makes the axe with the help of other implements, 

Via, P. 466, 
and with the help of that same u:e be makes 
stioks and snob other things, and with the 

help of this stick be again make11 the Jar;-and yet by 
making these things one after the other, the man does not 
oease to be the• maker.' Similarly with the help of :Merit 
and Demerit, God makes the Body and ita pJe11111res and 
pains,-and Be also brings into exiatenoe :Merit and Demerit 
with the help of Mind-Soul contact aooompanied by pure 
and impure intentions (reapeotively)-and He also produoea 
tlie pure and impure intentions through the remembrance 
(on the part of men) of past pleasure■ and pain■, and with 
the help of thing■ that brought about thoae pleasures and 
paine. •• At the time that He oreate■ a oertain thing, 
He ia not the maker of that whioh helps Him in that 
creation." If you mean by this that-" a.I ,,.. par,icul11r 
ti,1111 when He brings into e:ristenoe something made by Him, 
Be cannot be the Creator of that with the help of whiob 
He briuga that thing into emtenoe,"--then oar anawer ia that 
we do not say that God create■ all thing■ at one and the same 
·time; what we ■ay i11 that He oreatea things one after an• Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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other ; and the said objection does not lie against the theory 
of God creating things one after another. u The thing 
that He -creates in the beginnin~the creation of that 
must be without the help of anything else." If you mean 
by this that-" if God creates the Body &o. through the help 
of _ Ken:t and Demerit, how does He create the &rat 
thing at the beginning of creation P "-then our answer is 
that since we do not admit of any • beginning of creatjon ' 
there is no room for tha question : in fact we have already 
ezplained that the world is without beginning. It is. thus 
alto that Merit and Demerit come to be effective; that is to 
say, Merit, and Demerit subsisting in the several living beings 
can be effective only if the world ia without beginning and 
the Oreator ia dependent upon things oat.side of Himself. 

(A fresh question is started]-·• When God creates the 
world, for what pnrpose does He create it P In ordinary 
ezperience we 6nd th~ when a man does something, he does 
it with a certain motive-such as • I shall obtain such and 
suoh thing.' or • I shall get rid of suob and BUch a thing ' ;
for God however there can be nothing to be got rid 
of, beoause He has no pain ; nor can there be anything to be 
aoquired, as He -is a.ll■powerful (and as suoh is already the 
master of all things)." 

[There are two answers to this queation)-(1) Some people 
have held th"t il i, for f'""Po•e• of amusement ; some people 
explain that God creates the World for purposes of amuse• 
ment. This view however is not right ; for ' amusement ' 
is that whioh brings happiness to those who, in the absenoe 
of that ~musement, woold not obtain happiness ;-and 
oenainly the Supreme Lord, having no pain, cannot be a 
seeker after happiness ; as it ia . o_nly persons in pain that 
aeek for happineu, Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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(II) Others have explained that God creates the world for 
the purpose of showing Ria powers; these persona have 
held the view that it is with a view to make known the 

manifoldness of the world (created by Him) 
Vir. P. 467. 

· that God creates it. This view also is as 
unsound as the fo1 mer one ; there is nothing gained 
(by God) by making known His powers, nor is anything lost 
by not making them known. 

11 For what purpose then does God oreate the world P 11 

The most unobjectionable view is that it is by reason of 
His nature being so that God creates things ; just as the 
Earth upholds things, because such is its very nature,-and 
similarly with other thinga,-exaotly in the aame mRnner 
God acts because such is His very natnre; for as a matter 
of faot the very nature of God consists of actioitg. 11 If 
God's activity is dne to His nature, He should aot constantly, 
without cessation." If you mean by this th11t-11 if the 
very nature of God consists of actioitg, then it is not possible 
for Him to be ao,ive and inactioe by turns ; for it is not 
poaaible for that whose very nat-ure oonaist,s of ar,ti,ity to 

cease from · activity ; nor should it be possible to create 
things one after the other, because the nature of a thing 
is one and uniform [so that there cannot be activity and 
inactivity, and consequent creation and non-creation, one 
after the other] ; it will not be possible for God to say at 
one tioie • may this come oft,' and at ano~her time • may 
this not oome off; ' for out of ·n cause which is of one uniform 
nature, we never find different kinds of products _issuing," 
-then our answer is that the objection does not lie against 
us, for we qualify God as ,ndo,oed 11Wa inulligenoe ; we have 
already explained that God's nature is endowed with in
telligence, and what is dependent upon· things outside 
itself ~n never be inoesaantly active; it cannot produce 
everything at one and t.he same time ; in faot what alone Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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oome into existence are the causes of which happen to come 
together, while that of which the causes do not come together 
does not come into existence; and certainly it is never 
posaible for the causes of all things to come together at one 
and the same time ; hence the contingeuoy of all things 
being produced at the same time cannot arise. When God 
does become active, towards creating a certain thing He 
bad to wait for (a) the time of fruition of Merit a,1d 
Demerit to arrive, (b) the appearance of other (auxiliary) 
canses, (o) the proximity of beings related to the things to 
be created (d) the fruition of the .Merit and Demerit belong• 
ing to the beings related to the thing to be created, and 
(e) the non-obstruction of the aforesaid conditions. 

•· The Oodlin,11-0mnipotence-of God,-is it eternal 
or evanescent P If it is evanescent, you should point out the 
cause that produces it ; in the case of the peron wliose 
powers are evanescent, there is always a diversity of causes 
bringing about those powers-the power of being minute 
or large at will and·110 forth ; and so in the oase of all other 
beings. And (there being diverse causes of His Powers) 
there would be several Gods. • What would be the harm 

Vir, P, ,68. 
if there ware several Gods P ' '!'here would 
be this diflioulty, that if two Gods, with 

oonflioting motives, intended to aot towards the producing 
of a single thing,-there would be no (effective) action 11t all. 
If it be held that one would surpass the other, then the 
one that surpaues would be tbe God, and nottbeothea·. If, 
on the other band, the powe1·1 of God are eteroal, then 
there would be no use for Merit (in His case), as His powers, 
(being eternal), oould not be ,he result of His Merit." 

Our answer is that the powers of God are etBt-nal. Nor 
would this view be open to the objection lihat in that oase 
His .Merit would be useless ; for the .Meri& that belongs to 
God does not produce powers in Him, what it does is to help Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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the aggregate Merit and Demerit subsisting in eaob individ
ual Sool. (This answer bas been given on the understand• 

· iug that· Merit does belong to God]; in reality Merit does 
not belong to God [ all His purposes being aooompliabed 
by means of His Knowledge and Power, whiob are eternal]; 
so that the objection that has been urged has no application 
at all to our view. 

"Inasmuch a111 we oan have no definite conception of 
the nature of God, there would always be a doubt aa to 
whether God is a • substance ' or He belongs to one of the 
other categories of• quality' and the rest.." 

God is a au6da11ne,-because he is endowed with a quality, 
tbat of In1,llige11c,,-1ike other subatanoes. 11 If God is 
intelligent, He must he like othe1· Soula (enoaaed in a Body, 
and so forth).'' No, He is not like other Souls, for the 
simple reason that He is endowed with distinct qualities; 
just as Eadh &c. (though 1ub1lanoe,) are not regarded u 
Soula, because they are endowed with distinct qualities 
(,vhioh do not belong to Souls), in the same manner, since 
God differs from other Souls in His qualities, He cannot be 
like these other Souls. 

•• What is the difference in His qualitios P '' 

In answer to this some people declare that the merit, 
knowledge, dispaasion and power of God are of a superior 
01-der,-this superiority consisting in their etern•lilt/• 

This however we do not understand ; for there is no 
such proof of the eternality of God's Merit &o. aa there 
is of His being endowed with intelligence ; and one cannot 
aooept tbu for which· there is no proof. 

The '881 · superiority of God, which constitutes His 
difereuce from other Boals, consists io the eternality of Hia 
intelligence ; the intelligence of God is eternal, aa also the 
other common qaalities of N umbe1· &o.,-God being endowed, 
liktt .1.,a,ha, with si.1: qualities. 11 What is the proof of God'11 Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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intelligence being eternal P '' The proof of this oonaiata 
in the faot. that Atoms are aoti,e only when oontrolled by 
an intt'lligeot agent. " •r hiR faot ouly proves that God 
ia posseBBed of intelligence; how does it follow that this 
intelligence is t-ternal P " 'rhat follows from the fact 
that God's intelligence ia not restricted to only one thing at 
a time ; such intelligeoces 1.1s are reatrioted to one thing at 
a time are found to appear only when the Body and snob 
other (aocesaory) causes are present; God's inteUigence, 
on the other hand, ia not re11t1·icted to only one thing at a 
time ; as is shown by the fallt thr.t at one and the same time 

· it brings about several e:lfecte ; e. g. we find 
Vir P. 469. l . bi h' ( ) . , severa 1mmova e t 1nga trees oom1ng mto 

Histence at one and the same time ; and this could not be 
poasible if God's intelligence were restricted to only one 
thing at a time. The qualitifls present in God are only 
t.he. following : Number, Dimension, Separateness, Con
junction, Disjunction and Intelligence. 

If, from the fact of God being an ititelligene being, one 
were to deduce the faot of His having a body also,-the 
person who would make this ded1iotion would have to admit 
those Body and other (attendant) tbinge to be either eternal 
or non-eternal. If they are non-1tternal, then the presence 
of Merit and Demerit also will have to be admitted (in God);• 
and if that were admitted, then, being under the influence 
of- Merit and Demerit, God would not be • God ', the • Supreme 
Lord', at all. If then you assume the Body &c. of Uod 
to be eternal, then you would be making an auumption 
contrary to what is directly perceptible [no Body being 
ever found to be ever-lasting]; and if you are prepared to 
admit .what is apparently absurd, you might as well admit 

. IntelJigence (Cognition) itself to be eternal; and if you hold 
that in God there are several ( evanesoent) intelligence■ appear-

• For, u already proved, tbe Bod:, &o. of each Individual Soul 11 dae to It■ 
Uerlt ud Demerit. wltboat which, therefore, &here could be.no body. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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ing in a eo11tinuous series,-tben in that oase, it would not 
be possible for aeveral trees &o. to come into uiatenoe at one 
and the same time. If lin answer to this) it be held that even 
though appearing in a aeries, those intelligenaea are opera
tive upon all things • (So that it would be quifie po1Sible 
for several things to be produoed aimultaneoualy), ..... even .-, 
this would be assuming something quite contrary to well
known faota; and one who would make suoh an assumption 
might as well admit Intelligenoe ifiaelf to_ be eternal. Thus 
then it is found that Intelligenoe oan be either elma,d or 
apraring in a aonHnuou, 1m11 ; and it has been shown that 
it is not right to hold that it forms a continuous aeries. 

(The Opponent takes up the thread of the original diaoulS■ 
ion]-" If God be held to be different (from · other Soula) 
simply by reason of Bia being endowed with qualities 
differenL from those found in other Souls,-then this would 
mean that auoh things as are possessed of the •me qualitiea 
are identical ; e.g. Time and Spaoe. 0 

Certainly not ; what you say does not neoeasarily 
follow from our hypothesis ; what we asaert is simply that 
from the d(fe,.eno, ih 9uamie1 there follows div,r11,, (i,a 
IA, thing,), and not that from tiot1■d(ferenc, e/ quliffe, there 
follows i,unfitv (of the things); ,.g. we find that though 
several Jaa·s are posseased of the same qualities, yet they 
are many ; so that even though Time and Bpaoe may be 
possessed of the •me qualities, yet they are regarded as 
different, by reason of the faot that they bring about div.erae 
effects. 

Further, unless God were endowed with intelligence, it 
would not be possible for the World to come into existence. 
And this intelligence or cognition of God is operative UPOU 

all tbinga, bearing upon put, present and future thinp-
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and ia dir,ot (intoitive)•; it is not inferential, nor t11Ybal 
rnor analogioal, nor ,,,..,.,,,,aeption] i for ueither l~ference 
nor Scriptures bear upon th&t. God's cognitions being ever• 
lasting, there is no li'aoulty (Memory); i.e. inaamuch as 

· God's cognition is eternal, there need be no Faoulty or 

Vir, P, 470. 
Memory for Him; and beoauae Bia cognition 
is eternal, and there is no Faculty in Him, 

He has no BeooUection; there being. no Recollection Be 
can have no inf erent,al cognition. He has no pafo, because 
He has no Demerit; and having. no pain, He does not become 
disgusted with things; and for that eame reaaon he baa no 
ha,red; Desire there is, but it is not tainted (by ignorance), 
and ia unobstructed in t'egard to all things, just as ia His 
Intelligence (or Cognition). 

'' la God bound or released P u 

' Be is not bound; because He baa no pain; and not being 
bound, He cannot be relBa81d ; as it is only one who baa bee·n 
in bondage that can be relea,ed ; and there is no bondage 
for G~; hence--J{e cannot be released. 

" Since God is not related to the other Soula, it can not 
be possible for Him to oontrol them." • · 

If you· mean by this that-•• the Merit pd Demerit 
aubaiating in the other things, (i.e. the other Souls), are not 
related to God, either '1irectly or indirectly ; and Merit and 
Demerit cannot be operative unless they are co11trolled 
(by God), "-our answer is .that there j■• no force. in this; 
aa an unborn relation. ia ahraya poui~le ;·IOllle pepole haye·· 
held that there ia an unborn relation (of God) with the other· 
Soula ; and. this • unborn relatio~i;' • ltl:;1•1 ·been ·deni,d i11 
the Nylya system, it may. be takeil ~, panr.ed. The pbilo
aophera who have postulated the • 'QJihorii relation' prove it 
by the following reaaonm1 :-• God mu, be related t.o .4ia,Aa 

• Prflf,_.. mua■ .,.,_, OOflllllow, DO& eopltloa ..,. of the Bea• ; for God'■ 
oopl&loa :i,.1a1 eteraal, oanao& be 60f'II or ,ro4w:«lo · · Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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and other all-pervading subatanoes,- because He is in contact 
with corporeal substanoes,-like the Jar ;-the Jar, heing 
in contact with another Jar,• which is a corporeal subatanoe 
becomes related to A.k1J1ha and other all-pervading aub
stances~-and as God also is similarly connected with corpor
esl substances, Re also should be related . to .J1ta,lu.1 and 
other all-pervading substances.' u This relation betwee~ 
God and Souls-is it all-pervadingornot P" This question 
is meaningless, · and as such, need not be answered at all; t 
a11 · that we can say is that there i, such a thing as the 
. relation, of God. with other Souls; we do not go further to 
examine whether this relation does, or does not, pervade over 
God and the ot-her Souls. 

Those pbile>sophers also who do not accept t,he presence 
of the • unborn ·relation ' (as between God and other Souls), 
-for them· also, inasmuch as it · is pouible for God to be 
related 1iO the atomio Mind, there would alwa1s be the said 
relationship (with other Souls); there is a Mind belonging 
to eaoh individual Soul, and all these Minds are .related to 
God ; and thui · then, it being possible for God· .to have this 
(i~direot) relation,. t_brough ~lation (of· Mind), with the 
·other 8001',-it it1 by. this relation that God controls 
all · Souls ;-just as action ia produced in itbe hand by 
t.he Man•e ,ffor.t "nd the connection of the ' Soul with the 
hand and t)ie iland, rendered thus active, becomes connected ' . · with the pincer or some such implement, and 
Vir, P, 4'11. b , f ·h . h b y means o t, eae instruments e gets at t e 

red-hot ball of iron (whioh the band co.old not get at 
directly) . 

., What you have put forward may be aooepted as an 
argument for God being regarded as the cauae of. the World 
at the beginning of Creation; but from this same argument, . 

• ~ IV i1 the right reading, 
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it would seem that God can!iot be the cause of the w.orld at 
the·preaent time." 

·The same argument holds good for the present time also; 
the same arguments hold good even DOW: (a) I the Merit 
and Demerit of Souls d1.ing must be controlled by an intelli
gent Agent; •,;._(b_) ! the Earth and the other-elemental sub. 
st-ances down to Wind are operative in performing their 
respective functions of "pholding (u,etling, burning and 6lou,ing) 
only when controlled by an intelligent Agent,-beoauae they 
are themselves unconscions,-Ji1te the Axe and such other 
instruments; '-(o) similarly wo oan make 'Grass and such_ 
things' t-be subjf\Ot of the syllogism (proving that they are 
controlled by an intelligent Agent), and the. premiss put 
forward in the form • beoa1188 they are-'the objects of vis1Jal 
and tactile peroeption.'--:-ln-the same manner, in regard to 
whatever objeot there may be a difference of opinion,:-and 
it may be found to have the character of .a • product, • -we 
oan make it the• Subject,' and prove the same fact.in- regard 
to it by mean■ of the example of the Axe and such other 

· inatrumeot11. The •~e conclusion ia proved by the Scriptures 
also ; that God is th~ cause o_f the worl~ we· learn also from 

. the Soripturea; e.g. [we may quote the following Bmritij
• The ordinary man, iporan, and not mastctr of :J\ia own. 
happineaa and ullbappineas, oan p to Beavea .:0r)9 .if ,u, only 
u propelled by God. ·When that Lord. "ii ~wake, .then 
alone ia the world active ; and when, with llia mind composed, 
Be P.• to aleei:,, the entire world diappears.'• 

•.tile,...,,.-,. tJiif ii • ,-,ff.' 'lie dfl1111ii1 oa the .W.w o1 
· Clod 11 OODtiDued a& lfNI l_llipli la .ite ,.,,...,. •;f. fll--411. . Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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ll••in•liota oj Ua, Yini tul Ila, Wurlt.l l, IA, r11ulc 
of Ol&aao,. · 

B1&111• on Su. (~2). . 
[P. 101, L~ 6 to P. HO!, L.- o.] 

Another philosopher aaserh 11o11 follows :-
8utrt1 (H), 

1481 

u '11811' PBODUOTION Ol" HTITIIS 11us·r BIii Wl'rKOUT AN 
BPllOIIUfl' OAUH i 68 WI 81111 IOOH THUIOI Al THI 8HABP.Nl88. 
or '.fflll TH<»BN A.ND THIC LIU,• (Bu. SUi,) 
"The Body and 11uob other euwtiea must be regarded 111 

produced withoYt au otlloieot oause i ,i,.os w, see ,uol& I/ring, 
"' Me al,11rp11,a• oJ Ua, tl,orn aatJ tka tilo, i 1110h things as the 
abarpoe&B of the tbol'U, t,he variegated oolour of the minerals 
found io mouotaiooua regions, the 1moothnea1 of stones, are 
found to be prodw,ed without ao1 eftloieot cause, and yet 
eaoh of them bu a ooiaatitaent oalll8 • ; the aa.,ne must be the 
oaae with the-prodaotioo of the Body &a. also'•. 

* ..__ of the prinbld tut clv• 110 NUN ; the rl1bl rudio15 ,tq,414,.w, 
wbl'ilb .. OOUDtealaaed by tbe v,rflla, .. fouacl QI &lat Pad .Ila. B. 

It 11 olllr · that wbu &be P.....,.,.,.. dai• 111 &be pl'IIIOUt liillr• ii the 
N1•11-t11eory of God beiag 1H ,,,.,,, oaae of &be world ; the Hllka clill&iaotly 
IIIID&loae 1bt I tdalff• ', 10d &q a,;,-~ 1& Ifill olurer by •1iug tba& &he 
tbi!J&! ~o~--\la• plwp~ of &lae ._ k.....ltlN 11 ..u,..., ,..,,, aud 
yet thfl1 ban ao : elloin& oaae. 'l'bu aplal111d, &be pl'IIUI ■eotioo beoom• 
oonaeo&41d nallul(IJ wllla &lat fungol111 NO&loa deallai with God II the ,Jloilld 
oa11111 of tlae world. la· Chllr aa.W, to ooooeot Mail ■eotion wi&I, what they oou
lider the pria•l ■abjeot ot &be .tl',.,.-the 0001&i&ueat oaaN of &be world-the 
oommea&a&or1 have utedl_,J ooafultd &be..._ iavol,ed, B.g., &be P11riMllddAI 1&1• 
-" The Pa,.,,,.i,,,. prootedl to' ori&idiH the 81#111,- poaiLioa (put forward uuder 
Ba, ,.1.11) &bi& peroepllble tlala31 are prodllOUII out of ,J1N11ptible oaDllil i 
aad for demollllalng lh• ,lew be beif• wleb Iba deuaoUUoo of tbt .,,_,., 
_ .. ; ud Vuibaluiu aclde tba& ID •~'1 &lae Plrvapaqin'• 1&uklpolo& 11 to 
cleaJ all ldodl of Nllft of &he world, Vlabvaallba ••• uy1-" If &blup are due to Illa.--. tbea _A.toUII oaaaot be the ooDRiheal Ollltli aor God &hi.,..,,, oaa11, 
of &be world [beue tbe P~• ia,llltl aeon• &be aua-tbeol'1, aad · tk 
,w..,,_ ooalroTert11 it]." Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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J"areij11 on Su. (29). 
[P. 471, L. 17 t,o P. 4.72, L. 6,] 

Another philosopher (the Materialist) aays-111'/ae ,rot1u.oi
ioa of ~lldete, ,10. ,eo.-says the Slltra. J111t as auoh things 
u the 1harpoe11 of the thora · ud '1!e like are found to be 
produced without ~11 e8loieDt oaaae, and yet eaoh of .them 
baa a oonstit11eot oa11ae,......, muat be ~e--oaae with the pro• 
duotion of the Body &o. also-says. Lhe BA~~°' Tbia Slltra 
is meant to put forward an illuatrativ~ ezample. What ia the 
aotual argument. (that the illustration · ia meant to au.bat.an• 
tiate) p [The roaaoniog is]-•·The Body and aueh other 
partioular produota muat be without an elloient oauae,-be
oause they have a partioular shape...;;like the thorn and· suoh 
other thing~.•• 

(The J"arlika offers its own aD.Bftl" to·~ ·•bofe argn, 
ment]-The reasoning oannot be aooepted; beoaue in the 
oaae of things of whioh "' do not Ji,~ aa ~rit oauae, · 
we oan ftnd oub s~b oa111e by mea11i qf Jrr,1,r,u,; that ·is 
·to aay, w~en we cannot peroeive by oar 88Dlil "ie eftio• 
ient oauae of a oertain thing, we have to •• ·for it by 
llieaQI of Inferenoe. "Why ao P'' l'or the simple reason that 
the thing in question would be similar to thiap kao.wn t,o 

to have an eftloient oause ; as a matter oUaot, we lad that 
objeota with shapes, suoh- u the Jar and the rest. have e8lo
ient oa11B1B ; ~e Body and the 'rhorn &o. · alao laa,e ah~pu ; 
hence it. follows that theae Jat~er also llllve eftloie~t oauHB, 
1!'11rtber1 thi1 matter baa been explained. '' What baa been 
~plaine4,?" . It has been explained tba~•_ the pf<K.lw,tion of 
'-Body i'eti111 to the infl11e11~~f previoaa deeds• (Sa. 8-MO). 
And '1lere is no objeot wUA ,up, as is adJDitted by bo'11 
partiee to be without oauae (whiob ooald ""' 11 the oor• 
rohorative iutanoe io tJ.• PlrNp,,.,.,, 17llogi1J'1), Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Bulra (18). 

[Tbe Elra4eahin'a answer to· the Piroafdf•.J 
811,01 fBI NON•OAUBB 18 (SPOIIS OP ~8) 'l'BB I O.AUH,' 

TRI HID PRODUO'l'IOK OP INTITIIS 18 NOT I WITRO'IJ'l' OAVl■•1 

Bha,110 on So. (!~). 
f P. 202, LI. ?-8.] 

[Some Naiylyikas have offered this as an answer to the 
P1r11opale1a view expreued in Stl. 22]. It ia alleged (in 
Sn. 29) that• 6hlvofpalli', the• production of entities', is 
•animillal aJ' i [ and since tbis latter term ends in an afllx 
which baa the sense of the Ablative, it can only mean that 
the • production ' proceed■ from • araimiUa ' • non•cau11e '] i 
and tnat from which a thing proceeds is its • cause ' ; so 
that since (from what is said in Su. 22 it is clear that) the 
• t1rairnilta,' • non-ca•1se, ' ia tht1 • cause·' of the ' product-ion 
of entities 11 it follows that the said • produot1on ' is not 
• without cause ' (as is alleged by the Ptlrvapak,in). 

Vllr/iia on Sil. (513). 
rP. 472, L. 8 to L. 10.] 

Somo people offer, to the· Plna,-101 the following 
answer-linoe tl&s nnn■oaus, Jo. fo.-■-ys the Bllra. The 
• non-cause ' • anirnilla, ' itself would be the • ciinse, ' ; for 
that from which 11 ~biog proceeds is ita • canae ' ; hence 
arising _out of ' aai,nill• ', the said ' production of entitiet' 
cannot be said to be ; -without cause.' · 

'"''" (24). 
· • NnnnA ' (O,usa) ABO • A•1111n,' (' ifo1'■0AU1■ ') 

8111'0 TWO, Dl&'l'IIO'l' TBIN081 TBI ANSWBB (offHID 

1• Sit. 23) · 1a No ,wswBR AT ALL. (Su. 511.). 
· Bhl,y• on Su. 24). 

[P. 902, L. 10 to· L. 18.] . 
• Nirfrilla', CauH, is one thi~g, and its negation (ani• 

milla (• uon-oauae ') is another; and the n,ga_liota cannot be 
tbe same aa the n,gaff,etJ ; w,. · g. when it ia said Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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that • the '\'88881 ia aUwue --·' this dBRital of .,,.,,, 
is not tlae same 118 1ocil1tr. rso that there it no point in 
saying, aa the llkalfshin has aaid in Su. 18, t1iat the 
••••illti', 'UOD•oaase,' is the •nimilla', • oauae', of prod no-
tion]. · 

[The real answer to the Plro11pG11f• put forward in Sa.. 
II ia that 1 the view therein put forward in no way differs 
from the view that • the origination of the Bod1 &c. is not 
due to the actions of men'; and being identical with thia view, 
it muat be taken as refuted by the refuta&iqn of thRt view, 
(under Sitra■ 8°2. 60-71). 

P11rtikt1 on -Sn. (24). 

(P~ 479, L. 10 to P. 478, L. 18.] · 

The answer offered in Su. 22 ia not right : ror • nimillt.t .' 
anti ' tmimitla ' IJMg l'o, f,.-says the Sitra. • Nimill11 ' 
i• one 11,ing and it, negation i• anolhsr; and -Iii, negaUon 
oannoe bs the ••me a,- IAs • n~atioed '-uys the B1'1Jfga. 
• Nimilla ' (being 11, positive term) affirms II thing, while. 
• .Animill• ' is its n,gation ; and certainly it is not right to 
identify-• afflrmation' with• neg•tion '. 

. . ' 
The view propo11nded io Sn. 21 in no way differs from 

the "View that• the originationofthe Body &o. is not dne to the 
aotiona of men'; and bl!ling il\enMoal with tlu,t view, it 
.should be regarded BR having been refnted by the refat,a
tion of that "View (under Bu. 8~2. 60-72). 

(The Yl,fik offers its own answer to tba Piir1t1p11Alfs]
Be, who B1Berta that •• the production of the thorn and auoh 
thinga i■ · without oauae ", 11ho11ld be asked the following 
queatio~-1• it; , the prodaotion of the 'l'Aorra onl7 that is 
without oauae P or that of all things ~ If it is the prodm>• 
tion of the Thorn onl1 that ia held to · be witbot1t cause, then 
on ~e 1t;reagth of that •• au •--pie, it; oan be prond 

Vu: P, t'la. 
that all the reat bat a cause. If, on the 
other haml~. the ,iew held is that all thing, Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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are ~thout aanae, then there ia Hlf•oonkadionon ; 1iaee 
yo11 admit · of the relation of the Teacher and the Taa1ht ; 
you bold all thinp to be without ·•u~ and yet you are 
esponnding a oertain doctrine (t.o aome one), and thi1 pro-
0888 involves a aelf-oontradiotion [the •po•n4sr is the 
Rotive agent, t.he person to whom aomething is espounded ii· 
the objective ; and these two oonoeption1 involve the notion 
of oanae ). In fact, the very use of a sentenoe involvea 
a aelf-oontradiotion · on yollr pa~t ; when 10n put forward 
the sentence-" the prpdnotion of entitiei. •i• without 
cause, as we see such things 111 the Sbarpat11 of_ the 
thorn and the like" (SO. H)-you make u1e of Nilltthi~g 
that iervea M the 111p,mnd,r (of a doctrine); and .then 
to say that • there is no 111Qh _thintr u oau11 1 inwlve1 ·a 
aelf-oontradiotion [ainee the eapountl,r. is a kind. of 11t11111) • 

. further,• the production of entities ia. without oatJN,' and 
-• the prodllction of entities ia· dne to a oauae,'-both th111·are 
sentences (verbal expression■) ;-now "if yon ·do pe•ive 
the difference between the meaning of these .two expreuiona 

'-then this very faat aeti aaide the alleption that H'the 
production of ent.Uit11,i1 without oa111e;" 1inoe the peroep
tior1 of t.he difference in. the. meanings arises from (and has 
for its oa,111) the difference in the two e:xpreuion1. If, on the 
other hand, yon do not dbmprebend the dilerenoe ia the 
meanings due to the differenoe in the ezpreaiona, then 
there would be no point in makiag use of a partionlar 
ezpresaion,-any expreuion might be nRed to oonvey uy 
meaning, l there being, • l&ypolA11i, no differeno, in . the 
meaning• of different expressions). Then again, one who 
holda the produoiion of entities to be without oauae ~11 

at the root of all praotioal uaagea of men. And in auerting 
that • the production of entities ia without oauae,1 if you 
inolode under it aU ,n,1tiu, then yon oan have nothing Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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to serve 88 the corroborative instance· (of your syllogism); 
if, on the other hand, you include ander it 0011 11 /11J1 

entities-such as the Body and the like-then, whatever 
might be oited 88 the corroborative inatanoe, it would be 
wanting in one of the properties of the Probandum,-it 
would have the property of bei11g u,UI& 1l111pe, and ~ould not 
have the property of bnng 1oitho1&t c:au,e [ aooording to both 
parties; and it is essential for the Inatanoe to be one that 
is admitted by botl& pa,·ti,, to be on all fours wi~h what is 
meant to be proved} 

1Dnd of Beolion (6). 

Section (7). 
[ 81i/ras ,5-28.] 

Bmamintdiun of the viMo sl,a& .J.ll 'l'l1ing1 are eNne,eent. 
Bh11ya on Stl, (Iii), 

[P. 202, L. 18 to L. 18.J 
Other philosophers have held tbe. follo:wing view :

'<. 81/ra (16). 
11 Ar,L TBINOI J((J8'1' BI IVASIIOIIT; BIOA1181 mn 

ABB LIABLI TO BI P&ODOOID AND DIITIOYID, •t Bi (II). 

• The oalllet, out of wliioh the thinga of the world an produced,-du &bt7 
coaaiat of all evao11Ceat thinp? or of all •• thinp Y or of aome eteraal aacl 
aome evaonoent thlnp? Tbll 11 what ia goln\to be oon■ldorod now. lflhe 
Im two alternativn are trae, I~• &here oan be no 1Beblrth,' 1uoh ill the 
Nai,IJIN po■tulate■• Uenoe -it becomo■ 11ece■11ry · to refute them i and the 
pree■Dt IIOtiOD proceed■ to nfate the lnt of the three 1ltern11~•-· The po■ition 
ooalrOnrted here i1 not the ~aine u tlw la whloh -all tbiop an held to be 
m0111111tary i 'b■-• the Pllnapakf In hen admit■ ■oma aort of joootiuulty of 
nl■tenoe of tblap and u ■aohdilenfrom tbethoroogh-golng .ICfllff'bAal\ft.nhldl• 
NibUlll-l'lll'~lf#ll, 

V1~-, In Yiew of what he hu uld in oonneotioo with the preceding 
INtioa, 11ya-Thou1h what hu been pro•ed in the foregoing IIOtioa i1 that th■ 
&blap of the world h1Ye an d/,ol,lf' oauae, yet whu the pr111111I NO&foa t■lr• 
_up II the qae■tion of eternality or eYIDIIOIDOI of all three kiocl■ of oaaee, beoaue 
ha I pael'll way what hu been uld in proof of the .,,.., u• 11 appllcablt Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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•• What ia the meaning of being ' evaneaoeut' P 'rhat 
wbiob ezista only for some time ia called' evanescent.' That 
whioh is liallle w h produced ia non-•i1t,11C while it ia n.ot 
produced, and that whioh is liable lo be de,&roged. is no1a.
,.;,,en, when it hu been destroyed ; • and what this means 
ia that all material things-auoh as the Body &o.--and all 
non-material thingi-Oognition and the rest-both kinds of 
thinsa are found to be liable CO prodNotiot& t.111tl tt,,,ruo&ion ; 
from whioh it follows that they are all evaneaoent,." 

Ylrlikca on S11. (25). 

[P. 478, L, 16 to P. 474, L. 5,) 

.. All Claiug, are s,an,,aeni /a. /o,--aays the Bfllra. Wh11t 
i, IA, _flMc&ning of. b,ing ' l!lvaM10111l ' ii 'l'lwd ,uhiol, Nia&, Jor 
o•dg BOIN C~me ii oalletl • eNtlBIOMI& ; ' tlaat wl,ioh ia liable lo 
be protluoBtJ i, non-Miltenl while i, la nol produo,tl, and t/aal 
u,AioA i, liabls I<> 6, d11wogetl i, 11011-1a,i1ts1d aft#' it laa, b11n 
tJBalroy-; t19'tl ~W CA~ """"' i, thal call ,naleri~l &l,ing,-IA, 
. Botlr ~ du ·" taOll•tlltltlricd tl&ing,-Oogni&iot'6 a11t.i '"' 
· ,.,.,__..,,. lint.la of 1/aing, are /oNnd, to bi licable ·10 prod.uoCion i 
from roAioA •ie /ollo101 tl&al they are all et1t.1t1eaaenl,''-says the ~,,.,, .. 
--·----------&o tbe co,,.,..,,, and no11-oon,Ut,w1& oawiee o.lao, The precillO Doubt or 

qu•tioa to be doalt with in Lhe pruaenL 1111ouuu i1~wbelhar or ao, OOflll,_llilit11 
111 invariably couoomit.aut with ......,a,nc,, 

VW-fA,J uy11-lf all tWug1 are uvo.u1111Uent, the Soul alllo 1hould be 
evaae■oallt; haaoa iL booomo1 ueceaary to ooutrover& &hat vie_w. 

•The priuted tat read■~,; Lbo V•r.fika (Bib. Ind, edition) aucl the 

f•flGrrs read • 1'alt; we have adopted the latter, 111 beiug IQore in 11:■eping with 
the 11811N of the 1111te11ee a, a whole, ,vitb tbe 'tormor readiilg the 11111tenoo 
would 1na.1a-• that which i■ liable to be de■&royed iii never 11ot de■woyed_,' Thongb 
thla will give IOIDe aort of --, ye& i& woald aot be la keepla&' with the I'll& 
of Uae ,..._., The f•fl,Gr,- C011Struee the 1114,,- &o meaa-• &blapare.aoa• 
.i.teu& after cleatruatloa ; benoe llablllt., to prodaotloa aacl cleuraotloa pm• 
t.bal,.,.,. .. ., .,.,,.,., ''"'"'·· fAq .... ............. ' 
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[The 1'1rlii• offers its own answer to the above argu• 
ments of the Pi,-o•pakfe1]-lnum11oh as the arg11ment 
stalied · in the 8ilra at.Inds in oeed of a corroborative 
iutaircte, •-and as it iuoludei ' all things ' uoder the Propo
sition itielf [leaving nothing to serve as th~ required inslianoe] 
it is vitiated by the absence of a corroborative inatanoe; your 
proposition i11 that ' all things are evaneaoent,' and this makea 
• aco1·robora.tive instance impossible; as everything 
Vir,P.f7', · 

is included unde1· the Subjeot ('all things'), and 
what ia itself to be. proved cannot form the corroborative 
inatanoe, · Further, the ptoban,-' because they are liable 
to be, produced and deati·oyed '-is 11011•perva11ive,(i.e.1 not 
p1·eaent in the entire Subject) ; you make ' all things' the 
IU6jeot, and then predicate of them' liability to be produced 
alid destro1,ed j I but IS a matte1· of fact this ' liability to be 
. produced and deatroyed • is not present in several suoh 
~g• as .Alam,, lloa,ta ('Cime, Space &c.), some quaUtiea•of 
llat11, . and in Oommunilg &o. ; so that the proban, ia ROA• 

,.,..,iv,. 
· Bllra (26), 

f The Ebcjeahin's answer to the Purvapakfa ]
WHAT 18 ASSIBTID CANNOT BI TBU II i Al TBB ' BVANBSOBNOH 1 

lTSBLf 18 BTIIKNAL, SU. (26). 
B/aifY"' OD St1, (26), 
[P. 202, LI. 20-21,] 

If the e11e1"6BOBHC~ of all things is everlaahiug (eternal), 
then, by l'eason of the ,terttalitg of that' evaneacence,' it 
cannot be true that ' aU things are evanescent i '-if, on the 
other baud, the said '.avanescence' is not ~ver-laatiog,.then 
while the ' evanes"-ooe ' would. be non-eziatent, all thinp 
would be ellrnal I · 

0 Thi• ia bow the fcJfparra ezplalaa the term 111•c114t•HI Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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. YlrliiG on 811. (26). 
When the Opponent asserts tbat '' all things are evanea• 

oent:,11 he should be aaked the following queation-Ia the 
• evaneaoenoe ~ of all thinga everlasting P or evaneaoent P If 
the • evanesoenoe' is everlasting, then all thing, are 110£ 

evanescent, If, on the other hand, the • evaneaoenoe' is 
evaneaoent, then by reason of the absence (at times) of the 
• evanesoenoe.. all things would be eternal. For these 
reasons the Probans put forward is' oontra.diotory.' 

Batra (27). 
[The SirJ,Jhllufi•'• objeotion to the Ekadeshio'a argument 

in 811. 26,] 
A.a A IIA'l"l'IB or JAOT, THI I HVANBB0IN0l 1 18 NOT 

ITl&lllLj Lll[I !BI DIIITBDOTJON 01' l'JBI APTIB HAVING 

Dl&TlllYID TIii TBill'G BOUT BY 1'1', (SO. !7.) 
Bla1,,a OD s11. (27). 
[P. 208, LI. S-8.) 

The said • evaneaoenoe ' is not eternal. " How ao P " 
Just. as Fire, after having .destroyed the thing burnt by 
it beoo,,nea itself destroyed (e.ding11i11hed), aimilarly the 
• evanesoenoe of all thinr.· ,' afl1ttr having destroyed all thinp, 
beoomes itself destroye . [ So that there need be no 111-
ooagruity in regarding the • evaneaoenoe • as • eternal.'] 

Ylrlil,a OD Sil. (97)~ 
[P. 47', Ll. J 1-11.] 

.4, .a r11t1U1r of /aol lo. Jo.-eaya tile 8llrt1. Just•• 
lire beoomea destroyed after having d•t.royed the thing to 
be burnt; so does· • evanesoenoe ' also beoome deaLroyed, after 
haying deatroyed all thing■• 

,,,,,, (28). 

[The linal 8i,JtJl&anlt1°] 
. TB■ ftlUAL 0ASll'Cff BI &IGBTLY D11'11D ; HOAUBI 

I.BI DftllJIUl.lTIOa (Al TO A OllfAIII' TBUfG BlllfG ITIIK.lL 

. o& DdlllOll'I) KUIT II IB ACOOIIDa\BOI Wl'rB \YJU'l' 18 

A~ALI.I PIIOIIVID. (Sil, 28,) Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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BAllt,a on S1l, (98), 
[P. 208; L. 5-9.] 

The theory propounded (in S1l. 26) totally denies all 
• eternality; : but the total denial of •eternalit,' ia not right.
Why P-BeotlU,e lhe tlel6rmi11ati,m mu,t-lH, in aooortlano, u,ifA 
"''"" ii aciuall1 peroeioed. That is, wlien- a certain thing is 
rightly found to bo ' liable to be- produoed and destroyed,' it 
sllould be regarded as • evanesoent ; , while what is not found 
to be so liable should be re~rded as the reverse ; and as a 
mattei· of faot, the said lia6alitg to 6, produoed uq,l deil,•ogNI. is 
not perceived by aoy m_eans of· right know ledge, in suob things 
aa the elemental substanoes in their subtle forms, .lklsha, 
Time, S.P.-oe, Soul and Mind,~me qualities of. tri'ese1-

0ommon1ty, Individuality and lilberenoe ;-henoe tlie oonolu
sion is that all these are etern-.1. 

.. . YlrliAi" on St1. (28). 

[P. 474, L. 18 to P. 416, 1'. 10]. 
The theory · propounded in So .. ll,-that ,. all thiags are 

evaneaoent "-at.ally denieai '•~nality': but Che ,urnal 
otallno, 61 righll1 denied _&c. &o.-aays _ the 81lrd. It is 
not rig~t lo tot.ally·-~eny I eternality ,' 6eoau,e ll&e determination 
mue 6, in aooordu.noe u,it/a u,ha& i, aoluaH, '6ro,ioetl; i' ia 
only in -91 where we actually (peroeive what ·has ·b«,in. p~t; 
forward aa the· reason) i,,,; ·.• tiabiliJiy to J>e procluoed 
and destro1ed 1 • that on the · st;rength of .- th1t reaioo, 
eN11aoenOfl oan be admitted.. If you ~gard thlaga as 
e,anaoeta, without an7 reaaon, '11a ·. the ilatellien t of the 
reason-• beoauae they are Uable to be prodaaed and 
deatroyed '-becomes stultified (futile). Portlier, · one who 
speaks of • ~on-eternality ' (evaneioenoe) must admit, • etern■ 
ality 'also, as the negative partiole always signifleseitherde,aial 
of 111w&l u po1n6le, or earoluian, (ooratr11di11iulio11) ; as a matter 
VI P '71. of iaot, the negative pal'tiole, when used, ia uaed 

r • . in the sense of eiU.er (a) d,., •• , wue i, f'Olri6ll, 
or (6) ,,oluding (eliminating), and in either case it prea1lppo181 Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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the existence of what is the second ,erm in the negative oom
ponnd; so that {a) if tha compound •non-eternal' denotes 
u,l&ai i, stdrnal, then,-inasmuobas what is denied in one plaoe 
is only what exists in another pla<'e, it follows that what is 
signified by the second term in, the compound exists ;-and 
(6)_ if the 'non-eternal·' is that which is othe,· ,han etdrnal, 
even so what is ~ignifted by the latter term in the compoun<l 
becomes established ; for unlea~ the thing signified by the 
latter term exiaL•~ $here .ORD be no sense in 8 thing being 
other than that. : .And · inasmuch RI • non-eternality ' is an 
actuality-' non-et.ern~lity:' being aooepted (by us also) as a 
property of tbinga1--there would be nothing wrong (even 
according to us) in the assertion that'A.11 things are non-eternal' 
\if by' all' are meA.nt all those things that are actually found 
to be lia1Jle to 6e productd and de,troyed) ; furthflr 'non-etern• 
ality' is a property, and A.S snob, it 01.1nnot exist if the object 
to which it belongs is non-existent; and in this sense (since the 
very existence of the propert7 of • noo-eternality ' presupposes 
the existence of tbinge), th•re ••eel be nothing wrong in the 

,-allegation that Call thiilgi -.. ,. .;.on ••rbal,' lt-·being,admitted 
(by both p,rtiea) that w:batffel' ,is lia1Jle io 1H produoed a11d 
de1«,0111d is t1on-ewlnol, the Opponelit misbJ; tr; to prove the 
•non eteroality' of all tbingaon-tkt lfOlllld of their being ,in,,en, 
Hing,, the ·mea~i-og of • aoa.•eternili•y ' being either ' being 
suspected of being non etel"i11l,' or • being other than et6rnal , ; 
-but for such a person also non-eternality would be poasible 
. oitly when there would be in existence that which is denoted 
by the second term of that compound (i.e., the etertial thing), 
and hia very proposition would be faulty ; and hence his 
aUeg,dion becomes reject,d. 

End of Section (7), 

ttN: fllfiiNJti◄i ii.ft.l'li+fl•lqit( f ,..p.t◄t4 is the right reading, 11 in th• 
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8,otinn (8), 

[ lllra, 9 9-BS.] 

.B•aminaiion of the '11ieory that till 'l'hing, are· Et,.rnal, 

. BA11111a on So. (19). 
[P. 103, L •. 9 to L, 12.J 

Here ia another sweeping auertion :-
8llrt1 (29),-[Plroapak1t1 J.-11 ALL THINOB MUST BI 

BTIBlUL; BBOAUBI THI FIVB ll'IMINTAT, EI0BSTANOBI ABB 
ITIUAL,".,...(80, 19). . 
"All _this, nerything·_ iii the. world, is an elemental 

aubstanoe.; and elemental •ubstanoe.a are eternal, the. total 
deatruotion of any · elemental :111bstanoe being impoBSible 
(according to the Naiylyika himself) (hence everything must 
be eterna_l]."• · · 

. . 
YIJrlilta on SO. (29). 

[P. 475, L. 10 to L, 18,] 

The following is' another· sweeping assertion :-11 ..4ll 
. ,1aing1 are e,,rna~ &c,. &o,-:-aays the SU~ra. IJJoer11thing in 

el&ia tDOrltl i, an elemental n6,tance; and all el,m,ntal ,ub• 
. 1tance, CJ".~ eternal,-th, lolal d,1tructiot& of any elemental ,ub• 
''°?Ii'" 6n-., impn11i6le1-says the Bh1Jfya. Hence it follow, 
that all things ~re eternal." 

· 8illra (SO). 

[ Si4,Jh1Jnlt1,] 

WHAT BAB BBIN ASHRTHD OANNOT BI RIGHT i AS WI 

ACTUALLY PHOll'VI TRII OAUBI or PRODUOTJOlf AND or DBS

TBUOTtON.-(SO. !O). 

• H all tblnp ara atamal, there can be no Re-birth, u Re-birth pre-1uppo111 
t bt dll&raotlon of the Body. Heuoe It i• nec.ary to oontro•ert tbl■ Ylew. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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BA•n• on s11 <SO). 
A.a a matter of faot, we aotuallt peroeive the cause of the 

production (of things), as well. as the oanse of (their) 
deatruotion ; and this would be incompatible with the view 
that all things are eternal.• · 

Vlr(ih on Sil. (80). 
What ha, be11n a•BBrled cannot be right /n, 4 o.-aays the 

Sllra. Of entities, w~ actually peroeite the oauae of produc• 
tion, as also the cause of destruction; neither of these woultl 
be possible if . the entities were all eternal ; 1or wh11t is 
eternal i, neither produotJd ncr rlealroyed. 

8111,a (SI). 

· [Objection]-" INAs11bos AS ALL TBJll'OB POaBRss 
TBR OBABAOT~RIITICS OP ILBHlll'l'AJ, SIJBBTAROBB, TRI 

nHJAL (1N so. SOJ rs No:r arosr." (Sil. ~n.) 
BhDfya on Sil, (:t l), 
(P. 208, LI. 17-18.] 

11 The thing, of whioh you think you peroei ,, the oausea 
. of production and deatraction, is not fourad to be anything to• 
tally different from, and devoid of the oharaoteriatloa of, 
Blemental Subatanoea ; and inasmaoh •• everything poaseasea 

· the obaraoteristios of Elemental Substanoea, . it mast be an 
Elemental Sabatanoe; so that the deni11l (in Sa. 80) is not 
right.''t 

• Thinp compoeed of elemental 1ubttan011 are not the ■ame u· tbe elemei,tal 
1abataooe1 themael,ea; the Ball 1ad the Ju for inltaaoe are aot the •me u the 
111btle Atoms; for if Ibey were ■o, they woold b~ 11 imperoep~ble II the Atom• 
are. And ahice we 1otually perceiYe the oauM of produotion aad dN&raotion of 
aaoh tbioge u the Bull and the Jar, t'-8 unnot be eternal, even though 1the 
elemental aabat1noe■ may be IO,-fctfpc1f'Jf,i, . 

t Elemental aobataooet are eternal ;-the Ball aad the Jar are oo& anything 
dllerent from llemental 1ab1tuoet ;-heooe eteroillty oaoool be .denied of the 
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J'ar,Ua on S1l, ( 81 }, 
[P. 475, L, 1 t,o L. 18.] 

lraa,muol& a• .all e1&ing1 4'0~ f'o.-aaya the St1tra, '' That 

Vlr. P. '78, of. whioh you think you peroeive the ·oauea 
of produotion and deatraotioo, is not found 

to be devoid of the obaraoteriatios of Elemental s,batanoes ; 
and ina.smooh Ra everything poaaes11ea the oh11raoteriatios of 
8lernental subatRnoes, all things must be eternal/' 

(The rartilta s11pplies its own answers t,o this argument 
of the PiirHpakfa l-(1) When _the Opponent 111ys that "all 
things are eternal," be admits Lbat nothing ia prodooed and 
nothing is dastroyed ; and sinoe he admits this, all hie 
activity, which is for the pm·pose of obtaining what ia good 
Rnd avoiding whAt is evil, woold be fotile. (~) Siooe 
1 all things' .have been mado the 'snbjeot' (of the argument) 
there can be no corroborative instance. (8) The very 
use of the verbal expression. is stoltif ying; i.,., the verbal 
expreuio11-11 aU things must be eternal, beoauae·the ,_ve 
elemental iobsta.noe.,a are eternal,"-ia aaed only for the purpose 
of ·eitplaining thinga t,o the other party ; now what does the 
Pirv1pal1ira do by means of this verbal expression P (a) Doea 
he establish what is not known P Or (6) does he disestablish 
(set aside) what ia already known P (a) [f he esttlblishes 
what is not known,-what sort of ,,eabli,l&ing is it that is 
brought about· by the expreuion P If it is the inor,ledg,of the 
(thing) that; is brooght about, then this goes against your 
'View : youallege that• all tl&irag, an etera1al,' and yet you admit 
that the irw"'W,• (whiob also is ineluded in • all things ') 
i■ brought about (or produced). If~ on the other hand, 
the -verbal ezpreBSion doeR not bring about the i11au,l,dg1, 
then ~hat is that • establishing' lfhioh ia brought about 1>1 
the active inatrumentality of the reasoning (that you ~ve Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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propounded)'?• Every aotin agent. must &eOOlllplish some
thing new; on one band the very idea of the • aooomplishmen_t 
of aometbiog ne" • is incompatible (with· the Opponent's 
theory of all things being eternal) ; while on the other (if 
nothing new is aooomplished) the 'aotive agent • losea its 
oharaoter; for if the thing is eternal, there is nothing to he 
brought about in it (b1 aby aotive agent). (b) If the 
Opponent aooepta the view that he intends (by his verbal 
espret1aion) to disestabli.tsb what. is already known,-this view 
also involves t.he Dile1lr1,bli,hm,nt, or !letting aside, of 
what is elBrntil (whiob is absurd). If 'disel!ltablishment' 
be held to mean disappea,·anOB from mew (not d111truation), 
then also it "ould have to be admitted that when a certain 
thing ai,appears /rom via,, there is either something new 
produasd, or some previously e.iisting thing d11troy1d ; so 
that in no way oan you esoape from ' self-oontradiotion ; ' 
l.,., when it so happens that a oertain thing, not peroeived 
before, comes to be peroeived,-there is always either the 
production of something new, or the destruction of some
thing that existed before; and since you oannot but admit 
this, you oannot escape from self-oontradiotion, 

81fra (32). 

[AtllWdt]-WBAT BAB Blli U.BOID OA.N KOT BB 

BIGHT; ,08 Al A KATTBK OP nor, '1'll11 OAUSB AllD PBODUO■ 

TlOll AU ACTUALLY P.IBOIIVID, (80. BJ.) 

v 1 811,Aau,' ' Moana of aoo,,mpliahmeot', i, that whioh aooo1opli■la11 aome
tbiog ; aod u aub there muat ba 110111etbiqg Uaat i, ao,>01opll1hed by i&, Tt1e 
reading of the Bibliotheoa lodi~ &dl&ion giYee no •eD1e ; that of &b• Beoarea 
,dlwm i1 'ff •11nl't ..t .tlftr, whiob may be rendered to meaD-1 that wt.ioh 
(for it11 aocomplillunent) reodert &he llflllr ao&i" or opera&IY1.' 

'If """'1wt ... .trftr appean to be· &he right reading, wbiob hu been 
adopted lo the tranalatlon. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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BAlf,a on SI. (31). 
L P. BO+, L. 1 to L. 16]. 

Aa a matter of faot (in the oaae of every Qrdinary thing, 
suoh as the Bull, the Jar and th.e like), the °""'" is aotaally 
peroeived, aa aJao the p,oduoeion of the thing po8188■ing 
qualitie■ analogoa■ to the qualitiea of the oauae ; and neither 
of theae oan be pouible in regard· to an • eternal ' thing; 
nor is it pouible to deny t-hat th-,re ia suc,11 peroeptioo 
of the I oauae • and the •production• (of the thing); nor 
agaiu ia. it possible ·for a perception to be entirely· dnoid 
of a real objective basis ; so that on the strength of thi■ 
perception it; ia inferrP-d that the produot is produo,d 
(brought ioto exiateooe) as poueBSing qualitiiea analogous 
to those of it.a cause ; and it ia that produot w'"9h 
forms the real objective. basis for the said peroeption. Tliis 
(the produot.a having qualities similar to those of its oause) 
aooounta· for the faot that II all things poa1888 the oharaoteria
tioa of Elemental Substanqes" (tbat; baa been urged by the 
Opponent in St1. 11 ). • · 
· · Farther, as a matter of faot, we ftnd t;hat the effort of 
the oognitive agent is put forth onl1 when be ia urged by 
a ·desire for the oauae of the production (of what he wishes to 
obtain) and the d•uction(of what he wishes to get rid of). 
[So that Man's effort also ~reauppoaea the protluoUo• and 
tl11lruolion of thingaJ. . 

2'/airdly, every oomposite substance is known to. have 
that character; i. , .. it; is a "811-kliown faot that every 
oompoaite substance has the character of being liable to 
production and destruction. · . 

l'ourllly, what ha■-been urged by t;he O~ponent; ia not 
applicable to Sound, Mofiion, Cognition a11d 81101i thinga; as 
a mat;t;er of fact;, the two reasons put forward~•) 11 tieoauH 
the ftve Elemental Substanoes are eternal·" (Sil. 19) and 
(6) 11 booaose everything is• poueased of the charao&eriatioa 

•Tbef&o&of the Ball aad &be Jar ba,iag &be obarao&erilti.of lllemeratal 
811be&au1111 II dae &o tbelr bela, the,,,__,, of thou·•llllaaoN, IIKI -·&o their 
beiag tbe -■e II tlaoH 1abeaa1111, HeaOII 1be. uicl faat. a111aol p,on &bi 
eteraallty of &he Ball aad lbe.J ar. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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of Elemental Subatanoea '' (Sn. 81)4re not applicable .to 
suoh tbingi as Sound, Motion, 0ognition, Pleuure, Pain, 
Deaire, Aversion, an!! Rffort, [as not one of these ia either an 
elemental substance, or posse888d of the oharaoteristioa 
of elemental substanoea]; henoe the reason (is • canel-anta' 
(inoonoluaive; because non-pervaaive). . · 

[Says the Opponent l-11 Like the oognitic,n of things in a 
dr,-m, the said peroeption (of the oanae and of produotioo) 
is wrong." · 

The same may be said of the peroeption of Elemental 
Sobstanoes alao. What you mean is that-11 The peroep• 
tion of the produotion and tlie oause of tJ:i,ioga ia of the 
same oharaott,r as the oognition of things in a·. dream"; 
bot if that be ao, then the same might be said alao in 
regard to the peroept.ion of Elemental Subatanoea ; 
and the perception of lart.b &o. also would have to be 
regarded as aimilar tot.he cognition of things in a dream [so 
that there would be no justification for J'8garding even 
the Elemental Subatanoes as etsrHal]. 

'l'be Opponent says}-'' If there are no such things aa 
the Earth &o. then the practi011l usages of men would oome 
lo au end," 

'l'he same would apply to t.he other oase alse ; if there 
were no real objective basis for the perception of the produc, 
tion and the oause of thing!, then al• all praotical usages 
of men would come to an 1ncl. 

Further, to argue that II the _said perception (of 
produotion &c.) is as unreal as tli~ cognition of things 
during dreams," is not a right argument at all [ i,11,, it oanoot 
prove any such conclusion as the Opponent, desires to 
prove, oil, ordinary things like the Ball and· the Jar are 
ex&®ly like the Atoms of Elemental 8ubstanoe1] ;-(a) 
beoauae Eternal Substanoes (Atoms) are beyond the reach 
of the aenaea (which the ordinary thinga of ihe world are 
not), and· (6) because they are 110& objeota of _proiluolion and 
d"'"'°Uo" ·(w:biolr the ordinary thinga of the world 11re), 

• Hel &be Virlllia balow on Lbe uaa of &hi■ &arm here, Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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v,,,aca OD Sa. (81). 

[P •. 476, L. 18 to P. 478. L. 12.] 

It hu been urged (in SI, 31) that ., ~verytbing · ia 
p088eesed of the oharaoteriatioe of elemental 11ubetanoea, 
henoe all thing, muat ~ eternal "; but thia is not right; 
u the faot put forward oan be ezplaioed oth.erwiae; 
the pr~nce (in ordinary things) of-the oharaoterietioe of 
Elemental Substance, is capable of being explained 0Lhe1 .. 
wise (than on the basis of their l!Jt,r1t1litg) :-II i, tlu, to 
IA, p,ro,pffon of prociuoffoa au of oau11, As a matter ·of 
faot, we peroei,I t.he produotion of thinp as · po118888ing 
9ualiuea analogous to thoae of its cause, and we also perceive 
the aauae itself; both these would be impoaaible in reprd 
to eternal thingll ; of the eternal thing there is no procluo
Hon; nor is there any cause of the eternal thing. And yet 
both these actualJy exist (~ vouohed for by our perception). 
Henoe the oonoluaion is· that the produot is aotually JWOduoetl, 
as p088888ing qualitiee analogous to those of its cauae i 
and when it is p~duoed !Ill posaeaaing qualities analog,,ua 
to those of .the oauie, it ia oDly natural that the pnt/aol 
(ordinary thi~ga like the Bull and the Jar) should poaaesa 
the oharaoteriatioa of elemental 111bstahoea ( wbioh subatanoea 
are its cause). This argument bas bean- alrelldy explained 
by as in detail when we pointttd out that, ' the produotioa 
of perceptible things is from perceptible t.hinga, ·88 is 01.-1; 
proved by perception ' lSQ. 4. 1. 11). 

Further, t.he probans put, forward (by the Opponen,J 
- 11 beoa,,ae the elemental aubstanoea are· eternal " (Sil. S9t is 
non-pervasive. 11 How so P" J!'or the aimple reason 
that it does not apply to Motion and suoh other thinp; 
as a matter of faot, Motion, Oogaidon, Sound k do not fall 
under-iihe premiaa ' beoauae the &ve elemental aabet.-noea are 
eternal•.• 
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Further, the Opponent's argument becomes -nullified b1 
our perceiving the effort put forth by the oognitive agent ; 
the effort of the oognitive &g(tnt is found to be put forth 
when he is urged by a desire for production and destrua. 
tion ; and this would vot be possible if all . things were 
eternal (a.ad there were 110 production, nor destruction). 
• Further tle onmpo,ite 1ub1lano, i, knoron to ha11e that 
pro~rtg ;-we have already provecl that the composite subs. 
tanoe has the property of being liable to ba produced and 
destroyed; an.d what is alleged by the Opponent is not 
right. 

Objection-•• How is it that though the Reason (of the 
Oppoµent) is only 'noo•pervasive ' (not present in the entire 
,ul,jeol, the 8/aiJ,ua calls it 'inconclusive', anlkiJ,ila' 1,. 

dn1v,er-What is meant by the reason being • aHlkil~lt1' 

ia that the Subject subsists during both enda. (during 
n,i1tenoe as well as during 1&011-1111i,te11oe) of it; the Subject 
of the Proposition • all things are eternal' is .dll,-and this 
1 1111 ' inol~des things known as I Elemental Substances ' 
as well aa those that are not known as saob ; and since 
this ' subject • (All) co-exists with ' both ends '-ID•i•• 
tnoe as well as Non-ean,,ence-of the Reason (' poasesaiug 
the oharaoteriatjo& of Elemental Substances '), it is not right 
to say tibat • all ehing1 possess the oharaoteristios of Elemen
tal Subatanaes.'-(t is in -this sense that the re.ison baa 
been called anlkiJnta' (having the subject not restricted 
either to its .Maue.nct only or to its Nnt1■ea,i1lenae only). • : 

•_ Thil .,......1, oblloure. We have adopted the ioterpretalion of the ,,,,.,,. : 
ltoon1tran tb~ aenteaoe fl41Hc' CQEQll;II., .. ....-nr.-.... 
C◄EC,411 ; tboqb it ia ditBoalt to rec;oaoile thl1 0001truotion with tl,e _,...... 

eel form l•ter .OL GN◄i41Ut4i3flf\: Tbe me&11ln1 ~ing t~ the ,.,,..,. 
_ ia that of the reuoa-1 p1111111iog tbe oharacteriadoe ·of elemeutal 1ubatano11 -
there are two endl,' ..,,_ and 1011..,._ i 111d the 1uhjeat " All " 11 coneoml~ 

tut with both I lln• 1 all ' laolad• 1 elemental 111bataauo, ' whiob · oo-ultt Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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_ 06j eolion-J' Like the oognition of thinp in a drvam, the 
aaid pe~ption (of -the oa,11es of produotioo·of tbinga) is 
wrong." · 

., Ii you mean by this th11t-" The idea that a oertain 
thing ia protluo,,J and dea,roy,,J -is oat true ; the real produo• 
tion and 4eatruction not being there, the notion that ·the 
thing hu been produced, and ,hat it is destroyed, ia a mere 
miioonoep-tion ; juat as· during a dream tboqb the thiop 
do not ezias, yet there ia a miaoonception of them ",.;_then 
our answer is that this is not trutt, there· being nothing ·to 
prove that it is as you say ; that is, you simply assert that; 
when we conceive of such things as the Bnll and' the Jar 
aa being • produced I and • destroyed.' there is no such 
thing in reality as' production' or destruction.'--and you .do 
no, bring forward any proof of such noti•e.1:iatenoe (ol produc
tion and destruction) ; and unless proofs have been ad· 
duoed in anpport of a certain assertion, it cannot be 
accepted, And how things have a real Hiatenc1t apart . from 
1en1,diu~,, we a-ball.._ explain later· on. Further, if the 
notions of • Production ' and • Destruction ' be regarded as 
~ere mi,ooncsption,. Lhen the aame might be said of the 
oonoepLion of Elemental Subatanoes ~lso-thia oonoept,ion 
alao being like the oouception of thioga during a dream. 

with the -,,;,_ of the reuon1 ud ' non-tlemental 1almanC11, ' which oo-a:in with 
th1 IIOll••••fl:tlle• oj the re&IOD ; 10 . that ,, ia. DOl right lo l&J tba& 1 all thlllp 

· ,_.. the obaraoteriaic■ of elimental aab■taa0&' 

The more na&aral meaning of the wordl woald appear to bi that-• tbe 
,.,. ■ab■1ata in both encl• q/M, ,■,;,a,;' bat· the dilloalty In thl1 interp•Uon 
la tbat If the Reaeon ■ab■l■t■ in all oonclltlolil · of the Bnbjeot then il"i• quite 
Yalicl ; IDdlf b1 I two end■'. are IDNDt I uilttDOI and noa-e1i1teaoe.' theD it 
woald be trae to uy that the Ret■oa oo-uilR■. with llae esl■lenc.'I aad the _DOD• 

ui■teaoe of the eabjeo~ .• all ; ' for u a Jiaaltlr of faot; 1 ,--iag the obaraoitria• 
tic■ o( elemental 1111b■tano■1'.' which i■ the, reuoa, 11 never oo-eal■tent with 
the ....,,,_., of • all thiap •, It I■ better on the wbole therefore to acoept 
the lnterpretatioa of the r,,,....,, Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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11 But if there were no snob things as the l!larth &o., then 
all pra.otioal us11ges of men would oome to an end." If you 
mean by this that-'' If tbe · Earth and otber Elemental Sub• 
stances do not exist, then there would be an end to all 
practical usage which is based upon such substanoes,''-theri 
011r answer is that exaot.ly the same may be said of the 
otllar oase also : If the existenoe of Elementa.l Substanoea 
is Mlmitted simply through fear of all nsages coming to an · 
end, then, for· that sa1ne ren.son you shonld admit Riso the 
'production' and •destruction' of things; Al no practical 
activity c,an be carried on unless there are ' productions' 
and I destructions' of things. 

Further,-(a) becai11e eternal ,ubstanoe, are beyond. U,e 
r6tlc1, of the 1tm1B1, a,uJ. (b) becau,e they are ,iot objece, of pro• 
duction and dedruction, &o. &c.-says the Bha,ya. Every• 
thi11g eternal is super-:sensnous, and not the object of pro• 
duction and dest.ruction; hence it is not right to assert that_ 
the said perception (of production and destruction) is as unreal 
as the cognition in a dream. 

Fnrt~er, when yon speak of the • misconception of 
Production and Dest1·nction' it behoves you to explain what 
ia the real object of • Production and Destruction ; ' and 
for one who holds oll things to be eternal, there can· be 
no obj~ta of' Prodnotioo 11nd Destruction;' and if you deny 
the exiatenoe of the objeo4, you · have to deny the existence 
also of a misconception relating to that object. 

· Bha1y" on 8\1. (88). 
[P. 20~, L. 16 to P. 2c:;, L. 11,1 

" What really happens'', says another philosopher, " is 
that the Original Sobstanoe remaining constant, one property 
of it ceases and another propert,1 is produced ;-and this is 
what forms the object (meaning) of the 'destruction' and 
'production' of the thing; in fact when a thing is said to 
be• produced,' it is something that has been already in 
exiitence (in the form of the original aubstanoe) even Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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before that • prodoetion ; ' and 1imilarly when a thing ia ■aid 
to be 'dutroyed' it· oontinoea to exist (in the form of the 
Sob■tanoe) even after that destr11otion [for all that hu 
happened is that one proper,g haa disapp811red and another 
·hRR •PP.!"recl I ; and in this manner all things are etttrnal." • 

. [Thia doctrine is refuted in the following 8ilN.] 
B•lr• (38). · 

Tera OAIIJIOT BI AOOlPl'ID ; roa (nRDIR THIS 'fBIOBY) 
THIii WOULD BI NO POat[BILlTf o, nr'11CBINTIATI01'.-
( Bll. 88). . 
There would be no possibility of 11.ny sooh iiifferdntiation u 

'thi• is 6irlh, and that i, aiaaeion;' RB under the theory put 
forw,rd what is born and what has oe&Bed to exist are both ~,anc. 
(A) [In regard to properties also l there could beno ditlei,ntiation 
(aa t,o 'l'lme), auoh 81 • this property is bot-n ausi that property 
hasoeased ', ae both are eqoalJy e~,ant ;-(B)nor would there 
be any differentiation aa to time,-aµoh as •at tliis time there 
are birth and oesantion, and not at-:~hat time,' for at all limBa 
things would. be equally e,,"1,nt _; (C) ·JJor oould there be any 
differentiation 81 to rttlalion,liip, s11~h 81 't.here •~ birth 
and oea~tion of t.bis property, and not of that,' for both 
propertieit would be equally 110tt1t1t; (D)'-nor again, could there 
be any auqh ditrere11Li11t.ion in regard to 'l'ime, as • thia, not yet 
oomo, _is in the fotllf,_e, and that i11 p~~; ' for nndar the theory 
all tbmgs a,-e always 1mlant, wb1oli 1neaoa that tbey are 

· always 'pre11ent' [and aa suoh oan never be spoken of 
111 ' future; ' or • past ']. . 

None of tbe11e objeotions lie against;· the view (held by 
the Nai~lftifl) th~t 'birth., (production) oouaists in the 
coming into e1iatence (gaioinr its own nature) of what baa 
not befln in existence, •~d aell8tion (de■truoti~) aonaiata 
in the ceasing to exist (loain1 its own nature) of what bu 

• The ,.,,_,. 1 oalJI &hie lloutrloe ,,.,. .... ...,. .. ,._ ; ' cloe1 Ii -
&he , ..,_ 1 1ya&111n p The do,tri111 ii &boa Ill amed ap la &hi ,.,,.,.,. .... Tb• 
modllaaUoa aadergoa1 by 811blla4oM l• o! ·th~ :11:1ac1,: (l) 111ocll1191doa of pro• 
,-tiea, (I) mo411loatieu of, aoadition, and pi 1nodilloallon ot ap, . s,. (l) ( lb• . 
oripnal eablauoe Qoltl in lu,ap hecl!t•DH -modilled into ·111, .....,,_. ._ ft ban 
lh1 modllloa&lou of the properly (1hape) of &he got.I ; (I) whta die -■rldl II 
broken ap and mede into the brldlllat, WI haYI &hi modllaatiOD of ooadl_..., ..... 
&ha ear-ring ha■ renoonotd itl ,,.,. a11d n,ertecl to tba ..., OODdltlclai nd the 
braoelal lau nmo,ecl ill,.,.,, aad menad &o die ,,_.. oondltloa ; .-ad (I) In 
the bejn11l111 the braoalll i1 aew, JOIIDl,and la time It ..._ of'; • &bat blre we 
haYI th1 modlloatloa of .,._ [The orlp111l aoJcl nlllll• eomllal Ill Ille lime]•" Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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been in e:iistenoe Jot the1e reuons we oonolode that it 
is not rigb.t to assert, aa hu bean auerted bf ~e Opponent 
(Text L. 1, P. 206), tbat;:.-11 a thi~g edit.a before it ia born, 
and it eziste also after it hu bNa dlltio;yed.'1 ,.,.,,. .. ,.) .. 

[P. 4r7$, L. 1,to P. ,79 ... L. 6.J 
• O~er philosophers · have offered anothor explanation ·of 

the doo,rine that ''all things are eternal~.. What thia 1uaus1 

aooording to them, is that-• the original aubat,anoe remain• 
iug oonst,ant, only its property oeue•~ an_d anothe1• property 
oomes into existenoe; that whioh bas o8&18d continues to 
exist even aft.er oeaation, aad that whioh oomM inLo exia■ • 
teooa baa also been in ea:ist.enoe before that oomiug into 
ezistenoe." · 

The answer to this ii that, ,Ai, oca,anol 66 waaep,ed. 1t'6. eta, 
-says the Bllrt1, The rest i~ olea.r•in ~he BII/JfYG. 

When yoaassert tha't-11 that whioh has oe11&ad oontinues 
to exist a(ter oesaation "-you ahonld be asked the following 

· qaestion:-What is the meaning of the expression that ,1ae 
tlalrag ,.,., tJt1iil14 P• If you HJ that what it means is that 'it was 
peraeived before and is not perceived now ',-then we ask, to 
what is dae '1ie n~n•piroeptioo of what exists P If it were doe 
to obatruotion, then smoh obatr11otion aboald be peroeived. In 
tao, we have already Hplaiaed (P. 4"70, L. l~ ei 1,q.) tha• 
wbun a thing, no~ peroeiv,d befotd, oomes to be perceived, 
it hu to be aclmit'8d tha, a new peaaliarity baa been pro• 
duoed in it and a previous peo111i1rity u.a dropped oll. If 
howeveryoa admit ohhis expf..nation, you oootradiot youra1tlf 
[as for you there oa.o be oo predaor.ioa of aaythin1 111tw, 
or dropping ol of aoytbiag l• 11b.en again, aa regards your 
usertioo. ,bat-" ,bat wbiob · 0010111 ioto exist,euoe has Hilt- . 

ell before tha, oomiag into exiabeooe also," -this 0c11111ot be 

. • fqll..,., fwdrffr la the "-h' ~•dins, Joan.I in the f.JO,aote. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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right, lia it involves a aelf-oontradiotion. To •1 tbu a tbia1 
oomea into Hiatence and then to ,ay tbar.. 'it e.1i1ta' ie a 
oout,radiotion in terms (t,h&t wbiob already ,.,,,. 911qnot 
co• i1&to ea,i1l11no1]. If • coming int.o e.1i1tenoe, be 
explained as •rnanifeatation,' • ooming int.o · view,' -even ao, 
the objections urged before remain in force, and it further 
involves the admission (on your part,) ·that the • manifeata~on,' 
,ol&i,:11 ,a,,, nut iu eai1lena11 before, /,a, au111, into ni1uno, (and 
this is iocom1,atible with yom· dootrbie ]. 

IDntJ of 8,otiora (8). 

8eotion (P). 
(Snt1·As 34-86.] 

1'"6 Bejutation of U,e Yisw ·that all i, Di11r,itg, tA,r,· 
i, no Unitu. 

Bhn,ga o~ 80. (84). 
. [P. 206, L. 11 to P. 206, L. 4.] 

'rhe following is another isweeping aase1•tion (of the 
{BaucJcJhas) :-

. Sitra ( 84 ) • . '' ( p,,,,,,,,,,., •. J 
11 ALL II.UST BK BICO&IDID Al DlVBRBI; BIOAUBII THI 

IIYIIDOLS (NAIIBR) OJ!' TBIN08 IHI& 1'0 Dl\"l&lll llft'lTll8. "' 
(Stl. 84). · 

• U ~• boeu eatabli1hed 11p &o t.bl1 pul11t &bat all thiaga are agrep&el uf-1 tb1 
Quality and tbeQualiftsd,' 1 tbe negative a11d po1it.iv11' 1 the.lut.utngentauiJ 11011-iu&elli• 
put,' 1 the eterual and 11on~etero1l ;"-and it beoo11181 ueci-ry to refute the theory 
&bat there i■ 110 1uola thing •• tl&e I ll'lf8PII wbole.' Thi■ t.beor7 lau beer& held 
in 81v1ral for1u-C,l) the theory that tb.el'I 11 no uU, (refuted ia· lia. 8'-88), 
(I) • all ii mere Voil' (SL 87--'0)1 (8) rth~re 11 •r OIII lhiug,' or I there are · •r• tbiup,' and ■o forLh, (Sil. "-48), All &h• have to bi refuted, blaa1111-
(l) if t.b1r1 ii no ...U,, uo oue tbiu,111 tb111 of wlw could &here W aa .,,,.,,. p 
(;&) If aotblng eaiu-. and all i• Volol, there oan be no-,,,..,.,. ;_and (8) tlmllari, 
&la• oaa be 110 11CIP"Pli' und•lbl lbtor7of abtolat.e lloait:!i.-~ll#Ai. 

Tbl dootriu• pat fornrcl 1tud1r Ilda Batra ii &118 ·uplalllld la tlM , • .,.... ~ 
11 All ddap IIIIIH.blldi...., dl111ncil; beoaaN thtmi ieao_ llllah lbiDC 11 • ■ab■luN,' 
apart fr_om ooloar &o., ,ad ooloar &o.. are dll&baol lrom •• ~ ; DOI' le ·,b .. 
UJ aaob tblDg·u 1 001Dp&I' apart from tb1 OOIIIJIODGDla,' ad lb• lal&or are 
cllltblot from oue IDO&ber.'' Saoh 11 tb~ ,itw qf tbe ••••- 111d t.be Viii• 
MeWla, •. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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" All must be regarded aa diverae ; there is no ,ingle 
tt■litg.-Why P-a.,a.,.lak1a,,,pril Aaklvlll-says the SQ ta"&; 
the I lal-,aft1' or •symbol' of the 1 1inoa·, • 1 entity,' is that 
whioh distinguishes it; i. •· ita name; an~ the names refer 
to diverse entities; as a matter of faot, all • names of things' 
denote oombinations ; e g , the name • Jar' is applied to the 
combination of ' odour, taste, oolour and touob,' (the qualities 
of the Jar), and also to the oombination of the' bottom, 
sides and neok' hhe parts of the JarJ rand tht1se a,·e 
diverse, di.stinot from oue another; aud the Jar is nothing 
apart from th"se qualii.ies and oompooent parts). The 
1 Jar' has bt1eu me1Jtiout1d only by way of illustration 
[the same holds good in regard t-o the name, of all 
things.]" 

Ya,·eikta on Su. (34). 
[~. 4791 L. 5 to L. 12.] 

The followiug is unother sweeping assertion;-' ..4.ll 
,,.,,,, be ,·eg,,rdsJ a, div11r1e etc. elo. ';.:..the I name' of a thing 
is .the word; as it is by its 11a1ne that the thing is dis• 
.tinguished ; and all the • names of thinga ' refer to diverse 
entities; e.g., the ua1ne 'J11r'; i.e. the name of a thing is applied 
to a diverse oombinatiou of oomponents, as we find in the 
aase of the word •Jar•; similarly with other words. The 
argument may be formulated thus :-'l'be word·' Jar' 
must refer t,o diverse thing,,-(,,) beoauae it is. a aiaigltt 
word,-like tht1 word • army;' 01· (6) beoause when we' hear a 
WO~ prooounoell we have the oog11ition of several things,
, •••• beoltuse the bearing of a word gives rise to the oognition 
of Sfferal tbinga,.-:.as we 6.ud in the oase of t.he word 
•army'," 

s1,r1 (86). 
I BitJ,Jhlnlo,] 

WHT 18 AL(,IIGID OARNO'l' BI AOOIPl'ID i BIOA.USI (AR A 

JIAT'l'IB OJ iAO'I') HVIIIIL (KINDi 01') TBIIIOII GO TO 

.MAKI A SUIGL■ ■1'T1TY.-(S11. 36.) 

Vlm•a6atba .... tba doot.rbae tb1111-11 lluoh. aWag, u tbe Jar aad tbe like 
1111111 be repnlld ucllallact, fflll· from t.lacWNl•u; .... lhti udoar, &aiilM, Au, 
o, Iba thlap, •• uo lbtlr oompoaaat pull, are diPtiaot frow one another ; and 
the •Jar' II aothlag apart from then Wier," Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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B,.,,,,, on Sa. (86). 
[P. 106, L. 4, to L. 8.J 

The oompound • ,,n,jllif•9"ii • ahould be treated u 
one tha, hu the middle word eliminat,ed, and u standing for 
• anlloa,ifll,11lalef•ftliJ.' • aeveral iiratl, of things.' A.a a 

· matter of faot, it is the single entity ( the oompoaite sub
stanoe, Jar) that, oomes into e.1:iatenoe as related to Odour 
and othe1• qualities, and to the. Bottom and other oom
p_onenta; in fact, the 8.•hla.noe is something different from 
w Qu,.ali,ie,, and the Oo■pori'6 is something ditfere~t from 
the Oomponenta; bot,h these faota have been already e:1:0 

plained by· 011 ( under Btl. 2-1-88 et ,eq,). 

YiirlUa on Stl. (15). 

[P. 479, L. 14 to P. "80, L. 8.]· 
WAt1t i, alle(lfJ oannot IJe accepted eto. ,to. TA, oo■• 

pound I anllcal11i1anaij ' ,Aould 61 treated a, one u,1aic6 1'a1 
IA, •itl"le V10rd eliniinaled, and a, ,landing fur • anlian
tUalalfapaiJ.' It ia a single entity that ia produced a■ 
related to Odour and ot,her qualities, and to the Bottom 
and other oomponpnt.s; and thus it being found that lhe 
names of things dhote a single eutity, the rest of the 
argument (in refutation of Uie Pirocap•ifa), though not 
aotually stated in the Sitra, ia underetood · to be implied. 
That the Substance po888888d of QnaliUes · is something 
different from the qualities, and that the oompoaite ia some
thing different, from the components, baa already been 
ezplained by ua. . 

As regards the argument pu~. furward (io lihe Ylrlik 
on Stl. M~t,hat "the word •jar' must refer to dive~ 

, t,binga, beaauae it ia a single word."-t,bia cannot be right; 
Iii there ia no oorroborative iuatauoe : (a) .A.a a matter of 
faot, t.bere ia no word that refen to diverse tbinga; apeoially 
beoaUl8' auoh worda as • army ' and the lib are not admitted 
(by all partie,) to be~ applioi.ble to diverae thioga. We 
have already shown above how words like · • army ' refer to Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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single entities;-(b) secondly, since • all' (words) 
Vir, I'. 480. 1 have been made t,he • subjeoL of t,he argument, 

there can: be no corroborative ioatanoe ;-la) thirdl.)', the 
faot that bas been put forward as the • reason ' (.' being a 
word') must be explained otherwise (than on the basis of 
the assumption that, "·t~e word must denote diverse 
entities ;") for as a matter of faot, Oolour and other q oaliiies 
are aotually peroeived as subsisting in a single entity, and 
this 1ingls ,nU,y is peroeived to be the 0t>,npo1ite objeot ;
(d) fourthly, inasmuch aa the negative partiole i, known 
to denote either denial of the po11i1Jle or elimin1.dim,, the 
reason p11t forward ia • contradiotory ' also ; i. "· 
the term I anlka' ('not-one', •diverse'> oontaina t,he negative 
particle ; and the use of the negative partiole ia possible only 
as negativing things, in the sense of either = denying wl,at i, 
po11ible' or• aontradi1tinctio11 '; now in t~e oase in question, 
if the negative denotes the tlenyi,,g of whal i11 po11i6le, then 
the assertion that • things are anllta ' means that, they are 
nokne; and sinoe this i1, H-hyp,,eh.ed, the denial of 
u,kae i, po11i6le, it follows that being I denied ' in one plaoe, 
it exist,e ellf\where; so that the use of the t~rm • anlka ' 
implying the exis~noe (somewhere) of the • Bir.a, One,' 
your atatement beoome111 self-contradiotory. If, on the other 
hand, you hold the view that the negative particle (in • anll.a ') 
denoLee ' contradistinction ', then the term I onlka ' means 
• that whiob is other than one,' and this a.lao involve& the 
admission of the one ; for unless the one exists, there can-. 
be no such thing as •other than one.' 

Further,

Bha1yn on Bi. (S6). 
[P. 206, L, tl to t. 20.] 

. Tai DKNIAL OANNot BII BIGHT, Al THI Snl:BOLS (o, 
TRIKGS) ARI •RIITRIOTID IN TBBIB APP(..IOATIOK. (Su. 36). 
The denial-that II there is no aiogle entity "-oannot be 

right ;-why P-for·tbe very simple reason that • the symbol■ Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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of t.hings are rest.rioted in their application '; aa a matter of 
fact, the 'symool 'of entit,iea,-i. e, the word that forms their 
n~mo, _is restricted in its application to single entities ; aa is 
olear from such expressions as' I am touching that .Ta,. which 
I BRW before.' •Jam seeing that which I touched before.' 
Then-·· again, as ii matter or fMt, wa never perceive any mere 
' group of atom11' 111 snob, _and these • groups of atoms ' (aa 
OOJDposing the Jar) being impercepti~le (by reason of their 
· extreme minuteness). that which is actually perceived must be 
a aingle entity (composed of those atc:,ms). · 

(A) It baa been aqbseqnentlJ urged by the Opponent 
· that-''there can be no single entity, because all thinp are 
mere groupa lof several things),. ;-bnt if there is no ai1'glo 
thing, the,·e can be no grt1t1p of things. What the Opponent 
means is that,-•• the1·e is no aillgle entity, as the names of 
tllinga apply only to groups ";-bt1L the fact ia that if ther~ is 
no 11ingls thing, there oan be no • group • ; as the ' group • is 
nothing mere than the conglomeration of several 1iagl1 thin,s; 
so that the nllegation-11 'J1here ia no sipgle entity &c.' -
involving a self-contradiction, is moat incongruous. 'l'hat 
is, that single entity) of which the denial has been alleged, 
(by the pponant, on the basis of the premiss), 11 becau~ the 
names of tbiu~re applied to groupa,11-beo~mea admitted 
by the Opponent when he aaserts that " the names of things 
are 11pphed to groups 11 ; for the • group• ia only a oolleotion 
of several si,agle ent.iliiea. ( B) Fnrther, in makintJ the alle
gi1tion-"beoaua11 the names of things are appliea to groups 
of things••-you admit the ' group,' and then in the propo
sition," there is no single entity., you d-eoy each oo,nponent of 
that c P.DP • [ for each -s11cb component can only be a ,ingt. 
enUty] [11ond when ea.oil component is denied, t.he group also 
becomes denied ipao f,anlo ]. ·rhus then, _the Opponent's all1-
1ation being beset with a twofold 'aelf•oon tradiotion ' ( A & 
B), it must be rejected aa a frivolous assertion. 

YGrffia on Sn. (86). 
[P. 480, L. 10 to P. 481, L. 19.] 

· For the following reason also (the PB,.,,,,paip cannot be 
accepted :-A, .e/a, 1gmbol1 o/ llaing, ,to. elo.-aaya the Bllra. 
The theory that" there ia no single entity" cannot be right; 
-why P-6,oau, U&e 1gm6olB of thing, are r11frioW In IAnr Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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appllt:aeian. As a ·matter of faot, when. the name- •·;ilr.' i1 
uttered, it does not, give rise to the idea of ltoer•l ,,.,., •• 
11 Row do yoll 1rno,v tl1at, it, does not give rise to this idea P'' · 
(A) For-the simple reason that the word takes the Singular 
termination ; the word •Jar I is in the Singular number ; ·and a 
word in ti1e Singular n11mber conld not apply to ""''"' things, 
-(B) Further, R8 a matter of fact, the direction (addreaaed 
by the older pe·rson to 1tbe yonuger) anrt its oomprehenaion 
(by the younger person) bot-h pert.ain to" ainpl,1 etililJ(; "·V•• the 
Jireot-ion • bring the jar ' refers to a 1itigl" jar; and rhe pe1·
son to whom this direction is addressed, on oomprehending 
the meaning of the words, brings up a 1i11qle Jar; and the 
faot of the direction and its oomp1-ehension p~rtaining to 
the ·•inglt objeot oleRrly indicates that the 1111ma • j11r' rl('li1ote11 
a ,i,,gle 1:t11ily. · 

'l'ben again, yon rega1·d the q11alili,a of Oolor,r and the 
co,npone,,t, lH denoted by the name of a thing); but 11s a 
matter of fact, these do not form tbe aotnal denotation of 
words, they come in merely by implication, this implication 
being d11e to the faot that they are inseparable from tl1t1 

thing (actually denoted by the word). 

Further, n every thing were a mere I g1·0,1p' .of compo
nents, atouia), • there oould be oo end to its dismemberment; 
henoe that point where the dis1nembe1·mAot ceases must be 
the siagle ,nlity. · '.rbat is to say, when the Opponent regards 
the Bull, the Jar and . .anoh things 118 mere' groups of oompo• 
neu_ts,' be admit.a tl1e • group '; and under the Opponent's 
V• . theory [ by wbioh all things are mere group■ of 

ar. P, No. 481' di . J . ld b . en . ea■ oomponent atoms 1t wou not e paaa1• 
ble to oonaeive of any t.bing (e., , the Jar) 118 having beaome 
•smaller' and 'smaller' (by) ·diamemt1m:ment; aa eaolt ~Ii••_ 
mernbered ·pieoe would be· oapable of uev~r-ending diamem• 
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bermenta);-a110haoonoeptionoould be po111ibleonly if the ob-. 
jeot 00111d ·be roooeived of aa so many oompooent subat.anoes 
oooatituting the Jar [and 8UOb notion ,rc,qJd be impc,-■ible if 
there were no 8UOh •i•gl, entit.ie8 &8 the I Jar' and the like]; 80 
that; for tbe porpoae8 oft.he s~dollooeption it has to be a.Jmit• 
ted that; io the oaae of ev-ery objeot, tberd is a point whioh 
repreeent.a the smallest dimenaion til whioh it 011n be rednoed 
(by dismemberment', and thia 8malle11~-,ized thing would be 
indivisible; 10 th~t al. t.hat point all further diamembernient 
should oease ; and that where no further di81Demberment 
(into component p11rtiolea) is poaaible must be a ,ingl, entity. 

rurtber, one who denies t.he nu mltsl, deny the m11ag 
' alao; as the flltlNY is only a oalleotion of several 11nt1•. •Y<>n 

will perhaps take np the following position :-•• (11) TbAt 
whiob yoq regard a• the inli,isible ,,to,n. is only a oonglomera• _ 
tion of Colour and. other qualities; "_ or (6) that II the four 
aubatanoes, Barth and the rest, oorabined together form the 
~lo•.'' . 

. (a) Now, ·h~der this theory,-wbioh means th11t when 
Oolo11r and other ·properties oome together they oonstit11te 
the Alo111,-it; has to be explained to what belol)ga_ the Colour 
that ia found in the Atom; anr.l ~imilAirly with the oliher 
qualities. (b)If, apin, 1ou allege that thf3 /our1ub11,Ho11 (Barth 
Water, Fire and Air) ooming together oonatitute the A.tom, 
-and iii mean.a th11t. the quattette is a oolleotion (of four 
1abat11noes1-then, iii behQves you t.o e.Eplai~ of wh11t; 
things eaoh one of the four aubataooea aingly-~rtb, 
Water. Frre and A.ir--ia the oolllfOtinN, If JOll postulate 
ao .endle111 aeries of oolleotiona, then you go agaii11t your 
-.oripture111 IIOdOrding b t whioh t;he Ago~ i• a oolleotioo of 
,ig/a, a11batanoee ; as baa been deolared (in the Bau,J,JA,1, 
8iltra)-'• K•m11ialr11,1••furt11hab,i~," '' Y'eril,y the A.lioca. 
aoui8ta of eight_ aubataD081, and is wilihoot; Sound.'' tP) ·. 
. • ~ Aalbor an•laoldel lhe 1beorJ o! 111Rbtr plrlJ of :8atlllbllll. · Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Thui (we oonolude that) if there is no angle entic,, there 
eannot be rnang entities; ao that the theory of t.he Opponent 
baa got tA> be entirely rejected. 

The Piroa.paifa has put forward the reaaon-•• beoauae 
the names of things apply t.o groups ; " but tbis is nothing, in
volving as it dnea a twofold self-oontradiotion. " Why ,~o
/ol,J ~" · (1) lo the &rat place in the argument-" 'fhe1·t i, 
"" ,ingl• eaeity ( Proposition), beo11uae 11,, '"'""' of thi,1g, ar, 
applied lo group, ;Proban11),"-tbera is oontradiotion lietween 
the Proposition and the statement of the Probans ; as unless 
there is a 1ingl11 onli&11, Lhere oan be no group ;-(j) secondly, 
when you deny the ,in9le ,ntil) on the basis of the grorcp, 
you deny the g,oup itself. f/au ,ht Oppon11n&', allegation bsing 
be,-,, u,itA ii tw,>fo'4 oo,.CradioUon, ii mual bo r,jeottrl ,,, a 
frivolou, 011erUon. The rest is olear in the B/alfl•• 

JDn,J of Beotion (9), 

Section (1~). 

[Bilrai 87-40,) 

7'M Bf/ut,dioa of U.a 'Pl&eorg u,,,, .4.ll i, MBr6 Void, 

· Bhlfv• 011 &1. (B?). 
[P. 906, L. 20 to P. 5107, L. 13.] 

The following is another s,veepiog assertion :
Blllr,, (87). 

u ALL TBIBQS llUBT BI NON•lll'llTlBS, DBOAUSB ALL 
. HING& ABB KNOWN TOBI KIRllHGATlON'S 01' OHi ANOTBICB," 
,so. 37). 

All things must be regarded 111 /non-en hi ties ;-why P
b,oaue Gll thing• an 6,aoroa lu be w,re negation&' of one 
oulber, A, a matter of faot., the Bull is ' non-existent 
in ,he form of ' Hone,' and the Bull i■ ouly • not-hor■e; 
Bimilarl,: the Bone it • non-ezistent • in the form t.ho • Bull,' . 
ad the Bone i■ onl.t • 11ot-ball ; '· tbua we 8nd that the namta: 
uhhinga( •BuJI,' • Horse-• &o.) nn,ooilaomitant (oo-■ubstrate} Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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with tho aotiqn of ' nou-exisfienott • as also with 11,g,.lion ; 
from which ii follows t.bar. nil t.hiogs are Nl)n~.ei,i,,11for DOD• 
entities." ' 

( rbe B:.1111 offers its own answer ~ the Nihili,tio 
doot.riue put forward iu the Bil,-a]-l'he aaaurtion put foa•• 
ward 011nnot be right_; bi,oaose t.heN is oontra:Jictic;,n betweeu 
(A) the two tt,1•ma of thtt J'roposit.ioo and (tl between tbo 
Proptlllit.ion and the Stateme1,t of the Probana: 
; [(A.) 'L'heterm 'all' signifies 1110,r,,f t6'i111" tai&/a,,ut e.eneplion, 

wlailtt the term' noo-enr.ity • -signi&-...he ,a,,g ,t;,,,. ,,f .e,1i•"'n~; 
of the11tt two the former is something posaeasetl of a de&uita 
obaraoter, while tbe latter. is t.otally duvoid of auy oharaoter; 
now how oan that whioh is spoken of as po~sessed of definite 
oharaoler, i..,., • all,' be a mere I noo -entity.' w hioh -is 
de'V'Oid of any oharaoter P llertainly the '11on-entity.' which 
is totally devoid of auy obaracster, oaoilot be predioaood eit,hea· 
u • several ' or as ' without o.xception ' [ whioh are the two 
factors in the denotation of the term • all.'] 

11 Bot 'it is just all ibis that is non--entity; what Y"" 
(Logician) oallt,he •all' is what is really only non-entity." 

Even so the ' oontradiotion ' dcJes not oease ; for the ooli• 
oeption of • ae!eral things ' and I wit,ho~t axoeptioo ' oannot 

• TJall Nilalliam l._.a, espoaaded iu lhe fllfJJGr,a :-" .\II thinga-l'rimip 
111d lbe ra&-ue au&ually f11auJ lo tlio c;t;pit1111I 11-1 ' ui>u-usi~teu~ ' 111111 alatu 
l(IClkta of in atgat.in terma ; heuoe it fllllowa th.t lbe uamee of tboee 1biu1P1 
ire ooaoomltut with tht11 (the aotloa of noa-uiltenoe and aegadoa) ; heaoe 
Pl'Mli9a · and I.be • 111111£ be regarded II IIOD-elCieleat, 111 noneutitie, j111L likv 
lbe Cloth tW b11 either not oome ialo u:la&euoe or hu beeu d•koJed· Farther 
are tha lblaga-Pnmi91 &o.-eterall ·or ffu-at Plf lbe1 ire e&erii.i, tbe1 
mlll& be aoa-eutl'1ee, beiug wltt,oal uy aip&oit, or power ; u we hive 1INlldy 
aplllaed bow no llllqUOUDII INia; p•lble a,u·>ag tb.iup Lhat,are eterual, uo e&inial 
lhl• oaunrbri1111blJ11L1 prodqot. If, OD·the olher baud, lbe thlnp 11't ...... 

aD!IDI, theu1 liaae th17 wo>al,I be liable to d•traol:loa, tha, wo111J be u ,..,...,.,_, 
aUbell'II u aube l800lld momeut• Furlbar, if tblup ar• __,, tb-, aboald 
llifl& be liable &o •e1&rao11oa, and u 111Gb lb-, ooald not be dee&nt)'tll a& aa, polat 
of &bae; fortlae blae Ooloqr, beiDA liroDabt aboal bJ ilil 0111181, OID llffW be till'Ded 
lnlo-flllow bf 1'811 tb->11811Ddt of pliaten. la faot IY11111118111 _.....,. 01D DCK 
bu benprdicl III U1ble &o dellnlolloa. l'rona all Ible we ocniolHe IW--.0 tblltp 
..... ,.,... ... ;lllcl ltleoaJr lhNlflla ................ t1av ·...-. 
• ..,,,,., •. 'al nuaalag-, be for.._. Iba,_,. All.-ol ...... ....., . . &o.-. ...... tldllp.-______ illlat -wbla DO&loiai·of .,.,. ... 
ud ......,-Ute tbe aaprocllaoe4 uct &lll -~ Ololb." Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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posaiblt aritle in regard to what is mere non-entit7 ; • and 
yet it ia just this oonoeption that' is ezpreased b1 the term 
' all ; ' hence it follows that this 'all' cannot be a noa• nu,,. . 

(8) There is oontracUotion also between the Proposition and 
the Statement of the Probans : the Proposition is iu the form 
'all things are non•entitjes,' and it denies the ezistenoe (of 
all things) ; anc\ the statement of the Probana is ' because 
all things are kno"n t.c,;be mere negations of one another,1-

which admits that there is • mutual negation • amqng ' ihinga; 
and then on the basis thereof-the fact of there l\eing mutoal 
negation having been established,-it is asstrted that • all 
things are non~ntities' ;-now if • all things are nonentities;' 
then it is not possible for • things ' to be the • negation of 011e 
another;' and if ' things I are • ner,tions of one another,' 
then I all things' cannot be• non-entities.' . 

Yarlika on Sn. (37). 
[P. 482, L. 1 to P. 848, L. 2.] 

A.nother sweeping assertion ia-'' All tl&lng• niuat 6• 
non~nlilie,, &o. &o. All things are non•entitiea ;-why P
beoauae all things are known to be mere negations of one 
another. 'l,hat is, inasmuch as the names of things are 
concomitant with the notion of • non-existence,' and with 
• negation.' all things must be • non-entitiea1

1-just like the 
IIDproduoed and destroyed Oloth. As a matter of fact, all 
names of things are oonoomitant with • non-eziatence,1 anfl 
also with• negatioa,1-jusl like the destroyed Olotb; as in 
the ezpreasion • the Oloth does not ezist.'-1 But in what 
way is the Oloth non-existent; and when is it noQ•exiatent P •
It does not esist, iia th, f,m• of Ike diah tJntl i11ola oU&n tl,.ing, ; 
and it does not exist when it bas beer\ destroyed. Similarly 
the word • Jar,' beiag oonooqutant with the notion of • nen• 
e,Jiat;onoe,' clearly indicates the abaolute non-emtenoe of 

. •Ttiit dpt Nllll11g i, """ .. (111 i11 the Puri H•)· Oo111tm th•: 
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the Jar; in the same manller, all pamea of things being foua.d 
to be oonaomitant with • non-eziatenoe,' it follows that all 
things are ~lint." ·' 

In the above there is oontradiotion, (•)·between the two 
terms of the Propoaition,and also (6) between the Proposition 
and the Statement of the Probans. By two things being 
• 1t1•1na4Ai.tarapa,• or • oonoomitant,~ it is meant that the. 
word■ ezpf81sing them end with aftbe£ having the same 
meaning; i.11., affixes with the same sigoifioa.tioo are tised 
with them; and when 1~11 niake uae of this expresaio.o 
( • llmlnll/&ill""''"' in your St.atement of Proban■J, 1011 
admit the •illno, of things and alao the e.1:iatenoe of words 
that form the names of thoae things; so ·that your Statement 
of the .Proba.na ~wherein the expression • 8Gm1Jn1J,jhiit1rap 1 

ia uaed)· beoomea oontra.diotory • (to your Propoai
tion). · Jf'11rtiher1 your Propoaition is in the form-" that 
whioh you regard u aU • must be a non-entity ; '' but 
ae a matter of faot,- the notion of • that ' oan never arise in 
'8p1'd t,o a meta..non•Mdiey; nor oa.n the notion of • entity. I 
arise in regard to it. Further the .term • non-entity ' denotes 
the n,g•don of ,nmg ; and the use of the negative pa1■tiole 

ia not poaaible unle!II what is denoted by the term ,oompo11Dd• 
ad with it aotually ezwa, aa the negative partiole. can only 
meall either • denial of what is ·possible ' or ' oontradistino
tion,• u we have explained before, aa ia found to be in the oaae 
of auoh oompound . words a■ • noliaone,' • non-eternal• and the 
like. In the same manner we ou also find oontradistin~tion 
bet,ween the term• all' and the term 1 11on•entit7.' The rest 
11 clear in the Bh1na. 

Further, if all thinga are mere non•enfflia, it behoves 
yo_u. to ezplain the exaot natUN (and aipiloatioo) of the 
athea ; if everything ia a non-entity, . you ahould e.Jplain 
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what i1 the character of the affl.z ; it the affl.z also is a nan• 
entity,· then the assertion, that . '' ,11m11na,Jhikari,PJyt1 oonai1ts 
in the affl.zes having the same meaning," involves a oon-· 
tradicti~n in terms, You talk of • concomitance with the 
notion of non-eziatence and with negation,' an<:} yet you 

Var: P. 488. deny the same when you make the sweeping . 
assertion that '' all things· are non-entities ; ,. 

and certainly that which is a non-enii,g oan never .be the 
substratum of anything ; the • substratum ' is that wherein 
something subsjsts, and certainly nothing subsists in a non-
entity. · 

Bhilf1JCI on 811. (38), 
. (P. 207, L. 13 to P. 208, L. 17.] 

The following is the answer (to Nihilism) offered by the 
8iit2·a-

8ilriJ (88). 
WHAT HAS BBH ALLKOBD IS NOT BIGHT, BBOAUBI THINGS AB1f, 

BY VIBTUB OF THIii VHY NA.TUBB, AOTUAL INTlTIBS, 

(4) All things cannot be non-entities ;-Why P-Beoause 
by virtue of their very nature thinJS a.re actual entities, 
(really existing). The proposition laid down is that bg thBir 
r,ery nalure thing, et1i1t. 0 What ia the nalurB of things P" 
' Existence,' • being an entity,' and so forth constitute the nature 
or character common to Substances, Qualities and Actions ;
' having action' and so forth are the • character ' peculiar 
to Substances ;-the qualities ending with Touch belong to 
Earth ;-so on and so forth there are endless cl).araotera 
peculiar to the several things of the wol'ld ;-in .Oommuriity, 
Individuality and Inherence also we find specific· characters, 
All this distinction among things, which is reoognlsed in 
actual experience, would not be possible (if all things were 
· mere non-entities], as a non-entity is without any character;
and yet _such distinotion among things does e.tist ;-from 
whioli it follows that all things ~re not mere non-en~ities. 

(B) [Another interpretation of the Slltra)-Orf the words 
of the 81ltra may be taken to mean that-10AaC lit11 6e,,ra a,. 
11rletl oannoi 6e rigl&t; 6scau,e ,aol& t4ir1t ii reoogniHd a, /utr,ing Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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11 di,tinot individuality o.f ,ii• or.on; that ia to •y, when the 
word• Bull• is used, what is apprehended is II partioolat 
aubatanoe qualified by (belonging to) a particular community, 
and not a mere non-entity. If alrthings were non-entities, 
the Bull would have been recognised 111 a 'non-entuy,' and 
the word •Bull' would have denoted a non-111tily. .. But how 
do you know that the word • B'ull' does not signify a 
non-entity P ,,. We know it from the fact that whenever the 
word •Bull' is used, it brings about the notion of a particu\_ar 
aqbatanoe, and not that of a non-entity. For these ·reasons 
w'hat· bas been asserted by the Opponent cannot be right. 

(0) Or, the words of the B~lra ' na 111abhaoa1i,J(Jhll}, ,to.' 
may be explained to mean as follows :-When you assert 
(BhL P. 207, L,) that·'' the Bull is non-existent in the form of 
ll&e Horse," why do not you say Lhat " the Bull is non-existent 
in tlae form of tl,,tt bull" P t That you do not say so indicates 
that in the jo,·m of the Bull the Bull i, t!fli1ten,; this is what 
is meant by the expression 'Soabhilvasi(/,Jhi,' 'existence in 
its own form.' [If you really mean that things are non
exiatent 1, wh.)" cannot you say t,hat the Horse is not-Horse, 
or that fhe Bull is not-Bull P Since you do not i;&y so, it 
follow~ that in ifB. 010n / orm, the substance emi1t1. 

t As a matter'-of fact, whenever there is denial of non
difference-• difference' oonaistiilg, in this case, of the absence 
of conjunction and such other relations, and 'non•differenoe • 
conaiiting of identity,-even reaJly existing things come, to be 
spoken of as co-substrate (concomitant) with the notion of 
• non-existence.' as we find in the case of the expression ., th_e 
jujube fruit i, floe in the cup' ;§-so that in ·the case in ques
tion, in the expressions •· the Bull is non-existent in the form 
of the Horse,' 'the Bull is not-Horse', what is denied is the 
non-difference between the Bull and the Horse,-the meaning 

• Th, right reading i■""""-. ~ ~. ae found 1._ 1•ari Ma. B. 

fll9' ~•til-ftc 1wnw{'lq" i■ the'· better reading, •• found in Puri M■, B. 
i Thi1, aooordiog to the Ydrfih, 11plaia■ bow we 111,e tl1e negation e:r.pn,1113d 

In the ■tatement, 'the Boll i• oot-horee.' 

IThl■ i■ an ob1eore pu■age ; the ob■cority . being doe to wrong reading■, Jlrom 
what follnwe in the ne:r.t Hntenee it ii clear that tiie·payaae ■boold read III folloW\ll-

lliiiilMtislftl'q111'81-----"1•11ftei+'uft 111tt.ttca1◄ftl~1141R11111 =-
iiGtcN◄Ei,11111d~i4<4'1'l , ...- wr .t. 'fll 111c1:14111ftt , · Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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being that, • .there is no identity. between the Boll and the 
Borae '; and this identity being denied, there oomea about the 
c,o.substratenesa or oonoomitanoe of the notion of ' non-exist,. 
enoe' with the thing, • Bull '; benoe the expreaaion • the B,ull 
i• non•eilirisnl, in the form of the· Horse '; just aa in the ■en• 
tenoe • the juj11be fr11it i1 nol ia the oup ', the oonjunotion of 
the fr11it with the 011p being denied, we have the oo-aubatrate• 
ne11 of the notion of I non-e.1.istenoe ' with the fruit, which is 
a real entity. !All this shows that 'concomitanoe with the 
notion of non-en,tenc,,• upon which the Opponent baaes his 
arguments, in Bhlfya, p. 207, L, 1•2, is not 10oompatible witb 
real entitie,]. 

Vllrlika _0,1 (88). 
LP. 483, L. 2 to P. 48.a., L. 6.] 

The answer given in the 8Dlr" is a.a follows :-Wh•' h'II 
6eita alleged, etc., eto., (So. 38). What we mean is that all 
things e.1.ist in their own respective characters ; and this 
senes to point out the absurdity in the position put forward in 
the preceding Bfllra. " How so P" When in 811,1 87 you say 
that II things are known to be mere negations of one another.'' 
you assert the things to be mere negation,, nora•entitu, ; and 
saying this you regard things t.o be, by their very nature, no,1• 
entilie,. Further, the statement ., things are mere negations of 
one another'' is open to the objection that it contains a needless, 
superfluous, qualifying term ; in order to express the idea 
that all things are no~ntities, all that need have been said 
is that I things do not e.1ist ', and it is not right to say that 
•one thing is not another' [and this is euctly what your 
words mean]. Then again• another' l' ilara 1J is a poait,ive 
term, and when all things are non-existent, there is 
nothing that could be a6lr•etl and spoken. of by means of 
the word 'another'; what you have done is to admit t.ho 
fact of a certain thing being . spoken of by mean■ of the 
1,rord • another,· and then to negative one thing _in regard t.o 
that anotler : and in doing this you have admit,ted the faot 
of oertain things having the oharaoter of enti,ie,. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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" What is tlie ot11n choraour of things P "-asks the Op.po• 
neat. 

[Our answer is as follows]..;..• B•i1lena, ' 1 bsing an Entily ' 
and ,of orlh ciJr&1tiltd1J lhs ol&1Jrc&Ctsr common w Su&,1,.uaos,, 
Qu,,liti11 nntl A.oHons; ha.uing aotio,i and 10 forth"" the clar&raoler , 
fJ.HUlitir (to 1u6stanoe1); the qualitie, ending vnth 2'ouo1& 6elong Co 
liJarth; and 10 01' an:l 10 forth there are endle,a oharaoler, pec,lllar 
to th, 1Bt1eral things of the World-(Bhl9ya), Among Oom
mun'ity, Individuality and [nherence there are endless sub-divi• 
sions, some ~eneral and others special. .A.ll thi, tli,tinct.ion 
11mong things, u,hioh is ,ecognieerl in actual e:aperitno,, woultl · 
,wt be po11ible, if all thing, wers ,n,te non-entities; ,u a non
entity i, toitl,out any chm·acter ;-and yet suah distinction, 
among things doi!a ea:i,t; from. tohich it follotoa·that all tl&ing, 
at'R not ,n,,,s 'non-entitiea.-( Bhifya). 

(b) Or, t.he phrase ,oabl,ar,aai,JtJhlj (of the Stl~ra) m,y be 
explained as follows :-When the word •Bull', is used it does 
not bring about tha.jdea of a ,aon-e11tity; what it expresses is 
a certai~ substance belonging to a particular community. If 
all things were mere non-entities, then the word • bull ', on 
being used, would t,.1press a 11on-ontitg. From this i~ follows 
that all things are not mere non-entities. 

(o) Or, the phrase 1 1r,,.&/Jh1va1irJ4hlJ • may be taken to 
mean aa follows :-YOU assert that • the Bull is 

\'ir: P, ,e,. non-existent in tl&B forni o/ lhe horBB', • the Bull 
is not' Horse'; but why do not . you iay that • the Bull 
ia · not-Bull ••p . Since you do not 88.J so, it follows ihat 
the Bull does aid, (in the form of the Bull). t H The 
aasertion that • the Bull is not,.Bull ' would be self-oontra-

• Tbe reading of the Blbllotbeoa tndioa Bdlb II llmpler, 

t fti<Elftlw, the right retllinr, i1 glftn fn th, footnote. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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dio'to1•y." If it is only through fear ·of aelf-ooutradiotio11 
t,hat you dp not aa1ert that• the Bull is not-Bull 'i theri, my 
friend, the ,.,,,nc, of thinga .beoomea eatabliahe~. 

•1How then do we have the negation •the.Bull ia not-Horse' P" 
.d.1.a maU,r oJ Jae,, wla,11,0..,- U,1r, i, d,aitil o/ non-di/,r• 

ut,, su,n rsaUg ,ai,iirag ,1.;rag, com, ,o b, ·,polt,n of ., co-1116• 
,trats wi,h the ;~otion of no,wmi11A1&01; "' u,e -flnd in lhB aal6 of 
''" e:1pr1BBio• ''1,e ju/•6• /ruil i, nol in the oup', (Bb1,ya)
where what is negatived is the oonneotion between the fruit 
and the cup, and yet neiLher the fruit nor· the cup is a non• 
e~m,. 

s;,,,.,, (89). 

[ ObJ,ation. ]-" THBRII 18 KO 811011 TBJKG Al THI OHHAOTIIIB 

(oB lKDIVIDU,\tlTY) or 'l'.RIIGS; roa WHAT 18 80 IHGAHDIID HAI 

O.NLY A BBLATIVII IXIBT.111.NOl,"1 (811. 39). 

BA1111a 011 Ba. (89), 
[P. 209,,L. 2 to L. 4.] 

"•Relative• is that which is due to the relatioiiy of t.hings: 
,. g., a thing is spoken of as ' long• in relation to what · is 
• .short,' and abort in relation to what is 'lODJ.; • and neither 
of the two has an absolute existence of · 1ta own-Why 
ao P-Beoauae suoh is the foroe of relativity, Hence we 
oonolude that there is no auoh thing· as the oharaoter or 
individuality of thinga."f 

va,,u-a on S11. (89), 

L P. 484, L. L. 8-9] 

"What is aaserbed· oannot be aooepted; 111 the olaaraoltr 
of things is purely relative; and nothing has au abaolute 

• SatWa Cbaodra Vidyibhtlpaa read, ia tbil Blll~• a nfe1'811oe to tbe J/'4/1,a• ....,.,,., 
t All lhlap an ttlati•e : th,e Wu ii bl11e iu reldion to, iu oomparilc,11 witb, &he 

,.,,_, tbe,.,..,. it ao la relation lo the IOII, and IO forth, with all tblap,-f.,,.,,., Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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tlEistenoe of it. own; aa we Jind in the oaae ~f suuh thing.a •• 
the Lorag and the 8/aort, the Prior and the Po,t,rior." .. 

Biilrt1 (40), 

l-'t11tosr]-WBA.T 1s PUT roawao CANNOT 011 11aur, 

AS IT llfVOLVIS A SILNJOITBA.DIOTION' (SQ. 40). 

B1&1,11G or Su (40). 
LP. 209, L. 6 to L. lo]. 

If a thing is' long' only relatively to the 'short,'· then 
th .. ' short ' should be non-rela,iv, ; for to what would the 
•short' be relative P (Similarly) if a thing is 'short' onl1 
relatiyely to the 'long,' thev. the I long' should be non-r,latio,; 
for to what would the ' long ' be relative ? And' if the two 
depended upon eaoh other, then the negation of one would 
impl7 the negation of the other, so that there would be nega
tion of. both, Hence it is not right to assert tbat the 
oharaoter of the I short' is to be d~termined only .relativel1 
to the 'long,'' 

Further, if. there is no such thing aa the 'character, 
· (or individuality) (?f thinP,, [and_ all is merely rela~ive ], why 
do we not have tli~elat1ve notions ~f ' length • and • short
ness' in r&Jard to two equal Atoms, or to any two objeo$1 
of equal 81Ze P For, taken relativel1 or non-relativel1, the 
two things remiiu the same; the two things ta.ken relativel1. 
remain preoiae\y the same two things, even when not taken 
relatively; the presenoe or absence- of relativity does not 
alter the things themselvc1s [so that under the Piroapdfa 
theory, there can be no reason why the notions of ' length ' 
and • ahortneu' should not arise in regard to the two Ato~ 1 ; 
but if the oharacter of things were purel1 relative, then ttie 
presenoe of relali,,e, (of one thing or •he other) would so-rely 
make a ditferenoe in the. nature of things II What then is 
the etfeot of relativi,Y on things) P'' What ·r,lr1U11Uy does 
is that when we pe,ceive two things, it ~mes possible for 

• The whole oUbll puuge ii iead lldUer ia l:'url JII. D, '1ft •W"6iilf 
t't WN◄•-AI• Aifit'8aftt1'1..-....... 0,..◄1IAl+t., M\i.,·e11,w _. 
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ua . to. perceive the ·prepon~nnce of' o~e over the other;:, 
that 1a, when one sees two things and notices a prer.>oderanoe 
in ooe of them, ·1ie regard.a it as ' long,' and that winch he Jlnds 
deficient, he regards as '·short;' this is · what · is done by 
relativity. 

'JTllrlilta on SU (40). 

(P. 484, L. 11 to P. 485-, L. 1"6]. 
• What i1 put/orwrd, eallnflt be rigid &o. &c. If the 'long' 

is only relative to th& 'short,' then the C short' should be DOD• 

relative ; if the • short ' is only relative to the ' long,' then the 
' long ' should be non.relative, lf both are relative t.o each 
other, t~en that in relation to which the other is produced 
should become .non-relative ; so that the negation of one should 
mean the negation of both. 7'ak,.n relalit1Blg _or non-rel,dio,lg, 
th, ltoo ll&i11g1 rmain tl&e 1am,; il&e t,oo thing, takn rtlatlvelg 
remain preoi11lg Uie 1am, two tl&ing,, ef,en aohen not laien 
nl,aei,ttly,. (Bhlf ya.) ; and it does not make any dilerenoe in 
one or the Qther. "How then does there arise any ap
prehension of preponderane§ (snperiority) P If the two things, 
taken relatively and non-relatively, remain the same, then 
there sbonld be uo such ooiloeptions as ' loni ' and ' ~bort. '' 
Certainly suoh oonoeptions should not be impossible ; when 
two- things- are perceived, a certain preponderanoe in one or 

·.the other is always perceived;· 111 ~ matter of faot, in regard 
tn the two things we ·have two deBnit.e notions, one in regard 
to eaoh ; in one we peroeive a oertaiu prepondera.noe (and 
henoe regard it as ' long' ), while in another we perceive 
•shortness' (due to a oert&in d~8.oiency).; then we oome to 
ponder over the two oonoeptiona, an:l this po~dering gives. 

rise to the notion • this is lt,n3,r than that, that Vir,P.486. 
is ,A,,rter than this;' this notion dou not arise 

from the ooming into ezistAmoe of any ne,r thing. 
•B. I• Wbea we peroeive the ba1nboo r,Jatlvely lo 1hee1111M11D-. tblntlllltltJ 

lealll a, to tbl jadg,aea& &bat lbe former 11 1 loapr' tbu lbt lat&tr, or that tbt 
· IIUtr 11 i 11aorter' IUD tbe former, • ' Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Further, if there were no suoh thing as the ' obaraoter · 
of things, their •relativity' also would be impossible. Ja 
faot, if the distinctions into 'long' and • short' and the lik4t 
were due solely to the diferenoea of rel,dieil'tl, without any 
regard to the • character ' of things,-then, the said notions 
(of •long' &c.) would be possible in regard to even things 
taken relatively to every~hiog, .As a matter of. fact however, 
rela&ity has nothing to do with the notims of • Colour,' 

· • Taste,' • Odour ' and ' Touch;' and when God perceives two 
minute atoms, Be does not conceive of one atom as • tong ' 
or ' short ' &o., in relation to another. ·From all this it follows 
that the oonceptions are not all brought about by relrdivily. 

[Having explained the Bla111a, the P'llrliia proceeds to 
ofer its· own oritioiam of the Plroap11lt1a I-The assertion 
that " all th• are 11on-entities '' is absolu~ly wrong, " Why 
is it wrong P" Well, in the first place, it involves the absurdity 
of ezp~ning and not explaining the nature of the Means of 
Oognition : the man who asserts that all things are qou•entitiea 
aboald be asked to .. explain the nature of the Means of Oogni• 
tion ; if he e1pl-1i~- it, he oontradiots himself ; while if he 
~ nob Hplain it, then he oannot prove a~ything, as for 
him there is no • me&llll of Cognition or ' proof.' B~oontUr, 
''. all things are non-entities'' is. a sentence ; and if the _persoq. 
making this assertion comprehends its meaning, then, as before.· 
there is se'lf-oootradiotion ;. while if he does not comprehend it,
then the mfre uttering of letters is absolntely futile. rAirdlg, 
of the sentence ' all things are non-entities I if the Pllrnpak:1& 
petoeives the ipeaker and the· perso11 spoken to, _he oontradiota 
himself. ro'!,l'elaly, • all tlrlnp, q non-il)tities' ·anci • all things 
are entities,'-these are two disbin.ot · sentences ; and if the· 
OpponiDt perceives the differenoe iu their· meaning, he OOD.• 

tndiO'ta himaelf; while if he does not peraeive it, the uae of 
dilerenCi words is futile. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Thus we flnd that the more we eramiae this theory of all 
things .being non-entities, the more unamenable t,o 1·eason i* 
is found to be. 

End of Section (10}. 

8l!Olfon (11 ), 

[Butraa 41--48.] · 
llieaminaUma nf ,,,,,oin BU16epit&g a,11rtio1u ;,, rttgord &II 

- lhe eaact num6tr of thing,. 
BA1,11a on Rtl. (41). 

[P. 209, L. 15 to P. 211, L. 8.) 
The following are the sweeping assertions in regard to 

the exact number of things :-ll) 11 All things are on,, all 
being equally existent'' i (II)' 11 All things are tu,o1 being 
divided into eternal and taon-etet rial•• i (III) 11 All things 
are three, cogni,er, cognition and oognia,d "; (IV) 11 All things 
are/tJur, cogni,er, mean, of oognition, cogni,ed and cognitiora i 
and so on there are other assertions on the point. It is the 
examination of these views that prooeed1-11ow ·• 

•Theee view, are oritieiNd, beoau'8 they limit all thlnga within one partloalar, 
number :-A·eoording to (T) there 11 only one thing, aocordl11g to (11) there are two 
thinp, and 10 forth. 

1he P11riil"'4i r11anarb-The question ari111-why ahould the 11, Ill and 
other view, be orltioised-when they are not incompatible with the Nyiya 'flew 
of thinira being the conglomeration or compo■lte of aaveral oomponent partlol• 'I 
-Bnt the fact of the matter ia that lho■e tbeorie■ limit thing• ~ithin one delnita 
nnmber enly :. a. g,1 'There are only two thins•', and '""' only,-then, lnu
mnoh · .. thoee two would be eYerlaating, there would be no asplanation of _the fact 
that they 1brlng about their et!eota only o«tUio1ttJUg ; under thla theorj the 
llppearaooe of elect■ ■hould be pnoeaaing. Similarly with the other viewe. 

'J'be faf,,.,,,. ol!era the fol1011rlng explanation■ of the two Yiewa mentioned In 
the .. ,,,. :- . 

(1) 'l'he entire-phenomenon of-the world i■ nothing apart from the IJ,A, 
of OonlOl011en111 j ererythlng' i■ ·u etnanation from tbia Light. There ilDO 

dllerenoe among oognltione,· nor between the cognl■ed object and lte oopltion ; 
u everything ie a naanlfastatlo11 of Ooa1oiou1neu, which I■ cognition, (II) 1 lherna1' 
and I non-eternal•, being oontradiotory tariu, mu1t Include all thlnp ; there oan 
be nothing that le not efther I eternal' or 'non-f'ternnl'. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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,,,,,. (4"1), 

Ait ABBOL'IJTI LJIIITATION C1f TBB Nl1JIBIB (o'r TRIJ!f(IB) · 
CADO'l' BI 18TABLJ8BID1 IITBRR J.N.TBI IVIMT OP' TRI KIANI 

· (or ,aovi110 H.') DBIJ!fO AVAIUDr.,, Oll 11' TBAT OF lTS BBINO 
NOT A\!AILADJ,I, (81l, 41,) · . 

. If the """"' of provjng the desired conol11sion is (avail-· 
able, and) something different from the couclnsion to be 
,roNtl, then no limitation of number can ha proved ; aa the 
•id Means will alwaye, ,,-ltvpolheii, be somet',lDg outside that 
limited number ,which, being included in the • oonoluaion to 
be proved') could not include the m,an, of proving (t.hat 
same conclusion).· If, on the other hand, there is co difference 
between the ME'ans aud the Conclnsion to he prond''by it, 
then also t.lte Ii itation of number cannot be proved, RB 
there is, ert-:~11pot~e1i, no real meot1B of proving, and in Uu~ 
Rbaenoe of such means nothing can be proved, 

Pa,·#ika on Stl. (41). 

[P, 486, L. _17 t.o P. 480, L. 6.) 
The following are the views propounding an abaoh1te 

limitation of the number of things: ".All thin!J• are nn,, all 
Wng equally til~~nt &c. &o. &o." says the Bha,ya. 'l'he 
following 811,·a is meant to refute all these views: .iln-, 
iholule litnilalion of num6er &c., &o.-aays the Sfllt·a. It is 
not poaaible to eatabliab any of the views seeking to limit 

· · the bumber of thing■ ; because the means (of Vlr,P, '88, . 
provior a propoaition) mur,t be something 

different from that w hiolt forms the subject-matter or the 
Propl'ei~on itself ; i.,., having stated the Proposition. in tbe 
form • all 1biag1 are one', if the pe1~n puts forward a proof 
ia 1apport of it, wbiah is ao·metbiog differenr, from what 

The II otber AMrlloot" referred to ia t.be BAdga are-( l) t.bat. of tile 
SMH,a, &hat Soul and Primordial Matter ,re the· only two entitle■ ; Ii, that of 
the Baaljljba, that the only entltl• are &he be _,.,.,, of Colour, Name, impru,• 
lloa, ,IStntlaUon 1111d Copitlon i aod (~. thd of the Pdal!plta, t.laat the oaali 
eo&lll•&N lbt Pa,lu (11,101 beiaa•), their bonclagt, the removal of tbi, boadap 
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forms the subject of tl1a't Proposition, then the said limi• 
tion of the number of things to one only does not become 
established; fo1• the ttu•an• and the 1111:ijed of 11,e Propolitio,i 
(being different from one- another} would constitult1 tt00 

things. Similarly with the view that II there are only ·two 
tl,ings '' and so forth (for the means of proving this alao 
would be difere11t from the tu:o tld•g• that fonn tl,e subject• 
matter of tl1e pTCpoFition; time making tl,rre thinge]. If, on 
tl1e otht'r l1and, Lbere is no means of p1·oving1 apart from 
t-he ,ubject of the Propoaition,-tben also tlie limitation of 
number o unot be proud; as in tl1is C?ase tl1ere would be 
110 meaH r,f provl119; for wl,al is I!) 6e 11ror,,.,l cannot itself 
he the mentta of prorir,g. 

s;;1,·a ( -'2). 
OIJj,-rti,m-" Wnn nAR DHN UROICD Ill NO'!' TRDR; AR 

•rHK IIIF.i\NS (01· l'IIOVJNO) IR (INJ,Y A PAUT (or WHA'I' 18 TO 

n1o: rem•EoJ." (So. 42). 
BhlfYtJ on So. (42). 
(P. 211, LI. 06,] 

11 It is not trne tl,at the limitation of number cannot 
be provl'd ;- why P-becau~e the m,11ns is a part (of what 
iti prond by it) ; it ia only a part (of t-he aubject-matter 
of the Pro}'Oflition which is the Means of proving that Pro
poeition; 110 tl,at the .Means need .not. be anything different. 
Similarly l\'itl1 the views t,hnt, tlu•rP. are ,ml,, ltoo tl,ing,, and 
ao forth.'' 

P'IJrl ilr.a on Sil. ( 41 ), 
[P. 4861 L. 7 to L.10.] 

11 Wl1al i, "rgt!d i• not true &o. &c.-says the 8at,·a. As 
a matter of fact, the Means is only a part of the Propo11ition 
to be proved,-this is what. the 8111"" means. The means 
is only a part of what is to be proved. Snch being the 
oase, the Means of proving our' conclusion does not come to 
be anything different from the limit,d nuruber sought to be 
proved by it; nor is the proving without its meau." Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Botrn (48). 

[Jn11111r]-Te ■ BIHOlf POT POBWARD Ill N•t ltllBO!f 

AT ALL; Al (AOOORDIN<' To THI PDRVAPU,A) TBIN08 OAN 

RAVI NO• PARTS '.-(S11. 43). 

B/a1,ra on 811. (48). 
[P. 2i2, L. I t.o L. 8.} 

The realOD pot forward (in S11. 42) ia "as the meana of 
· proving ia only II part of what is t.o be pro, ed; " but this is 
not a valid renaoo ;-why P-beoaose the Opponent· baa laid 
down tl'8 •weeping assertion that "all things nre on, only," 
withouS; any ezoeption at all; and then (in the reason pot 
forwardJ he speaks of a certain thing (the Means of Proving) 
RI beinJ 'one' fpart of the 1mbject of the proposition); b11t 
there 11 nothing \Apart from that • one 'J which, in the 
Pmpoaition, tabs in, all tlair,911 that could be the • part' and 
the neceaaary • means of proving.'' Similarly with the other 
views limiting the number of things to I two' &c,. 

If all thf'Be sweeping assertions in regard to the limits• 
tion of the number of things proceed on the basis of the 
deniaJ of the indehite number of divenities among things 
due to their distinctive properties, they militate against 
well-known fa~ aaoertained from Perception, lufere11ce 
and Verbal Cognition ; and as such they have to be rejected 
as wrong do<'trines. If, on the other hand, thtiy proceed 
on the basis of the admission of the said diversities, then 
they. renounce ·their absolutism ; as the inolu11io11 of things 
(under any one head) is· due to the pre:1ence of common 
properties, and the .e.1:oluaioo (or diversity) of things is due 
only to the presl'nce· of distinct propertiea [ so thaHhe 
admiuion of tlie diversity of thing• involves the admission 
of an indeftnite number of diversities, and the renouncing of 
all limitation of t,he number]. --

•if tb .. were nob a thing u tbe ,,.,, of what ii to be proved, th,a thil 
woald m1111 that there fa no ablolate limitation of tbe namber ofthlng1 to OlNI only. 
Wtwn It ii lltatecl that II all tbinp are oae,' nothing 11 left oat ; IO that there 
It DOlhlni that ii not lnohlded in the Propoeltloa whloh ooald be tha proof of 
that propoaltloa, 
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All tbe above sweeping assertions (from S0.14 to So. 48) 
have been ·examined with a- view to get at. the diaoernment 
of '!'rue Knowledge:,. . 

J1'llrlika on Sa. (48). 
f P. 486, L. 12 to P. 487, L. 7.] 

The r,a,on pu,Juru:ard i, no rtaao11 al nll, fc, Jo.-aays 
the 8Dlra. That the Means is a part. of what is to be proved 
is ~o reason at all; beca.use the subject-matter of the Propoai• 
lion is without parts. When the proposition is put forward 
in the form 'all things are one,' nothing ia left out, all 
things, without exception, being made the • subject ;•· so t.hat 
'all things,'-which ca.n have no parts-being the 'subjeot,' 
there is nothing that oould form the Re&Pon or I Middle 
Term;' and what is tn b,, prov•d cannot form . the Reason ; 
speoially as the operation of a thing upon itself is something 
inooo1ruous; hence that whioh has itse1f '"' to b, p • ov,d can
not be the Proof; the • object ' ca.n never be its own 
• instrument.• 

Jf all lhe,e ,iorepfog a11tWtion1 i• regard lo l1,e limitation 
of llM r&um6er of tl,inga procl6J. 01& tl,, buB11 of ll" dB1aiul of 
the indefinite number of diuerailiea among Uaing, due to their 
dialil&cliH propertie,, they have to rejected as wrong 
doctrines, because they militate against well-known facts 
ascertained from Perception, Inference and Verbal Cognition; 
as a matter of fact, the diversity among suoh things as, the 
Bull and the Jar is directly perceived ;--diversity is proved 
by Jnference also; since what is inferred is always some
thing different from the means of that inference ;-diversity 

Vir, P. 487. 

spoken of, 
not know 
different]. 

is shown ill verbal oognit.ions al10 ; the 
speaker is the person who knows the thing 

while the person spoken to is one who d0e:1s 
the thing [ and theae two peraons muat; be 
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l.f, 9n ,1a,. ol1&8r l1t111d, '"" uirl IUJ8"pi11g a,.,,uoa, Pl'ilt:681l 
on tl&t 6a11i1 nJ lhs admi111iH of tli, ,,,id. div11riitia, ,,,.,a ,,.,., 
r11101111os Uu,ir ab1,,luti,rn. 1f it be held tbRt-" there is non• 
difference among things by reason of their possessing common 
properties and there is differunoe by reason of their posse11s
ing distinctive prope,·ties."-then, th~ does not, militate 
against the .Si,Jdhanla doctrine. fo fact, unless there is 
diversity among things, there oan l,0 110 1-00111 for omnmooality ; 
so that when the Oppooeut 11peaks or • commonality,' he 
must a,clmit the I diversity ' also ; and when lie deuieli 
'diversity,' he must deny the 'commonRlity' also; for the 
• c.'Ommonality ' cannot ,ubsist except on the basis of 
I diversity.' 

End o/ 8,ation ll. 

8,cfi.:Jn {12). · 

. (Sa~rils 44-5 t.] 
On Fiuiliu,.-t/i.. 'l'sr&th OIJje~ ,if Oo!J1&itim,. 

Bhdfga on 80. ,44J. 
[P. 212, L. 8 Lo L. 12.] 

Aft.er Br.lJi, "1, comes Fraitiun; antl with regard to this-

Tani &Nl818 A DOUBT IIINOK '!'HI &OOUHPLISHKIN'l' 
or '!'HI RBBULT (o; A01'11) 18 lo'CJUND TO APPBAK lfDfRDI• 
AT■LY AS WILL .A.8 Afflll& 8Ullll UIU. (f::111, 44.) 
When a m110 cooks rice or milk, the oow, the rttsult"', in thu 

1hape of the Ri<•e and the Milk Nspeotively, Rppear immedi• 
at.ely; whereas when he floughs the &eld and sows the s~eds, 
the result in the shape ·o the Harvest, accrues to hiin after 
■ome time ;-now the .4r,11ih,,1ra is an act, the ptrlo1·manoe 
"hereof is laid down in the text ' one desiring heaven ihould 
perf\)J'JJI the .4.gnilwlN ' ; and in rttg11rd to the fruition of 
'11is act, there arises a doobt \a& to whether or not any Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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results follow it, and if they do, when they follow, and so 
forth).• 

. Va,·/ilta on SO. (44). 
(P. 487, L. 8 to L. lo.] 

li'ruitio,. has been mentioned after &6irU& ; and in regard 
to this th11·e a,·i,e, a doube, eta., eto,-saya the BillrtJ. Cer
tain aota h&ve r,heir fruition appearing immediately ; . e g., the 
aotiona of coolein11 and milkitag ; the results of these, in the 
form of Rioe and Milk, appear immediately after the aota. 
Other aots again have their fruition after some time; •• g., the 
aotiona of plougl,ing and '"wing; the results of these appear 
after some time, not immediately after the aota, in the form 
of the harvest. 'l'he Agnihotra laid down in the tezt • the 
Agnihotra should be performed' and suob other aaorifioes are 
also act,; and in regard to these there arises the doubt-la 
the fruition of these immediate, consisting of the Aeae 
(emitted by the saorifioial fire) or some sooh thing ?-or ia 
their fruition suoh as appears at some other time? 

8a1ra ( 45 ). 
[ SiddhiH,a,]-TBI FJtDl'flO.N IS .NOT JKIIIDIATB; BB

OAUBB rr 18 sooa A8 OAN BI 11:XPBBIINOID ONLY A'f A LlTI& 'l'IJl■,t 

• iSay■ the Pari,hdd,U-lt ie not po•ible that there alaould be any 111oh doubt 
regarding FruilioN in general, u to whether it appear■ immediately after the aot, or 
after the lap■e of 1ome time i for ■o far u the act■ of cooking, eto.1 are oonc■med, 

it i■ already uoertained thaL their fruitiou i■ im1nediate ; and in regard to the act of 
JtgiuAofra, eto.1 al■o, it is already kuown that its fruition oom• only after the 
lap111 of ■ome time. But what gives riae to the doubt I■ the very fact of the 
JtpiAofra, elo,, being IJOCiolt1, involving the etfort of an intelligent agent ; and lau
muoh u it i■ folllld that the aetivitiu of iutelligent beinp are of both kind■-wme 
having their fruhiun immediately and otben after the lap■e of tbne, tbere i■ nothing 
to1how.for o~rtai111.o, w:aioh of tlu tw11 cl•••11 tbe aotion of Agnihotra beloop. 

t Thil 8a,ra i■ not found iu the N1iJ,a11M:Allli6allllA11; aocl the Titparya olilla 
it • Bbifya •. Viabvaoitba treat■ it aa I Sutr■ ', 1111d it i■ found in the Puri' Batra' 
K■• a■ allo ia Batra 1111, C. aad D: 

The 8'#/&A•I• embodied in the Blltra ii in aa■wer to the l'irf/GfUfG that It I■ 
uot uece■■ary to 111&11me any ioviaible ■uperphyaioal re■alt■ for JtglliAolnt, eto., llinoe 
we &ud t.bem briagiog about the Immediate r11alt In the tbape of Fame, eto.-
YilA•INl•l•. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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(S1l. 45). 
Bhllfya on So. (45). 
[P. 218, LI. 1-2.] 

• Heaveu I is the result 1nentioned in tho ac .. iptures; antl 
the attainment of Heavtm accrues only to another body, 
which comes aftor the pl'6;iemt b:>·ly hu been cle~Lroy~; 
and ·in the case of actions done with A. vfow to the "°qniring 
of landed property Blso we find that the rttsnlt does not 

· appear immediataly after the actions have been done. • 
P'Orlik<, 011· Sn (45 . 

[P. 487, L. 17 to P. 488, L. 5.) 
'l'li, fruition i, 110, itnmed.iate elr.., elc,-says the 8fil to, 

Heaven is the re1111lt mentioned in the scrip• 
Vir: P. 488. . d . . · d • h V da tures ; an an action enJome m t e e 
oan never be fruitless; nor is the performer of the Ag11iliofl'R 

ever found tn undel'take its performance simply with e. desire 
for obtaining heat from the 'fire; from all this it follows that 
from the contact, of the Mind with the Soul,-whioh follows 
after the perfo~man1Je of the sacrificial acts, and which is 
aided by the ·)lresence of pure intentions, -there appears 
in the Soul Dharm,,, Merit! and this Merit, having its 
potency unt:rammelled, when atided by suitable conditions of 
time, etc., brings about the result (i_n the form of Heaven); 
Rnd it ia only when the present body has fallen off, and the 
Soul becomes equipped with ,mother body, that tbe said 
result appears, and not immediKtely af~r tha performance of 
the act. 

Silru (46). 

[ Objnotio11,]-'' Tar FB UITION OANNO'J' API'li:AB AT AN• 

OTRIR TIMI; AS TBJll CAUSB TBl!JRKOP WJl,L RAVK OIASRD l'O 

EXIST," 

• Pnri l,111. B. r'!l\da 11'11trft:.-...r which wonll! mean that-• in tla.e cau of tba 

aotloa:1 done b7 11110 still in the 1neebee of iguorance.' Hut in view of wb■t follow• 
latea: 9n In tbe B11f,a, P. 214, L. 16, the reading of the printed tea:t i1 better. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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so. (46.) 

Bha1ya on S11. ( 46) 

LP, 2.18, LI. +5.] 
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.. 'l,he actual aotion (the saoriftoial performance) having 
ceased to exist, the result of that aotion could not ooma 
about, in t.he absenoe of its cause (in th1t shapo of the action) i 
fot" as a matter of fact, no effect is ever found to ha produced 
out of a oanse that baa ceased to exist." 

'1"11,•filu1, ou SO. (46,) 

" PI,~ f r,,itim,, eto., etc.-says the Sli/,a, What is 
declared is that the r Psult of the aaori6cial aot appears in 
anothe1• body, long after the sacrificial oblation has cellled 
to e1ist, and also aft.er the present body ha& been destroyed; 
-but this is not right i 88 nothing C'8n be p_roduoed out of a 

cause that has ceased to exist," 

Bu/ra (47). 

(~n11ws,.]-Pa10B TO 'l'HH AO'l'UAL AOOOIIPt,lSBIIBN'r 

Ol!' '.1'1:ll!l FRUITION 'J'l:llC.H WOULD BII SOH'tHJ.NO (1.N TBJI 

SHAPIG or AN lNTKl&MlilDlAllrY), JUS'l' AS THJIH 18 IN THI C'Al!IC 

Oil' TIU ll'&UIT or TIUUIS. 

s11. (47). 
l,/iiJfya OD SQ, (47), 

f P. 218, L. 7 to L. 18.] 
The man who desires fruits render, such services to the 

tree as pouring water at its root, and so forr.b ; and i~ is only 
after the actual aot of watering h11& oeaaed to ezist that the 
earth-particles (under the tree's roots beoome lumped t,o. 
gether by t,he particles of wa.ter, and becoming heated with 
tne beat underground, they produce a jnioy subatanoe; this 
juioy 1ub1tance, a.a _modified ~y the h~t, comes into ~D~t 
with the tree and, 10 a peoubarly modified form enters into 1t 

and produees Lhe leaf eto., and the fr"it; -in this manner the 
aotioa of 111'.ltering is fruitful, and yel tbe result does not 
quite follow from a eause that ha:1 entirely oeaud to exist. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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In the same manner aotions produce (in the Soul) .a faonlty 
in the shape of ,:Pl&arma-.4.tJlar,rma, Merit-Demerit; and this 
faculty, after being produced, comes to be helped by other 
oauses and thus bring, about the result at a later time. This 
is what we have already explained under Stl. 8-2-601 where it 
has been shown that I the body comes into existence on 11coount 
of the continuity of the results of previous deeds.' 

J'br/i/t,{on Sil. (47. \ 

[P. 4'8a, L. 10 to L. 18.] 

Pri1Jr to tAe actu,.al accpmpli1hm1mt, ete., eta.-says the 
BI Ira. We do not say that the effect is produced from a 
cause that bas ceased to exist ; what we do say is that by the 
actiou in the shape of the offering of the Agnihotra libations 
J)harma, Merit, is produced in the manner described, 
and from this Merit follows the result. Just as the man 
deairing fruits does the acts of watering the roots of the tree 
and so forth, but the fruit cannot be produced out of the aot 
of watering that has ceased to exist ; and what actuall,:r 
happens is that the act of watering having been done, it 
comes to be intRenced by the ' Karma' or destiny of the 
man who would eat the fruits of the tree, and affects the 
particles of earth which bdiog thus lumped together become 
heated with the heat underground and produce a juicy sub• 
atanoe ; this juicy substance directly permeates the tree till 
its fruits appear ; and i~ is thus that the leaves and fruits are 
brought about. Such being tihe ca.se, it is clear that the ae>

oompliahment of the fruit does not follow from the watering 
that haa oeaaed to exist, nor is the watering useless. 

Bha,va on 8U. (48). 

[P. 218, L. 18 to P. 214, L. 2J. 
PIMH1pakft1. 

Says the Oppotte]!t-
11 Pa1oa TO tis AOOOKPLIBKKINT, '.l'lll 6000JIPI.IBBID 

r&U1'1'l01' (HBULT) OAlfll'O'I' BI IJTKIR (Al llfOll•IXIl'l'INT, Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



IIHAl)YA-VlllTIKA 4-1-48 1533 

(B) OR ICXISTRNT, (o) 0B IXJBTINT•NO'N•lxtSTBNT; HCAOtlM 
'IXISTBNT1 AND 'NON'•BXl8TIN1'' ARB TOTALLY DISSIIIILUR,"• 
(811. 48). 

(a) A thing that is liable to be aooomplished (produced) 
coultl not be 11ora•e.11i1'811t, before its prodnotion ; b~oaustt of 
the restriction in regard to the material cauM of thing11; 
that is, as ta 1natter of fact, for the bringing a.bout of a 
oertain product (the Ja1•, e.g.) it is only one particnlar 
material (Olay) that is brought in ; and' it is not that any and 
every material i11 brought iu for the rnaking of all things ; 
tbnre could not be this limitation Br :re-1iriction (in the form 
that one product is produced· out of only one anaterial sub
st.anoe, 11nd not from a11 sub9tanoea), if the product were 
absolutely non-Mi,t,mt (before its production). t" 

(b) " Nor could the thiug be eml,tent (prior to its produc• 
tion); because if the thing already e1ists, before it is brought 
about, there could not (need notJ be a further 'p1"0duction' 
of that same thing,'' · 

(o) "Nor could the thing be both t1.oiatent a,,tt· nan
emistenC ; 6ecaul6 ' ,miatent ' and ' 1&on-e:ei1teat ' ar11 tott1llg 
diHinailtJ r : the term ' e1istent ' a{fi,.,, a thing, while the term 
' non-existent ' d11nita it ; and it is this mutually contradictory 
character that is spoken of as ' dissimilarity ' (in the Blltra); 
and beoa.use of this fa.ot their being oontradiotories, no CO• 

existence of them is possible,'' 

IIThe queation going to be di10u1sed 110w i■ whether the Fruition or R1111ult 
of Actl ia aomething that, prior to ita being brouJht about, wu -(I) already 
esialent, or (2) non-e:a:i1tent, or IS) both e:a:i■teot and non-e:a:ialeot, or ,,, 
neither e:a:i■tent nor no11-e:1i1teut. The Purvapak1a propounded in the Batra i• 
that no one of theae alternative■ i■ pOllible, hence there can be 110 1uoh tlaiug 111 

the I lruition ' of actiona.-f llpar,a. 

The fourth or the■e alternatives i■ fuuul i11 the l'olrfikr,, nut in thu 8t1fn1 
or lt1 the Blrlf 111, In thi11 8tfriz alao Dr. Satieh Chandra Vi,;Jyibht11ana find■ a 
reference to the .Vll(ll,a■lW-811fm1, 

tTbe very faot that it ii only out of Olay that the Jsr i• produced, olearly 
■hon that the Jar already axl■t~ in the Clay. Qf. &lt\ll,v1MrlW, 9-
1 U~grdaf<lf,' Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Vilr/ilta on So. (48). 
LP, 488, L. 19 to P. 48it, L. 9.l 

" P1·io1· to iis accomplishment, the Result t:11111,ot /Je &o. &o. 
( A.) A thing thot i, liable to be prnduaed · coul,l not 1,e 

n,,n-e-,isfent before it, ptoduotinn, bccat'8f! n/ 1/&4 restrialion, in 
''"(l"rd "1 tl,e m ,teri,,l ,.,,,,,tJ of thirig,; the non-emist,ince (of the 
product, prior· to its production) being common to all things, 
there could be no explanation of the restrictior1 that certain 
products are produced out of certain ea.uses only (and not 
out of all)." 

(Bl "Nor could the product be eiisl,mt, prior to it~ 
production ; for the production of wh11ot is already existent, 
would he an absurdity ; it is a contradiction in terms to speak 
of a thing as 'e,istent' and yet as 'produced.' " 

(OJ "Noi: could the product be bnth P.a,i11te1&f. r,nd ,1n,i. 

uiilllent ; as ' existence ' and ' non-existence ' a.re totally dis
similar; 'existe1ce' affirms 11, thing, while 'non,existence • 
denies it; and there can be no co existence bet,veen atflrrntJ• 
Uo,i and de,,fol ; h~e the prod11ct could not be fJ,,t/, e:ni,te_nt 
and nnn-ea,iatent.0 · 

(D) " Nor, lastly, co11ld the p1·oduct be ,&either t1;i,i1t,mt nor 
Mn-,mistetat i for the enct nature- of such a product· could 
never be determined ; it is i1Dpossible to indicate the preciso 
oharaoter of such a produot ~as is neither existent nor non• 
esistent).'' 

8l&41Jga on Sil, l~~). 
f P. 214, L. 2.) 

8i<J,Jhanla. 
The truth of the matter is tbat prior to beiug · proJuoed, 

the thing to be produoed was 1&01a.t•mi1tBnt..-" How so r" -
Silra (49). 

, BIOAUSI WB PIBOlY'II THI PKODUffJ'IO!f Al'! Wll· L AS 
D18TBUall01' (or TBllG&),t (SO. 49.\ .. 

0 If a thing II uillent, , ..... , priono being proclDCIICI, k 1nea111 lbat i& ii 11terul ; 
aud if it ii eterual, tbtre CIIII be prodae&ioa or de,truation of it. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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'l"llrlik" on Sil. (491. 

[P. 489, L. SI to P. 4PO, L. 17.] 

Prior to being produced, the thing to be prodneed is non
esiatent,-this is the truth, i.e., the trne view, "How so P "
Beoauae toe pero,iioe tA11 p,·o,lvolion a, to,.ll 01 the dt.1truction of 
thing,-says the Siilra. We find that a thing, not perceived 

• before, comes to be perceived nfterwards; and this can be 
possible only in the event of a thing being produced whicl1 
was r,on-emi,lent (before being produced) ; we find also the 
'destruction' of the thing, when we cease to perceive the 
thing that was perceived before. All this could not be pos
sible for him who regards all things as eternal; according to 
the theory tbnt prior to being produced, the thing is 11.r,i,tenl 
there c11,n be neither ' production ' no,· "' destruction ' ; and 
he who denies the ' production ' and ' des trnction ' of things 
will have to renonnne all worldly activity. Because, when 
a man undertakes an activity, for what purpose does ho do it ? 
" \V ell, he does it with such motives as ' I shall obtain this,-
1 shall get rid of that." 'l'rue, it is with such motives that 
the man nudertakes activities ; but for the. person who holds 

things to be existent (even before they are pro• 
Vir: P. 490. 

dnced) thea·e cau be uotbing to be either ubt,,i,,tt.l 
_01· gut rid fJf. 

Further, for snob a person there wo11ld be no use in put
ting forward the Proposition and the other faotora of the 
iofereutial reasoning ; as he denies the ' production ' and 
' destruction ' of tbiugs ; a11d if there is uothing that ia either 
produced or destroyed, then there oan be no useful purpose 
served by the putting forward of the several factors of the 
inferential reasoning [as these ere put forward either for the 
pro<.lt10tin1& of,or briogiogabout,right cognition, orthe destruc
tion of wrong cognition]. If it be held that-" it is for the 
purpoae of bringiog about the oonviotioo that all tbiap are Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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emi,tent (even prior to production) (that the factors of the 
infe1·ential reasoning are put forward) ,''-then (our answer 
is that', since (undel' the Opponent's theory) the said oonvic• 
tion would be already 11crishnt, there would be no use in the 
putting forward of the inferential factors ; for when a man 
nlready possesses a thing, be doe~ not have recourse to the 
causes calculated to bring about that thing. " The putting 
forwnrd of the inferential factors would be for the purpose 
of removing ignorance (i.11., doubts and wrong notions)." 
This also stnnds on the same footing; and unless there is 
something new produced in the man, his ignorance does not 
cease. If again it be held that-" the bl'inging in of causes 
is for the purpose of m,rnif eating lthe effect),''-then we 
ask, wl1at is this 'manifestation' that is brought about by 
the cause? ~f it is an 'effect,' then the allegation involves 
a self-contradiction (on the part of the PllrtJapak1in•. If 
again, the ' manifestation I be held to be some property of the 
,ffect,-even so the 'self-contradiction' does not cease, 
If, thirdly, 'mauife~tation ' means perception (apprehension) 
-then too, since yonr assertion means that 'such m1Jnijeata.
tion, i.e., apprehension, in regard to the effect, is prodaeed,' 
you do not escape from I self-contradiction.' If, fourthly; 
it be held that-" the manij'eatatio·n of a thing means that it 
ha.a existed till then i,, the fonn of the cc.atw1 and iii now 
appears fo thB /urm of .the produot,"-even so the • self• 
eontradiotion • remains; for according to thi11 explanation 
• the appearance in the form of the product' ia something 
that; was 1ion-eaiatB11t before, If, fifthly, the 'manifestation' 
be held to be only a particular phase of the cause itself,
even then, it would mean that thia ' pbt1ae of the cause.' 
;,l,icl, wa• non•eai,tent, comes into existence, i• producetl; 
and Gliia would involve 'self-cont.r&d,otiou' on your part. lf, 
in order to meet t.hi11 difficulty, iii be held t.hali the said 
phase of the oa11se al10 has been already ea,i,,ent,-lihen the Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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bringing in of the oanae oan serve no purpose. If, 
sixthly, the •manifestation' be explained as ' the augmenta. 
tion (expansiouj of the sigu11 (indicatives) of the olluse,'-then 

our an~wer is that the expresRion I augmentation of indica
tives' can have no meaning, if there ie no coming inlo 
,rei,tence of something that did not·exi-Jt before; so that in 

_ this case also the bringing in of the oanse would serve no 
purpose; ancl f11rthe1·, this explanation also would mean 
that I the au~mentation of indicatives,' was non-eaii,tent 
before and comes into existence arterwn.1•ds; so that thus 
also you do not escape from I self,oc1ntradiction.' Thus it is 
found that in whatever manner I manifestation' is explained, 
in every case it militates against the notion that I he product 
is e.x:istent (even before its prodnction). 

BMi,11a on Sn. (50). 

[ P. 214, L. 4 to L. 8.] 

lt h11s beau alleged 1i11 the Bbitya ou Sii, 48) by the 
Pft,.011puk1i11 that-" Pl'ior to its J.H'oductiou, the Product ii; 
uot non-existent, because of the restriction in rtlgard to the 
material canse of things ; "-(the answer to that is as 
followsl-

Su11·a (50). 
'11HA'I' '.l'UR l'IIUDUC'l' HI NON•KXIS'l'EN'l' 18 OLBARLY 

l1ROVIW DY TIIA'l' VIU,Y CONCIU''l'lON, (Sli. o0), 

'l'he conception (of resti·iction in regard to the watel'ial 
cau:ie, which the Oppouent has cited) is in the fo1·w I this 
t.l1ing, t1.ntl not all things, is capable of producing this effeo~; ' 
and this oonceptfo11 clearly proves that prior to being produo .. 
ed, every effect is known ~s capable of being produced by a 
partioul111··oause; ancl that this conception id oor1·ect is shown 
by the fact thal the pt•ot.lnotion of the effect is actually iu 
accordance with that conception ; and in faot it is only on 
the basi11 of this concept-ion that we oan explain the restric
tion in regard to the cause of the thing, If, on the other 
ha.nd, the product i11 already existent, prior to being produo• 
ed, then therl' oau btt no suob thing as its I p,odu.ation' [so Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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that there ounM be IIIJ oouoepti'1n 1,L all in regarc) to it.a b1:iug 
prod110t1d out of only II pa.rt,ionlar 1ufit.erial oanse ]. • 

Yllrlik" on Sa. (50 • 
[P. 490, P. 17 to P. to P. 494, L. 4.] 

It Aa1 6e81& alleged that-'' prior t,, ifa prfldu,:li,m the pm,/uat 

,,, ,.,,, r,on-easi1l8nt, IJearltlltl ll161'e i, ,e,,riction in ,,,g,ml '" 
the flkllsrial ca111f1 ,,{ tl,ing,;" and '1ae an,wer tn thi11 is thal 
t1aae e/ae product i• non•1t:ai1t,uat &o. &o.-says . t.he 8tJlra, As 
a matter of faot, t,be reljtriotion in rel(ard to the material 
oau11tt of thing• is due, not to the faot of the thing being 

Vir, P. '91, 
already eaii1t,mt, but to its potentiality; the 
idea (involved iu the said rf'striction l being 

that-• this eleoL is ,a,,a/Jle of being produced out of this 
081188, aud it. is 1&ot c11pa6le of beiug produced out of an0Lhe1• '; 
and it is on_ly when a man has conceived of the thing in this 
fashion (as something cap:.IJle of Aeira~ /Jruught i,,,a t.i:i,tet1011) 
that be brings in, for the proc.l11otioa1 of that thing, ~mob a 
oause u i11 cap11ble of ·producing it ; anll uo one brings . iu 
all oause, for L~ produoliiou of all t11ia111; and t.hia fur t.he 
simple reasou that llll thiugs are never found to b~ produced 
outi of all things. 

Further, what thu PiP'oapt.1kfit1 admits is th11t there is 
a oertain restriotioo in 1·eg•rd to oea·taiu things being the 
OIIUl88 of oert.ain effects,-and be admi,a this on the basis of 
the restriotioo that is foond in regard t.o the actna.1 produo
tion of things and also of that whioh is found in regard to 
the produot& (as pertaining lo certain oausea); but while 
admitting all this, he has got to e.r.pla.io the enot signifioa
tion of the terms • oanse ' · and • elect ; ' what is it that is 

• The very oonceptioa that a thing i■ produced only out of • certain oaUH 

prov• that before hela, prodaced that thing m1111t be non-e:a:il&eat. The w•ver 
lakia ap the yena, with the Id• -• the Cloth ,r.r.11 N protJ,,.111 out of thle' aud uot. 
tbat ' tbo Clo&h i, here alreadr ; ' for la tbe latt.er oa.., wby ■boold he p11t forth 
IDJ tlort to bring Into Biltence tb■ Cloth wAicA .,,._,,, _.,. P Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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meant by • oanse P' and \Vhat is it th11t is mMnt by • etfeot P' 
" Well, that which does or brings about a t.hin!J is the 
N11,,,., while tb11t whioh is done or brought about is the 
t_feol." But if it. is the 'manifes~,ation' (of the thing) 
that is fJroughl about [for the thirlg itself being already 
":aiatatat, oouU not be brn11ght 1'bont], then this beoo1nes open 
to the objeotious already poirJted ont above '' But even 

• io connection with e~;-,,,,,, things we find the root ' koroli,' 
'to do,' being used; "·g• in such expressions as I teshclh 
k,m,' 1 do the hair,' • pri,11&11n k,iru.' 'do the flour '.'' 
But these ex:e.mples do not serve your purpose ; for in the 
oase of the doinq of l&ai,•, that which is d,,n11, or brou3ht dout, 
is a peculiar dressing of the already existing hair, and this 
p,-,:,ilior drrattfog is something that is not already existent i 
similarly in the case of the dnfog of U1e flour, what is done 
is the , etnov,,l uf dirt out of the existent flour, and this 
1·emr,ual "f ,tfrt is something not already existent; so that 
there is not a single thing which we ever find as being the 
object for the bringing about of which a cause operates. 
Hence the vi.iw put forward cani1ot be right. 

'fhe Opponent might urge-" if it is the noo-existent 
thing that i" brought ahout, then, why is it that the horn 
of lhe a,s is not brought about P" But who says that the 
aes • horn is not brought about P If there i, such a thing as the 
' ass ' horn ' (and it is only such a thing that could be spoken 
as I ass ' horn,') it is certainly 61·ought about. " But why 
does the Ass not become the cause of the horn P [ why does 
not the horn grow out of the ass' body P J " We do not 
know why it does not grow out of it; that it does not do so 
we only conclude Crom the fact that we have never seen a 
horn being produced by the Ass. This also explains the 
oaae of the • hare's horn.' The I baro's horn ' is not brought 
about, not because it is non-existent, but because tb~re ii no 
oanse that could bring it about. In faot, the I non-e.listence ' Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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of a thing cannot be treated as a reason for its being brought 
about ; what is meant is t.1,at 11ince what is already eajstent 
cannot be prodnoed, it is the nrm•,.~iltent thing that is 
produced. Further, when you make the assertion that-" the 
ABS' born is not produced /J,cau,,. it i, 1101&•6"'ilt,nt,''-•you 
go against your own doctrine : aocording t,o yon the •ss' horn 
cannot be non•-'•t,uit; and according t,o yon, whether a thing 
is ttarident or non-eristtJnt, it is produced if its cause is present I 
And it i11 thus that for the person who holds the view that all 
effects are existent (even before they are procluced) all 
worldly usage comes to an end: For him nothing 1.no-\that 
whioh iR not already exi11tent,)-can ever be produced, and 
nothing olrl-(thnt which has been existent)-ran ever be 
destroyed.' 

Queation.- " What is the proof for the view that the effect 
(prior to production) is non•eit'i8t,mt ? ,, 

J. n1toer.-Proof there can not be, either for the e1r.i1ftmr.e 
or the no11-eaii1tenc11 of things; there is Inference only when there 
is no difference of opinion in regard to the thing in question.• 
"Whereupon t~n is there the quarrel (if there is agreement 
in regard t,o the thing itself, P '' 'l1he quarrel is in regard to 
the properties (eXRct nature) of that thing in regard to which 
both parties are agreed. So that in the case in question, the 
yarn, being the · things admitted and agreed upon by both 
parties, it is in regard. to these (the exact nature of these, in 

• Thla 1e11te11cP1 according to thr 1'11t p11ryn, ~houJ,t be 011n11trued 111 'I' ri 'I' 
'111\ffl (•iiill◄IIR'w) ~ wfQftlw\lf il!lili'IIIR\I· The idea uuderlyiog the 
queation of• the Opponent ia that if the ,Taing, which woulcl be the ■object of 
any lnferenre that I he Si,J,IAIJNlin 111igl1J put fonvard, ia 11on•ltlli1tlnl, it cannot 
form Uie I anbject' of auy Inference at alJ; ao that every lnfert111ce iu regard 
to it •until be· iJl'hml/(111,(ilta, B2ul,u. 

The an11wer antioipate, tbi11 diflfoulty 1111d· 111ea11a that 110 Inferential reaann
ing Ira 1,oa~ihle in .i1pport ef either ei,t,nc• or 110,..,,itllNc.·• ; for 1111 iuler1:ulial 
reaa..111ing i, pu.1ibl11 only if the 11111,ject' i11 admitted by both partieH; and 80 Jong 
u there i1 no agreement in regard to the lltin11 it■elf, there can be no inferential 
hllOIIIDg put forward by either party, Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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relation to the C/ptl,) that several tl1eories are propounded: 
(11) One party aBBerte that the Oloth is only i. e. oon
differeni-from) the yarn ; (b) others hold that the Oloth is the 
yarns arranged in a certain form; (o) a third party alleges 
that it is the yarns alone that appear io the form of tho pro
duct (olotb); (cl) aooording k> others, one oha~ter·(of_ the 
yarns) disappears and another appears; • (e) "'~ile· according 
to ·a 6.fth party the Olot1, is only the yarns erilfowed \Vith a 
peouli~r potenoy. (a) Among those several theories,-in 
answer to the first, all that ~ necessary is to prove tibat the 
Cloth ia different from tbe more yarns; 11nd this has been 
a-lready done (in Adb. II). (b) As regards tbo~a ,vho bold 
that the Olut11 is Qnly the yarns arranged in a particular form, 
against them we have the following argument:- Prior to 
the time that the Cloth is actually p,nceived (as a finished 
product), the yarns were devoid of that particular form,-- • 
becau,e they are the can11e of the Cloth,-like the Loom, eto. 
[This shows that the Oloth is Bomething differe~t from the 
y,u·ras]. (o) and (d) 'l'his same argument also disposes of 
the view that the yarns themselves appear in the form of the 
product; as also the vitiw that ther~ is disappearanu_e of one 
character and oppearance of another. (e) 'fhe person who 
assert& that the Cloth is only the yarns endowed with a 
peculiar potenoy (admits that priot to the causal operation 
bringing about the Ololb·, the yarns have existed as endowed 
with another potency and . hence) ·does not militate against 
anything ; and hence wo do not pul. forwt1.rd any argument 
against this view. In fact, what is asserted in the sba~ment 
that 'the Cloth is the yarns e~owed with a peouliar·patenc7' 
is e.1aotl1 -the same that has been asserted by the Si,J,JA1n1in 
iu the -~tat.ement--' 'l'hat the product is non•e.1 istent is clearly· 
prond·hy th;at very oooneptioo' (SQ. 50). Under every one 
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of the (&rat four) theorieR mt!nt,iooed, it is impossible to have 
tbe notion of the ' Oloth ' without the production of S<;)mething 
that did not ezist before; and as ,moh 1,he' self-oontradiotion • 
involved In them cannot be-escaped. · 

fThe Piiro11pdfin puts forward an argument iu support 
of the theory th11t the Produ1St i11 t:1istent even prior to its 
production]-" What re11lly happens (in the cn.sa of the Cloth) 
is that the yarns serve the pnrpose of m11nif~sting th11t \Cloth) 
which already e.xiats; aud it is for this reason th111;° they are 
brought in by t.h\i person who wauta the Olotb ; just as the 
spade (is brought in by the per11on who wauts the water 
hidden underground, w hioh is ma11ifes1ed, or brought into 
view, by the spade)." 

But this ' mauife21ta.tion • of the exist1rnt thiug mnst be 
something that was 1&fl'n•tJ:itle1&I. before; and just as the HUH• 

e•islent • 1111\nifestl\tion ' is •brought ioto existence so may also 
the non-,ai,tent prodnct be brought into exislience. All this 
has been fully_ explained before. 

Further, thi Piro,1p11kfi" bas pnt forward (in Bl,ii1ga on 
SU. 48) the rea1100-" beoause of the restriotion in regard to 
the material oause of tliings."-But the • material oanse • is a 
cauH ; and if the product is already ezistent, we do nor. see 
what purpose could be served by any oatt,e i _this objection, 
whioh we have urged before, remains siij1 .in foroe. '!'hen, 
as regards the oorroboi-ative iostauce of the ' spade, etc.,, 
that you have cited,-the fa.et is that the spade is brought in, 
not for the purpoi!e of the water, but for tbe purpose of re
moving the incrustation tover the water) ; and this 'removal ef 
tbe incrustation• is a sort of disjuuction and oomes ioto ex.• 
istence after having been non-,.:r.i,tetd; so that your corrobora
tive iuatanoe is not who.tit is meant to be. If the Opponent does 
not admit that there is disjuuoti9n (iu the case of the digging 
out of water),-then, not admitting 'oonjunotiou,' he should be Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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aaked to expll1i11 how ~he notion of ' disjunction' comes in 
(when one is digging the e11rtb). He might explain that _the-no
tion of ~ disjunction ' is• due to mere non-a on tact (between the 
buckets of earth dug oot and the pit). But t.his ' non-contact' 
-la) is it merely nb11enat1 of cut&la-ct 1 01· (6) something ochtr 
tlum c,,11tuot"P "What do you mean?'' (rc) If 'non.;contaot' 
is ouly abaenoe c,f cuntact, then you have to explain wbenoe 
this u611e1,ce comes about. If there is a cause that brings 
about the contrary of the • root.act ',- then it is just this that 
is called ' Disjunction' ; so that it is not true that there is 
no suoh thing as Disjunctiou-;·{or we have already expl11ined 
that w bat is denied in one place exists in another plitoe. • 
Further, there are two kinds of' non-contact' (1)-io which 
there is no touching at all, and (2) in whioh there is a going 
asunder of what were touohiog before ; and tbis latter is 
what is c:1:1lled ' Disjunction,' and it is this disjunction tlaat is 

· brought about by means of the 11pade &o. (6) If. on tbe 
othe1• band, ' non-contact ' be held to be something otlu,r than 
conlact,-this also- will be pf two kinds; and hence this 
view also will be open to the aforesaid objeotioos. If (in 
view of the above difficulties) the Opponent holds • Dis
junction' ,o consist in the two things bttiog prodaoed in sep• 
a.rate places [and ' Conjnnotion ' to consist in the two things 
being produced oJQse to eaoh other, neither ' Conjunc
tion' no1· ' DiMjur1oiion ' being regarded as quality],-theo 
our answer is that, in view of the qualified expression being 
in the form, ' these two things have been produced in separate 
plaoes ,-' Disjunction ' cannot consist merely in ttu. two 
things being produced in separate places ; in Jaot, the 

• 'Contact' or' Conjr111otiu11 ', b11ug a quality, cau bo d•1royed eilber lly the 
· de1truo1iou of the 1ub1tauoe w whicf1 it boloug11, or by the •trearanoe of 1 

oontrary q'lalit:, ; In tbe 0111 in qu•tio11 we do not Bod an:, ...,llcUOII elthe, 
of theencraating layera of earth, or of the water; IO that tbn m1»t be the 
appearance of ■ome qnJlity contrary to contact ; and it i■ 1• ■ooh • qullty ,hat 
i■ oalled • Di1junctlon.'-f•fp11rp. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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qualiftcation • produced ' is· app1ie8 · to the thing that is 
produced ;-the qU111i6cation ' separate' is applied on the 
basis of things oooupying differint ,points . in space ;- the 
quali&cation 'disjoined ' is _app1ied by virtue of -the things 
being disconnected ;-all these several diat.inct causes or 
bases of the notions of diversity are inferred from t~e diversity 
in the notions themael ves ; and the three t-erms,. • separ11ted ', 
I produced ' and ' disjoined,' are riot synonym~us terms. 
[So that-the notion of things being ' disjoined ' cannot he 
dne to their being produced in , separate pla.oes, as lield by 
the Opponent]. Further, (in· course of our reFutation of the 
momentary character of things) we have already mfuted 
the view that the two things (on being disjoined) are pro
duoed in separate places; hence for .t,his reRson also' Disjunc
tion' cannot consist merely in the two things being produced 
in separate places. 

"As a matter of faot," says the Opvonent, " Oisjunction 
itself is only momentary, hence it is not possible for any 
oognition of Di':junction to appear."• It is not so; for the 
time during which the cognition of Disjunction appears is 
that which is taken up (1) by the manifestation of the' com
~u•jt,J. ~ (to which the particular Disjunction belongs) and 
\2) by the destruction of coujunotion i that is, when the Dis
junction is produced by its ~use, first it ~oifests (renders 
perceptible) the Community (to which it belongs), t and after 

· this Community has been rendered perceptible, 
Vir P. ,ec. 

. it bri.ugs about_tbe cognition of the Disjunction 
ifaelf,-then it destroys the previous conjunction,-and after 

.-.rl'!!! uognition of Di■jnnctiori could be ponible only if It ooutluued to exi■t. 
111111 noagh to allo;r of tbe funotio11ia1 of either Perception or 101111 other 1n1a11a 
of aopltion. · 8ince howe.er It eai~t■ ouly fer ~ue auorueut, uo 11oub fun~tioui11g 
l■ ',-lble ; ud henoe no oopitlo11. 

t- Thi■, -,. the r,,,.,,., i■ acaording ta lhe vl11w tla~ Ille epeoi6c oognitiun 
of ,.,.,, putlo■laf.lhlbg mast be preaeded by the oognltion of the com111anlty tn 
wbloiall........_ . Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



BHA$YA-VlllTIKA 4-1-51 1545 
. . 

tlae destruotaon of thia cooj11oction, when there comes into-
esiatenoe another conjunction of the things concerned [ as, 
when tl1e two rams striking against each other, repeatedly 1, 
the Diajunation is itself destroyed. Thus then, ina11muoh 
as Disjunction is found to exist for se,er.al momenta, it is not 
right to say that it is destroyed u aoon as it comes into 
existence. 

From all thia is follows that it ia"the (previously) tzon
•i•k•I tiring that is produced (by oau11e1).· 

s11,,, (61). 

[ 01,jeoUa• 1-"'J.'H I a101PTAOL11 HIN~ DirPBHNT Lu, 
TBI OHi or THI J'BUITIO. OP AOTs], IT 18 KOT KIGHT TO 

A~GDI 'MIAT IT 18 LlKI TBI flCITIOII Of TIIBB."

. (Sil. 61). 

B,n,ya on Sa. (61). 

[P. 214, L.i.. 10-11.] 

" [lo the case of the fruition of t,rees] it is found that the 
aervjces rendered, in the 1hape of the- watering of the root& 
and ao forth, as well as the /r11iitio,a, both are in _the tree 
itaelf,-hoth have the same tree for their reoeptaole; (in the 
case of the fruition of actions] on the other hand, the act-ion 
ooours in the present body, while the fruition appears in tlie 
next body; so that there being a "difference in the receptacles, 
~hat has been u~ (in Sa. 4/1 does not prove anythinlf ali 
all (in regard to tlu1 aaori6.cial aota being the cause of fruition, 
in the abape of Heaven &c.)." 

Ylrli• on So. (61). 

[P. 19t, LI. 6°8.] 
2'u ,eo,ptaol,, Wag dif ,,,., &o. &o.-The aotion of 

· watering the root& and the fruition, in the shape of leave1 
and fruits, both appear in the tree ; . while the aotll (of saoti
lce &o.) are done in the present body, and their fruition Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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(in the shape of Heaven) appears in the nei:t body; so that 
there being a difference in the recepta.oles, the instance of 
the • fruition of trees ' is not applicable at all.'' 

Sitra (62), 
[~n,111er ].- JKASMDOH AS HAPPINBSS SUBSISTS IN TBR 

SouL, TBB OB.JIO'J'ION BAS NO l'OBOI A'f ALL. (Sn. C,2). 

Bha,ya on So. (52). 
[P. 214, LI. 18-14.) 

Happiness, beinJ perceptible to the Soul, subsists in the 
Soul; ar.lion also,-m the form known as• .,Plu.1rm11,' •Merit' 
-subsists i.n the Soul,-as ,Piarm,, is a q11ality of tlie 
Soul; thus then, there is no possibility of r,osptaols, 6si11g 
di/,rin,.• .. 

'P'IJrliln on Su. (52). 
[P. 494,, LI. 10-11]. 

Jna,■uoh a, HappiRB88 &c. &o. What the Sii/ra means 
is that it fs not true that there is difference in the recep• 
tacles ;-the act subsisting in the same substratum as the 
fruition of the aot. 

. Biilra (08). 
( ObjBCl~]-11 WHAT BAS BHN .JUST SAID 18 lfOT 

TBUI; -AS [TUI OBTAINING or] SoN, Win, 0ATTI.I, 0LoTB• 

ING, GoLD, FooD AND suoe THINGS ABB IU.NTIONID .\8 

TB■ J'BUIT (o, AOT&)." (Sil. oS). 

BhlJfya on Sil. (511). 
[~. 214, LI. 16,17.] 

" As a matter of faot, what is mentioned as the • froit ' 
ia the obtaining of auoh things as t,he son &J., a11d naC 
• Happiness ' ; we have aaoh asserLions as-" one who desire! 
landed property abould perform tla-i, a11crifi.oe,' • one who 
de1ires a son should perform '""' sacrifice' • and so forth. 
So that the assertion (under So.. 62) that • Happiness • is the 
fruit of aotiona is not true.'' 

, •• Bea,en ', whioh 11 the nnlt of .. orfflcial act■, 11 only a foran of Bypi,,.,, i 
and BapplDUI 1ubaf1ta in the Soul, not in the Body ; and. the Bual rem1i111 the 
HIBi through the 1Heral Ii••• Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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[P~ ,194, L.L. 14-16]. 

154-7 

cc JVhat ha, 6'-en ju,t 111id i, noe tru,, &c. &o.-What is 
mentioned as the ' fruit ' is the 8011 and such things; and 
certainly the Boa does not subsist in the Soul.'' 

8Blra (i4) • 
.dfl81Der.-l:NASIIUCB AS THI RIAL l'BD'[TION H• 

8Ulll'8 moll fONNICTION WITH THI TBING\I IIINTIONBD, 

1'1 18 ONLY INDIHkOTLY (rlGUBA.TlVBLY) TBAT TIIIISI 

LAT'l'H AKI SPOKEN OP AS TRil I PRQl11',-(Sll, 54). 
BhilftJa on Sn. (54). 

(P. 215, LI. 2-8.] 
As a matter of fact the real f rnition, in the shape of 

llappinesl', results from connection with the son, wife, &o., 
a.nd it is for this reason thnt these Jat.ter are regarded, or 
11poken of, only indirectly, as ' fruit '; just as food is 
(indirectly) spoken of as ' Life,' in such statements as ' Food 
is life itself.' 

1'Drlika on Sn. t 54), 

(P. 494, L. 17 to P. 495, L. 2.] 
Jnamuch a, ·t1t, re,d fruitioit &o, &o.-As a matter 

of Fact, from tho couneotion of suoh things as the So~ and 
like follows Happiness, which is the real • fruit.ion'; and 
t-he il is only by reason of being the oau11e of Happiness that 
the Son and others come to be spoken of as- 'fruit.• Jost as 

by reason of Life being sustained by Food, 
food comes to be spoken of as I life•~ '!'bat 

such usage is merely 6g11rative or indirect we infer from the 
fact that in reality Food is not Li/t1, and yet people make use 
of suoh expressions [wbicb oao be ezplained only on the 
basis of the assumption that the language is &gurative ]. 

End of Section (12). 
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Beolion (IS). 

[Sa~ra, oo-58.] 
B"amint1tio11 of lhs n,dur, of Pain. 

BM,11a on Sii. (~). 

( P. 215, L. 4 to P. 216 L. 4). 

Aft.er • Fruition ' (in So. 1-1-9) i11 m,ndion8'l • Pain'; and 
this b11& been define,l (io 81l. 1-1-21 t aa • that whioh is 
aouneotod with annoyance is P,dn' • Bnt DO'V t.he _q,iestion 
is raiaad-.. Does the Si4dh4o~in mean to totally deuy such 
a thing as • Plt'asure, ' whioh is felt by every personality P 
or doe11 ho mean something el11e P ·•• 

• ,,,_,.,,,._" What i1 it tha& baa to be u11111iutlir1 the pr9ff0t aectlon ? No orre 
dauin tbat &here i■ IIIOb a tlaing • l:'11h1 ; nor i■ tlaere any do11bt u to lte being a thing 
to be got rid of; it 1oight be 1111flll to esarnine wlaether it ie eternal or not; but ii 
h111 already been •tabli1becl, in 0OIJl'II of our refutation of tbe d.ictrioe tl»t all 
tbinp are eterml ; wbat 111111111 pain ,i1 al■o well known to be 1aal1 thing■ 11 the 
•rpent, the thorn and 1111 forth ; Aeti vity bu been fully esa1uinacl, a1 • aleo ill 
Blfect■, ia tho forrn of Birth &o. ; and how &be Cllllltlon of the ca1111 leada to 
the o ... ti,,a of it■ effec.-t:1 ha1 been ■howa aoder 81. 1-1·2, What then ha■ remainecl 
1ainve■tlgated, for t~• eake of whloh the pneen& 1eatloo bu been tallen up ? " 

A111IM'-Pain h_-b.n dell11ed a■ &bat wbicb l1 connected with aaoo7ance ; 
by 'annoyance' here is 1n11ant the /11li111 of 1111110,allCe ; ancl &bi■ aocording to t\• 
lidrlhintr&, iuolrlllea, not orily Po1ia ao I ii.II 01111111, but Plm,,.,, aleo. If tbi■ i1 duly 
re"lieed, then there i■ no room for tbe q11111tion prat by the.P4r1H1J111i'fi11 ; but b1 hae 
put the q11i,etion in Yiew of the primary meaning of &be term 'annoyance,' wblob 
ii ruLricted to Pai11 onl1,-PariM11r/4ld, 

The ■e1111 of the Pi&r11t1palrfQ hu been th• eapo1111decl ia the filfps,r,, :
" W • ailtuit tbat Pdi11 it IA/It tMillA l, ca11111cltd ioilA ll/1/1¥11ct ; but that which la 
eir:perieuoed by every per■onality • 11 Pl..,,,,,, that cert ,iuly l!Ollld not be reglrd■cl 
a■ Pain ; 11 thi& woald be contrary to esperieaoe. A1 regard, ibe Body and the . 
11a1o-orgau1 clo ,-if' Ibey are to be regarded u Pain b.oaae they art the 
Bouroe of P11i11, they may be regarded u • PleAllll'I' allo, u beioc the IOllroe 
o« Pl-■ore. In fact the timidity inYol•ed in the Idea ot regarding enry,hiDI 
11 pala LI likely to ■trike at tba rool of all worldly -,e. .&, a mal&er of fut, 
whea a ~ •II •neat, he re1110Yu all the baatl and heaow doel DOI ..., the 
pain that mig11t be dae to the b.>ne, i alnlila,rly a wlM 1DU1 wiD -Joy 
J'leaiure only, taking Olre to a•oicl all tba& ma7 be likely to brin1 ,-m." ... 1111 la 
,ielf of all thi1 that the P11r,-,.lip11 ha put tbi q-~oa. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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O,1r anawer is that the meaning of the Si441&111tin is 
■omething different.. u Why so P II It is not possible to 
totally deuy Pleaa11re, to who1e exiatenoe testimony. is borne 
by all men. The teaching (of the SitltJ4•nta) th"t Ple:1811re 
abonld be looked upon as • P11in ' is meau for the remov,11 
of all P"in for the person who ha, beoorne disgusted with 
the sufferings cau~d by the ezperiences 11nd~rg >ne d11ring 
a series of births, and deaths. and is an1:io11s to get rid of 
an similar es:periencea. • " But by what method ( is this 
advice etfc;,otive) P 11 'fhe bodies of all livin~ beiugs, all 
the regions where people are born, all rebirth, {1111 conditions 
of life), every one of these is beset with •annoyance,' being
inseparable from Pain ; and it is in view of this fact that 
the aa~ have tendered the advioe oontained in the Sotra 
• rain 11 that which is connected with annoyance' (Sil. 1-1-21); 
and the meaning of thi1 is that all the aforesaid things 
should be looked upan as• Pain '.t Beaton& for this view 
are put forward m the following 811,·"• 

'"''" (55). 
TB■ Br11Te o, TBB Boor &o. 1a ONl,Y PAIN; B■c,Ause IT 11 

BISKT WITH A.NNOYANOIII, (SO. 55.) 
1.'be term • ja11m•' (in the 8iilra) stands for tlaiil u,hicla i, 

produced, i. e. the Body, the Slinse-organ11 and so forth; and 
the• ulpalli' of 'ja.n,tta • is the 001niog into Histence of the 
Body &o in their varioua forms. 'l'he • Beveral a:inoyanoea ' 
are-the lta,i, the medium, and the gre11l11I ; the g,,,,,,., 
• annoyance' is of those in hell ; the •edium is that of the 
lower auiluals ; and the lea,, is that of human beings ; of 
the divil1e beiogs, as of those who have got rid of all attaoh
rueot, it is ,Wl l,11. When a perso11 perceives that every 
condition of lif" ii beset withannoyanoe, be becomes oon6rmed 
in bis idea thali Pleasure and ils causes, in the shape of the 
Bod1, the sense-organs and cogoitioos, are all regarded as 
• J!a10 ' ; and when he has oolbe to look upon all these as 

• Tb, f Jf,-,,,11 Hplaiaa tlai espre:11i1>11 1 .,,,,., •ifl41tolci ' II IA, ""°"' /or 
IA• rut•irill1 of IAi-,,, 1MlcTa &rillg, p"41•n •• pcai•. 

tlf it were pMible to obtain pl1U1Jre M11i,r,4 !OilA pal", DO intelligent penoa 
would Her 111k to pt rid of it : u a 1a.1&ter o! fao& however, ao 111Gb uaalloyecl 
phiuare i, ever met with ; heaoe what UM Bt#U•I• muu1 ii, uo, Iba total 
deaial of all Plaa■are, but that all PIN1111t lboald ~ looked upoa u Pala.' f•f ,arp, Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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• pain ' 1 lie l0111ea all at.tRohment to all things of the world; 
and after he has luubonretl this dis .. attRChrnent, 1111 his lo!lginga 
for worldly thing-1 oome t.o an en1l: 11nd his lonitin~s having 
oome to.an end, be beoomes freed froro all sutf~rin!f, j11st; a• 
when one understands that by the contaot; of p'>ison, milk 
becomes poison, he no longer seeks to obtain milk, and 
not obtaioiug it, does not suffer the pangs of death. 

Ynrlikt1 on S11. (55), 
(P. 4951 L S lo L. 16.] 

.After' Fruition,_;, m,ntio11etl.' P,Jin,' flJl•I Iii, ha, btftll deli• 
ed a, 'th11t u,l,irl,, i, con"neoted witl&11nnoy,11,,:e i• paira '; DO\Y is it 
mtlant to deny Pleasure which is felt by all men P Or is the 
meaning something else P 'l'l111 anaw,r i• ehr.d lhtt m1:mirag 
ia d,f,,rerit ;-101,y ?-'111cau14 it i, raot pa11i6ls lo tfJt,dlg dtmy 
Plea,,,re to ,olu,110 ezi,tenc" te,rtimony i• 6or11e 6y aU •""· The 
present teaching, tha~ all things ahonld ba looked up:>n a11 

• P11in1 ' is for the benefit of that person who has become 
disgusted with the sufferings caused by the experiences of 
long-continued series of births and deaths; the motive of the 
teRching being to .~ake the person look upon all thing• as 
• pai11 ' 1 and lookint-,l}pon them na at1ch to become disattaohed 
from them, and 1,aving become disartaohed, to become 
released. '' Jn wliat mu.oner is be to look upon all things 
as Pafo P" lt ha, bot•n decldred by the sagtta that-• all 
bodies of living beings, all re~irth, and every condition of 
life, being iutermioglt,d witb Pain, is Paiu.' The said con• 
temptation of all tbings ai Pain has been taugl1t; the follow• 
ing b'ilr11 proviJes naasons for the same: 2'/ad l,lrtl& al the 81Jdg 
fa., fc.-,ays the .Sfi/ra. • J1rnrn"' • here ataodafor Ua,d ,ohit:h 
ia produced,-i.~., the Body, the Sense-organs and Cognitions; 
• bii th' staudit for the oomiog into existeooe of the Bady &c; the 
'1/patti'~ 'birtl1, of• Jr,nmtt 1 • things produ.1ed, • is wb"t is 
meant, by • the birth of the Body, I o,' 'l'be • annllyanoe • ia 
of various kind11-lea11t, naooillm aod greateab. '.fhe rub it 
ol ear iu the Bl,a,ra.. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Blall1ya on Sn. (56). 
[P. 216, L. 4 to L. 9.) 

1551 

The teaching that an things 11ho:1M be look'3d npon as 
•Pain' is not meant to be II denial of PleaF-uro ;-Why P 

JT 18 NOT 80; Ba:O,WSIC Pl,RASURB ALSO 18 AOOOMPLISR• 

ID DUBl:NO lNTRRVALS.• (SQ. 56.) 
By the teaching that all things· should be looka<l upon 

as • Pain,' it is not meant t.hat there is no such thing as 
•Pleasure' at all ;-Why P Beoau,e Plea,u.re ,a/10 i:r accomplillh
ed during inCtiroal,; that is, as a matt.er of faot, in the 
intervals of 'annoyances,' Ple11s11re i~ a.otu-1lly acoompli,bed 
and e:rperienced by all livi11g beings; anti herico it oaunot be 
denied enLirely. 

Var/ika on Sn. c56). 

[P. 4{•5, L. 16 to L. 20. l 
It is with tlie view explained above tha.t. we have the 

teaobing that all thi11gs shoulcl be looked upon as •Pain'; 
and it does not mean that there is no such thing as ' Ple,1St1re ' 
It cannot mean so; fJecam,e Plea111re alao jo. Jc,-H!JB tl,e 
au1ra. 

J11a8much 88 in the intervals of annoyances, we actnall7 
porceive Pleasure bt•ing aooomplishnd ( ,ve cannot po88ibl1 
deny the existence of Pleasure). 

FurU1er1-

P/tilf!/1& OIi ,Sfi, (57). 
[P. 216. L. 9 to L. 19.] 

Ta1BB 1a No llBNUL [or Pr.usuHl; BKr.Aun [ALL 
THAT 18 MBANl' 18 THAT] INASIIUOB AS 'rHB MAN EXHKIKNO• 
lNG PLIABUBB 18 OPPIHHHD wrre TBl!l FRAIL'l'Y OF l,ONOING, 

TBIH 18 NO OIBSATION OP ANNOYANOB l'IIR HIM, (Sil. 57.) 
1 The 'non-denial 1 (in the Sll~ra) is meant to be th11t of 

Plea~ure-by the teaching that it should be looked upon as 
• .Pain 'i that such is the meaning o~ the Sil,,. is clear from 

•111EU,'4iiifi(i i1 the reading of the Ng1,.,1.:lt!ni6a,l(lu, of tile SOtra-M•. o. and 
D, a, allO in Vi1bn11ath1'1 YriU•· The Puri Satra .M11, reada •• here, Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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the context. • Lo,agi1tg '-is wish, the eager desire for ac,. 
quiring a thing ; and the ' f"!'ilty of this longing ~- is ~ 
followi :-when the man exper1eooea pleasure from a oerta10 
thing, he desires that thing,-&nd sometimes \he desire is 
not fullilled, or if fulfilled, it is fulfilled· onl.r in part, or ia 
fulfilled in auoll form as is beset with obs~fea ;-and from 
this • frailty of longing ' there arise various kinds .of mental 
autleriog; so that e,e ma,. e~perienoing ple1J1ur,, being op• 
preB1ed with the (rtJilt!I nf lo11ging, Uaere i• no ct11ation 11( an• 
,aogance for him ;-and it is because there is ·no cessation of 
annoyance that it has been taught that Pl•l)re should be 
looked upon as •Pain', It is for this reaso·n that Birth is 
• pain,' and noi because there is ,no pl9&:Sure. at all, Tbia 
is the idea that has been expressed m the followmg verses:-

(1) • For the man who desires a. desirable thing, as soon 
aa that desire is fulfilled, another desire quickly beset, 
him,' 

(21 • .Eve~ though R man obtains the entire se&•Ji~t Earth, 
along with all cows and horses, that seeker after wealth _does 
not. become satisfied with. that wealth; what pleasure. then, 
can there be for one who desires wealth P ' 

Yar/ik1J on Sn. (57). 

' . [P. 495. L. 20 to i>. 496, L. 9.] 

For the following reason also, there ea• t,, tio d',,ii,.,l of 
PletJ.sure &o. &o.,-:-says ~he Slltra.. lna11muoh 

Vir: P. 498. 
as when a mati goes through his experienees 

and &nds out . that suoh aud such a thi,1g brings pleasure, 
and such others bring pain; he tries ro aoqnire those that 
bring pleasure and to get rid of those that bring pain; and 
when he tries t.o obtain the thinge that bring pleasure, there 
oome upon him several kinds of mental 1utter1nga; and it is 
on aooount of the experiencing of these aufferfogs that all this 
ia called • Pain • ,-and no, because t}ifre is no such thing as 
'Pleasure.' It is ~zactly this idi,a that ha.a been expre1111-
ed b,r the sage in the following verse :-· Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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• t'ur. -,i,., · 111a• tobo d,1ir11 ea d,,irn6/i, t1,i11g, 11• ,oon a• 
fled il,~ire i, /«lfill-.tl, aflother tld1ire g~ioklg 6,,et, liint '.i-:
and so forth. 

8ifro (58) . 

. ALIO. BBOAO'SII TIIRB ARII u:nur. l[[NDS OP PAIN 

W~IIOH PIOPLB WIOl'f(H,Y RIOARD H PLRASUKR ;--(~11, f~8). 

-Bho,,,a on So. (58). 
[P, 217, L. 1 to L. 13.J 

• a,s 1,.,,, tb·, i111truction e1&1.d Plsa,ur, dollld 6-. regartl~tl. al 
Pair&' [these words complete t.he sentence of t.he 8111,a]. 

Tbe ordinary man, addicted to pleasure, ragarda 
Pleasore.-..s the bigbest end of man, and feels that there is 
nothing· better than Pleasure i and hence when Pleasure has 
been attained, be. feels b!lppy and·contented, faeling t.hat all 
he had to attain had bef'n attained'; and under the influenoe 
of illusion, be becomes attaoht1d to the Pleasure, as.also t.o the 
1laings that bring about its aoeornplishment; becoming so at,. 
taohed, be mflke& an attompt:to oh&ain the pleRBure ; and while 
he ia trying for it, there come dowo upon'bim aoveral-kinda 
of Pain, in the form of birth, old age, di11eaal•, death, the 
contact of disagreeable things, separation frem agrt,eable 
t.hiogs, the non-ful&lment of desires And so fo~th,; and yet; 
all t,b~se several kinds of Pain he regRrdt as • P1itasoN." fo 
fact, Pain is a neoeirsary factor in Pl01M1ure ; without. anffer• 
iog ,mme pain no pleasure oan bs bbtained; henoe as lit11dioti 
to Pleasure, thi~ Pain is regarde,l by the m11n· as l'leasure; 
and such a mao, having his mind obssused by this notio11 
of • Pleasure •. never esoapeit from m_etempayohosis, whfol, 
oonsisfit! of a running seriea of bir&h• and .deaths. And it is 
as an ar1tirtote of this notioR of .Pleaiture that we have the 
teaobing tha& all tliia ehould be looked upon as 'Pain.' 

Birth has been oalled •_pai111' benaua~ of ita beinc beset; 
with • pain', &Jld not because there ia no auoh &lung aa 
Plea11ure. · 

ObjtJOllon :-" If the& is-so, thc!n why ia it not said-. simpl1 
(in Sil. 55 t that• Birth is Pain '.P When this simple eJpre111on 
might have bi-en used, tbe faot of the ~lltra having used t.be 
ezpreSBion • Birth is only pain 1 1h9ws that the idea me&Rt 
tA, be oonva1ed is. that .,l&ef'e i, no plea;u,., ac all.'' Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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· .A111zo,r :-What the emphatio tarm •,r,,.' •only,' implies 
is that whu ia laid down is oonduoive to the oeaaation of 
Birth. "Bow [does the particle serve the purpose of indioa~ 
ing the ceaaation of Birth]?" '\Vbat it means is that 
Birth is pain, not by its own natnre, bnt by 1'81\SOn of its be
ing beset with Pain ; and so with Pleasure also l w hiuh ia 

• 1 Pain ' because it is intermingled with Pain, and not because 
there is no auoh thing aa Ple111ure]. This is what is meanl 
by the words of the Sitra (5f>),-and not; that in Birth there 
is·onl¥ Pain (and no Plea111re at all). 

Vartilr.t1 on Su. (68). 
[P. 4961 L. 11 to P. 497, L. 3}.· 

.A.l,u 1Jecau,e ''""' ors &o. &o.-says the Blilra. ,vhen 
a person makes an effort to obtain Pleasure, and suffers pain 
in the proce1s1 he regard.a that Pain as Pleasure, by reu.son of 
its forming an accessory to Pleasure; and thus he betakes 
himself to it .again and 11,gain ; ao that he does not esoa.pe 
from the series of births and rebirths. And it is wir.h a view 
to oounteraot this notion of •Pleasure' that we have the 
teaching that • all is Pain.' u If that is ao, then, why is it 
not said simply i~ Birll& i, Pair& ? When this was all 
that ahould have been said, the fact that the Bilra has used 
the words • Birth is onlg Pain,' shows that the idea 
desired to be conveyed is that the1'9 is no Plea,,we at all.'• 
Vir: P. 697• What is really meant is that even though 

there is Pleasure in the intenala of Pain, such 
Pleasure also ia only Pain,---beoause it is beset wit.h Pain, and 
not because there i1 no 1uob thing as Pleasure at all ; and 
t,he emphasising particle 'loa,' 1 only,' is meant to indicate 
the means of potting an end to Birth ;. what the emphaaia 
indicates is the putting an end to Birth ; the se~ being 
that when one oontemplates that • all is Pain,' he doe■ not 
betake himself to things that bring Pain ; and not betaking 
Jiims~M to thoae. he becomes released. 

l:t1d of Section (13). Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Section (14). 

(Sn~ras 59-68. J 
E,aminatu,n of the Nature of Fitial B6lea,e, 

81,llfYG on 80. (b9~ 

[P 217, L. l.J to P. ~ns. L S.J 

1555 

• After ' Pain,' •Release' U1as been mentiM1ed 11nd Jelined]. 
'l'l1i1 Rt>lease is thus denied (by the Opponent)-

. Sitra (o~). 
l'urvaJ;olt1a. 

"SINCE 'l'HKRB IS CONOAT&.."'ATION (a) 01' DBBTS, 

(6) OP ABRllRA'l'ION$ AND Cc) or A.CTIVlff,-THBH CAN 

n No RKu,,sr.."-:So. a'9). 
11 (11) O,, occ,uo,t of th11 cnnc,..te11alimt o,f dtbl, '~""' can be n,t 

Belease. The ' debts ' are thus described lin the Bhafapa{4o1 

JI r/Jhm,,,n, 1-7-2-1) --• When the Brihm-u)a is born, he is 
bo1•n !lnder three debt~ : from the debt owing to the ~ifis 
·1io becomes freed by leadin~ the life of the Rf.Jigio11s Student, 
from the debt owiug to the Gods he is freed by the perform
ance of s.,criftces, a.nil from the debt owing t.o the F1,ther1 
l1e is freed by begetting childre1J; '-the • concatenation of 
these debts conaists in the coanPotion (pr11sence) of aote 
conuected with the debts ; th11t h i11 neoess11ry throughout 
oue'a life to perform these acts (towards the clearing of the 
debts) is thus mentioned (in the Veda)-' 'l'he sacrifices 
known as the Jfg-Nihotr,, and the ,Par,l,aplr,am/Jaa should go 
on t.ill old Age or death,-it is only by either old age or 
dea.rh that one bec(.lmes freed from the ne~esaity of perform• 
ing the said saci·ifices '.-So that the ooneatenation of these 
debts persisting (till the ma.o's old age or death), there is 
no time left for tbe performance of acts condocive to Release; 
hence it. follows that there oan be no Release." 

u (b) 011 occ,,unt of 1h11 conc11e"nalion of ~bP.rratiora,, ,1,,1r11 
con be no .Bclea,e. 'l'be man d1es beseli with aberrations [ viz. 
Jgnoranee, Egoism, Affection, Hatred and Yearning for Life], 
and he is born beset with aberrations; and he is never found 
t,o be absolutely free from the coooatenation of these •berrations 
[Frem which it follows that he oan never be free from Births 
and Deaths : i.e., there can be uo Release]." Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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u (c) On account of t1,s ooncat~nallon of Aclloil1J tlasr, 0011 

h t10 Belsa,,. From birth till death, man is never fonnd to 
be Rbsolutely free from the ... operating of Speech, Mind and 
Body.' From this it follows that lihe as&ertioa rnade (in 
811. 1-1-2) to the effect tl1at-' there ii:1 a oessat.ion of each 
member of the following series-Pain, Birth, Activity, Defect 
and Wrong Notion,-tbe oesaatio11 of tbat whioh follows 
bringing the annihilation of that which precedes it, and this 
ultimately leads to Release.'-is not true." · . 

Ydrlika on Sa. (S9). 

[P. 497, L. 4 to L. 11 ] 

Afte,r the mention of• Pain' comes• Release;' and this 
Is thus denied by the following Slltra :-1 Bi11c, tl&tre i, oon• 
t111tsnotion Jc., Jc.' (a) 8i,,c, there ia aoncalshalio11 o/ /Jebta 
there can 1>11 110 Belea,s ; ' concatenation ' means ,he necessity 
of having to aot op to them continuously ; the man is nenr 
freed from this concatenation of Debts, from birth till death. 
(b) Bince lksre i, co,,oatenalion of ~6,rrati""' there oan le no 
lleltas11; the m_aa is born beset with aberrations and he dies 
beset with aberrabi(>os. (c) 8i11c, ,,.,,, i, OOROate1alio11 of 
.Acti,ily thertJ can 6, no Balea,,; siooe there is no time at, 

which the man does not do some act or the other.'' 

B/affyo oo Su: ( 60). 
[P. 218, I... 8 to P. i2J, L. 8,1 

. Bi,Jlha,,/11. 
Oor answer to the above ia as followi :-(A) Oor answer 

to the ariomeot, that " aioce there is concatenation of Debts 
b., &c 11 -is that the te1·m 'Debt' (in the texts quotedJ 
atanda for vl&a, i, li/te de/JI. 

Bi/ra (60). 
ll'ASJIUOB A8 TRI WOID OADOT BI THIM JN ITS 

PBl■ABt 810JrlPIOlTIOB1 TBI ITATIJID'I MOST BI TAKIX A8 
A, DIBOKIPTl01' BT JIIABS 01 A WOID 081D IX ITS 8100:N'PABI 
(rJOOBATIVI) SIOXIrlOATIOlf; IPI0IALLY .&8 IT II ONLY TBUI 
HAT tHI '81581 OP OORDIMNATIOB Al'D OOJIJIDDA• 
t10• 18 OBTAllflD. (SIL 60). . . Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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The word • rirJtJi+,' (in the passage q11oted from the 
8/aalapoflu, !Jrahma'}a) is not used in its primary sense of 
debt; the word • debt ' can be used in its primary senso only 
in a oase where one gives to another something that has to: 
be repaid and -another receives such. a thing; and this 
condition is not present in the case spoken of in the paBBage 
quoted ; hen0tt it follows t.hat~i"a,1ni,o/a th11 100,-d ' debl11 • 
ounnol- b, tde,i in i,, 1,rim-,r11 1igni/lc,dion, the 1tateme11t mu1t 
6e • take,a a, • de1criptior& by m,a.,,, o.f • tDord u11ed iR it, 
111oonda'll (figurative) 1igt1ijication; the aenae being that what 
are described are 'like da£t•.' Such fig11rative df!scriptiona 
are very common; e.g., whe·u the I young student' is describ• 
ed as • Fire ; ' just as the · word • Fire ' elsewhere used 
in one (the primary) sense, is applied to the young student 
in another ,figurative) seose,-ao in the case in question, the 
word • debt-,' elsewhere, found used in the prirnary sense, is 
used in the paSBage quoteJ in a different sense. 11 Buli 
why should there be a description by means of a word in 
the figurative sense?" Bec,1u1tt · it i, 011lg thr,s that tl&B 1enu · 
of onndl"fllnatinn a,a,I onmm1111d11tio11 it obtain~d ;-the meanin8' 
of the passage being that 'if II person fails to perfllrm tbe 
acts referred to, he ia co11demn11J in the same manner as the 
debtor, not repaying his debts ; and if be does perform 
the aeta, he is cam.mended in the same manner as the debtor, 
repaying his debts;' this is what is-meant by the fi.garative 
de101·iption of the aotit a, • d,·bt,.' 

'l'be word • jlJyamllnaJJ.' • when he is born,' is also used 
figuratively; as otberwiso (if the w"rd Wdre taken in its literal 
Hense), tbe ni,in would not be entitled to the performance 
of tlie acts rneot.ioned; what. the phra:1e; • wh-,n tbe Brlhmaua 
is born' means is • when the Brlhrnaoa. enters trre state of 
the Honaeholdor,'-tbis is wba.t is meant hy the man• being 
born ; ' (that such must be the sense is ol~ar froin the faoli 
that) it is only when the Brlhm'\Qa enters the state of tbe 
Householder that he becomes eutit,led to the performance 
of the act mentioned; on merely befog 6urr& from hi11 molhfl!f''1 
1Domb l which is the . primary meaning of • being born ' ) the 
Brlhmar.;ia ia not entitled to the. performance of those acts : 
as a matter of f11ct, when the obild is just bom from hia 
mother's womb be is not in a position to perform any aota; 
for only such persons are entitled to the performaooe of an 
aot aa lea) are dBBirou1 of acquiring the results following Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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from tbat aot and (6l are oapabl'1 of perfonnin• it. (a) That 
to be entit.led to the performance of an aot it 11 neoeasar1 
t,o have the desire, for results calcnlat.ed to follow from that 
aot ia ahvwn by the faot that the injunotiooa of the ants 
alwaya ■peak of tbe preaence of euoh desire; e.g., in Lbe 
-iojuuotion • OH d11lring lf'CIMII ahould offer the J!g•ilwlN 
libat-iona ; • a1,d (b) that to be so entitled one must be np•bl• 
of performing the aot is sbowo by the fact that it is only a 
1-eraon who is eapable of ·doing an aot that can do it ; ainoa 
1t ia only a oapable m11n that can do a'l aot it folio~• that it 
ia only a capable man that is entitled to the performance, 
of that act ; as a matter of fact, it ia only the oapafll, man, 
and none other, who actually undertakes the performa11oe 
of an aot. If the wo1'Ci •born' werd tabn in its primary sense 
(of oo,raing out of the mother's womb), then both these 
oondiRons would ~e abaent in the obild juet born ; at the 
time that the ohild is just born m1t of the mother's womb, 
there ia not preaent in it either the detire for the result.a 
following from any aot,• or the oapabilit1 to perform it. 
An 11188rtion made in the Veda i11 na way differs from an 
aaaertion made in ordinaey. parlanoe,-both being the work 
(uttttranoe) of intttlligent. persons; ~od in ordinar1 parlance 
no one, even tbe·-moat foolish, woold ever address, to the new
born obild, such 'tnjunotiona as' Stud1 tbe Veda,' • perform 
saoriftoes,' • lead the life of tbe Religioua Studen',' and so forth: 
bow then oould a wise Sage, who aays only wh11t is true and 
fault.leas, aod wlao is prompted to tea&oh pupile, ever addNA 
111eh injunotiona (t.o t.he new-born child) P No dancer ever 
danoee before blind men i no ainger sing• to deaf persons. 
'l'ben again, it ia ouJy t,ke person who oomprehenda what is 
taught that oao be the reoipieat of the teaching; i. '-• be 
alone who oomprehend1 what ia taught, oa11 have the 
teaobing addreaaed Co him; and oertainly this oondi,io11 is 
Bbl P 119 not preaent in t.he new-born infaut. further, 

· · · the Brlbmao~p•aaage itaelf (quoted by "he 
Plru•p••ifi•) speaks of acts that olearl7 indicate the stale 
of the Houuholder; aa a matter of fact, the aot.ion that 
the paa .... •p•ka of is snob aa requires the presence of the 
a,ife, and ae aaoh is ol•rl1 indicative of ihe aate of tba 
Hou•holder. From all this it follows that; what; ia meant; 
by the term 'bor11 • i1 o,u 111110 •• t•llm lu •~ of llt, Bn,,. 
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.Furt.ber, the aaaertioo (io the text q11oted) in repn1 -to 
old age and dea,h (buing the liroit of the performaaoe 
of the .A.gniholn ta.) can be explained on the ha.sis of· the 
aasnmption that t.be aote continue to bO' performed till the 
oeaaiog of the man's desire. Th11t is till the man's ·desire for 
t.he resalta (aocroing ·from tbe aot) does not oeaae-doe1 
not; come to end-he should aontin11e to perform the act; ;
it is in this uaae that t.he assertion in regard to • old age 
anll death' would be applicable to the man, Further, 
what; the passage-• by old age is the man freed &m.'-mean■ 
i1 tb11t wlien the man reaches the lait quarter of hia life, 
he en.ten the state of the Ren11noiate and tb111 beoomet 
freed froto the· obligation of performing the aaori&oial aot '; 
the terrn 'old age' at.anding for the last qu11rter of IIWl'■ 
life, when he enters, the state of the Renunoiate ; it ifl in COD• 
neotion wit.h the last q11arter of m>1u's lift• that Renunoiat.ion 
has been enjoined If thtt t.erm ' old age ' meant ab110lut,ly 
d,cr,pit ie11ility, then the as~ttrLiou-• by old age is man 
freed &c.' wot1ld have no sense at all ;,• it co11ld not be taken 
to mean that• when the man is disabled (by deonspitude), 
he becomes freed from t.be obligation &o.;' as for the man who 
ia himself unable to perform a saori&oial act, the Veda 
permits external aid ; e.g. (a) • or the pupil might offer the 
libations, bis services having been seo11red by the teaolting 
of the Veda,' (6) • or the milk offerer rnigb, otfer the. liba• 
tions, bis servioea having been secured by pl"t'senta of wealth.' 
Suoh being the case, the paasage oan eit.her be taken u 
• deaoriptive ' of what has been enjoined in another test;, or 
some other meaning (that of direct iojonotion of the aots 
for ihe new-born infant) may be arbitrarily usigned to it. 
And there oan be no doubt that t.he most -raasonable ooone 
is to take it u containing a• deaoriptiou' of what has been en .. 
joined eluwhere, f the roost natural meaning of t.he paR88ge 
being t,hat • when the Housebolder undertakas the parform• 

•Recau11 when the man bu naohed thti ttat.e of 1111ili&J, or ba1 died, he 
aotnll1 beaom..- freed from all otiligatioa• 

tTbe ,-p i&Nlf doel not oontaln • 1b,gl1 injunoti're worcl. Z.,. to there 
might ha•• beu aome jaatlllaatioa for regarding it • an lnjano&io.a If we bid 
foa11d no other Vecllo test oontalaiag the DIOlll&rJ injnnotioa ofAtbe Aplbotta 
ao. At • 111&tt.er of falit honYer, there are handrede of 1aoh test& There aaa 
therefore be no j11,&i8oatloa fw UtUmiDi thl p1111111 la qa11ttoo to ·• lnjuno&w• -r.,,.,,.. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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ance ol the aaoriflcial aota, he i1 as m11oh under compulsion· 
u a debtor.' Then again, wlllat form the direct objective 
of man's effort are the meana oi acoomplishiag the desired 
re1ult, and not the rea11lt itself; and wh:en tbe. llllid means 
have been duly aooompliahed t,hey l1;1d to the aooomplish• 
ment of the Reablt ; 110 that what hu been enjoined preriousl1 
fin some otbi11r pasaap) is the ·:t1111i11g i,do •2i1Ce110• of the means 
leading to the -U.eault; and the aarne i11 also spoken of 111bae
!(Dently (in p1111ages occ11ring later ,h·,n the p:11sage in quea• 
·twn>; 10 that it must be the person conneotA.i witb the aaid 
meana that is nf4trnd to by the term • jcga.m·1ra11/ • being 
born.• 

•• Bnt." ,ay1 the Opponent. u there being no direct injunc
tion (of Renunoiatiou>-[the puaage in que11tion 011,mot be re• 
garcJed a:1 ref1l'riag to tbe state of the Rttnuncia.te l,'' 

This, however, is not rigJ1t ; as theN is no direct in• 
junction of the negation of it. either [so that the fact cannot be 
urged one way or the other]. · 

" 'l'he Brlh1DA011-text direot.Iy enjoin~ the 1t11te of the 
Hou~holder; if tbere wttre other stattas al-co [such 118 that 
of the Renunoi11te }~ the Brlhm'ln11 would have directly e11• 
;»i.ned ~~•n also; so that, io11sm11oh 118 the1re ia no d!reot 
IDJllDOt.iOII of tih~e other states, we conclude tba, iliere 11 no 
other state." ,. 

There ia no foroe in this, we reply; as of t,be negation 
of s110h other 1tatea also t,here ia no direct injunction ; we 
lod no such direct injunction of the negation of other atate■ 

•?Illa an&ieipaa &be follo1tia, arpmtn& of tl11 0,1po111nt-11 Tbe n1w 0 bor11 
i■flll& -, not ha•• &h1 eapaoity of ,1_,.,..., Iv ..,;,.u, and of knowing, and 
atk'lllpting to ob&,.in, the m,an, ludin:i IO that r•alL Bat It aertalnly hu the 
•paolt1 of briagi111 apoa lllllf &be raalll of aoLI : If &lie obild don aa act, howe.er 
1110t1111oiolllly of ill being the DU1U11 of a particular raalt, Che •w or demeril ao
oraiag from that act will oerr&lnly aocrue &o the IOIII of the iafaa&. Bo Ula& there 
oan he 11otlting incong1'110t11 in the U&I ltelo1 enjoined· for tile new-born ohild. " 

The un11 of the reply i1 th111 uplalned la &be ,,,,.,,-:-The cllreo& objeo
liYI ol 111111'1 elurt oanao& b■ &be ...,, ; •bal the IDID ·&rlia to obala, la the 
tree laetaaw, i1 tbe mean■ that lead, to that ..,.,, i and oertaialy &be new-llorn 
ehlld ,oaa ban no id• of whu ii tlae · maaa, leading 10 a 1.-lt, Bell08 no 
IDjaaotloa ClOllld hat1 UJ eleot apoa I&. f« &laf1 .reuoa the, oal7 rl1ht ooar■1 
ta IO tekt &lie word I bora ' in U.1 lpretlft RDM, 11 esplalaed aboy1; Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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as-' there are no other sta-tes, that of the Householder being 
the only one state; ' hence, in111much as \If& do not meet 
with any direct injunction of the · negation (of the state of 
the Renunciate), the argumant put forw,,rd can have no force 
at all. Then again, the direct iojnnction (of ths state of the 
Householder) in the p11ssage in question is based upon the 
faot that it is that particmlar state ~bn.t forms the subject
matter of the context ; just as we find in the case of tlie 
various soienoes. In the case of tla11 acie11ot's it is foiind that 
the fact that each science uireotlr l11ys dow11 certain thing• 
only is due to those things alooe being connected with it.a own 
suhjeot-matter,-and not t.o there being no other things at all i 
simil11rly the fact,. that the pas:tage I iys down things oonneoted 
with the state of the Ho11sehold1:1r only is d11e to this state form• 
ing its subjoot-rnatter, and not to thertt being no other at.ates. 

Then again, we find r,er•"'• and pro1e•le.1Jt1 speaking Qf 
Final Release; 11.s II m:1tter of fact, we find several ).lik veraea 
and B1·ihm1u}a•texts speaking of Filla.I Release (along wir,h 
the means of att.aining it, and the four at.ates, specially that of 
the Renunciate, fall under these) Ai instq,nce3 of verses, we 
ha,•e the following :-(a, ' ·rhe sages, bles~ed . with ohildre11 
and desir1.ng we ,Ith, fell into dea.th (and rebirth) by per• 
forming a.ction11; other sages, who were endo1veJ with wisdom 
transcending beyond 11ctiona1 att&inetl immort11olity,· ;-(6). 
• ne.ithe.r by action, nor by progeny, nor by wealth,-but by 
renunciation, only-did they attain immort.alif,y ; tbar, .im• 
mortality which shine.i beyond HeLven, hidden fo the cave 
(beyond ordinary co ,nitions, which the renunoiate-1 alone 
enter)' (f/ll(irlga lra,g,ika,J0-10-3) ;-(a,• I know that Great 
Person, effulgent like t,be Sun, lying b3_voud Illusion, by 
knowing Him alone does m'\n tr.4r11oend de ,tb, there ii,. no 
other pa.th for going beyond' ( Yaj,,aa.nlgi San,l•ita, 31-18); 
and as prose-tezts we have the following :-(1.1) • there- are 
three stages of Dharma-Saoriftc..-es, Study, and Charity; the 
first of these constitutes Austerity ; the second is the Religio,11 
Student residing in the houie of the Teacher; and the third 
is the same per,oo putLi11g hirnself undel' severe pen11nce 
while residing in the •reaoher's boose ; all these . lead man 
!,o pure regions: it is only one who is firm in• Brahman 
(i.e. tho Renunoiate} who reaohes immortality' (OM1J11t/ou,11 

Uparai1a,J., 2-23-1) ;-(b) 'b ia with a view to 
Bbi. P. 221• attain thfa region that Renunoiates take to Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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renanaiation' (BriAa1a,a,ral11 Upanlfal, 4-4-22); (a)• They 
•1 that man ii.made up of d11irea; aa be desires ao does he 
p1, forth efforts, and III he pots forth etforll. ao doea he 
aot; and u be aoba ao does be beoome, '-having in this 
W&J deaoribed the prooe11 of metempsy4Sboeia determined 
by the ~rmanoe of aoba, the te:sba go on to lay down the 
real '8aobing ·thua-•wben the man with de■D'811 beeomea 
free from deairea, · be beoomea without desires, beyond 
deai1'81, having all his desires ful&lled, his deeh-81 centred 
in the Self,-tbeo bis life.breaths do not go out, they be
aome absorbed here and now, being Branman be attain• 
Brahman itaelf.' (Br1Atadilr11f}ga/o.i Upa,,i1al, 4-t-5 and 6). 

Thus then we 8.od that the assertion tbat--11 Siooe there 
ii oonoatenation of debba, there oan be no Rele11e ''-ia no, 
rigb'9 There is yet another text-• the four paths leading to 
the gods' (f,iilllrlua1t1mlail1,5-7-23)-whiob speaks of the four 
1tat81; and benoe also h, is not right to say that there is only 
one· ■tate (tliat of the Householder) laid down in t.be Veda 
[and that the state of the Renunoiate ia nowhere. enjoined]. 

P'ilrlikt1 on SI, 60, 

. rP,:4r97, L. 11 to P. 500, L. 6] 
Our answer to the argument-" beoau■e there is oonoateoa• 

&ion of Debts ''-is aa follows :-Inaamuola '" ,,., u,ord &o. &o., 
-aay■ the 811N. lo t.be pa88Bge quoted the word • debt ' 
i■ not used in iba primary aense ; aa in the matter spoken 
of there ia DO n,ceiving and repaying of something to be 
given back; it is only in a oaae whel'ft o~e person givea some• 
thing that he expects to be paid back, and another person 
reaeiTe■ l1lOh a thing,-tbat the word • debt • is applicable in 
·iu primar7 senae; ia all other oa■ea it ii uaed ia a ftgurat.ive 
1181118. It ia for t.hia reason that the_paaaage ~hould be Wen a, 11 

duoriptitm b!I m•11u of ea word •••'-' ia a 'ligurt1lit1 Vir:P.,98. · 
''"" ; . jolt a■ we have in the espl'818ion the 

y~ung atudeiit i9 ' fire' ; the word • Fire• primarily applies to 
thu particular form of Light which is capable of burning 
thing■; and bfling primaril7 applicable to ■ooh Light, it 
eomea-to be. applied to the young boy OD the basis of a oertain Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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aiailarit1 beLween t'he . log and the said lig1al ; aacl the boy 
eomes t,o be spoken of u • Ire ' ; in this ezpre■sion the 
term • &re,' being in appoaition to the term• boy,' does no, 
exprea■ the idea that the boy i■ aapable of horning things ; 
all t,hat it mean■ is that the boy is endowed with the pro
perties of tawny aolonr, vigonr and ac, forth, whioh are found 
in Fire also ; and ainoe the word i■ applied to tile B:,y on ,he 
baai■ of the preaenoe of the aaid f "CllUu, (111,a,)1 ■uah uuge 
ia regarded aa • figurative ' (6a1,d upMI gup,1). Buotly 
the same ia the oa■e with the word • debt ' in the passage 
quot.ed. lo faot the statement " man ia born in debt " i■ a 
6prative one ; the &gnre involved being • aimile' with aome 
of ita faotnrs eliminated: " What ia the ezaat sigai&.aation 
of the aimileP '' It aonnotea "611110, of fr1,tlon1, the sense being 
-ju.at as the debtor ia under comp11lsion, so tile man, whea 
born, undertakes the performance of aota 11nder oompulsion. • 

1'be term • j1J1a,.1J11at,• • wben born,' also ia a &gurative 
one ; it cannot be taken in ita primar1 a:enae : at the time 
that, the olaild has j111t, oonM 01d of else.,,,,.,,.., wom& (this 
being the primar1 DlP.aning of • being born ' ), it ia a mere 
lump of bloM, hands, feet aod moqth; and in this condition 
it is impossible for it t.o perform the aota of stody and the 
rest, Bence what tile term means is ' 011 becoming a house• 
bolder.' "But what ia the similarity between the Ho111e
holder aod the oew-born ohild (on the basis of which similarity 
we could have the figurative ezpreaaion) P " The similarity 
conaiats in 001111,0&11 will& "''°"; it ia on aooooot of the 
Householder becomiog conneated with tile aatio~• of Agt1il&ol r• 
and the rest that he ia said to be • born ' ; j11at as th~ new-bora 
ohild, aomin,t oat of the mother's womb, becomes conneoted 
with the body (and its f11ootioos)1 in the aaine manner the 
Bouaeholder, beoomiug oooneoted with the .Agoihot,ra and 
other aationa,-and tbua.bearing 1imilarit7 to tlae ohild,
oom• t.o be spoken of u • being born,• 11 Bat wh7 (ahoald Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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we have reoon1'88 to this explanation)P" For the simple 
reason that it ia only one c,apable of' doing an ~t, aoa 
deairoua of obt.aiuing the l"Bllllts accruing from the act. that 
ia .eniitleci to the perfor,nanoit of that act ; the only man 
that can undertake the performance of an aot ia one who 
i1 capable of doing it, and who ia de:1iro,11 of obtaining its 
results. The ohild just born out of the mother's womb hu 
ueit.ber the oapability to do the aots mentioned, nor baa be 
,he deaire for their res11lts ; while both these conditions 
are present in the Holl88bolder. Henoe it follows that in 
. the passage und,r consideration it ia the Householder t.hat 
i, 1poke11 of u • being born.' 

ll'urtA,r, says t.he .BAJfga, the a11erUt1n in regard to• old 
agtt 011d d1J11lh 'can 6e •plained on lhe lltisi, of tlu, 

Vir: P.499. . 
a,,umpli ,n tl,at 1111 aot, oot1dnue to bs per/orr,ied 

till llae Dealing of ,1,.,, ffllln', dt111ire. The injnnotion in t.he 
panage, in regard to .the Brlhmal}a performing the acts till 
• old age' is capable of another explanation : What the 
mention of • old ap~nd deatG ' me11n11 is that the acts are to 
be performed till the· man'& desire for their results ceases ; 
lhat is, wben there ia oeaaation of his desire,-wben his desire 
has ceased-then alone he should give op the .4.gnil&o/ra. The 
term • old age' s-.nds for the laat quarter of the man's life; 
· tf it meant lbat the act should be. performed a, long '" U&, man 
liwa, then there would be no sense in the statemeo~ that • the 
mau becomes freed f,·om old age &o. &c.,' specially as fort.he 
man who is himself un11ble to perfo1'lil the ao~, t.be bringing in 
of external aid baa been permitted;· which means that so 
Jong aa tbe man does have desire for the results following 
from the acts, he may have the offerings. made through 
enot.her peraon ; and when there is no desire, there is Renun• 
oiation. · .. But on what ground is it said that; the Agnihotra. 
olerinp are to be made only so long as the man has desire■ Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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for its resQ)ts? "' It is doQe on the ground that iii cooneotion 
wit.h the inj~notion of BIOtions the Ved11 alway.s mentions 
the pra•nr., o/ dti1ire ; in the · oaae of every aotion we fi_nd 
t,be presence of desire mentioned in 00111neotion with its 
injnnotioo; e.g.• one de,iri,ag l&eao,11 ahould perform &o. &o.' 

Further, the person to whom a teaching is addreaaed must 
be.one who oompreheiids the teaching ; it is only the person 
that understands a teac,hilig t.o whom the teapbing is imparted ; 
no singer ,iogs t,n a deaf audience; and no -dancer dance, be
fore blind meu ; and aiaoe the new-born .,hild oaooot corn• 
preh@nd a 'teaching, no teaching oan be addressed to it. 

The Vedio utterance does not differ · from ~rdinary ut
terances. No ordioar7 man, however foolish he may be, 
could ever address IJo. the new-born child such wortla as 
1 study,' 1 'perform ea.ori&t.les,' 1 lead the life of the Religious 
Student_;' how then could a sage, who always says what is true 
aud f11ultleee1 address such injunctions (to the new-born 
oliild) P 

B•cl& IJri•t the ca111 tl&• pd11"g11 can either 6• eaien ,;, tJ 

• deacriplioa • of 1111&a, has bt1111 e11joi11,J ifl anoeh,~ lttel, or 
1am, other t1a,tJ11ing may b, a1·bitrarilg a,,ign,d lo ie; antl tlaer, 
can 6,, IIO doc16e tlaae '"" mod r~aonabl, 00'-trle ;, lo tai, 
i, a, cont11i11it&g a' ,1,,,arip,io11' J iohae ht.11 6"111 tmj11i11etl ,,.,. 
u,her, (Bbif,ra). If the passage were tA ken t.o mean something 
that is contrary to all evidence, t.his could be done only 
arbitrul'ily; the assumption of al~ meaning contrary · to 
reuaon is possible only in a whimsical fashion; aod this would 
Vir : P. 600, exactly be the Oll,88 if tbe pus1igli were taken to 

meau that I the new-boru ohild i11 be11et wit-h debts.' 
On the other hand, if a pas~ge is t,aken to me11,n something 
that is in aocordaooe with evidence, iii ia t11ken 1111 a • deeorip• 
t.ion ;1 and we -have an instanoq of this where we take the 
term • being born ' as meaning • ,rheu the man enters the 
1t,ate of the Houadoldtr.' "Bnli b~w do you know that it Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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ia the Hou1dol l11r that ia apeoi&oally meant P '• For the 
aimple reacon that that ia the at.ate oonduoiH. to the 
performance of ■110ri&oe11; 011r reuon lie■ in the faot that the · 
performer of the aaori&oe ia a part and paroel of ·the 11110rilloe. 
Further, the elort of the aotor ia ahraya tnroed directly to 
the .,.,., of aooompliahiog the aot, and not to it■ B,nL, ; for 
inatanoe, the oook: direota hi■ elorta d1reotly to the oollection· 
of fuel, wbiob i1 the meana of aooompliahing the aot of oook• 
ing,-and not to tbe Oooa11g itaelf, nor to the getting together 
of o1oda of earth and 1110b other thing, u are noe• aoudooiva 
to the foUllment of the aot of Oooking. 

The reat ia olear in t.be Bltaff"• 

Qu,,ffon.-" How do you know that the puaage in ques
tion ia meant for the person who baa the deaire tor results 
aooroing from the act■ P '• 

.4nn1,r. -The direct iojanotion in the pasaage ia baaed 
upon the faot that it is that particular atate (of man) that 
fol'IIII the 1ubjeot-~ter of the oontezt; ju1t u we &nd in 
~e oue of the varioua 1oiences. 

Bla11111a on Sil. 181). 
[P. 221, L. 8 to L. 17) 

As a matter of fRCt, the passage speaking of 'tile ..4gniltolrt1 
and tbe ~ar,l,aplrft1rnl,a aacri&oe oont,iouing till old age and 
death' must refer to the ~•n t,bat desire, the results (follow• 
ing from that act). 11 Why P " · 

8ilra (61). 
IKHKUOB Al !BICRI II TIABIPOBTlTIOII (o• re■ 

:r1a11) llfl'O THI Sour., TRI DUIAL (or R■LIAII) CANNOT 
BI BIOH. (ttQ. 61.) . 

. It ia laid down in the Veda that-' Having offered the 
PraJ1p_al11• 1aoriftoe, bHin1 olerei the libation nf all bis 
belonging■, and having tran.■ported tba Fires into bi■ Boal, 
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tlle ·urahmaoa should go out aR a Rennnciate ';-and from 
this we learn that the • transportation of the Fires ' ( wbioh 
means the end of the Agnihnlra) is only for 1he man who baa 
risen above all desires for obildren, wealth and fame, and 
when bis desire for the result, (of tha A.r,nihnfra) al110 have 
entirely ceased. To this SRme end we hRve the fo1Jowing 
Brlhmana-paasage (Briha,J11r1JJunlta, 4·6) :-• YAjftavalkya, 
when going to undertake another a1111~rity, said to Maitr8yl 
aa follows : Oh, dear one, I am going to wander away from 
this place, I sbaU therefore make up an 11nderata•1ding between 
you_ and Klt,ylyanl ; you have already had your io1t.1'Uotion11 

0 Mail""tli. I Immortality extends only so far ;-having said 
this Yljtlanlkya went away a renimeiate'. 

JlDrtika on SU. (61). 

[P. 60:l, Ll. 9-to.] 
Ina,muoh a, etn,1 ttlo.-saya t.he Bfllra. InRBmuoh as 

the tranaport.ation of the Fires is laid down u to be done 
only efter tbe desired have oea,ie.1 (it follows t.h11t the passage 
1pe11kiog of .Ag,&il,olm eto. rttfers only to such men as have 
a desire for the results aooruiog from those aota]. 

Bilra. t62J, 
INABIIDOB .AS TBI I OOLLICTINO or BAOBIFIOIAL 

Vl8HL81 COULD NOT BI POIIIBLI IN TOIi B OA&I, TH I BIBDLTI 

111.NTIONBD' OANNOT PKBTAIN TO OTBIRB (TRAN HOUIS• 

BOLDIII■). 
(811. 82). 

B1,111ya on Sl\~ (f.2). 
[P. 221, L. 19 to P. 22:l, L. 13.] 

If the performance of the acts till 'old age and 
death ' were taken a1 referring to all men 
(llouaeholilert as we11 aa Hermnoiatell), 'then 

the after.death rites ending with the • oollt1oting . of the 
aaori&.oial vessels' wonld alBQ have to be performed for •II 
men ; and in that *e there woultl be no point in tbe 
deaoribing of the • rising above desires,' which we meet 
wilh in auob passage■ as the following-• The ancient; 
Brlhmaoas, great. teachers and leiirned, clo not desire otf• 
1pring, their idea being-what 1ball we do with offspring, 

Bbl. P. H2. 
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we for whom the Self is the w.hole world P-it is these Brah• . 
ma,9aa t-bat, having risen above deAire for sons, desire for 
wealth and desire for fame, live upon alms.' Bri/a11-
4ara,walr11-U~·1ai111tl, S•o'l). Because for one who has• risen 
above desires (illcludiog also t.he desire for resulta aooruing 
from the ApiAolN ,cc.,), there can be no possibility of those 
rites tha, end with the 'collecting of saori6cial vessels.' 
Sfeoiall1 because Result.a do not. supply softlcient motive to 
al · men to the same e.zten~ , 

further, since we find /Hr 1lt1(lea of life laid down in 
t.he lliUH11, the P•rllf u and the .f)\111·n1tu41,1,,, soriptures, 
it is not right to hold (aa 1be Parvapak,in does) that there is 
only one 1tilt.e (t.laat of the Householder). lt will not be 
right to regard the 11id soriptul-ea as haviilg no a11thority ; 
for the authorit.ati ,e oharaoter of the3e is vouched for by 
aut.horiative te~ta; as a matter of fact, tha authoritative 
oharaoter of llil1a,o1 and Parllf•I is vouched for by Brll&• 
••P·•"• which are entirely authoritative: e. g., 'The 
.Afie1rvlf 1lra,u declared the ltilaa,a, 1md PurllJH; and 
these hihasaA and Purlo11t constitute the 6fth of the Vedas.' 
(Ola41•tloo1• Up,,11i1 ,,, S·t·t). rl)r thase r811SOU8 it ia not 
right to aay that the said //11&4,.,. and l'Ura,01 are not 
authoritative. A.a ~•rd• tile ~ltar1M11&a,t,11 scriptures, if 
these had no authoritt, . there would be an end to all business 
among living beings, whiob would put the what, world into 
oonfuaon. Secondly, inum11ohaa the• seer■' and• speakers' 
· ar.e the aame, there is no reason why these scriptl\rea sboul!l not 
be autborit.at.ive;uamatterof f,&0t, the• seers' and• spe:ikers' 
oft.be ltlUttM, Pulp, and ,P4•rmcu/ac11&rt& scriptures are. 
tile 1a111e as tboee .of the ,,,,,.,,.,. and BriJ/tll&tlfJtJ te1ts (of the 
Veda). Thirdly, il\Almuala" u there is a (restriotioa in 
nprd tio their· 1ubjeot-m;1tter (the ■aid aori.ptures must be 
authoritative) ; as a rnatt,er of fact, the authority of each 
IICl'ipture bear■. upon ilia own special subjeot-mat~r ; ~nd the 
1ubjeot-m11t1er of the Mot1frt1 ar1d Bl'll/t11Mp texta JI ddlereot 
from tbati of tbe /fllaa,,,., the l'•rllp and the Dho.r,a,u/aa•lr• 
IOJ'ipturea ; ,.,., • aaorifioi11l performanoe ' .forms the aubject
Jllatter of the lla•lra and 8rllh"'4f" te1ts, the • doing, of 
of men • that of //11&a,u1 and p,.,,., ••• aod the • regulation 
of men'■ busineaa' that of the D'61,,11111'6111r,1 aoripturea. Ho 
tha~, ·•ince no Bingle one of tbe11 ~ntrol all lbe. ~id 
11ubJeota, ever1 one of them muat,·be re(J_!'rded aa aulbor1tat1v~ Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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in regard its ~wn special aubjeot ; just as every one of the 
aenae-organ11 11 an authoritative means of the cognition of ita 
own special object of perception. 

. Y11reiia on Sn. (112). 
[P. 500, L. 12-15.] 

lna,muoh a, · the colleaeing, &o., &o.-says the 811,a ; 
th':~ ia ao say, it ia not posaible for the rites ending with 
the • collecting of the saori&oial vea■ela ' to be performed for 
t~ose who, upoil · the oeasation of all desires, have become 
renunoiatea. If the passage (quoted by the Pir,apaifin) 
applied to all men without diatinotion, the rites ending with 
the ' collecting of saori&oi&l veasela ' would have to be 
performed for all men. 

The rest is olear in the Bla,ya. . 
BAa1t• on 81l. (dB, •. 

[P. 212, L. 18 to L. 18] 
As reprda the aeoond arp.ment propounded by the 

PlrD11pak1111 (in 811. &9) viz : 11 ainoe there 11 no oessation of 
oonoatenation of the aberrations (there can be no Release)," 
-our answer ia as follows:- · 

Bllr"' (dS). 
RILIASII JS POSSIBJ,B; Ilr.&8110'011 AS (WI PJ1'D TBA!) 

TRHI All 1'0 ABIIIUIONS 11' TBB OASB OP TBI MAS Ilr 
DIIP SLIIP, wao DIIIAJlS 1'0 DIIAJIS. (811. 68.) 
As a matter of faot, we find that when a man ia in deep 

sleep and dreams no dreams, there is an ~nd (for the time 
being) of all connection with attachment, as also of all cou• 
neotion with pleasure and pain, Enotly in the ume way 
there could· be an end of all these at Belea■e also, In f1tot 
people who have realised the real nature of Brahman actually 
describe the condition of -the • released • Soul as aimilar to 
that of dt1t1p ,ls,p. • 

•The oaly dilarenDe baiog that while daring daep ■leep, the teodeuoy of 
abarrat.lon■ I■ pre■ent-[by virtue of wlaioh the man beoom• belet with them on 
waldag]-at Bel•• thare iii no 111011 tendency left ; [■o that thare ii no ch111oe 
ohhe ,,,,_,.,man being re-beut with aberratiouJ-fdfpa,... Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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1'11rliia on Bo. (68). 
[P. 500, L. 15 to P. 501, L. 1.l 

Our an1wer to the argument, based upon_ the faot that 
there is no oeasation of the series of aberrations, is as 
follows :-B,lea,11 ii ro•rible eto. eto.-aays the Bilr•. JU8t 
aa in the oaae of the man in deep sleep, dreaming no dreams, 
there is au end of the • concatenation of aberrations, ' a1 also 
of all connection with things bringing about pleasure or 
pain,-e:zaotly in the same manner there would be · an end 

Vir. P,601. 
of these for the relea,Bd man. In fa.et people 
have de~ribed the condition of I deep sl~ep ' aa 

that of the vogin who has attained Release. 
BAl,ra on 811, (64'). 

[P. 222, 18 to P. 228, L. 9.] 
As regards . the third ~e~t-via., " because there is 

concatenation of Activity, "-our answer is aa follows:-
Bllra (84). 

Foa l'BI IUJ(WBOB. ABIBIATIOl!rS HA.VI BHN DISTBOY• 
•o, A.a.rIVITY·.DOIS lfOT LIAD TO BIII0&DDBB0U0B, (SU. 64 '• 
When Love, l'htred and Ignorance (which are the aberra

tions) have been destroyed, 4.oeiviey doe, nol leacl to reorud11• 
o,no, ;-• Beorodeacenoe ' atanda for re-birth af the end of the 
previOUl:birth; and sinoe this rebirth is always brought about 
b7 Desire,-when all Deaire has been destroyed, • there is- no 
farther birth after the previous one has oome to an end; and this 
is -what ia meant by • non-reorudeaoenoe ' ; and this is BelH,i. 
· .,_ But this would mean that actions are fruitleBS, " 

Certainly not; for our doctrine does not deny the experi
enoing of the fruition of one's. aots. All that; we say -is that 
the previoua birth having c,c,me to an end, there is no further 
birth, and we do not 1a1 that there ia no ezperienoiDJ. of 
the fruit,a of one'a aota; (our view being t;bat) the fruition 
of all one'• aots aomea aboufi in th~ last birth (preoeding 
Beleue) [ao that there ia no fruition left to be ezperienoed]. 

91.'be nadia11 .. ,.,ltlfdoel Do& It ID wilh """'· ID &be ,.,,. WI lad 
&he uprwioa W. .N•••fbtac; 10 &bat ft prefer to read &he ...,,. allo u 11ft 
Nfilll\cllll; ud &o take ftlll II referriag to l"lf, Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Y'llrfiia on Sil. (64) • 

. (P. 501, L. 1 to L. 10.] 

In. answer to the argument, ;, beoaose there is oonoatena
tion of Aotivity,"-the Sap-a says :-for lhs ,nan wl&o,e a6err•• 
Cion, elo. ,to~ If the aberrations are not there, Activity, even 
though present, is not_ oondooive tlJ reorndeaoenoe ; whioh 
means that it does not beoo~e the oauae of (it doe• not bring 
about) Merit, or Df:)oierit. ' !leorudeaoence ' means rebirth after 
the end of the ptevioos birth ; and this is brought about by 
])11lre; as baa been explained undAr Sil. 3·1•!5, where it 
has been shown that • there is no birth for one who is free 
from attachments. ' It might be urged that " this would 
mean that actions are fruitless ; '' but it is not so ; beoall88 
the experiencing of the fruition of aotiona is not denied ; we 
do not say that the man is relsa,sd, while the Aotions are 
still there (whose fruits have not been experienced) ; what we 
mean is that during the last birth of the man all bis • actions 
are exhausted by fruition. ' 

Sifra (tifi). 

[06jeoffo11]-" WHAT HAS DHN JUST ALLIOBD Ill 

NOT POSSIBLI; Al THI CONOATl!IN'AT(ON' OP ADHBA'!'ION'S 18 

INNATI (IM JUN), " (SO. 65 ). 

Bh1J1ya OD Stl. (65). 
rsays lhe Paroapalt1in ]-" Oessation of the oonoatena

·tion of aberrations is not possible ;-why ?-6eoauae U.e 
0011oalent1lion of c&6df'ra,ions i, innate ita man ; as a matter of 
faot, the oonoatenatioo of aberrations is without beginning ; 
and what is beginningleas oan never be destroyed. " 

< n,1i1t" on < sn. 65 ). 
[P. 601, LI. 12-14.] 

" Wlaae ht11 6,111 aUeg,tJ la· fo. Cessation of the oontena• 
tion of aberrations is not possible ;-why P-6eocau,e Ila• 
OOIINlfncdlon of ab,rnffon• i, ir,n1.1fe in: t11t1n ; as a matter of Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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fact, the oonoatenation of aberrations is without beginning, 
haring been set up naturally by itself ; and as suoh it oan never 
be got rid of. 

BA1-,a on su. (66). 
r P. 228, L. I, L. 9.) 

To the above objection some people (BkacJesbi-Logioians) 
make the following reply : 

s11,o (66). . 
(A) 'JusT Al TBIBI 11 IVAHlll:1O1 "' TBI HIOATION 

Of TBllfO8 P&IOB TO '1'8111 CO■l!rG IH'l'O lllSTIBOl,-80 
TBBBI OAN BI IIVAIHIOllfOI OP 1■1'ATI THINGS ALSO.' 
(Su. 68.) 

· ' The negation or absence of _things, prior to their coming 
into existence, has had no beginning ; and yet it is set aside 
by the nii1'8'llct1 of the things when they are produced:
and in the .same manner the ooncta,n,,dion a/ ablrrt1tion1 also.
though without beginning, may. be )Jable to be set aside.• 

Ylrlin OD so. ( 88). 
(P. 601, L. 14' to P. 602, L. 2.] 

. Some people'<tler the following answer to· the objection 

urged in Su. 85 :-J'ut •• Uter, i• '"'"''°"'"' Jo. t~. Juat 
as before a thing baa been produoed, it.a negation is beginning

Vir, P, 60I, 
le11, and •is yet set asicle by the •iat,nc, of 
that thing,-in the same manner the ' oonoateo• 

ation of aberrations ' in the man who has not acquired the 
right knowledge of things, is beginningles1, yet it can be 
destroyed by his right knowledge (whenever this i~ acquired).' 

Bilr• (67). 

(B)' 0& IT ll'AY BI LIEB TBI IVAXIISOl:1O1 Of TBB 

DABK OOLOlTI or TBI ATO■.' Su. (67). 

BMfl• OD Sil. (67). 

( P. 228, LI. 11-12.] 

Others again oler the following BDIWl'r to the objection 
(urged in 811. 65) 1-· Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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'The dark colour of the At'>m (1,f Earth) is beginningleBS, 
and yet it is destroyed by oontaot wit't fire ; simil11.rly the 
concatenation of Rberra.tions, (thongh beginningless, 00111d be 
destroyed].' 

Vi'frtil&a on St1. ({17). 

L P. 502, LI. 4-5, l 

• 'It may IJ~ "'"· elc. Just as the dark colour of the Atom 
is beginningless, and yet evanesoent,-so n.lso would be the 
concn.tenat.ion of aberrations.' 

BA111ya on Su. (68), 
[P. 223, L. 12 to P. 224, L. O.] 

(A) As a mn.tter of fact, ' eternality 'and ' evanescence • are 
properties ofexi~tentthings; st> they c:1,n be predioateJ directly 
of positive entities only; to negative entities they can be attri
buted only indirectly (or figuratively), [So that it is not right 
to cite the oase of the ,.,,g,ition of thing,, as the Bl#a,Jlaiin has 
done in SU. 65 ]. ( B) Then, a,, regards the 'dark colour of the 
Atom• (oited by the second Jlleafllah(n in Sil. 6fS), there is 
nothing to prove that it is ,oithoHt IJnginnitig, • and hence it 
is not right to put that forward as an instance. Nor is there 
anything to prove that a thing not liable to production is 
e11ane1aent, 

The real answer to the argament of tho Pu,·011p•ik1i,, 
(pot forward in 811. 61>) is as follows:-

Ba1_,.,, (68), 

WeAT HAR BHN Atr.1010 BY TH■ OPPoNPJNT 0ANNOT 
BID BIGHT; ALSO BBOAURR (A) DIISIBII AND TH l&BST IB VII 
TBBIR SOUR.DB IN .IIISlPP&IIRIIN~lON.t (Sil. 68), . 

0 On the othBf ban,f, we hue the following argument to prove that the dark 
colour of the Atonl i1 110, 111ieAo11, b,ginlllHg :-'The dark oolour of the Atom i1 a 
produa,, beoaue it ia a Colour of the Earth, juatllike it■ red ooloar.'-flfparr,,, 

t On the esaot meaning of the ter111 ' 111tU1.1lpa' in the prot111nt ooatn:t, the 
r11fparya 11y1 :-Though it ia the 111i1A for ,. cog•iwl lf&i119 that i■ generally called 
1,at\1:alpa,' yet here we have to take it u referiag to the cog11i,1o~'that 11 the 
preoonor of the t0ill ; hence it aboald bo takau here ae ■taa,ting for 111ro,., 00111ilio11, 
111flanNA,uia11, Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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The particle • olaa,' • also,' baa a oom1i1at.iTa ~ inolucl• 
ing the following two reaaona also-(b) 6-u, ....,. ••d 
the,.,., ~re due Ca aolion, and (o) 6,oau,, D11ln •- -.. ,..,, 
are due lo one another. . . 

(a) As a matter ·of fadt; Desire, Ba~ and Dlaaion 
prooeed from auoh· wrong oogoitiona as (reapec.iivetr> the 
actual deliglder,, anno1e;1 and tllladBra of men. (b) Aotion 
also is what· brinp. ·about the bodies of living beioga, 
and gives riae to Desire, Hatred . and 1llusion, witliin 
well-defined limits ; that it is so we pther fr9m the 
faot that t.here is a limitation. in reprd to theta, ,.g., a 
cert.a.in animal-body is found to abound in Desire, . while 
&not.her abolinda in Illusion. (o) Lastly, the appearance of 
Desire &o. is dae to one .another ; -tbat is, it is the man under 
illlllion who desires things ; it is the man under illusion who 
is moved ~ hatred : the man under the influence of desire 
falls into illusion ; and the man under the inflt1enoe of hatred 
falls into illusion; 

All misapprehension• aeaae· to appear as SOOD u Trne 
Knowledge appears ; and iDMmnob aa on. the oeaaation of the 
oause, the effect cannot appear, there is absolute nou-ap-

- p8"ranoe of Desire· &c. (on the disappearanoe of 
Bha: P. lt-1. .Miil'ae_prehensions, which are the SOllrce of Desire 
&o.). 

Further, the assertion that " the concatenation of aberra
tions is beginoingleaa" has no point at all. As all thiitg, 
related toihe SoaJ,-,,,., the Rody, t.he Sense-organa &o. &a.
are imob as proceed in a beginninJless series, and there is 
not a single individual of this series that is produced with
out another individual having gone before it; witli .the sole 
ezoeption of 'l'rue Knou,leilgs ( whioh is produced ,,no, and 
01101t only for a So11l); bat our doctrine· ( that l)esire &o. are 
destroyed) does not imply the assumption that • things not 
liable to be produced ara liable to deatr11otion' [aa the 
i11,lioidu«JI 0esl1'8 &o. whose de~truotion we postulate are not 
t0i,1&out-6,gi,a1li•g ; the beginninflessuess of the ,.,;., does 
not im,11 t,he hginni•iltllMII O each individual oonatituting 
\he senes ; e,9., ons aerie, o/ Bo!liH for eaoh Soul is begin
niogless, yet each individual Body has a beginning.] As 
soon as mia4Ppr1uqio1P have been destroyed .by 2'ru, 
Kn010lttlg,, • Aation' also, whic,Ji ii what brings about the Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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8Q<ly of each living body, oeues to be· productive of Desire 
&o.. tbou;h it oontinues to bring about t.he experienoing of 
pleasure and" pain. 

J"iJrfika on Sii. (68). 

[P. 50t, L. h to P. 60:J, L. 12.] 
As a matter of faot, llterna.lilu and l!Jvanescenoe are pro-· 

perties of emtent things, as we have pointed out in course 
of · our oonaiderat.ion of. the exact na$ure of • Etir~lity • 
and • Evanescence ;' they . nao, therafore, · be predioaf-ed of 
negative. en~itiea only indireotly. " What ia the basis of this 
indirect· or aeoondary appJioatien P n It is this : ihe • eternal ' 
ihiog is taill&out aa",e, and t0Ul&out aause also is the prior 
negation of things ; . an~ again the • evanescent ' thing is that 
whi\,h, having oome into· existence, ceases to exist; this ia 
exaotly what the prior negation of things does ;-so there 
are theae.two &if:llllarities (between Prior Negation and Eternal 
things, and between Prior Negation and Evanescent things ; 
and ~t · is on the basis of these similarities that ' Eternality ' 
and I Evanesoenoa' may be attributed to Prior Negation].• 
As regards the assertion that .the dark oolour of the Atom is 
beginningless,-this is not right; as there ia nothing to prove 
that it is so ; nor is there anything to prove that things 
not liable ·to production are evaneaoe~t. 

The real answer therefore to the Piruapukfa argument 
is tba'--What ha, beBM alleged &o. &o.--saya the Bilra, The 
part.iole aha has the cumulative force, inoludiog the following 
two arguments also-btoauBB Desire &o. <118 due to .J.ctfon, 
and 6eoause Desire &o. are dH to 11n11 auiJt/1.('t. '8aualp"' 
is the wish that one has fo1• the things he has oogoised, as 
baa been already explained before. The meaning is that 

• 'l'be reading II • 111111Mi'111. le oorrapL The .... of tlae ,..... 
ii II lrlalltled above ; whlob roquirs 111>me 11uoh wordl • W • •IIIIIPI dif t · Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Desire and the rest are produced from misapprehensions, 
whioh are the delighters, annoyers and deludera of men. 
Action also, whioh brings about the Body of living beings, 
produces Desire &o. through the said misapprehensions ; 
aome living beingsare found to abound in desire; B,,., Pigeons 
&o ; othera abound in hatred (anger), as Snakes; others 1,1gain 
abound in illusion, as the Python. 

" If Action brings about Desire &o., these should al ways 
be there; BO that there could be no Release." 

Not BO; beeaoa,e the neoessary oausal conditions would 
be wanting. Aotion brings abo11t · Desire &oO-only through 
misapprehensi® ; and never independently by itself . 

. " In that oaae, on the same grounds, Pleasure &o. could 
not have .Aotiou for their oause." 

Not BO; 'because as regards these it is independent. In 
the bringing about of Pleasure &o. A.otion does not stand 
in need of misapprehension ; it brings them about only by 
the aid of their· own speoifio oauses. This oase is analogous 
to the following: 'The action of Th,-owing Upward, produces 
the Faculty (Momentum) through impul,iora, while it brings 
about oonjunotioo and disjunction independently by itself. 

The fa.et Qf Desire. &c .. being due to one another is per
ceived in ordinary tt.xperience; e.g.; the· man u_nder the 
influence of Love falls into Illusion ;-under love's influence 
he comes to harbour hatrad,-under the influence of Hatred 
he falls into 111usion ; and falls into love,-and the man 
under Illusion is a victim to Hatred and Love~ 

Lastly, as regards t,he assertion that " the conoatena.tion of 
aberrations is begioniugle~a," -this oan havo no point ; as 
this case does not differ from others: Just as the conoa.tena.
tion 'of aberrations is beginningless, BO also a.re a.11 things re
lated to the Soul ; all whioh prooeed in beginningleas series ; 
and there is nothing that is produced without anothnr like it Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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haviag gone · before. BuL with all this our doctrine does 
not involve the assumption that things not liable to produc
tion are liable to destruction.• 7'ruB K nntoledgs is the only 

. thing whiob, having no like preousor, is produced aione 
by itself ; no other thing . ooaneoted with the Soul is so 
pi:oduoed. 

Erad qf Section (14), 

End of I Dai_ly Lesson of Adhylya JV. 

Aeui1YA IV. 
Dailg Les,011 It 

8Htion (1.) 

[SiilrtH 1-3.) 

Dealing with the ~ppea.ranoe of 'rrue llnow·lt1dgt1. 
Bh11ya on Sil. (1). 

[P. 224, L. 8 to P. 225, L. 20.] 
t Q11estio11-" Now, Sir, does 'Prus.Knowledge appear in 

connection with each one of the several things that there 
are P Or only in connection with some of them P-What dil• 
erenoe does that make P- Well, as a matter of fact, it would 
not be possible for it to appear in connection with each 
of the things ; for the simple reason that the number of 
things to be known is endless. Nor again could the True 
Knowle~e be held to appear only in connection with some 
of the things; for in oonneotion with those few things with 
reference to which True Knowledge would not appear, 
the man's Illosion would not cease; so that there would 
still be • a residue of Illusion left behind ; nor oonld the 

• The va•~ge " Arflnsc-1Ar•H .,a gives DO 81D■i. The right . 
readins i■ 'I' "lii"l"'Ar-c.flls •• llffll'Nl lu the footnote we llnd 
• auia-reading of ·arm•• ' · 

tThe f4fFl'I lutrodaoe■ this Daily Leaaou thu~: Doubl, l•trum,111, q/, 
and 06jm qf aa,,.;,;o11 have been ouly uamined ;-Mo.UH and the r•t alao have 
beea examined by Implication under 8tfN 2-1-f. So. .that all the ■b:leln ~- · Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Illusion in regard to one thing be removed by .True Know• 
ledge in regard to another thing." 

..dn1wsr-• Illusion' consists in torong 11otion, mi1e1pprs,'611-
1ion,-•not in mere 11~ae11cs of True llno'WlBdg11 ; and what is 
to be aought after is the 'l'rue Kno-wledg11 of that; thing the 
wrong notion of which becomes the active seed of metempay• 
ohoais.• 

· Question : - What is that wrot1g 11olion l which leads to 
metempsychosis J P " · . 

A,n,u,,,r :-The notion of what; is not-Soul as' Soul, •
a,2pearing in anoh forms as ' I am ' ; this is the no,iora of • I ' 
(JGgoiam, .dlwnkara '• lllllBion ' ;t When one looks upon t.he 

..... •ve been eumined, It bat been declared in N. 1-1-1 &bat the 'truo kaow• 
ledge ' of t.heae ea&egoriea ia tbo mean, of attaining tb~ bigheat good ; it haa alao 
been ezplaiued that it. ia th11 ' truo kuowledge ' or oog1dlia11 o/ ofd,oe, that 
luda directly to the attaiumont uf the bigb•t good ; that· of the 0Uaer1 belpa 
only indirctly, · What wo proceed to examine now ie wbether from among the 
Boal ~ad the ocher objecitl of oognUioa, ia it t.he true knowledge of only a few, 
or that of all, that briagi about the bighoat good. 

On tbia tbe PariaAil#/u-lu the /irtl Daily Leaaon of thia Adhyiya, ai;s 
~ o/ cognUia11 ba~e been e&amiaed i and we now prooeed to enmine 'True 
Knowledge,' wbiuh ~a• &o the!D- The queatioaa for llewrmiaatiou are 
-(a) whit. ii True KaowlHge 1' (b) To what tbinp does it pertain 'I (o) Bow 
la i, maiaiaiaod 1' ( d) How doea i& improYe 't lint of all we procoed to couaider 
--&o. •tiat doe, 'lrue Knowledse pertaiD and laow cloea it appear? 

The N1',,.,.i~,Aa raiael the ,1bjeo&ioo, ,i) tbas it i■ not right to 
,rocead iith &be llllllllliRIIUOII of '·rrue Kaowledp I before bavins delued it i ud 
tll) &bat tbue ii no uwen• of 111bjeot-maUer be&ween cbe two Dally LBIIODI, 
aud beGoe there ia ao r11110u wby tbey ■hoald fur1n part of &he IIDle Al,A1a,-. 
Thi an■werapruvided by iL are aa follon :4i) tbe delaitioo of' True Knowledp' 
bl8 beau pruvid.id, 1>y iaupliuatluu, iu Blfra 1-1-ll i liud (ii) •• real lllbjlGI of ~ 
A4/l,.I" i11 Lbe B111wiaatiu1i ot ' obJecta of oogalttoa • . la tb•· fo~m of.• Bleol8 i' 

· aud • Tr11e Kuuwledge·' alao le an_.,-.,, . · 
• lt ill· tbe Soul aud aaub tblaga oouaeoted with tbe Boal; whi0b1 whlD wrongly 

kuowu1 lead &u birth aad Jeatb ; beace it ia the WroDlf ·-- of tb• · &blnp 
t.bat 1111111 to be gut rid of, 1111 It. i■ the True "8owledp ol Ua• tb~ IOldl &o the 
0 ... uou of meLewpityoboai1. · 'l'ue dillere11, Yte'«I· ~-(lJ true Jtnowleclp 
ouuaiew of reallaation of Hraluuan1 11111 &be- Vllfildin ; (I) ~. -IO &be 
· l:liakbya it auullUl&II iu diacriuaiuatioo between IIM&lr 11111 19,tri& I (I) lbt Sil,a 
view it~ ii, aua■ilLI iu Lbu r1.aogai1iug of \be 811111 II ··ltel'Dli, 11 .............. 
lro111 &be .,..._ual, tbiuP, Hudy,.S.1lll«plll la. &o. . . 

tThe f•flCll'rcl, after ba,iail ori~ thi o&hir ..., ■-- Ip • KJIJ-. 
view t.lm■ :-k llbeoall■e the uo&ion of;••1 • OOlllilllliD reaardiDI u Boal, the BodJ. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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not-Soul as I I am, ' this is the oonoeption that is calle4. t~e 
notion of I' (Egoism, .dhatikllra). 

Q11estinn :-" _What are those things in regard to which 
people have the notion of • I ' P " - · 

AmwBr :-They are-the 'Body, the Sense-organs, the 
Mind, Feelings and Oognitions . 

• Que,,ion :.;_" In what way ·does the notion of • 1 ' in 
regard to these beoome the seed of metempsychosis P" 

.tlnswer :-When a man looks upon the Body .&o. as ' this is 
l 1 ' he regards their deetruotion as his own destruotion ; so that 
he becomes imbued with a loqgiog for the non-destruction 
of those, and thus beoom~a equipped with them over and over 
again; and thus becoming equipped with them, a.11 his 
efforts tend to bring for him births and deaths ; so that nc;>t 
being freed from ·these, he is never releoBed. On the other 
hand, the man who lookA upon Pain, Receptacle of Pain 
(Body), and~Pleasure intermingled with Pain,-on an these. 
things as 'Pain,'- he is the man who knows the real nature 
of • Pain ' ; and when this ' Pain ' has bean duly recognised 
(in its true nature), it is not embraced by the man (as some
thing desirable), an_d so comes to be drqpped; just like 
poisoned food, Thi'l man comes to look upon • Defeots' and 
• Action ' also as sonroee of pain ; and until the Defects have 
been removed, t,here is no possibility of cessation of the 
oontinnity of Pains ; hanoe the mRn renounces the • defeats ' ; 
and when the ' defects ' have been renounced, Activity does 
not lead to • Rebirth,'-as has al_rea.dy being explained 
(' under S11. 4-1-64), -

Thus the man comes to the oonolusion that Rebirth,' 
'Fruition.' and' Pain' are- ·t1ii,.gs to be known, and that 
1 Action ' and ' Defect's ' are thitiga to 6s alJandoned, ' Final 
Release ' is a tki,ag to 6s ot1ainsd, and True Knowledge 
is the meam of aUo.i11int1 U. Thus when the man attends 
to, repeatedly loob upon and ponders over, the 'objects of 
cognition • as grouped under the aforesaid four categories, 

At, whiob an nol,Boul, that people have 1ocb hopea u I may I not -., lo be, 
may I continue to Jive. ' Boob ideaa come to onl1 euch men 11 .regard the Body 
Ao. 11 &halr 1Boul', and never to one who know■ &be real oharaeter of the Soaf, 
u dlJ!eren& from Body &o. •rhla latter man looka upon 'hi■ Dody aa the anake 
doee upon ibt oast-ol! alougb i and iio doe,. not feel Attaohed to it, and doea not 
fear aeparatlon from i&. · Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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[(I) thin~ mi1taken u •Soni,' will. Bo41 ""'; (S) thinp to be 
iiiown, u11.' Rebirth' &o.; (8) things to be renounaed, ••: 
Defeats an.d .Aotion ; and ( 4) things to· be attained, wi• : 
• Release ']-there ooq,es to him riglit peroeption,--i. e. the 
oognitionof things in their real oharaoter, ~-"· 2',ou, Knoraledg,. 

It is with a view to the above that we have the following 
8flfra: 

Bfllra (1). 
Fao11 TBII TROii KNOWLBDOII ·o, THll I OAUHB OP 

DIIHC7J.'81 POLJ.OWS THB OBSSATIO!f OP TBI NJTION' or --1. ·-
(Sil. 1). 
The • objects of cognition • beginning from ' Body ' and 

ending with• Pain' [i. e. Body, Sense-organs, Objeota of Per• 
ception, Apprehension, Mind, A.ctivity, Defects, .Rebirth, 
Fruition and Pain] are called the • cause of Defects,' because 
these are what form the subjects of wrong notion, ;-hence 
when the 1 'rrue Knowledge• of these comes about, it sets 
aside the notion of I I ' in regard to them ; for the True 
Knowledge of the said things (whioh a.re not the Soul, which 
alone oan be rightly spoken of as ' I ') i11 incompatible with 
the notion of • .[ ' in regard to those aame things. Thus 
when True Kno.wledge hu been attained, ' there i, a oe88ation. 
o/et.1ol& member ol~e fullou,ing ,me,-Pain, Birth, .tl.otioi,y, 
Defeo, 011d Wrong }/olion,-ll&e a,11ation of t1&11t whioh follow, 
1wi,1girag a6out the annihilation of tlaal wl&iol&pr,os,Z,11 it; alltl 
~l&i, ulffmtJtely lead, to Final Bel1111e.' (Sil, 1.1.•,.) 

Th118 w11 find that this brief statement of the main 
doctrine of philosophy is ooly a re-as111ertion (of what has 
been stated already under Sil. l•l-2), and it is no.t meant to 
put forward any new doctrine. 

Vllrli• on SO. (t). 
[P. 104, L, 1 to P. 505, L. 9.) 

Q1aCio11-" Whe11 Troe Knowledge appears, does it appear 
in oonaeotion with each -and every thing, or onl7 in regard 
to certain partioolar things P In regard to each and effr1 
thing it is·not posaible for Troe Knowledge to appear :-wh1 P 
--beoause the number of things to be. known ia endless. 
On the other hand, the persoll, wh~ h1>ldt that only oertain · 
. partioular things form the objeot.s of Troe K-aowledge, should,· Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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be. met with the .following detailed 11rgoment.: It is olear 
that tlie Bi,J,l,,llnfin means to ezolnde things other than t,he 
Soul and the other • objects of oognition '; that is, the SQtra 

. . 
(l•l-9), whioh spea.ks of ~he Soul aod other things, does not 
mention all U,inr,, ; if it did so, then the speoi6.o mention of 
t\e •Soul' &o., would be me11ningleso1.-; it is olear therefore 
that it speaks of only II few particular • object'I of oognition ', 
-just those in regard to which 'Prue Knowle,ige puts an end 
t() metempsychosis, and in regard to which lllu,ion leads to 
the oontinua.tion of metempsychosis; it is jt1st these few 
• objects of cognition ' that have got to be known. Such being 
the position of the SitJ(Jh.iJra/in, the following question arises 
in oonneotion with it :-

.. Does Tl'Ue Knowledge appear in connection with each and 
every one of the several things, or only in oonneotion with 
some of them? It could not appear in oonnection with each 
and every thing ; as the number of • Soul' and other things 
is endless.-• What is the meaning of these being 1ndle11 ?' 
-The meaning is that in regard to the number of tb~se 
things we are not cognisant of any limit If, on the other hand, 
it be held that; 'l1r11e Knowledge appears only in connection 
with a few things,-then there would be no end of the 
Illusion pertaining to those other things in oonneotion with 
whioh Troe Knowledge bas not appeared ; and wheM there 
is Illuaion, there are Attachment and Hatred ; &nd these 
latter constitute Bondage ; so that 11nder this theory there 
would be no possibility of Release. If you hold that-• the 
true knowledge of ooe thing will remove the Illusion in 
regard to another ,-than in that OMe Release would be 
ponible for eaoh and every liring being; for there is no suoh 
Vil', P, u. living being u ~• aot know the truth in re

gard~ a single thing." 
Our answer to the above is aa follows : There is no foroe 

in the above; as it shows that the Opponent bas not under• Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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stood the real meaning of Illusion : ' Illusion ' does not consist 
in the mere non-appear.,r,cs ( llbaenne) of 1'rue Knot0ledgt; Illna.lon 
is wro11g notior1 ; henoe what is meant is thab it" is neoeBBary 

• to know the true nature of those things the wrong notion of 
whioh becomes the source of metempsychosis. 

Que,tiun :-" What is that wrong notion P " 

.A.nswer :-The notion of ' Soul • in regard to whit is 
nof..8oul. 'l'he rest i, olear in the 8l,a,ve1. 

From the true kn1JUJlBdge eto., eto.-says the Sii/rt:a. The 
Objects of Cognition-from' Body• down to • Pain •-are the 
• ea.use of Defects;' as it is ouly in regard to these that there 
is coroog notion; a.nd when True Knowledge appears in regard 
to these, it remllves the notion of ' I ' in referenoe to them ; 
as 'true knowledge • of them i~ not compatible with the 
notion of' 1' iu regard to them. All this has been explained 
under Sn. 1-1-2. 

, Bha,ya on Sn. (2). 
[ ~~2, L. 2•> to P. 226, L. 4.] 

The order in which the trno knowledge is to be attained 
is aa follows.• 

8ilra (2). 
Oor,oua AND OTRBa OBJBOTS, WHEN TRBY FOD TBB 

SUDJIOTS or WRONG NO'l'JO.N, DEOOlllll THE OAUSI or 
Dna:ors. (Sn. 2). t . 
Suob objeots of Sense-peroeption as form the objects of 

desire are spoken of here as ' Oolour and other objects ; ' 
when these are wrongly conceived, they J16t going Attecb~ent 
Hatred and ll111Sioo. Henoe it ie these objects that the man 

• Puri He, B. read1t ilV ... l'IIS:4l"', whioh Ii•• beU.r sense. 
1 It has been declared that one 1boulJ aet 111ide the ootiou of 1 1 ' ~n ...,et to 

the ,Body eco., whioh are 11ot-8oul. Now &be Sitra prooeede to deaoribe wltll which 
of thee latter the prooeu lhoald begia ; aad Miuoe the proceil ii maoh eul4!r Jn re
gard to ezterual objeoi1, the Sitra begin, with &11-. 1 PNNAIA,a• ' m•• true 
lraowledge rt111Wag from oouteioplatlOli, -f•f,..,_, 

t ' &al\_,,,. ii aplainedb·y the f•t,ar,a 114 meaning 1, wrong aotlon ..' 'Y lshft• 
nifb• apeclllea it further u the notion that I thfft are good and dealrahle Uaioge'. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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should seek to know (and understand in their true chara<ster) 
first of all. When the man knows the true ch11racter of these, 
his wrong notions in regard tq Oolour eto. disappear. When 
these have disappeared, then he should seek to know the 
th!ngs rela.ted to the Soul, such as the Body and £he resli. 
When the knowledge of these has been attained, the notion 
of • I ' in regard to things related to the Soul ceases forth
with. Thus, the man, aoting w.ith his mind wholly un• 
attached, either to exf/ernal objects or. to objects related to 
the Soul, oomea to be oalled • released '. 

YarliktJ on Sn. (SJ. 

[P. S05, L. 1I to P. 106, L. 5.] 

Colour and other objects eto., eio.-saya the Slltra. The 
objeot,s of desire, whioh form the objects of senae•perceptibn, 
are what are spoken of here as c Oolonr and other objeot,a.' 
When t,hesa objects are conceived of wrongly, they set up 
Attachment eto. " What is the wrong ooneeption of these P ,,. 
It consists in their being looked upon as the e.xcluaive 
possession of one's self--expri,ssed in auoh words aa • these 
are mine_oJily.' These should ha looked upon as •oommon' 
to others, belonging, in common, to such oLhera as godd, 
thieves, fire and relatives. When the man looks upon thingd 
in this ~oner, his lllusiou in regard to them ~s. After 
this baa ~d, the man should seek to rightly know the 
Body and tn1oh other thiogd as are related to. the Soul. 
11 What; would be the right knowledge of the Body eto P" 
It would be the knowledge that these are not the Soul, the1 
are aomethiag totally different fr1>m the Soul. . The man, 

who prooeeds with his mind thus di8800iated 
Vir: P,606, 

from things external 11s well as those related 
to t,he Soul, oomes to . ue spok"u of as • released.' Thia ia 
'1ae• oonditioo that baa been deaoribed in the passage -• While 
aill"llvmg, '1ie wue perao11 beoom• releaaed frolll j91 and 
II01fOW,'. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Bha,ya on Sn. (8). 

[P. 226, L. 3 t.o L. 13.} 

'11be author next proceeds to instrnot us as t.o the pro
priety of our ignoring oert11in aspects of things and ponder
mg over certain others; u.ud the next Sll~ra has got nothing 
to do with either the proying or :the disproving of things (as 
some people have supposed) • 

• 
u What is this instruction P '' 

Siilra (S). 
RBOAKD fOR 'l'BB 013.1101' AS A WHOLIG BBOOMKS '!'UH OAUtlK 
o,, DRHOTS, SU. (3). 

The regard or admiration for the object as a whole brings 
about defects, For instance (in conneotion with sexu11l love), 
for the Ma.le, the couceiving of the female as such, becomes 
a source of bondage, and for the Female the conoeiving 
of. t.he Male as such becomes a source of bondage. And there 
are two aspects in which the object (Male or Female\ can be 
conceived of :-( 1) the aspect of organs, and (21 the figurative 
or poetical as~ct.• 

The I aspect-~ organs' pertains to the teeth and the 
lips, the eyes and the nose, one by one ; and the • figurative as
pect' pertains to the teeth or the lips, being• so and so beauli• 
ful.' All this three-fold aspect intensities Desire and its 
attendant Defects; all which have to be avoided. The 
avoidance of the said object of love is to be done by 
conceiving of it in the t!:)rms of its limbs,-e. g. by conceiv
ing of the Female 11.a only made up of hairs, bristles, flesh, 
blood, bone, tendons, arteries, phlegm, bile, ordure and so 
forth. This is what is called the 'disagreeable aspect' (of 
~he thing). When one ponders ov.er this aspect of the 
'thing, his desire and attaohment, for it oease. 

Thus then we find that there being two aspects (agree• 
able and disagreeable) of each object, there is one atpeot (the 
a,reeable) whioh should be ignored, while the other (the 
disagreeable) should be pondefed over. This is what is 

• la tranalatlq • paritkira' u 'bondage • we have followed ihe Virtlka, 
wbloh ..,___,,.r1,wro IICl,._1111111, Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



1585 

taught here. Just as in the case of the poisoned food, while 
the food-as~t is meant to be acquired, the poison-aspect 
is to be avoided.• 

Ya,1ik11 on SG. (8). 
[P. 506, L. 2 to L. 14 ] 

7.'AtJ a1dho,- """' procNdB lo in,trNot us a, lo ,1i, · propriety 
of our ignoring certain a1peal1 of.thing, and pondairag ot1sr 
4,ri.in oU&er, ; anti IA, nP.mt Bairo ha gol noll&ing Co do 
witA either the proving or the disprornng of thing, ; what is 
meant is that in regard to the object as it exists, a certain 
aspect has to be pondered over and another to be ignored 
and diaoarded. 

Begard for the oflject a, a. whole jo,, 4'0.- says the · 8i/ra. 
Regard for the objeot as a whole brings about the Defects. 
The Female, in the aspect of a mere oomposit&-objeot, should 
be pondered over ; and in the aspect of ' Female ' she 
should be igqored ; she constitutes a bondage for the Male. 
The term • pariflclJra' means • bondage ;' similarly for the 
Female the Kale-aspect of the Male is a source of bondage. 
Of the Female-aspect (or the Male-aspect) also there are 
two aspects-the ' organ-aspect ' and the • &gurative aspect.• 
The conceiving of the ' organ-aspect ' is in the form-' teeth 
and lips,' in which the conception of the teeth is'" IHlh, 
and BO forth. 'l'he • &gurative aspect' is in the form • this 
ia BO and BO'; in which the thing is described° figuratively • .A.11 
this const.itutes Illusion, which leads to .A.Uachment &c., and 
hence should be diaoarded, This does not mean that the objet:I 
,,, a ao■po,itB 111/aole should be denied ;-because it has been 
proved by· proofs that things are composite in their oharacter, 

• The hr11A-44l&i n111arb :-A• a matter of faot, for one who 1nk1 after 
Bel-, all thi11p of the World, ia all their upeot.111 are 111ually to be avuided, 
aad are equally evil,-yet tbe autbur 1peak1 of &be t wu • upeota ' in regard to 
the ordinary Man of &be World, wbu beooww dwiNu■ ut Releue ouly aft.t,r baviug 
PD• thn,vab a II~ of eajuymea&, Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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~~ (2), 

[Sotra 4-17] .. · 
Dealin1. ""'" Oonapon,ni, and Oompo«i,e,. 

: · .. Bhan• on ·s, .. < 4,J. · 
{P, 226, ·L," 14 to p._--227, L •. 8.) 

Now . the Idealist, with. a view to. den1 the Object, 
proceeds to.deal with (an~ demolish) the 'Composite.' • 

.8llf'• (4). 
P11rvopalt1a. 

u APPBKHJNSION AND NoN•Al'PRIB1£NSION BBINO Two .. 

r~LD, ·11•uiRE AKIB.Ks _nouBT.11 (Bti. 4.) 

.. 11 .Since there is apprehension of e~isttlnt as· well as non
existent things, Apprehension is of . two kinds; and since 
tber.e is non-apprehension of exiatenb as well as non-existent 
things,· non-apprehension also is of two kinds. t do that 
if .'We apprehend the · Composite, there is doubt, since Ap· 
pf"hension is of both kinds ;-on the other hand, if we 

. db not-apprehend the Oomposite, then also there is doubt, 
since non°apprehen1ion also ia of t,oth kinds. Thus then, 
whe~ber the Oonq,osite is apprehended, or not apprehended, 
~in eider ease Hdoes not beoo_me .. free from doubt." 

• Sa11 the fclfparJ1J.-The Jdeallet proceeds to cleal with the Oompoelt, 
lot the purpoae or dewoli,hiiig it. The uonceptions spoken of under the preced
ing 8Dlra are pos~ible only when there id llU object compo11etl of 11everal component 
parts. But since there i11110 1mcb object, bu1v can there be any such conceptions? 
Ula with thhi view that the Idealist Piln•apakfa prooeed11 to clemolieh the com
po,Ue ; aud ,l1ia we shall follow with the denial of the Ato111. So that the 
Compolite and the Cmnponul Atou1 being both dernol111hed, Idea would be the 
only tbi91 left. 

OD &hia .. Pari,l,11#Ai 80lll8 people haYe tried to get rid or the entire 
falirlo of lblliOD&ioD upouaded llllder the preoediug Batra, by denying the Oom• 
,..,.,, le lbe alleeaoe wbereof llOIK of &be ' ooooeptioos' deacribed aboYe are pouible. 

t 'l'laen iu~ of tlae uletlDUhiDg wben we .. wa• In the 
laak ; &berll ha alao appnlienaion . of the DOIi..._, thing when we peroeive 
water ia the minp. There • ao...pp........._ of the emtent tbm, · when 
we do DOI peroeiYe loog-barlecl treasure·; ucl there ii non-apprehension of 
the 110D•Ri1teot thing when we do not peroelYe the abeeat lar. So that whether 
we apprehend the Oompoeite whole or not, there la doab& u to itl allteaoe or 
DOIi<& I • ...,_,.,,.,.,., . Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Yrlrfih OD 80. (4). 

[P. soa. L. lo t.o P. 507, L. 8.) 

Now IAe ld1t1lMI, 11,iCA" M lo 4,,,., t7a, 01,J,c', proc,tJtla 
to tl1t1i toilA cu Ootn,o,ile-(BhlfY~). · [•~ ~pprMlioa aai 
non••pprd•uiofl fo.1 fo.-aaya the Sotra.) Sinoe there. ·ia. 
apprehension of exiate~t 88 well 88 DOD-existent thiugi, 
.AppreheoaiOD ia of two kinda ; and. since there is -non-ap
preherJaion of existent as well as non-existent thinga. 1'on• 
apprehension also ia of two kinda~ • So thit whether the 

Oompoiit.e ii apprehended; or not apprehended, 
Vlr. P.607. 

in either oase it remains ·donbtful." 

[The Vllrliia offers its own answer to the abo~e ],-

The anawer to the above baa already been given; aa a . 
matter of fact, tlie twofoldnese of Apprehension and Non
appreheaaion oannot be a ground for Doubt; as we have 
found (under SQ. 1-J-98) that in the enumerating · ·of the 
causes of Doubt, •.Apprehension and Non-appr&hentdon' have 
been qualified by other term■ prefixed to them. 

Sfl/ra \5). 

. Bi,J,JAlfll•• 

THIBJI 0AN BR HO DOUB'! {IN BBGARD TO '1'RR 

OoKPOBITB), AB ITS BXlSTENCB BAB BllBN ICBTADLISBBD 

BY BIAS0:NI ALRIADY U:PLA.UfBD BDOBl,-(Sll. o). 
Bhlna OD 811. t5). 

f P. 297, LL 5-6.] 

. No doubt ia poaaible (in regard to the Oompoeite) :-wh7P 
1,eaaaaa the reaaona already explained before (under 811. 1.1-IS 
el lff·) haTe not been refated ; so that it remains ealablished 
that there ia 111l'h a tbiY1g as the Oompo,i'6 arising oot of, 
and distinct from, the Oa•pnra,ral,. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Tllrliia on So. (6). 
[P. 507, L. 5 to L. 7.] 

'rAere oan 6e no doubt &o. &o.-aays the Bllrt.1. It is not 
right to have a doubt in regard to the Composite ; for the 
simple reason that the reasons already propounded in its 
support have not be refuted ; that is, the reasons that have 
been put forward to show .that the Oompo,ite is something 
distinot from the Components are auoh as cannot be refuted. 

Srtlra (6). 
[06/,a&ion.]-" IN 'l'BAT OABII, (wa IIIGBT AS WRr,r. 

l!IAY THAT), SINOR TBB BXl8TB:NOI (or ANY BOOR THING AS 

TRR OOltP081TB) 18 IMP088IBLlll1 TRBBR OAN BI 1'0 DOUBT (AS 

TO WRITRllR .IT llXJSTS OB ~OT)."' (~0. 6), 
B1a11,y,, on s11. ea). 

(P. 227, L. 8.] 
•• No doubt is possible. That is, there i, no such thing 

as the Composite. This is further explained (in the next 
B11tra). 

1'1Irlilro on S11. (6.) 
, f P. 507, LI. 9-10.) 

[The Yarti ka simply repeats the Bfllra antl BhiJf11"•] 
Biilra (7). 

[Obj,o,ion r.onainued. ]-11 l:NABMOOB AS TBB COMPO• 

NOTS CANNOT RBRIDB BJTHIB IN TBB WBOLB OR JN A PART 

(or THI. OollPOIITI), IT FOLLOWS THAT 'l'HBBR JS NO 0011- -

POSITl.''t (SO. 7 J. 
Bhana on Su. (7). 
[P. 227, LI. 10.12.) . 

.. As a. matter of faot, eaoh .single componene oannot reside 
in the entire OomporiCtl ; ( 1) because both ~re. not of the same 
dimension, and lBJ beoause, io that oase, there would be no 

• Thi■ Sitra i■ not found In the Puri 811. Ha. The N,.,.,._,1111a~ 
hu Ol!lltted lff. · . 

tSGtru 7 and 8 are not in Vl■J1vanitha, nor in anr 811, 118, Ther are fonnd 
in the N,.,a,tcAlnih,.Aa: and Vi■bv~itba al■o u.y■ that they lia.e been 
regarded u Bi\tra, From the Bhifya-• ta,j ,i""'4Jt,II ' al■o It would appear that 
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oonneotion between the Oompo,il, and the other oomponewt,. 
Nor oan th~ component reaide in only a·part·of the Oompoaie,; ~ 
for the simple reason that the Oompolit, has no c parts ' · 
apart from the OomponenlB." · 

. "If (in order to escape from this difflo11lty) it be held that 
it is the Oompo,ite that subsists in the eomponetdl (and not 
the Compon,nt, in the Oompo,it--),-[then our answer is as 
given in the following Bi Ira]." · 

• Yllrliia on Sn. (7), 

LP- 607, L. 12 to P. 508, L. :S.] 
"lnalbl1'ah. as &c. &o.-says• the Bfitt·a. (A) Do the 

Components reside in the Composite P .. (h.1 or,_tbe OompOBite · 
in t,he Oomponelits P 

"(A) If the Components reside in the <;JoD)posite, do they 
subsist in the entire Composite or only in a part of it P It ia 
not possible for the Components to reside in the entire Oom• 
poaite; beoaua~ there is a difference of size ·between the 
Opmponent and the Compoaite,-tbe Component being of 
smaller and the Composite of larger size i and it is not 
possible for the thing of smalJer aize to fill up the whole of 
the thing of larger size; and further, since a single Component 

would reside in the entire Oompo~te, this latter 
Vir. P. 608. 

wollld consist of a single substance (and not of 
several component parts), and certainly there is no object 
known to us which consiits of a single anbatance and which 
subsists in a substratum which is indestructible [i.e., th.:, 
hypotbe~is would mean that every Compoeite object, as 
composed of only one Component, is eternal, w bioh is absurd]. 1 

Nor is it p088ible for the Component to reside in a part of 
the Composite ; for ,,.,, 1imple ret11011 ,1&ae tA, Oompo•ile has no 
~ parts• apart from the Components themselves ; and further, -

· •Th•· reading of the puuse appeara to be oorrupt. We h .. , adoplld the 
reading Wii◄C◄◄iPII imftftr WN+lcAIN,i • That thie le what It mllllt le olelr 
from the liMtJG on Ila. 8 and the note by f•f,_.,. thaeupon <• below). Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



·even in that part of the Oompoait.e~ doee the oomponent Nlide 
• in the· whole of that part c,f or only in a part of it P and so oa, 

the objeotioa may be stated at eaob atep." 

"(B) IF, on the other hand, it ia the· Oompoait.e that 
1'81idea in the oomponents-(then that ia open u, the objection 
pointed out in the following BlfroJ" · 

,.,,.. (8). 

[06/ctalion o«mlinv,d. l-" hASK1J'OB 11 IT 11 NOT P01-

111t1 (roa TRI OollPO .. TI) TO 8181D1 IN TBIM,-DIII 

OAR BI NO 0oKPOIITI." ( Stl, 8). 

Blaan• on su. (8). 
[ P. 2~7, L. 14-16.] 

"(a) The ,ntire Compo■ita cannot reside in each one of 
the . Oomponents,-because, they are of different ■ilea; a■d · 
further, . because in tbia manner the (Compo■ite) objeot 
would ooneiat of. a 1ingle oomponl'lnt aubatance r ancl 81 nob 
· it would have u, be regarded 81 eternal, whiofa i1 abaurd). 
(b) Nor oan tbe Compoaite 1ubaiat in pt1rl1 in all the oompo,
nenta; 81 it ·11u no other part& (except th01e ume oom-
ponenta)." ~. 

re From all this it follows ·that it is not right to entertain 
an1 doubt& (as to whether the Composite eziata or uot) ; the 
aonoluaion doubtleu is tlw tbe1'8 doea not exist any ■uob 
thing as the Cl~••"-" · 

. nrt iii• on sn. \8.) 
[P. 608, L. 7 to L. 14 J. 

l1Wn111cA a, it i,.&o. &o-aays the Si#,., The Oompo,ite 
oannot ■ubaiat in ita entiret1 in eaoh one of · the Oompouall a 
beoa1111 they are of different 1i1ea; and atao· beoaue,· if it tlid, 
then the Oompoaite would be a mbatADCHJ aouieting of a 
aingle component; u 1ubai1ting in a single oomponent, the 
Compu&ite would aonai1, of tJiat mngle component mbatance ; 
ud 111 111Gb a aompoaitie would be. pl'Odaoed. · ou of a · 

· lingle nbataooe, it· 1ronld be . produoed oon•ut11 at all Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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tiQJea.. Further, being oompoiled of • aioglt, aubataooe ,be 
Diad would reside in • single Atom ; and henoe u there 
oould be no disruption of its oonstituenb the ,biog would be 
eternal. And 7et we have no instance of any suoh thing u 
is produoed and is eternal. If, on the otiher hand, the Oom• 
posite subaiats only in parts in tha oompooents, then it means. 
tbat'the Composite baa oom1>9nent parts other than those of 
which it ia oompoaed,-wbioh other parts aJone would 
reeide in the latter oompooen ta." · 

aa,ro (9). 

[ Objeolion. oon,ittued. J -" A.No SINO■ r111 OoMPOBlTI 

CANNOT &181D11 .A.HIT HOH TBI OOMPONINTS (THHI CAW BI 

NO auoe ·THING AB TIii OoKPOSIH • •" • (Sa. 9). 
Bha,va on g11, (9). 

[The oorreot reading of the BhlfV" on thi11 Ba1,,i id fo11ad 
in Puri Ka. B-nwnrr• ~ dlt '" ,, ... cc.,cr1111~dlt. 
'11111411,~iiWil._ I l'RiilliiE81"4'ftr] · . 

" 'l'here oan 66 nu ,uo/& thing a, ll&e • .Oornpont, • -thHe 
words have t.o be brought in from the preoeding 811m, The 
Composite cannot reside apart from the oomeoneat.,-(1) 
because it, is not 10 perceived, and \9) · beoa11ae 10 that case 
it would be eternal. For the1a reasons it follows that there 
is no suob thing as the Oompoaite." 

Y'Orlih on 811. (9\. 

[P. 608, U. 16-18.) 
" .. ,.,z ,iao, ,,,, O-,mpo,lt, 01.111,ao, ,1.o. ,,a, -says the Sllrt1, 

The Composite cannot reside elaewh_ere tbaa in the oompo• 
, ne-.t; (1) because it is uot so peroeived, and (Si beoaU8e it 
wOQld, in that c,ase, bo eternal. If it eziat.ed apart from the 
oomponents, b woqld have been. so pdroeived; and it would 
allO be eternal ; as every aubatanoe wbiob ii witho11t a sub-

. • Vllb•aaith• ao&loee lbree laterprtWIOIII of ..lhlii 84tra :-(1) A, in & h1. 
..... (I) &he Oompoll&I coald b~ ...... apart from u.. aompqaeat■ ; • In 
lbat oiw ll would be aon-ul■tlal ;~I> ror fltlOIII II•• I• the pnoedlog Bllra. 
.. Oompoaiw O!)ald ~Y• DO .......... apart from th OOIDpoHDla ; b .. 
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atratam ia eternal (and the object eziating ·apart from its oon• 
atituentl part.a iDuat be one withoot sabltNotum; · the oon
atituent part being the only possible aubatratum of t~ings]." 

B■IN (10). 

[Oldntioia oonHntHd.]-11 LASTLY, re■ OoKPOSITB 

OADOT BI 'fBI SAKI Al '1'111 0ollP01'11m'."1 (811. 10). 

[B,.l,y• on B11. (10). 
fThe. printed te:rt entirely omit■ the w~tds of the BA,,,ta 

on this Sllrci. They are found tbua in Puri Ma. B :-11 .,. 
~ alff'l'ft 1 ~ 1 ...... ,.. dfftrl"◄la 'l"'{Wllf• 
Nlii4'1•~ I IIIIL\ •i◄ift41 ~I 'II ... "''-" ~ I] 

11 'rhe Oomposite ·cannot be regarded as a. mere qna.hfi• 
oa.tion of the Components ;-why P-because, aa ahown above, . 
there oa.n be no oonueotion of the said qualifioa.t.ion with the 
qualifletl oomponent.a; and apart from the qu•lifi.etJ components, 
·the qwr.1.iiioa.tion is never peroeived ; this last argnment being 
the same u that urged bef~re (in the preceding Sfllr~.)" 

Vartua on S11. (10). 

·· .... rP. 609, ~- 2 to L. 8,] 
"Lc&1C111 ib. Compolilit sic. tlo.-sa.ya -the Bilra. The 

Oompoeite cannot be a mere qua.li&oation of the Components ; . 
-why P -because, u already ahown before no relationahip 
ia poasible between the Oomposite,-tbe · palifioaUora :-and 
the Oomponent.-the g•alifted. Further, the qualilioa4io•, 
Oompoait-, is ~t perceived· apart from the quli~, Oom• 
ponenta; for if it did, Mle11 it wo11ld be eteraal,-u we have 
jlllt lhown.~ Then apin. if the Oompoaite subeiats in part only 
in ~ Oompooente, tben tbe Oomposite oomea to be a mere 
oong)omeration of the oompon111ta, If the Oompoaite 111baiated 
ill part iD one component,. then the peroepuoD of thab single 

• 'lbll l&tra 11 ...... .i .,.._ &h•• penou who 111.-1 held ·. U.1 followl111 
...., :_..'l'llla.pa,11111-, • quH&ciall~ oe ·tu Oompou11t1; · uc1 · 1, !t 
..W.. alllola&IIJ dllhrnl from lbtm, DOt a!Nolat~ uon-dllemt i it i, W 
-.lillllla\ 11111 IIOD-diltl'Rt froa1liem." . 

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



. 1593 

eomponent should bring abolat·tbe peNeption of ·1:bat part 
only of the Oo11_1p,01ite ; ao that lhe Oompoaite woald be .per
cei ved in plaoe · of that part only; bat u a matter of faot, the 
perception of a single yarn does not lead fio the perception of 
the Uloth. From all thia follows the doubtless oonoluaio:a 
that there can be no auoh thing as the OampHitl.'" 

• Nit,-. (11). 

· f ~n,.,~r.-From the standpoint of the Bil,JAlnl•-J
JNuxacR AS 'l'HKAI II JfG DIHIIKTY JJf WHAT 11 01'1 

ONLY, TICBKIOONNOTINO DIVIIIITF CANNOT II APPLIID TOIT; 

90 TIIAT 'l'HRlll IS NO HOOK roa THI ~Ulll?ION PUT IT HI 

PQ1iVAPU,1Mt Sil. (Jl). 

Bh1J,ya on Sa. (J 1). 
[P. 226,·L. to L. 9.] 

There ia no room for the q11estion-" D.>ea the Oomposite 
reside in the Oomponenta fn its e,_tiret11 or only in parts pn..,;. 
{as p11t hy tb.e Purvapakfili uader SQ. 7 ,,. a,,. ].-Why P
·Heoauice i111J1n11,oh a, th111J ,i, i, nn <lio,r,Ug i11 aoh«t i, on• 
onlg, t,r11H oouoti11g dive,.,itp o,.11111ot l,e npplietl lo ii. A.a a 
matter of fact, the term • Krtl••a ', •entire', ooonotes all 
m11mber1 nf a gro•p 00111i1ti11111f 1n1tral intUo,ti,,,Jl,., and the 
te1·m '1k,1,J1,1&,[,' a par".' oonnotea a few individuals out of 

•A ae111po1H, i■ ·10 called oal1 beca1111 it nbei■t■ ia oon&po,,,,.,, ; b1ao1 if only 
part■ ef the for1111r 11il,■i1te4 la the 11orapo,11ent■, then th• partl would be real 
• oompoeitee:; ' and a■ tile fornaer OOlllpo■ite wo1ld 11b■i1~ la the aompoaeatt, oal7 t11 
part■, and not in it■ e:1tiret11 it would not be entiflN t, tlie name I Oompo■ite • • 
.I.ad ae &he C'ompoeite would be peroei,ecl onl1 u 1ai..11ti1g in tbe-otmpo11ent■,__. 
It wo■ld be 011l1 it• part■ Chat woald eo 11bli1t-th1 HIDJ1(1■ite woulcl be percei•ed 
in e•er1 ■-oh component ia wbich it■· p11rl ••',i■t■.' That la, part of the Olotlt 
auui1tla1 in yarn, the peroeptio■ oftlai■ yara ■boalil tbe lead to Ille peroeption oe 
tile Oloth.-S'•fJNrf'L 

tl'lle ·Varfl• rem irk■ tut there are hro paril of the,.,,...,.,,,. ::-Cl) De 
the oompea1at1 •"-' la tile Oompo■ile P ancl (t) If th• Oompoai&e nbel1ta la the 
oompoa .. ta, a• it do 10 i■ ill entirety or ia para P '?be Cl) i1 igriorell by the 
8lfNMr11 for the limple reuoa that ao Logioiu aolrat•Wpa the11Nilteaoe ef 

. the oompoaeiat (oaaN) la tbe oompolite Bleat, 

11.ot It i1 eal, tb1 (I> that 11 aunnd 1t1 tlat l'#l4tltfl11 la tbll llfra. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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1enral; 10 t-hat both tbeae terma, •entire• and •Jn part• 
are oonnotative of dl11,,,o,; and u ■QOh they cannot be 
applied to tl1e Oo•po1it, wbiob, being a ·1ingle entity, ii 
devoid of clivel'Rity. 

'l'orllka on Sa. ·(11). 
[P. 609, L. 8 to L. 17 ] · 

The ■oggestion that the Components. re1ide· in· the Oom• 
po1iw cannot be aocepted ; •• no auoh view ia admitted h7 
·ua; (aooording to 111) it ia uot tbe 0&1188 that aubaiata in the 
Ef!eot, but the Ueot that 1ubai1ta, in the oauae~ Then as 
l'flprda the que■tion_.1 If the Oompoaite 1ubai1ta in t~e oom• 
ponenta, . doea it do IO in ita entirety or in part.a r "-our 
anawer ia a■ folloWI :-

Jna,much a, ,to. ,1o.-1a,11 the BRlrll, T-he term 
• entire.' as well .81 the term • in parts. ' are both oon notative 
of diversity, and aa ■ooh the1 are inapplioable to what ia .one 
only; thq t,e,•m •ant.ire• oonnotea •" of aeveral indirid11aJ11 

and t.be tel'm ' in part■ ' oonnotea a few of several ; and aooh 
term■ ar, not. applicable to the thing in qoeation. So that 
neither the tan11, entire · nor the term ' in parts,' i■ applio• 
able to the Ootn,,,.U, (whioh ia a•• only). 

B1&1,,a on ,,,,.. (19). 
P. SSS, L. 9. to P. 1191 t,. 8}, 

Further, the Parvapakfin ha, argued. that-" the Oompo
aite oannot reside in part& in · t.be Oompone11te, beoauae it bu 
DO o~ber • parta ' (npart from the oorapooenta) '' ;-but, this 
ii not right reuomng. · 

81/N (12}, . 
Jtlv•• 1., .. ,-.111 w11~ 0Tfl11. PHTI (of TH Oo•• 

IOIITll1 e IT OOVLI> ROT ID8811! (111 TB■ OOKfOIUftJ; 
BUOi Di IIAIOBll'G I~ SOT ,llGBT, (81. JI.) 
•TIit prlatld tu& MUI. QC4NCU.J .... J II 1l10 Vlala'l'lllilta, farl 81ii. 

-■; Pllrl Ill. ML; ud II, ... 0. k 81.-■• D, ·t11e N,.,-MI•--- and &be 
,,,,.,,., reacl b44M'-i"• ._ of lbt .,.,.,.... oontala both, la Tltw hoWfftl' 

of the uplwtloD p'l'III ID the BAI•. UCQM::11.- llloul be ...... • 1• 
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• {la aup~rt of the p...»poait.ion t,hat the ,Compoaite oannol 
111bai1t in toe 00111pouent.a, or in it.a p11r'8] the Opponen, hu 
pl'OpOonded '1Je reason '' beoaaae t,be Composite baa no othe, 
parts " ; bat • ewn if • parts ' of the Composite were aotuall1 
other than it■ Oomponent, t.he meaning (of the ·Oompolita 
1ubuting .Jn parl in the OompoHats) would be that one pan 

· or oompooeoli eubsiatt in another part or oompotient,--and 
not \bat the Composite aubaiats in t,hem. If tlie Oomposita 
beaooepted ae being 1ome~ing ditferent (from the Com
ponent,), tben,-even thongh it. had ' parts '• other than· ita 
oomponenta, it, wo.1ld not mea"1 the nl>aiat.ing of the Com. 
posittt i and hen0tt ii would not _mean t,bat it is in p,,rt,_ that 
tbe Oompoaite aubaiata lo the components :--10 that there 
oan be no force in the reasoning-" booa11•e it has no parts 
apart from ~be Components (the Composite subsists in parts 
in tbe Components)." 

Qui,lfio11 :-" What ia t.be -meaning then of · the HIJ1i1tl11 
(of the Composite in the Components) P '' 

.llrt1u,1r :-What it means ia that there is 01J-ai,t1111111 
(jo1taposition), consisting in the relation of container and 
oontained, between t.he ~oe (Composite) and the many (Com• 
pone-nta). 
• ·,, What ia the meaning of t.he relation of oontaiiler and 
oontained P" · 

lb means that when between two things .it i1 found that 
one cau bave no esistenoe apart from t,he, qt.her, the latter is 
oalled the • container 1 ; and as a matt.er of faot, the Produot. can 
haTe no es:istenoe apart from it.a oon1tit.11ent oan■e: but this 
i1 not the oaae with the oonstitoeots (wbioh .may eziat apart 
from the produot~ LSo that what is meant by '11e Oompoaite 
1ubei1ting in the Oompooeut■ is that it cannot exist apart; 
from theee latter].. . · 

" Bat bow can tbie be so ia the oa■e of eternal tbiug■ 
(which have no oaase) P" . 

la their oase n infer it from what we perceive in the 
._ of non-eternal : t.bioga. Whali J'OU mean to aek is
•• how oail there- be the relation of oontaiuer and aootained 
in the oue of eternal things P "-and our .anliwer ie· that when 
. . . 

• _ ,\IW doll no& Ii•• pd~• Parl Ill.~ ..... CM,41'\d-
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we peroelY,e in ,he · oaee of non-eterlial thiuga-111bltaaoel. 
and qualiti....U.. relation of oontainer and oonained.: we. 
infer from thla that llimilar relat.ion eai1t1 in the oaae of 
•Jem~ thiDI■ alao. · · 

Jrom all-that hu gone befora (under htru 4.-11) i• 
follow that what; Jiu 1,een prohibited (under BI 8)-for fihl 
l,eae&t of the pel'IOU ■eekiag after higheat good-ii the 
Aanag· of r11,a,d for ofdeoll 11 • wh_l,; and it does not meau 
that there i1 no ■ooh thing u the Oompoaile ; jnat • in regard 
to Colour &o. what hu been probibilad ia the wroag no,ioa of 
them; and the esi■tenae Qf Oolour &o. themaelv11 ha■ not 
bHli denied. 

· . Yar#ila on BI, (11).-

[P. 610, L. 2 to P. 511, L. 18.] 
Bona if Qa,re em ,to. ,10,-•1• the 81/ra. " B,011111 ,,.,,., 

it"° ollt~ 1•rt,"-tbie it what you have put fonrard aa 
your reuon. Now if you admit of a part other· than the 
Oompoaite, eYen so it would mean that the part 1ub1i1t■ · in 
the part an4 not that the Compqaite 111baiat1 in the 
oomponent; 10 t~~t there ii no forae in the rea■oniag 
that-" the Compom~ 01J1not 1ubliat in part in the com•. 
ponent, because it ha1 no other parta. '' 

Then again, be who bolcla that · one thing .aubaiat.a in 
many, c&Dnol be rigbtl1 taxed (with a requeat to explain 
whether the Oompoaite 1ubaiat■ in the aompononta in iY . 
1i.tiret1 or only in parta) ; f~r, as we have alread1 pointed oul 
this :que■tioa it■elf invol,n ~f,aon&racliotioa in both wa71. 

11 If it ia nei,her in ita entiret1 nor in part■ that the Com
posite ■ubaiate in the Component, then, in nat manDtr doea 
i\ ■ubti■t in them P " · 

. The ■ubaia&eaae (of the Oompotite) in the oompoaente 
a in the fotm of the relation of oontainer a.ud oontained; 
L ,., '11«. ~n of lsl,rau. ••,-Bo1' · ~ tba6 . reJatioll 
eome .abQu, P" Wha •• thi11 ii aable· to •lilt apan· 

. from aother, it it· aid. to i■.r.er., in thil . litter; ,. i• · the Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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\ Prodµot ia unable t.o e1:i1t aput l,om ita~ aonati'-aent oa1111 : 
while the revane bold■ good iG regarcl to the aonatitneu 
Ol\11188 ; f. ,., the oauae■ do not e.1i1t onl7 in the Prodaot. 
"Bow oan there be tb, relation of oontainer and aontaineiJ 
m the aaH of· eternal tbiop P " That 1Dob a relation ia 
present in the cue of eternal things i■ inferred· fro~ our 
peroei'ring it in the oaae of non-eternal ·tl1iog1 ii. ,., in the 
aR88 of non-eternal tbiaga • it ia found that they 1ub1i■t in 
the tbi~g wherein the7 are perceived, •1imil~rl7 eternal 
things alao 1ubaiat in tbat thing in which they are peroeived; 
the ciroumatanoea being euotly alike in the two OIIHI. 

" But no different colour can be pointed out. " · Y 011 

mean by thia aa follows:~•• If the OomJ?o■ite ia aomethiog 
clilerent from the Components, tben it behove, you to poin, 
out a ooloor of the Oompoaite which would be different 
from the colour of the Components ; just as, for · inatanoe. 
aa you assert that the yaro·s that are nee of varieg&ted oolour 
go to make up the ·01oth of variegated colour, t" Thi• 
however is not right; flrat17 because a thing can be regard·• 
ed as the sub1trat11m of only that colour which is actually 
perceived in it; ao that the colour of the Composite is exaotly 
that which is perceived in it; the same being true of the· 
Component alto (of which afso the1 oolot1r must be that which 
is peroeived in it) ;-and aecood1J, tieoa~se your question 
invol,ea the admitting of the relation of cause and eleot i 
(between the Compoaite and the Oomponen.t,)1_ Mid u 1aob.· 

•11'1fsf«'411tr dlq &o, u foaad, la.the Btnarel edition. 

nt '-41M 11 &be rlsbl reading. 
'J'he fif,-r,- oalll &he oltiDI of the· lnltanot .of &be •arlepted· oloth u pal 

forward In jol:t. Tile 1'al7iyibl laolcl Iha& ••eral yarna, of wbiob not ·• 1lagle 
ou II of •arl■ptecl ooloar, p &o make &be olotb of · •arlt1"8cl . oi,loar. B11& tbil
oaaaol be· rfahl ; 11 ao ,. aoloar 1111 be calllcl 1em11~-the laUer term imp'1• 
la, clinr■l&y. JleDae the jooalar taua, 11 qalle apt.- r,,,.,,... . 

t;Tb•rlpl reuln1, ia 'ritw of ••~ follow,. i1 ...... M.'fl'l4Ni. . Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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land,. 1ou ia aelf•oontradiotlon ; when yoa •1-•• pleaae point 
011t the oolour ohhe Composite, ••-1011 admit Vir. P. 611. 
the • Oompoait,e 'and the • Component '; and b7 

admiW., ._.. (whioh bear to eaoh other the relation of oa111e 
nd deot) you 1tultif1 youraelf ;· and aiaoe thia wu the aole 
boat ,1 acmt.ention between 111, thiaadmillioo provea that you 
han renounoed the poaition you had taken up. Even admitting 
. what you have Mid in regard to the variegated ooloar, we auert 
· that the oolo,i.r of the Cloth ie the variegatAd one.• " But 
thil would mean diversity." Your meaning ia as follow:t: 
-•• When one admits the colour of Cloth to be Hrie111t,,tl, 

· he admits the presence of several ooloora in· the oloth; 
and oertaioly no aingle 111batanoe oan have more than one 
oolour ; nor . oan there be one oolour in sever..t thinga. •' 

· Bot this is not right; because the term • nriegated ' oonnotea 
aingleneu · u well u multiplioitj; u a matter of fact,·· 
tbe term variegated oonnotea °"' aa well u na11a,: we have 
the v:s:preuion • ohilr•• ripam' ' the variegated colour' 
(aingular), aa well • 01,4/rlfi rlplfl, '• varieg11ted ooloars • 
(plural). u Thia ia not true; for the t.erm ia ne.ver . 
found applied to a 1ingle ooloar; as a matter of fllOt, we 
havJ never found tb• term • variegated ' used in reference 
to a 1ingle oolour." This reuoning -is not right; 
aa it involvea the renouncing of the position taken up; t one 
who does not aimit oia, oolour to be •variegated' ha• to 
renounae the nolion of ,.,,,..z ooloura being • vari,gated ; ' 
for • 1111,ral variegated oolonra' ia nothing · more tha9. the 
aolleotion of a number of ,iniZ• • vari,gated ' ooloora. . If 
it be held. that aeveral nowarl•1•'•• ooloura go to make 
. up the Hri,gae11d oolour,~Ten ao • aelf oo~tradiotion ' does_ 

• We 8'181'& &bi■ for lhe parpoN of mee&to1 JO'II Jooalar taaat. · Tb1& the 
eoloar .i Ute Olotla"l1 •arltpied II Yoaobed for bJ IOlnl pereeptloa, aad It Dl■dl 
· " .. .., p,oo1-rJ,,...,,.. . · . · . . · 
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not. ceue; to aaaert that the non-oarilgal,d ·becomes the 
• variegated • ia u aelf-oontradiotor1 as · tbe auertion that; 
'non-whi~ is white.' If you aooept the view that-" the 
non-r,a,i111atlll colours of the yarns oomin"g together, prodaoe, 
in the Oloth, the oari,g,d,tl oolonr,''"~then there is nothing 
in tbia that goes against our tenets. .. Bllt (if the cloth ia of 
,a,jegated colour, then) the other (ace of the cloth ahould 
be reigarded aa of variegated colour ; that ia, in the 0111e 

. where one faee of iihe cloth ia of variegated colour, while 
the otl1er ia not ao, just •• when we aea the cloth wa havv the 
notion of ' variegated colour ' in referenue to one face, 10 we 

· ahould have, in rrje,,ace to t"8 otA11r foo, also, the notion 
that 'this is · a cloth of variegated colour ' .'' Bu\ you 
yourself aay that • onl1 on, /1101 of the cloth is of variegated 
colour, ' and in this case it is not the cZ,,th that is of varjega
ted colour; aa the· on, fljae is I\Ot the Olotla. " W b1 can• 
·not we have 'the notion of or.1ritgated colour in regard to the 
aaid cloth (of which onl1 one face is of that colour) P · As a 
matter of fact, the Cloth made up of one face of rariegat,ll 
and another of nora•oariegated colour is certainly a Clot/a of 
variegated colour ; 10 that iL stands . to reason that just aa 
we have the notion of 11ariegat,d in rererenoe to one face 

Vir, P. 611. of the clotl1~ so we ahould have in reference 
to the other face also.'' Certainly no such 

contingency ia possible; one variegated oolobr oanno~ be pro• 
duetive of another ; how oan the variega•ed colour on one side 
ever produce another (variegated) colour in the whole Object 
(Olotb) P All that can be aaid is that t!ie two colours of tbe two 
parts (the two faeea of the cloth) produce. a 11ew colour in 
the whole (Ploth); this is proved by our actually perceiving · 
the whole (Cloth) to be so; and if the whole had no colour, 
it could not be perceived; the perception of tbe ,rhole could 
11ot be due to the colour of lhe. parts ; for if . this oould be Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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po111ble, we ooold haYe peroeptiou • of Wind alto ; if t.h• 
peroeptio11 of one t.laiag were due to •ha oolo11r of 1omet,hi11g 
elae, tberr it, •,uld be pouible ft>r 01 to peroeiT• Wiad also 
(W'hioh i1 00Joorlea1, through the oolour. ia Fire) I A.nd, oertain• 

.· 17 there i1 no .peraeptio~ of Wind. Benoe it, hu to be 
admitted t,bat it ia t.hrough it• own •1011'1' that, t.he Oompoait.a 
whole ii peroeived; and th.e peroep$iuJl. of colour in the 
whole Oloth made up of ita two fll08I aria from our oom• 
bining t.he peroeptiou of the tw.o colour• of it.a two ·r"°'a ; 
but thia doea not, make the wi,le Ololb celo111'ln1. 

From all thi■ it follow■ tbat what the Batra meau■ i• to 
prohibit, all regard for the Co111po,il• whole, alo~g w.ith it.a 
aoaompaniments; and it ia not mesnt to den7 the OompDsite; 
juat as what has been prohibited is the wrong notio11 that w• 
have in regard to Colour &o., and Oi>lo11-r &o. tbemaelvea are 
not denied.. This faot, hu beH et praasd b1 . the au.ge i11. 
t,he following verae :-

• The object& o( aense•peroep~ioa, it not d11ly diaorimina• 
fiecl, lead to evil, ao lhat all per,ons acting through the aenae• 
organ■ would . become contaminated by evil. •· 

Bla,r11 .on 8D.· (:8). 
[P. ~29, ~- 8 to L. 7.) 

Under SQ. 9-1,8-1 the 8i<J,Jlalnli1i baa p11t forward, i11. 
proof of the e:iistenoe of tbe Composite, the argomeut that
• if there were no Compoa!te, there would be 11on-appraben11ion 
of all "1ing1 • ; aud ttVdD tho11~h he has· been anaw1rdd b1 t~s, 
the p,.,,;,pdti• re-asser1i b11. COJltention [having .been. re• 
minded of the previou argomeatl by the referenoe t;o them 
in Sa. 4-9-6 J =- · -

,,,,. (18)., 
11 Tai HIOIPIIOJr Of TBIIGI WOULD II IOIIIBLI; 

IUIT LIS.I 'rBI Hl&01-fflo• Of flll M&U Of B.A.IBI If 'IBI 
,■uolf o• Dail Yl&r.o■ (Sil. 111). _ 
11 .Al a matt.er of f-.ot, we Ind t.bat the man whOH 

·Tiaion ii d111~med doea not peroeiv1 eaoh •iagle hair J and f•' 
• la lllt ,,..., G011h&l 1 peneptioll' ...._for••: . Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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h~ dot1 pe1'08ive the m•• of liair ; -,im.ilarl1 though eao& 
eingle Atom mar not be perceived, 1et it. would be quite 
poaible to peroeive a mu■ of atoms. Thu■ the perception tba, 
.-e have of thing■ (aad whioh the 8icjd,blatin hu pat forward 
· u inexplicable e1:oept bJ the auWD.ing of the oo,npo,ie, u 
apart from the oomponentato1111) really perta.iu to tbe IIOHII 
of "'°"" (and not to any aaob tbiag II the Composite)." . v,,,. 011 Ba. (18). 

Though alread7 · •n~wered by what hu been •~ undef 
BIIN 2•1·8~, tlie Opponent oomea forward with the follow• 
ing :-•• 'l'A, JMro,pUo• of •1&i.•g• 1k. ito.-sa11 the Bllrta. 
Though.each hair singly is not peroeived by the 1111111 whose -
•iaion is dimmed yet be peroeivea the masa of h&ir; aimi• 
la.rly. though each atom aingl7 mac, not be perceived, ·ret it 
wonld be possible to perceive the ma• of atoms ; ao tJia,t the 
perception that we laave. ii ta be taken as pertaiuing to 
·aa11e, of.,,,.,." 

Bllfr• (14). 

TB■ 1r,10tlN8'f (D11Tl1'0TN'118) AND J>ULWIIB (11'D18• 

rfl'OTJl'188) OP TIii PIROIPTION 18 DUi TO THI IIPrlOIUOt 

AND DUl,Mlllll or. TIii IDH·OIGAllfl; ltt'f THI■ RIHR GO 

BIYOND TIii l&ANGI OP TRIIII Bll8PIIOTIVI OBIIOTS ; AND 

THEY OANNOt OHIATI Uf01' W■.\'1' II l'OT Tlllll 011101. 

(S11. UJ. 
BlallfYa or Su. (1'l •. 

[P. !29, L. 10 t.o L. 2i]. 
This e81oietaoy and daln888 of the Benae-orga,111 an, 111 

,efereooe only to th,ir reapecnin objects ; ·and it ia from 
tbia t,bat, then follon tlae di1tinc,tnaa1 and indi1tinotn811 of 
the peroeptiona. That ii, laowevar elloient the Visual Orga11 
may become, iii oan never agprebend .oJo.,,., which ia not the 
apeoi.al objaot of visual peroepuon ; and however dull i, may 
beoome, · 1t caanM fail to apprehend .its owa objeot. Now 
(turning to the a.N oilied b1- tlae Opponenli) tllitre may be 
aome peNOR who, having bit 'fi■ion dimmed, doaa no, peraeive 
&laet hair ainglJ; wJaile ~ere ma7 bt another .who ~i'8■ Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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themua of hair; and 1et both (the 1ln1le hair and the 111U1 of 
llair) at'9 petoeived by the peraon whON viaion ii not dimmed. 
[But in all auea the_ 111110'1 e7ea apprehend_ t.he }lair, eithel' 
t;ingly or in ID88I, whiob ie an objeot peroeptible wit.h that 
organ}. AtolDI, on the other hand, &1'9 be1ood the 1'8aoh of 
•oae-orpn1 i the1 nner beoome objeou of percept.ion. with 
~• ·organs ; they al'8 neTer apprehended by any 11enae-or• 
pn ;-nnder the oiroumlltaooet1, if the JI,.,., of ~le••• were 

C. roeind, ( with BeDae-orgaus) it would m•n that the or,(11,n• 
ve o~ted upon aomet.hing wbiob is not their object al 

all ; for (aooordia_,r to tbe Opponent) there i• no ot.her objeoli 
esoepl Atom11 (and Atom■ · are ahaolotely imperceptible). 
So that what, the Opponent auerta (in So. 18) oomea to mean 
that when the Atom~ btting m&!leed, beoome peroeh•ec1, they 
renounce tbeirinperoeptibility,-and when, bting diajoi11ed1 

they fail to be peroeiveiJ, they oeue to be objeott of pet'oep• 
tion b7 ~e ae1'Jl8oorr,oa. All thie would be entirely absord, 
ez~pt.on the 111ppoa1~on that a new objeot i■ produced 
(when the Atoma become llllllleedt. From &11 thia 1t fl)lluw11 
that wl,at forms the ·object of pa,roepiion is an object quite 
distino, (from the oompoaeot Atom■). 

It migb, be urged that II what forms the object of p_eroeption 
la ~erel1 t.he mw (of the Atoms themeelvae).'' Bot this would 
not; be right;; for "-Kua' is only of the nature of 0011/unotfon.1 

eo•6iaatio11 ; ■ad the oonjH1liot1 of tbh1p that are themeelvea 
impen,eetible oan naver be peroeived i lienoe the esplan.tion. 
pro~naed would be highly improper. Ae a matter of faot, 
the• Kua' i1 onl7 ,,., 001/uncuoa o, 00116lulio11 of ,,,,.,,.., 
ehi•11•; and when we perceive a oonjunotion-aa t.hati • tbia thing_ 
is in aonjonotioo with tllat thing, '-it ia onl7 the oonjnno
iion of thinp thali an · tbemaelvea perceptible, and nevar 
t,hat; of tlaing• beyond the reach of aanae-orpna ;-heooe the 
ezplanation put forward cannot be right. Parth,r, in the 
•■e ~ tbinp pe*ptible by the aenaa-organ■• if lrhe1 fail to 

; be peraaived, tlie~ i■ alnJI fomad aome thing, io•t1ie aha~ 
of an obetra~W>D1. that aarvea ta prevent t.b8 paraeption [and 
we do not. 8nd any ■uoh thing u imoaldrvent our peroeiring 

. of. the A'°1u1, if tbe7 lhi:8- 1)91'._18,tibte • lt follow, from all 
~ that the noo-peraeptiOn of 11ogle · ma oan not be dae 
·• the iraellloienoy of the ■eDl!'Ol'PDI; jut u the DOD•&pl)1'8• 
· -■ion of Odour &o. b7 the B7e oannot ·be du to '11e inella-
....,., of that oraan. . Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Ylrlli, on SL (14). 

[P. 518, L. 8to P.114, L.1 J 
'l'Ae "'cieno, Hfi i.Zn111 k. &o.-aay1 the Bllr•. 

A, a matt.er of fact, howeYer etlloient the · Senae-orgaa my 
beoome, it 11¥9r goee beyond ite objeot; · e.g., however, 
etlloient the Bye may beaome, it oau oner apprehend Taite,; 

8imilarl7 hoW'eTtr ine■oient the Sen■e-orgau may beaome, it 
can never tota111 fail to apprebeod its object, ·In fact it ii 
onl1 in regard to the 1peoial objeota of ihe orpu tb.emtelve1 
that tbe peroept.ioa1 beoome diltiaot or iodiitiaot in aooordaaae 
with tile etlloieaoy or d~ea• of tile orpu oonoerned : A 
perception is called C diatinot.' when there. is apprehmuon of 
the Oommuaifiy to wbioh the thing belongs, of its 1peoialitie■ 
and of the thing iteelf •• endowed with those ; and jt ii oallecl 
• iadiatiaot' when there is appreheaaion of the Oomm11nit7 
only, Tbe mu with dimmed vision fail■ to peroeiH the 
1ingle hair, bot 1uooeeds in perceiving the mau of hair i 
wmle for the man whose vi■ion •i1 not dimmed, both (the 
1ingle hair u well u the mus of hair) beoome object.a of 
perception bJ the Bye. The Atom• on the other baod I re 
beyond the reaoh of the ■eaaea, and ne,rer beaoma peraepti
ble bj tbe Bye; ao th,t it would be iaoat a1-urd to hold tba\' 
when maued, tbeAto,na :1re peroeited b1 the 8e1111_organ1, 
and wbea not ma1Nd, theJ are a.it ao perceptible; for ualea 
IOlll8 paouliarit7 i■ produoed in the Atom,, the1 eannot be
aoille peraepuble. • ha all ,hi■ it follon. 11W '11ere ii ■uah 
a thing u the Oompoaite (oompaaed of ~111) whioh forma 
'1la objeot of peroeption. 

• What 6mu the o~ of _peraaption ii oat1 the .... 
01' . group i it ia'the . mailed 01" groa;ea •to~., . beaome 
_objaote of perc,ptioa," Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



THB iffAYA-80TRAS or GAUTAMA 

. This •not be ; the IDBSI ia . only of the nature of Oou
junction; when we come to eumine the mass, it i1 nothing 
·more than the 0onjttnctlion (0ombioa"on) of Atioms ; and the 
Oou.jwaction is peroeived only aa 1ub1istiag in things that 
..re pe-roeived,-the peroeption of 0onjunotion always appea~• 
ing in the form 'll&i1 is i~ conjunction with '¥' 1 [where both 
tlia and t1&at a.re perceived]. It is only when a thing ii 
erdinarily perceptible that where it fails to be pe_roeived, 
wo always ·find some eauae, in the abapo of obstrnction, of 
that non-perception~ The Atoms- however- an- nel'er found 
\'ir: P. 61._ to have the oharaoter of beiDg peroeptible; and 

hence their non peroepUoo (which is a fact) 
oould not be due to the preeenoe of any obat.r11ction &c. · 

Bflfra (16). 

Ts:i Dll'rtOUL'l'l~S_ !lf 00:MMIO'l'ION WITH 00IIP08ITB& 

.&1'D 00IIPOHBlffll WOULD 00:MTlll'Uf TILL 'l'BI TO'rAL 11'10. 

2'1DJJ Of ALL TBl1'08. (811, 16-), 

· - BA11111a on Sa. (16). 
· 'ri.. 5180, L. I to L. 5.] 

The Opponent lw pointed out diffloulties: in the way irr 
,rhiob the Oompoaite may subsist in its oom~nents, and has, 
on that groand, denied the e.xiatenoe c,f the Composite. But; 
the components (the piece■ that go to make up the Jar, e.g.) 
also have their own oom ponent parts ; aod the said difloulties 
would be applicable to the wa7 in which tbe 0ompooeut ma.y 
1ubaiat io its. own component parts ;. ao that, these diffi.oul,tiea 
1bould either lead 111 to. deny-the ezistenoe of all tbi~ga, or 
they would lead us on and on to the mera Atom, which has 
110 oomponenl part.I ;-and eitlrer of ~hese. oontiogenoiea 
would m•n .that there doea noli ezist anytbiag that could 
be the objec, _of peroeption, (the Atoms being imperoe_ptible) ; 
-and in the abaenoe of. all objeots of peroeption, there ~uld 
be no perception ;-and yet the. denial of the nbaie6enoe of 
the Composite in itl Component■ ii 1upposed to be baaed 
upon facts of ordinary peroeption. Thus, wli•n thi1 ;denial (of 
tlie·eubsutenoe of tlie Oompoeite &o,) ultimately leada to.th~ 
denial of ia very bllia (in the form of Perception), it must Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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be regarded as striking at its own ver1 root. l Hence the 
fact urged by the Sid(lblntio under Sn. 9-1-34, remains, 
that; if there is no Composite there can be no perception 
at all.] 

P'llr(ilta on s,, (15). 

[P. 514, L. 4i to L. 12.) 

.'l'Ae ditffenllier &o. &e.-tays the 8iifra. Oo the strength 
of difficulties in regard to the subsistence of the 0ornposite 
in its Componeuts, the Opponent has denied the e1istence 
of the Composite ; but as a ml\tter of fnct, these 1111me difticnl• 
ties would be found in the subsisting of the Components in 
their own component parts i and the11e diffioulr.ies would 
e11d either with the denial of all things, or at. the Atom, 
which hu no further pal'ts (and as such would not bav-, tl1e 
said difficulties). " Hr,\V so P" Well, it has beau urged th"' 
the Composite, sub11isting in its 0ompouents, could subsisli 
fo each Component either in its entirety on in parts i now 
the same might be said in regard to the 0o:oipooent subsisting 
in its own component parts,.:....00 these lattar subsisting in 
theirs; and 10 on 11nd on, we would havt1 to go on, either till 
we reached the ind~visible Atom, or till · we deoied the ez
iitence of all things (on tbe s,reogth of those difficulties). 
Ua_der either of these contingencies there would be no object 
of p~roeptiou; and ye~ the V8Pf argument of the Opponent
• Does the Composite aubsiat in its entirety or in parts P n -

i1 meant to be baaed upon perceptible things. 'l'bus, 1Jtriking 
at its -yery bui11 the argument demolishes i~e]f. 

· B/tlfya on So. l16) • 
. [P. 230, L. o t<> L. 12, l 

But aa a matter of fao~-
'l'a■ TOTAL DBNIAL OP ALL THUt08 0AlfNOT BB RIGHT; 

roa ta■ Ato• BBKAl.NB (Sil, 16). 
As a matter of faot however, the {Opponent's) denial of 

things baaed upoJl the difficulties iu conneotion with the sub. 
1i1tenoe of oomponeots and tbvir parts, would uease · at the Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Atom; it cannot lead to the total denial of all things. Be• 
ca1,ae the Atom has no component J>arts ; and ditlionlties 
based upon the dividing of thioga into their component parts 
must.end at the thing than which there is nothinit sm&ller. 
For instance, wheo we proceed lil'J divide a olod of earth, 
into parLs, we get at smaller and smaller particles ; Rncl this 
division m~t come to an end at that piece thaa which there 
could bo no smaller piece, and which is ton that aooount) tl\e 

. smallest piece possible; and it is that verJ thing thao which 
there is nothing timallt,r which we call• Atom'•• 

Yt1rlilr11 on Sa. ( 16). 

(P. 514, L. 14 to L, 19.] 

'lhs ,utal ,lenir.al Jc. Jo.-says the 8i/l"a. As a matter of 
fact, the total denial of all things would not be possible ; as the 
Atom would still be there. 'l'be division of thing.t could coo• 
tinue onlj ,m we reaoh the Atom; for the 011oms • atom ' 
applies to that at wbiob the process of division ends and than 
which there is nothing smalh,r. Wheo a clod of en.rth comes 
to be divided into smaller and smaller pieces, that point 
at which the dimion ceases, and than w hiob there is no• 
thing smaller, is what we call ' A.tom. • 

· ,.,,. ( 17). 

01& [rua .A.'rox .IIAY H DBPINBD u] THAT watoa 1• 
1110•0 r.a■ n,,n.-lsa. 11,. 

Bhlf11• on so. (17). 
[P. 2801 LI. 14-15.] 

Aa aooordiag to the Parvapall:p (a) there would ba no 
end to the di vision of thioga into tbeir component parLiole&1, 

• l& i1 ouly for &be uke of arg111ueu& tbn tbe two ooatiupaoiee baYe beau 
put forward iu LIit preuediur 86tra. 1& ii aow lbowu Iba& lbt denial of &be 
0ompoei\e aaD lead ouly &o tbe poimla&iua of tba Atom ; 1111d u tbill ii 
imperotpdble, Iha Pdrnpakfa view would do array wi&b all P,roeption, 11 ar1ed 
by tb• li#At11fi111 audar Btl, J•l•N. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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and (b) all things would oome t.o oonaiat of equally innumer
able component aubstanoea,-ihere ooold be no suoh thing 
as the Diad. • 

Ylrliit& on Sa. (17). 

[P. bit, L. 19 t.o P. 515, L. 16.] 

• In ca,e the divi'lio11 is not regarded as ending with the 
Atom, then, since th, Atm11 i1 eltat 111&iala i, bRyontl r/ae Diud,
and since (according to _the Opponent) there would be no end 

Vir, P. 616. 
to t.he division of things irtto their oomponenli 
p11rts1-the Diad would become something im• 

measurable. As a matter of fact, the magnitnde of the Diad 
is a11certained by means of nnmber, size and gravity. And 
(if tl1ere is endless dismemherment of things) then nt> 1110h 

conceptions would be possible 118 that• in thia Diad there is 
so much gravity,' • 80 mtny Ato'lla 01 combining beoome the 
Diad,' •: Why? '' Because t.he very large ohject as 
well as the Diad would both, e;r l,ypotl&tt1i, consist of an end• 
less number of particles ; so that just as the large objeot 
made up of a large number of atoms becomes immeasorable 
through any defi11ite number, di1n~naioo or gravity,---1() 
eiactly tho same would be the case with the Diad also, for 
the simP.le reason that in the l11tter also there would be au 
equally endles11 dismemberment of parts, It might be 
held that the division of objeot!I (intA> their·oomponent parts) 
proceed11 only so far as it.a disappearance. B11t this also 
cannot be right; beo1mse, ina,muoh as no amo,int of divi• 
■ion can put an end to ~h• dirided object, it oa11not be rig~1f; 
to assert that the division proceed, till tbe disappearance · 
of the thing. As a matter of fact, the• division' always rests 
upon the di11idtcl thing ; henoe it ia a oootradiotion in terms 

- • Tbe ter,n ' lr•li ', llterall1, • dl•memberllMII&;' lia oome &o ,nun the Dlad. 
Tbe point i■ that nnl•• eome 111d i1 pu&alated ia the proONI of di•i■loa, 
all thiag1 would oon■llt of eqaally lnaam:irable partiole11 which woald mND llaaa 
&be mountain I■ of &he ume ■iu u the paia of and, Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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to say that • the divided objeot has ceased to exist ' and • Lhe 
diviaion is there,' Further, he who regards the A.tom 
to be something whose component pa.~• oan be f 11rtber 
analysed, haa to admit that the A.tom is made up of component 
parts ; and if it is made up of parts, the mHning of the term 
• atiom ' should be eEpJained ;-what it the exa.ot meaning of 
the word 'atom' P Then again, are the oornpone11t parts of 
tlie atom of the same division as the Atom, or of a . different 
dimension P If they are of the sarne dimension as the atom, 
then it wonld be impossible to es:plaio which of the two is 
the oom o,ie, and whioh the ao,apn1&s•f; for we never find 
things, wbioh are of the same Dimension, ever bearing the 
relation of 'composite' and 'oompooent. ' If, on the other 
hand, t.he oompoaanta of the A.tom are of a ditfertsnt dimeosio11 
-that oaruiot be right ; as that wollld me11n the denial of the 
Atom; that is, the hypot.heaia wonld mean that the Atom is 
a prod.net lprodooed out of the smaller particles); and this 
would be tanhmo11ot to the denial of the ' Atom' as suob 
(whioh by its very-nature, mcast be indivisible, and an eterraal 
constituent oauae of things). : 

End of B,otion (2). 
8eotion l S )• 

(Sll~rae 18-25.] 
Bt1gardi11g tl&.t1 ~tom being toit1&1nd part,. 

BlilfJ" on Sil. ()8). 
[P. 2301 L. 16 to P. 281 1 L. 4.) 

The Nihilist,, holding the view that " all thing• are non• 
ui■tenli," urgea the following argument•:-

• Tb11 tbeer1 ot ebe whole. world eiaauati11g from tha Void hu beea di•· 
paNd of ••• B~tru , .. 1.1, to 17. Tie. h1potla•i■ ·taken ap now ii Iba\ all i ■ 
m• Voi,L Aud la ooar• of the refutation of thl1 h1pottie1w, the Antho t 
proolllle to ■bow t1aa, there do aitt oer&aia '1iindl that are devold of partl ; -
dai■ ■■bjeot being a aataral ■eqlllllOII to the oonolu,ion arriYe,I at in die f,1ragoin1 
lldioa tblt tlaere ii ■aa!a a llliQ u tbo · 0Hpoti", 111tmpota,I of Conapeaant ....... Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Sa~ra (18~ 
[06jection.]-"THRB OAN BB NO BUOII TBINO {AB T81 

fNDIVJSCBLB ATOM:)1 AS IT 18 SD'llBLT PH■B!Tl:f) BI AKISBA.n 
·(8ii. 18.) 
"ThPreoan 6e no 111101,, tldng as the impartite eternal .Atom; 

-Why P-Beoau1tt il is surttly permeated IJg A.k1J1ha; both. 
ioside and outside the Atom mus.t be surrounded by lklsha, 
permeated by it; .and being so permeated, it must be made 
up of parts; and being ma.de up of parts, it must be non
eternal. 11• 

J"ilrfika 011 St. (16). 

(P. 515, L. 17 to L. 20.J 

The Nil,ili·,t, ·h-0lding the r,iew that " all fhirag, are non
-tr.istenl," urge, the /olloruing argflmeal :-" f'here oan be fl9 

,uch &c. &c.-sa.ys the Sn·~ra. As a matter of fact, the Atom 
must be permeated by JkiJsha; and being se permeat~d, i, 
must be ROA-eternal; just like the Jar." 

S&/ra (19). 

"Oa KUB, ldseA wouLD BB Nol' ALL•PBRVADINR," 

(Su. 19.) 

Bha,.11n. on Sii, (19). 
[P. 2lll, L. 6.] . 

' 1 If it is not admitted (that the Atom is psrm.1ated by 
Alt.ash,,), then it wonld mea.n that there i~ no A.krJsl&<J inside 
the Atom ; so that A.kiJa1&a would cease to be all perl'adir1g.'' 

Vi1bvanilha iatrod1cea the aectioa with the foHo.-ing remarks :-Thepreaeut 
•ectiou ia introduced with a oriew to e1tabli1b the exi1tence c,f ftbe im,arlitt 
Atom, in anl\ver to the view that the world being a Voli there can be no auolt 
thing a■ the Atom, on whicli tlre wbole-argumeAt of the Si44hinta hi the fore
going 1ectien i1 baaed, 

• The real point of this objection, 11 the f4fpcryo point. oat, i1th1t if the 
Ato,a ia made ap of parte, itit uiatence will be open to the aarue dillllultiea aa tbo,e 
that have been shown to beae-t any ordinary Oo1apo1ite ; ao tl1at the inevitable con
ch.11ion could be that tile Atom ia u nou-ui■teal II an ordinary tlflng,-and that 
fllll&ing i, e1iilf11', uli i1 Void, Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Yar#iit1 ou- 811. (19). 

[P. 516, 1,1. 4-5.] 

"Or "l,e &o. &c.-s&ye the Si/ra. If there is no ~ka,~a 
inside the Atom, then Alo11,1&a ceases to be all-pervading; 
not being present within the Atom," 

SiirtJ (20). 

[.4n,wer.]-INHIIUOR AS TIii TIBHa I INSlDI. AND 
1 OUT~lDI' HI DlllOTATIVB 01' 0Tffl'l8 OON.IT(TUIN'I' O&llHS 

OP TUI PJ&Onuor,--THIIY OANNOT APPLY TO TH OASR or 
m1 Arox, wn1os II NOT .& 1 PRODtTor.' (SQ. 20) . 

. Bha,ya on (Sn. 20). 
[P. 231, L 9 to L. 12.] 

When one uses the term • inside ' (in regard to an object), 
it stands for that oonalitueot (part) of it which is hidden 
(from view)· by other constitaents; and thtt terrn ' outaide ' 
11 applied to that oonstitueoli (part) which hidas the olihers; 
and which itself is not hidden \from view). And f since both 
these terms are applied to parts or conatiluent cauaea ], lhese 
can apply only to such objects aa are product,; they can never 
apply to the A~m, because it is not a produot ; the Atom 
not being a protluat, the tt,rms ' inside• and ' outsidtt ' can• 
not apply to it; and the object to whioh these terms are 
really applicable is 01Uy a prodac, (oonapo,ed) of c/ae ~tom, 
a11d not Lbe Atom itself ; because the !tom is the name of 
that than whioh there ill nothing smaller. · 

Yar1ikt1 OD .SI. (20). 
[P. 518, L~ 5 to P. 517, L. 13.] 

When the Opponent argues that " the Atom must be 
non•eternal, bec.'!ause it is permeated by .dkaala4,''-he should 
be asked to explain the meaning of ' permeation', what is 
really meant when it ia said that the Atom is permsded by 
lklaha·P 

(a) If ' permeation ' only means the relationship of '4kllal,tJ 
to the At.om, tl.en what is urged does not go against our 
doetri11e i for the mere relationship of .ua,1&11, cannot make Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



BHAijYA-VAilTIKA 4-2-20 161) 

tbe Atom either s'8r11t1l or no11-sler11al. (6) If again, the 
Opponent were to pot forward mere rslt1lio11,lip as the 
ground for no,.,,.,,,,,,m!/ (of the Atom), io that oaae the 
mention of • Alr~,Ar,' would be pointleH, as ,u,,a.e&emalieg 
would be established by mere rslation1hip (not relat.io:iship 
to any particular substance) ; e.g. when the mere f110t 6si11g a 
produr.e is sumoient to prove the non-eternality of a certain 
thing, it is not right to put forward (as the .ground of that 
non-eternality) the f11ct of being prodMOStl f>g ~lu1Jtlall4, (o) 
As for mere 'conjanotion • (whioh may be regarJed as 
meant by• perrneatioo 1 ), this is rttferred to {by the Opponent) 
later on, under Sil. 4-2-24, as something that has alreadf 
aocomplished its purpose ; and under the oiroum,tanoes 
(if the • permeation in SQ. 18, also meant only O,n1j1111olio11] 
there would.be fl naedlees repetition of the H'D.8 (11nd9r 
Sil. 4-2-24). Heooe this cannot be the meaning of 
' permeation.' (d) If then • permeation ' meant the rela• 
tionship of the inside of ·the .A.tom,-that aho would not be 
righb i as the A.tom is not a prod,,c,; the terms.' inside' and 
'011tside' denote only the dilfareot oonstituents (causes) of a 
Product; and the Atom is not a proflual; oonseq11ontly thero 
ca.n be no 'inside' or •outside' (of the .A.tom). (e) If the 
'permeation by .J.ta,ha' me,ns the relation of A.kllsha with 
the component p,rts of the Atom, this also would be Haotly 
like ,he last explanation; the Atom, not· being a protluo, 
cannot have any component parts. (/) If ag<lin ' perrnea• 
tion' be taken to mean the dism9mberment of the component 
parts of th3 Atom,-tbis also may be taken u already reject
ed by the fact that the Atom is not a prodnot; as a matter 
of fact, it is only the component parts of a product that oa11 

be dismembered ; while the atom is not a produot; and hence 
there can be no I dismemberment of oomponen, parts ' in its 
oase. Even admitting that thel'e are component parts in the Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



1612 THE NYAYA-S'OTRAS or GAU'fAMA 

At,om,-the .J.ia,7aG o«nnof; be the oanae of' tbei!' 
v~: P •. &n. dismemberment, for the diamembern1ent of 
,bings is really brought about by Action (Motion) ; and there 
ianotbing to prove that it is brought abo11t by .Ak111la1J also; 
in fact if one admits Akll1lua to be the cause of the dismem
berment of things, he would have to admit tbat no objec• 
ever remains intact ; for the 0&1188 of dismemberment, io 

. the shape of l klsha1 being present (always and everywhere), 
:no objeot could ever remain intact. " Bot e·ven though 
present, ~ ltlah• would atand in need of other causes (in 
actually bringing about diamemberment)." In that case, 
t~ere can be nothing to prove that the .Ai1J1hf.l also, as apart 
from tbeae other causes, bas the power to bring about the dis• 
memberment. (g) If lastly it be held that what is meant 
by the -Atom being ' permeated' is that it is l&ollour i11 1ide,
that also cannot be right ; for that thing alone is called 
• hollow' which having its constituent parts intact in all 
parts, has no constituent parts in its interior ; and as the 
Atom has DO oonatit11eDt parfs, how could its ' per meatioo • 
mean • hollowness '-..p There can be DO other e.xplaoation 
posaible (of• permeation).' Bence the assertion-" because 
it is permeated by .ik.&sha "-:must be regarded as absolute-• 
ly meaningleas. · 

Then as regard■ what llaa been put forward under Sn. 
19,-that 11 .,41,111/aa would cease to be all-pervading, if it 
were not connected with the inside of the Atom, "-thia also 
ii not right ; as it clearly • shows th8' the Opponent does not 
bow what is meant b7 •all.pervading'; when a thing is 
oalled ' all-pervading, ' it d088 not mean that •·it muat be 
eonneoted with what doea not edst • ; w:hat it means is that 
it is ~nneoted- with every obj eot ,,.,., llu A 6odg (that ia 
aorporeal),-thia ia what ia meant by aU•fJfroadingn,11. And Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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as there is no such thing as the • interior' of the A.tom, 
absence of oonnectioo with such au • iuterior t cannot mak& 
the .4.kll,Aa cease to be all-p,r11a.ding. 

8Rlr• (21). 
IT 18 BY BBASON OJ 'IKB PBRVAB[ON OP SoDND AND 

o,· CoNJUNOTIONS, THAT 11:lsBA [8 HGUDBD TO BB ALL-

• PICBVADlNG, • (SQ, 21). 
Bha111a on Su. f ~1). 

[P. 231, L. U to L. 16. l 
As a matter of faot, Sounds, that are produced anywhere, 

are found to pervade in A.kiJ,A", aud subsist in it ;-similarlr 
the oonjunotions that take place,-with Minds, with Atoms, 
and with their pr<>duots,-are also fon.nd to pe.rvl\de in, 
.Ak1J1Aa; not a single corporeal object is ever found to b& 
disjoined with .4.lr.iJaha. From these two facts it follows thab 
.lklaha cannot but be all .. pervadi-tig. 

'Yi1r/ikri on Sn. 21. 
f P. 517, L. 15 to L. 18.] 

Jt i, 1J,g ret11011 eto. eto.-says the Siilrt1. ln11srn•1oh a., 
the conjunctions with a II corporeal objects pervade in ,H Jsh 
-and as Sounds also, whenever produced by the pt'eilenoe of' 
their causes, anbsist in Akisha,-and all these have A-k 1,1&,. 
for their subst1·atum,-it follows that .4.l~iJ,Acs i, all•per1111d.ing, 

8iilra (22). 
' ABBBNOB OP TBANSPlGUBATlON&.'' Ur.-oBSTKDOTlVBNB88' 

HO' ALL-PllkV'!SIVBNRSS I ARB THII PKOPBBTIBS or AKI ... 
SBA.t (SQ. 22.J 
•The ft1fparg11 expo11nd1 the 001npoond-in both waya-(1) ferva1ioo of Sonnd 

and of Conju11otioo1, and (21 1 Porvuion of the Conj11notion1 of 811and1, ' The 
BA4f,a hu adoptecf.the· fi:>rmer. 

The Vi!lika read, the Bafm Ill uifa,m.¼c:. 
tThi1 Btfna aoticip,tea tl1a following objection :-" If Akilha i1 really all• 

perYading,.u auorted under the foregoing Blf r11, then it 1hoald offer ob,trnction to 
&hinp moving in it, and it abould undergo c:hangea in ha ehap• by 10,·h objeclll ; 
• we find in the c:ua of water ; . 11 no 1uch phenomena are found to take place, 
Akiaha cannot be all-pervading. 

The NaN of the reply ie that thit reaaoning would be all right, if Akilha 
allo, like Water, were ma<le up of parta, and tangible. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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B1ir1,11a on 811. (22). 

[P. 231, L. 18 to P. 232, L. 5.) 

There is no transfl.g,m,tiora (or displacement) caused in 
Jkilsha by things moving in it or striking against it; as 
tbere is iu Water by the piece of • wood passing through 
it ;-and what is the l'easo11 for this P ;-the rea.so11 for tbis 
lies in the fact that 4.kasha is not made up of parts. Second• 
ly, Jk1111ht1 offers no obstruction to things moving in it 
or striking against ·it; that it does not counteract that 
quality of thi, thing which cau~es it:i motion ; -and 1Vhy 
is this so P-lt is because Aki'J11ha is not t-u.ngible. Jt i1.1 
only under conlrary conditions, i. e. in the case, of such 
objects as are made up of parts and ere tangible,-that we 
find obstruction; and certainly you can not attribute it to a 
Bubstance where these coodit.ions are not present. 

Further, tl1e character of ' prodLtct' must be denied to 
the Atom, ~cause it would mean that the component parts 
of the Atom are smaller than the Att>m; if the At.orn wera 
made up of parts, these parts should be smaller than the 
Atom;-whyP-because it is always found that there is 
a difference of size between the Cause and its Produ1Jt ; i ~ is 
for this reason tb1'_.t the parts of the Atom _would have to be 
sma11er than the A'tom ; as the Atom that 1s made up of com• 
ponent parts mnst be a Product.• It is for this reason that 
we deny the faot of the At.om being a Product. 

Lastly, the nr,11-etern"lieU of products is dne to the 
dismemberment of its constituent cause, and not, to 'p,rmsa• 
,ion bg .J.k~sha' (as held by the Opponent, in SO.. 4-2-18): e.g. 
when the clod of earth is. de~troyed. it is so by rea.so11_ of the 
dismemberment of its component parts, and not by the 
entering into it of .J.kn,1,a. 

Yartilra on Su. (22). 

(P. 518, L. 2 to L. 11.] 

.Ab,,,rice of Transfigt&rati,,n etc. eto.-says the 8i/ra.. A 
moving or active objeot does not transfigure (or displa.oe) 
.4kail&a; nor does ~k/lsl&a obstruct the active qualities of the 

• The rigb~ reading for S..-RR., ie 511:'lmlffl!, Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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mo'fing and active object. -And why P-Simply because 
.Ait21A. is int11ngible. It ii! only a tangible substance that is 
displaced by, or obstroct.s, things; and A.ltll,laa does not possess 
that property (of tangibility) i hence it is u11n6dr'liclioe. You 
oannot aUri6ule 1al,at you /lrul i11 tang,6le a,acl partie. thing, · to 
what i, the reueru of it • .. 

We have already pointed 011t that if t,he Atom were· far
ther divisible., it would no longer· btt the A.ln111.-Why P
Beoause the name ' Atom ' appliezt to that at which the 
process of divisiou ends, and t.ban which tbereianot.bing 
smaller. 

Furthe,., if the Atom were liable to dest1·uction, such 
dettrlictioo could be due either t.o the destruotion of its oon• 
stitueot (cause), or to the dismemberment of its oons~itueuts. 
As a matter of fact, neither of tbue is possible in the case 
of the Atom, because it is not a product, as we have already 
explained. For these reasons we conclude that it is not right 
to assert that '' the Atorn must be non-eternal, because it i1 
permeawd by lkisha'' (SU. 4-2-18). 

Su1ra ,23). 

[The Nikili,tJ-" BuT TIii ATOii IIUl'IT BI IIADI DP 

OP OOIIPONll!.NT PUTS i BIOADBI IT 1s· OllTLt OORPOl&IAL OB

JECTS TBAT BAVB ASBAPB," (Sti 2:i). 
Bha1ya on Sil. (28). 
tr. 232. LI. 7-9.J 

"As a matter of f11Ct, shape belongs to onl1 such things 
as are limited and tan1ible,--suob sb11,pae aa triangular, 
reot.&n!fn1ar, square, and globular ; and ~his ' shape ' is only 
a pa1·ticular arrangement of oompouent parts ;-Atoms also 
are endowed with the globular 1A11p, ;-hence these m111t be 
made up of component parts.''• 

eTbe VArflN aod Viii11vauitba coo,true tbe8utra u propouodiug two l'8alooe :-
1T111 Atom mut be m.«le 11p of oomponeutl,-(•) beoaawe i& la corporeal, 
and (I) beoau11 it baa abapa.' Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Yflrliit1 oo 811. (28). 
(P. 618, L. 13 to L. 16.) 

Bue Uas.Alorn eto. eto.-saya the SalrtJ.. {~) Atoms must be 
made up of oomponeot parts, because they are corporeal; (B) 
because they have a shape, A toms must be made up of parts ; 
every object with shape, s.g. the Jar and such things, are found 
to be.made up of parts ;-the A.tome have shape ;-therefore 
· they must be made up of oomponeo~ parts." • 

Bit,a· (24). · 
"ALSO HO!DBI THIY ABII OAPABLII 01!' OONIITNOTfON' 

(ATOKS IIUST BI IIADB UP OP OOIIPONIINT PABTs],'' (811. 2~). 
Bha,-,,a on SU. , 24). 

rP. 282, L. 11 to L. U]. 
11 When an Atom oomea between two other Atoms 

and becomes conjoined to them, it br-ings about separa.tion 
between them ; and from this separation it is infer1•ed that 
the intervening Atom is conjoined, in its ford•part, with the 
Atom lying behind it, and, in its aft-part, with the Atom 
appearing in front of it; and these fore and aft parts are the 
• component partit ' of the Atom. Similarly when the 
Atom beoomea ~rijoined in all its parts, it must be regarded 
aa having component parts all over.'' 

JTiJr/ika oo Sn. (24). 
[P. 5l8, L. 19 to P. 519, L. 5.) 

cc .dlao becat.186 eeo. sep.-says the Silra. What the B·•I•·"' 
means ia that the Atom moat be made up of component parts, 
because it is capable ef conjunction. • What ia asserted io 
this Biilra has already been said under the preceding ~Qtra, 
where the fact ,of the Atom having a shape has been pus 
forward; and it is only a partioular form of ooojuootion that; 
has been spoken of by means of the term ,ups.' What 

is said under the preaent Bt1tr11 ia not what has 
Vir. P. 6-19, · • 

been already uad before; what has bee11 
spoken of as' shape' is a partfonlar form of oonjunotion amo11g 
11&, componeht parl• of the Atom ; while what ia spoken of as 
•conjunction' is mere ooojnnotion in general i so that the 
objeotion doea not lie against us. fThe differenoe betwee11 Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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the ter10s I corporeality', 'shape' and 'conjunction' is as 
foUows]-(a) the 'oorpo1•eality' belong11 to only such objects 
as a.1·e li1nited in extension, aud it con1:1ists in the t1ix kinds 
of dimensiou,-sm111I, largo, long, 1:1bort, ext1·emely small, 
and extremely sho1·t ;-(6) 'Shape' is tbat particular kind 
of conjunction which it1 also called 'pra0Aa11a •, • collocation ; 
-=and (c,) 1 Conjunction' is • approach preceded by non~ 
approach.' 

Bha1ga on St1. l.25). 
[I>, 232, L. 14 to P. 233, L. 6.) 

LTha Bka1ya answers the arguments of tho Nihilist, as 
follows]-

(A) As regards the argumenL-u ~he .A.tom mu,, 6, made 
up of oornpo1,e11t part,, 6et1a 111e ii i, outg cnrpo,.,al objsct11 that 
haoe a ,!,ape" (Stl. 23),-this bas been answered by us 
already. "WhRt is the answer that has been given P" 
The answer given was-(a) that there cun be nothing smaller 
than th11t at which the process of division comes to an end 
(P. 2ao, L. 9);--and (6) that the Atom cannot be regarded 
aa a product, as, if it were so, then the part.a of the Aliom would 
be smaller still (P. 231, L. 22). (B) Aa regards the 
argument-" al,o 6t1oau,e theg are oapaflle of oo,.;u,at1lio,." 
(S11. 24), which means that "the Atom can bring about 
separation only if it is tangible, and conjnnotion not 
pervading over the whole of its substratum, it must be 
divisible into parts '' ,-this also we have answered by 
pointing out that it is true that the Atom is tan~ble, but 
the separation caused by the intervening Atom 18 due to 
its beiog an obstacle in the way of the coming together of 
the two Atoms,-aod not to its being madtt up of component 
parts. " But the Atom being tangible and oauaing sep• 
aration, inasmuch as the conjunction of the Atom doea 
not; pervade over the whole of its substratum, the Atom 
must be divisible into parts, and it would appear as if it were 
made up of component parts." This also we have answered 
by pointing out (above1-{a) that the prooe11 of division 
muat end 11,t a thing than which there is nothing smaller, ~nd 
<•> ~t the Atom cannot be regarded aa a produot, aa, that 
would. mean that ita parts are still smaller. , Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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As regards the arguments-" (a) BHau11 ii i, ot1lg 
corporeal oljeae, ''"'' lauu, ea ,laape (Sil. 24•, and (b) ''°""" 
.AComl are 0e&f'1J6'8 of aonjunotion (Sil. 24), Atoms m111t be 
regarded as being made up of component parts ",-theBB 
argument.a 

CANNOT BIT ABIDI (TBI ll'AOT 01!' ATOMS BIINO IIIPARTIT■', 
BBCAUBI TBIIY LrAD 'l'O A1' I1'1'11'1TB BBGBISB1 AND JNrlNITB 
BBGBIBB OANNO'I' BI 810&1' (81lt1'8r 26 ), 
The arguments put forward mean t.hat everything that 

is corporea1, and everything that is conjunct,-all ·these are 
made up of parts; and as such these arguments lead to "" 
in-/inite regr,11 ; and in&nite regreBB cannot be right; if 
i,,.linile regr,11 wera right, then alone could the said ariu• 
menta have any force. Oonae9.uent)y these cannot set aside 
the fact of Atoms being impartite. · 

Fnrther, as a matter of fact, it is poasib1e for the division 
of an obj~t to oompl~tely destroy that object ; hence it is not 
possibte to oarrr OD the process of division till the disappear• 
anoe of the obJeot. 

If th8l'ft were an infinite regre11 (such as is involved in 
the Opponent's.argumenta), it -would mean that in every object 
thereareendleai·~mponent substanoea; so that (a) there should 
be no QODoeption either of diverse dimensions, or of gravity,
and (6) after the dismemberment of the component parts of 
the A.tom, the Uomposite and the Component would have to 
be regarded as of equal dimension. 

Yllrlilla on Stl. (25). 

[P. 51~,. L. 6 to P. 524, L. 2.] 
'l'i, argam,nt, oannoC ,et a,idll, elo., eto.-sa.ys t.he 8ilra. 

l!'ir,Cly, as regards the argument-" because they are corpo• 
real, Atoms most be made up of component parta,"-this ia 
not aonol111ive ; the component parts of the Atom, for instance, 
· would be corporeal ud yet without part.a; so that the premiss 
of the argument is not true. (With a view to avoid this 
diflloulty) it might be held that " there will be component 
pertlof the A.tom alao; "-but in this manner, the Diad would 
be immeasunble, either b1 gravity, or b1 number, or b1 
climenaion,-'-u we have alread1 explained (under BL 4-1•17~) Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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11 But the corporeal object would go on being divided until it 
reaohes the end," Jn that oase that whioh is left at the end 
would have to be regarded as t11i'11.01d """''· 11 That which 
is left at the end is division itself." That oannot be; for 
there oan be no ' di vision ' without B0"'81Aing ,o 6e diflid,tl. 
In faot only the following altarnatives are possible :-(a) the 
division end■ with the A.tom ; (2) the division ends with the 
disappearance {of the thing divided); and \S) the division 
is endless. (1) Now if division be held, to end with the 
Atom, then your reasoning iovolveR self-contradiction ; for 
in reality the Atom is with shape and is yet not made up of 
parts. '' What is the 1elf-oontradiatio11 in this P" (When 
you say that the division ends with the Atom] ·you ·admit 
the Atom to be 10it11ord part, and to have a· shape, and yet 
you assert that it is made up of part, ; and this assertion of 
yours is oontrary to yonr former admission. (2) and (3) If, 
on the other hand, the division be held to be either without 
end, or to end with the diBBppearance of the thing,--even 
so {l) there would be. salf-contradiotion, (2) there would be 
the inoongruity of the Diad being immeaanrable (if thore were 
no end to the division), and (3) the division would be with
out a substratum (if the division went on till the disappear
ance of the thing). 

Further, in your Proposition 'the ~tom is made up of 
part,,' the two terms ara mutually contradictory. cc How so f '' 
The expression • made np of parts ' means that the thing 
baa been produced oot of, and snbaists in, a homogeneous 
subatanoe,-the oomponent part being the homogeneous 
substance in whioh it subsists; so that when it is said that 
the Atom is made op of parts, it means that the Atom is a 
particular kind of prodnot; and to call it the • atom,' and 
then to say that it is a particular kind· of product, involve■ 
a aelf-oontradiotion in terms. [For the very name •atom• Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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oonnotes that which is the final eo,,alitutl'nt caua, of things, 
which, as such, oan never be a product]. Il you bold that what 
is generally called the • Atom' is preceded. by (produced 
out of) just one (smsller) Atom ;-then this would mean that 
the Atom is r,ol mnde "P of ports ; aocording to this view 

Var. P. 620. 
there would be no component part, in the 
Atom; all that it wottld mean would be that 

being preceded by (produced out of) Atoms, the Atom ia a 
product. And this assertion would be uatenable, ·aa there 
oould be no inatanoe to substantiate auoh a proposition-; 
tliere is no instance available to show that there is 
any thing produced out of a single constituent cause. Fur
ther, in the event of the Atom being produced out of a single 
constituent cause,, there wonld be no need of causal appurte• 
nancea or- factors; ao that there would be no such thing 
aa the ' previous non-existence ' of tiie A tom [ as the • previous 
non-existence ' of a thing is that point at which all its causal 
faotms are present and all that remains ie the actually 
coming into esiii~nce of the thing; so that in a case whe1-e 
there are no causai appurtenances, there oan be no • previou■ 
noJH.xiltence '] ;-and there oan be 'prud,ccing' (or. •coming 
.int,o eziatenoe ') of that of \vhich there is no ' previous non• 
exit1tence.1 "Bnt i11 the case of Sound it is admitted that 
there is p1·eoio,u non-smi,t-.noe, even though it is preceded 
(produced; by a single ·sound." 'fhis also is not true; in 

· the case of Sound there is not only one on.use; what really 
happens ia that one Sound ia produced by another Sound, 
only aa aided by several factors in the shape of the partic
ular receptacle and so forth. 

Even admitting that the Atom ia produoud out of a single 
Atom,-what would be the meaning of its being Made 11p of 
,.,,. P Which (Atom) would be the et>mpoailB, and wl1ioh the 
OOfllP9nttal parl f '' '11hat atom whiol1 is the canse would be Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



BHA$YA-VARTJKA 4~2-25 1621 

the oompon,nt part." In that case, since the aau1t-alom 
would not be existing at the · time tbat the produot-a'°111 
exists, yon would have to explain what the meaning would 
be of bring u,ith -part•.• 

Then again, when tl1e Opponent argues-" because the 
Atbms are corporeal, thl'ly must be made up of parts,"-he 
should· be asked the following.alternative question :-What 
is that 'body,' • miirfi,' by virt.ue of which the Atom is called 
'corporeal,'' mlirlim7Jri 'P If there is sucl1 a I body,' is it 
something different, or non-different, from the Atom itself P 
If the I body' consists of a particular Colour &o.,-theD, in 
accordance with your tenets, there is notl1ing that could be 
• corporeal' by virtue of such a ' body'; for according to yon 
there is no proof for the existence of any Atom apart from 
Colour &c.; you hold that the Atom consists of Colour &c. 
in tbeir minutest form; and what is itself only Colour &c. 
cannot be regarded as • corporeal ' by virtue of· tl1e aame 
Colour &o; And if the ' body ' is not different from the 
A.tom, then we dQ not see wh1;1t could be the meaning of the 
possessive affix, •ma/up' (in • mfl_r/imlln,' 'corporeal'). "But 
even in the case of non-different Lhings, we find the possess
ive affix used : when, for i nstanoe, we speak of the army as 
being 'ha1tlimali,' • equippt'd with rlepbari.ts '." Onr ans• 
wer to this is that we have never found the possessive a8lx 
uaed in the case of non-different things ; (as regards the 
e.xample cited) we have already shown above (in a,Jhyoya II) 
how the • army ' is something different (from the elephant 
&o. oonatituting it).t Thus then, if the Atom is not some
thing different (from Colour &c.,), and there is no ' body ' 
(of the A.tiom), the statement' atorns are made up of parts . . 

• When the parl i■ 11ut preaent, how can the product, wboll'1 be eaid to be vilA 
,,...,, ? 

th S111Pt11!, 11 wrc,ng ; tbe ri1l1t reading i1 h ~ Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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beoauae they are oorporea1,' comes to mean that ' Ooloiir &o. 
are endowed with Colour &c., because these are posse&tled 
of Colour &c.'! This same reasoning also disp089s of the 
arg11ment that" the o1oth must be made up of parts, because 
it is corporeal 11 for the ' cloth ' a]so yon do not admit to be 
anything different from Oolour &c. ; nor do you adinit its 
coryo,·tality; and yet yon assert ~hat' tbe cloth is made up 
· of parts because it is corporeal, '; and if. by 
Var. P. 621, 

this statement you admit the cloth to bo 
aomething different, then yon stultify yourself; while if 
you do not admit it, then your desired conclusion is not 
proved; for the right corroborative instance is that which is 
endowed with both qualities (the probana and the proban
dum), while in the case of the cloth, • being made up of 
parts ' cannot mean I oo~poreality .'• 

What bas been said above also serves to dispose of the 
Opponent's argument-•• Atoms mnst be made up of parts 
becaose they a~ capab1e of conjunction '' (Sil. 4.-2•24,). For 
if• Conjunction ''is admitted (as something different from 
Atoms), then there is self-contradiction (on the part of tho 
Nihilist); while if it is not so admitted, then the II premiss 
( 1 because they are capable of conjunction') means' because 
they are at,oms ' ! If it be held that 'capability of conjonc• 
tion ' means being endowed with a peculiar con6guratioo,
tbeo such a probans would be what is not admitted (by both 
parties); for ' being endowed with a . peculiar con6guration ' 
means exactly what is meant by • being made up of parts. '' 
If by ' con6gnration' you mean that particulaL· dimenBion 
of things which is . not au:pervadiog,-in that case • being 
endowed with configuration ' wo,tld mean the same as ' being 
corporeal • ; ao that there would be no point in potting for~ 
ward both the premisses-• because they are corporeal ' and 

• Thie 11 an obloore paaage : we h11ve p11t 11pon it the beat conatraction pollible. 
Bot tlie-■■ iii not qnite clear. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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• beoaoae they are endowed with a peculiar configuration. ' 
JC laa, alto 6-n poi11W out, (says the Bhifya.) tl&iit 11,s pro
""' of dioiaioa n11uC end at a tlai11g than which notl,ing i, 
lff&llll.r, au 1/&at the Alam OtJtmot be ,.egartle,l a, a produot, 
a, '1,al would rnean Uud i'8 part, are ,tUL ,maller. 

Another way in which the Opponent pots bis argument is 
aa follows:-" Bsoaue the .Atom i, capr&/Jls of coniunclion, 
that Atom, which, appearing between two other atoms, 
beoomea connect,ed with both,. most have parts. This same 
idea is expressed in the following verse:-• Since there is 
simultaneoos connection with six atoms, the Atom must 
have six part.a ; if all six oooupied the same point in space 
(i. e. subsisted in the same substratum] • the aggregate 
would still remain a mere Atom. ' That is to say, inasmuch as 
(in the Triad) the Atom becomes simultaneously oonneoted 
with six AtoDll, it most have si1: parts, because the several 
conndions must be in different parts of it ; if all the connec
tions were in the same part, then the aggregate formed of the 
six Atoms could still be a mere Atom. " 

(Our answer to the above is as follows]-If what you 
speak of is in reference to each pair of A.toms (that are in 
contact with a central atom), then the oonjunc.tio~s certainly 
do not appear in the same 11ubstratum t LThat is, one 0011-

junotion, that of the fi.ret Atom with the central atom, 
appean in the /ir1C ahm, while that of the second atom 
with the central A.tom, appears in the 1eoontl .Atom, so that 
the7 do not appear in the same substratum, and yet this 
does not prove that the Atoms have parts]. If, on the other 
hr.· td, what ia said ia in referenoe to that 0ttntral Atom with 
whioh the other Atoms are conneofied, then, i11111muoh aa 

• '1'be ,,,,_,. uplaiDI " tlelaa' in tllil oonte:a:t u eqaivaleat to ~ " 
'mlialrltram.' 

t '1'be Nllliac .uow1ag to 11ae ,,,,.,.. L. 1lclit•1 Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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the aeveral ooojonctions of the Jatt.r would aubaiat in the 

Vir,P.ut, 
single central Atom, there would be nothing 
objectionable in the statement, -that thtt con

junctions (of the single At.am) with the several Atorns appear 
in the same substratum, Then, as regards the aasertion 
(in the seoond part of the verse) thM •• the oonjoioed Atoms 
would oooupy the same point; in space (i. s. subsist in the 
iame substratum) ",-this is not right ; . beoausa we . do not; 
bold an1 such view: [ aooording to our view], there ia n~ 
such thing aa 'substratum•· for the Atom; how then could 
they be said to subsist in the ,ame substratum P • Further, 
as a matt.r of faot, there is no objeot in 11ature t~at s11baiats 
in precisely the same substratum as another thing ; so that tbe 
example cited in support of the Opponent,'s reasoning moat be 
unlrus (unknown). "But ~ho Caue and its Produot do 
aubaiat in the •me aubstratom; e. g. when the Jar oomes 
t.o be oonneoted with a pieoe of Cloth, it becomes oonneoted 
also with the _Jams (oonstitunog that oloth), and also 
with the part.a of ~oae yarns. [So that insfillDoea are no, 
wanting in support of the allegation that several • atoms 
subsist in the same substratum ' ]. " This is answered by 
the simple faot that we do not admit of any snob thing; what 
happen■ (in the aaae oited) ia that the oonjunotiooa subaiat 
in the same 1ubmatum, and not 1,be Cause in it1 Produot. t 

• Wbal 1111Niie&a ia a Rlll&ra&ma aaa 1Nm1' be t•e A&om; u tbe Aiola dUII DOt. 
aalllilt iD aa)'&biag i • tliat ia &be e1ae ia qaea&ioa wbat woald 111111118' ia llae 
--•bl&ra&um would be &be Oo,f/..,U.,,lt aol the dlOIII, 

t Wbat we an deayiag la the fae& lbat two tlliap oaimo& ,._t ia &be Ulllf 

mbl&ratum,-i • ._ &11•1 euiiol lll'iaere la &1111 1ame aubltra&uul ; we do Doi deu7 the 
OODjaaolioa■ ■ablla&iag iD &be•• •bltratam ; awl it le oaly if ••eralia&oiu ■ullllit
ed la &be ■a111, .. ....._.._ by...._, 1W they would NIUia a 1111n .,._; ud 
there woal4 be noealarpallllt la lbelrcB ..... ; •,. u;. ■everal qulitle■ofOalma-, 
o.1o■r;·IDll 'l'ull w.lDg 1n·t11e .. objllllldo DOt ealarp it■ dlmea■lora three• 
fold ;aod&lae-■ for &bltlie■ ID the M &WlbMe qaalhie■ an lmmat■rlal, moor-
,_.., - u ■acb GA ...... la lhe ... .......... Iu the - of oorporaal 
....... OD &be CJtbs .... DO ■- GCtoialaeMoe ha Ille -- ■-trallam la Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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[This has been said af r.er admitting, for the sake 
argument, the hypothesis of the Opponent. J As a matter of 
of fact however, Coojm1ctions also cannot s11bsist in the 
same substratum as the conjunction subsists between each 
separa~ oouple of things •. So that the allegation-" all six 
subsisting in the same substratum," -is not true, either as 
referring to the oo-1mbsistenoe of the subst,1noea (Atom), or as 
referring to the co-subsistence of the conj1uictio11a. 

Another argument propounded by the Nihilist is
" that in which there is diver11ity of space-points (as there 
is in the Atom, which oombines with several Atoms 
on its several space-points) cannot be regarded as one 
[Hence that whioh is regarded as one Atom must be 
regarded as consisting of several parts]. '' But who says 
that there is 'diversity of space-points' P What are regat•ded 
as the • several space-points' are only so many contt\Ots witb 
space;· and when we speak of' diversity of space-points' in 
regard to the Atom, we do so on the basis of the assumption 
that there are snob imaginary contacts with space ; in 
reality there is no ' diversity of space-points ' in the Atom ; 
nor is there any diversity in the Atom itself ; the only fact 
that remains is that the Atom is in contact with space ; and 
this is not incompatible with our theory. " In that case, as 
there would be no points of space in the Atom, there should 
be no shadow, nor screening." But shadow and screening 
are due, not to presence of space-points, bnt to oorporeal-

pouible; ao &bat if the oonjunction of tbllllO doea lead to the eularge1neot of dimen, 
eiona, there le nothing iucongruoue in Lhia. Tl101 it ia 11ot true that the 
ooujunotiona of one Atoan with eeveral AtOllll would not lead to ID eplargement 

• of the atomic dimeuion ; f,>r what would preveut ■uob eulargement would be their 
co•illMNIIQI in t.he NUii 1ub■tratu1u, aud not OOllj11111:WM with them.-fllf,a,.,11. 

• That ia, when the fruit ia in the buket, they fonn the aubatratum of the 
conjunction between Uae fruit and baaket ; while of the conjunction between a 
part of the fruit and a part of the buket, the aub11traturn oonaiata of th111 
,,.,,,, and not of the Fruit and Baaket themaelve■• Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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ity and tangibility ; it is only a oorponal and tangible ob
ject that screens another objeot. ., What is the meaning of 
this scrtening P" What it means i, that. the Objeot beiog i'
self connected ( with something) prevents the connection 
(with that Hme thing) of another objec~ Bh•dou, also is 
due to the screening of the atoms of light ; i.e., tbe corporeal 
Atom screens the atom of Light ; and there is • Shadow ' 
where this screening takes place. lo faot • Shadow' is the 
name applied to such substances, qualities and actions as 
are connected with a smaller amount of Light (than t.bu adjao
ent things) ; and when tho:te S'lllle substances have all light 
completely turned away from them, thuy come to be oalled 

Var. P,628. 
' Darkness.' Thus, as the phenomena of I sha• 
dow ' and • screening ' are capable of being 

otherwise explained, they oaooot. servo as valid 1-easooa (in 
support of t."1e proposition that Atoms are made up of parlii). 

What has been said above also diapo1188 of the following 
reasons (that have been put~orward in support, of the oonten• 
t.ion that Atoms are made up of parts) :-(t.1) ' Beoal188 they 
have aotioo,' (6) ~ beoauae they are tangible,' (o) • because 
they are productive of substances,' (cl) ' because they are 
the substratum of that faculty which is the cause of mouon,'• 
(e) 'because they are endowed with priority and poateriority,' 
aiid so forth, "In what way are these dispoll8d of PP The 
argument-'' At-0ma must be made np of parta beoause they 
are corporeal "-has been found to be beseli with defeote in 
the Proposi~ion1 and also with defects in lhe premises; and 
these same .defeot.s-whioli fall under one or o~r of the 
fallacies of • Oont.radiotion,' 1 Untrut.b,' • lnoonolusiven• • 
&a. may be pointed out, in every one of the above-mentioned · 
reaaoniogs propounded by the Opponent. The re,e i, ._,. 
in '4, Bllana, 
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There are some people who seek to prove that II Amma 
are not-eternal " on the ground of their harlirag actioitg, and 
ao forth. These people oan only mean that thia oharaoter of 
" having aotivity ' is either the • diaoloaer ' or the • producer • 
(of non-eee,ncalitg). Now if the presence of tJOCion were the 
• prodocer ' of non-etsrnamv, then anything that happens to 
be without action would hue to be rttgarded as elernal- If 
w.bat is meant by • aotion ' is 6ri11g bor11, then the .. negation 
of the Opponent conies to mean that Cl A.toms are non-eternal, 
beoa11se they ore born " ; and as a matter of faot, this charac
ter of being 6orr& is not accepted b1 all parties in regard to 
Atoms. If, on the oth1Jr hand, the oh"raoter of • having 
aotiYity' is meant to be only the di,aloser (of non-elernali&g), 
then, in that case, somathing else will have to be pointed 011t 

a11 being the Mdte of the c non-eterna.lity' of A.toms; for it is 
not in the nature of the Ji1alo11r that it shollld bring into 
existence the th.ing that it discloses ; wh11t the dis~loaer does 
is only to disoloie, or bring to view, what has been brought 
into existenoe by something else; e. g. the L11aip doea not 
bring into existence a thing that did not exist before and 
then illumine it. If the Nihilist means by· ' action ' in this 
oonneotion, snob aotiooa as those of ' Throwing Upwards ' arid 
the rest, that are postnla.ted by other philosophers,-~hen he 
stultifies himself. This same reasoning llpplies to the oase 
of the Jar-and soch thinga that have been cited (by the 
Opponent) 11s corroborative instances. Fllrther, when a cer
tain thing is spoken of as 'having activity,'_ what is meant 
ia that activit1 i• inher1n, i11 it. If the Nihilist admits this, 
be atolti&e■ himself ; if he dods not admit it, then his argn• 
ment amounts to the allegation that •• the atom is nQn•eLernal, 
6,ooue ic i, tl,e awm." (A.a for the Nihilist, the Atom is not 
something distinct from its Oolonr, Action &c.]. Then again, 
,he poaseaaive at111: is uaed only in oonneotioo with something 
that differs from the tbing th11t poaaesaea it ; so that the Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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uae of this affl:r (in the term• Kriyaoa1tv1J#,' • having action') 
involves •self-contradiction' on the part of the Nihiiist; 
while if the thing (Action) is not held to be something_ differ
ent (from the Atom), then he can have no insta~ce in coJTob
oration of his allegation. 

In the manner shown above, other allegations of the Oppo
nent also may be disposed of in detail and refuted. 

It may be argued by t.he Nihilist that he puts forward 
th& aforesaid reasons only as the.1 a.re admitted by. other 
philosophers (so that the urging of them cannot involve self• 
contradiction on his part). But, in that case, if be admits 
them as cognised by means of the Instruments of Right Cog. 
nition,-then why should be call them' admitted 6y others' P 
While if they are not so cognised, then, why should he seek 

. to propound, for tl1e convincing of others, a 
fact which he has not himself rightly appre• 

Var. P. 624. 

bended? 
E~d of Section (3), 

' Becti"n (4). 
(Sil~ra 26-37.] 

Befutation of the Denial of ths E"'ternal World. 
Bha,ua on ijQ. (26). 

LP, 233, L. 6 to L. 18.J 
L'l'he BallfJ(Jha Idealist says]-" You take your stand 

upon Cognitions, and then go on to assert that the objects of 
tliese Cognitions exist ; but all these Cognitions are wrong 
notions. If these were right notions, then alone could the 
proper examination of Cognitions enable us to form an idea 
of and comprehend t.lie real character of their objects.• 

•The foregoing two &Htiona have proved that all ordinary thiop are made 
up of component part11, and that the Atom i■ not 10 made op,-we are now Jed 00 

to diacaa the qut■lioo aa to whether or not external object, exiat. It ia only 
when eaternal tbiaga •silt that there 010 be any ooouion for oonaideriog whether 
or not the, are compoeitea. · Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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8ll#rt1 (96). 
[Plrt1apafft1]-" As ,. JIA'l'TBR OP PAOT 'BOWIVIB, 

WHIR WI OOlfB TO AlULYH THINGS BY OUR BIASON, WB 
PAIL TQ APPBEBBIID THBIB HAL OBABAOTIR ; AND THIS 
NOl'f•APPBBBINSIOl'f MUST BB LIKE TBI l'fON•APPRIHINSJON 
01' TBB 'CLOTH' AlTIB TBB TARNS RAVI BIIN ABSTRACT• 
BD.''e 811µ,a 26). 

1629 

•• When we come to analyse each yarn in the Oloth,-aa 
• tbia ia a yarn,' ' this is another yarn,' and so fortb,-we 
fail to perceive in it anything else besides the yarns, which 
cou]d be tlie real object of the notion of ' Cloth ; ' and since 
we do not perceive things as they are ordinarily conceived 
of, it fo1Jows that no such things (as tbe Cloth) exist; so 
that the Cloth being non-existent, if there is a not.ion of 
• Cloth,' it must be a wrong notion, similarly with all 
things. "t . 

Parfika on So. (2tl). 

[P. 524, L. 3 to L. 15,J 

"On tlie basis of Cognitions you regard things as existent; 
but the cognitions are all wrong ; if they were right, then 
a careful scrutiny of them would have enabled us to appre• 
hend the real nature of things. .As a matter off act Aot11ev1r, 
eto. tlc.-says the 8fllt·a. The objects of cognition,-tbe 
Jar, the Cow and so forth-do not exist in reality ;-why P
because when we come to examine them by our reason, we 
fail to apprehend them as distinct from one another. E.g. 
when we come to analyse our notion of the 'Cloth,' we find 
that it is made up of the several notions of 'yarns ' ; and 
there is no such tning as the Cloth, which could form the 
object of the notion of ' Cloth ' ; similarly when we come to 

•or. Bau(l(lukclrikcl-pq, Iii~ ........ , ~ IIWl14't, 

• ~<t .. ◄N,'li fir•11111111 41fthn: n · 
Satiah Ob, Vidyablat1aa9a fi1!d' in tlaia 811tra aD echo C!f the .ll4ila,ami1M 

1tfNI, 

tThera ia DO Cloth apart from the yama; there ia DO yarn apart from it■ 
part■ ; and ao on up to Atoms ; of Ato1na alao we oannot perceive the real character. 
B1111"8 from Atom upwarda, no object ui■ta, Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



1630 THE NYAYA-S'OTRAS OF GAUTAMA 

analyse our notion of the yarns, we &nd it to be made- up 
of the notions of the parts of the yarna ; and ao with the 
parts of these parts, f.'.''. we reaoh the Atoms; and when 
we come to analyse tl1e Atom, themael,ea, we reaob a point 
where nothing rem&ina. 'l'hua all things being non-ei:iatent, 
it follows tl1at the notiona of auoh things as the • Jar,' as 
alao of suoh things as the 'Cow,' are wrong." 

Biilr"' (27). · 

[ Si,J4Alt1la ]-Tea HASON PROPoot:OBD 11 INVALID; 
AS lT INVOLHII SBLP•OO!lffRAlllOTION. (Sil. 27). 

Bl,aqa on Sil. (27). 
[P. ~33, L. 16 to L. 17.] 

If an ' 11n11lyeia ' of things by reason i11 possible, then it is 
not true that the real n11ture of tbiuga is not apprehended ; 
if, on the other hand, the roal nature of things ia not 
apprehended, then the.re oe.n be no analysis 01• scrutiny of 
things by reason. So that to allege, that '' there ia analysis 
of things by reason •-and the real nature of things is not 
apprehended," involves a contradiction in terms. We 
have explained aU this under So. 4-2-15, where it bas been 
pointed out tbat...:..~be difficulties in connection with Com
posites and Components would continue till the total nega
tion of things.'t 

'Ptlrlilta on So. (27). 

[P. S24, L. 17. to P. 525, L. 7.] 
'l'hs rtJt11on propounded i11 inoalid e,o. elc.-says th~ BIIN. 

It is not right to say that when we analyse things by 1'8aaoo, 
all things are fonnd to be non-ei:iatent.-Why P-Beca1118 it 

0 The right reading le 'Qll1lt !I'll' M• ◄illit¥41\41fl'i~ u found 
in Puri B. 

t When the real natnre of a thing i■ not aomprehended, how can there be 
analy1i■ of it. by re■■on? [A• regard■ ihe 1naly1i1 of tliinp put forward by the 
Oppc,u111t. under the preceding Billra] the pruoet11 of an1l7aing IUUllt. eud at. • oertaiia 
point ; if it. did not, then t.be Diarl wonld beoome immea111rable, &o. &o. &c. u 
pointed out before.-ra,,..,,.. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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iovolvea self-oontradiction. •• What - aelf•oontradiotion is 
there P '' The • self-oontradiotion ' oonaiats in incompatibility ; 

. that is, if there can be analysis of things by reason, then 

Var. P.516. 
things cannot be non,uistent; and if things 
are non-existent, then there c,an be no analysis 

of things by reason. 

• When the Opponent asserts that all things aro non-ei::ia• 
t.en~ he should be asked bis proof11 for this, If he doea 
adduoe proofs, then he stultifies himself; • while if he 
does not adduce proofs, then, in the absenou of proofs, 
his purpose (of est.ablishillg his p1•oposition) fails to be aooom• 
plished. 1f the purpose of establishing a proposition oould be 
accomplished without proof, why could not the propoait,ion 
that ' all things are existent ' be regarded as established P In 
faot, the flaws that we have iudicat.ed iu the view put forward 
under Sil. 4-1-37-uia. "all must be non-entities, because all 
things are known to be mere negations of one another, ''-are 
foond also in the pre~nt· doctrine of the Idealist. 

au1,a (28J. 

TBl!I NON•AP.PBBHBKtUO.N (or TUii WH~LII) APART (no• 
ITS PAB.Ts) 18 DUB TO THI PAOT THA'l' l'l' 8UBSIST8 Ill TBIBII, 

{811. 28.) ~ 

BA11ga. on Sa. (28). 
[P. 234, L. 2 to L. 5.J 

Aa a matter of ~act, t.he Product subsists, is contained, in 
it,s Causes; it is for this reason that it· is not apprehended 
apart from these latter; there is separate apprehension only 
wllen the contrary happens to be the case; that is, two tbin~ 
are aeparately apprehended only when one is not oontaioed 
in the other. 

• 1 Proof ' being iouladed under 'all thiop,' the adduoing of &he proof woalcl 
1111111 &be abaudoaiog of the poaitioo &bat no&biug can be known, 1Yer7tbillg i■ 
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Then again, the analysis of things b1 rellBOn does lead to 
the distinot apprehension of things,--as 18 found in the oaae 
of Atoms, whioh are imperceptible ; that is that which is 
perceived by the senses, when it comes to be analysed, is 
surely recognised as different (from the imperoepU/Jle Atoms).• 

Yilrlilta on So. (29), 

(P. 525, L. 7 to L 12.] 

U has been argued by the Opponent that-" if the Cloth 
and s11oh things were something distinct (from their oompo• 
nent parts)~ then the analysis of the yarns could lead us to 
the apprehension of the cloth" ;-our answer to this is as 
follows :-the ,wn.,.pp,·eh,nsion is du11 /c. 4'a.-s11ys the 8ilra. 
As a matter of faot, the product is contained in the cause ; 
hence it is not apprehended apart from the latter ; there is 
separate apprehension only when the contrary happens to be 
the oase; that is; when between two things, there exists 
neither the relation of oau:1e and effect, nor that of the con• 
taiuer and contained, then alone we apprehend the one apart 
from the other. 

,, 8tllra (29). 
br BIALITI' THINGS ABII OOGHISID BY MKANS Oil' THI 

INBTBUIIIIITB Of BIGHT OoGNJTION, t (t:IQ. 29), 
B1&11ya on Stl. (29). 

rP. 284, L. 7, L. 11,] 
When things are analysed by reason, what sort of apprehen• 

lion of the real nature of thinga we have, and how we have 
it,-and also what sort of apprehension we do not have, and 
how we do not have it,-all this is known through what we oan 

•Ia the cue of ordinarily paroeptibla 001uposita1 and 001upouaut1-wbere 
boih are plll'08piible, •· g. the clot\ and tbe y~rna,-it 1nay be difficult to appre, 
bend the 001npoaite u di1tiua\ fN111 it■ parta. But wbaa it come■ to the 00111po

llte thiug, whOH compoueate are atom■, thedi11tillot apprebea1lou beooau• qulie 
••1; the oompo■ite being paroepnble while ihe oi>mpooeot la uot perceptible,..;. ,.,,.,,... 

f?bi• 84tra ii m•nt to ■how that e•ea in the 08H of ordiulll'y thinp, where 
tbe oompoaite 1111d itl oompoueatl IU'II both peroeplible, we do ha•• tba diltinot 
appreben■ioa of thiap ia &heir real obaraoter.-f•flll,,., Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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oognise by means of the instruments of right cognition. In 
fact the very • analysis of things by reason ' consists of what 
is ooinised by me11ns of the inst,rumonts of right oof nition ; 
as it 1s only such cognitions that pervade through al scrip
tnres and all actions, as also all activities of living beiogs. 
It is only when one comes to examine things by his reason 
that he oomes to determine that a certain thing exists and 
another thing does not exist And such an examination or 
analysis does not warrant the conclusion that Dl)thing exists. • 

( Y1itlika on , SO. 29). 

[P. 520, LI. 14-15.] 

In rsalit! thillga are cog11iaed jc. fc.-says the Si/ra. 
What exists and in what manner . iL exista,-as alSQ what 
does noh exist, and 1n what manner it iii non-existent-all 
this is ascertained through \Vhat we cognise by means of 
the instl'llments of right coguition. Tbe rest i~ clea.1' in th, 
81,ana. 

Silra (30). 

BY BBASON OF ·ruac POSSIBILl'l'Y AND Ull'OSSIBILl'l'f ur 
PHOOFS [tha PflroapafuJ" allegatio11 beco,ne, r,,it,mabl,J. 

(SO.. 30). 

Bkl111a on Sil, (80}. 
[P. 28.J., Ll. 18-16.). 

Under the ciroumataoces, the nllegation11 nothing exist.a" 
is untenable-Why ?-Bg rea11on of the pr,11ibilitu antl im
po,ai/Jililg of proo/11. 'rhat is, if proof is available io support 
of the allegation that" nothing exists," then the allegation 
becomes self-condemned :-if, on tha other hand,' no proof i11 
available in support of the allegation, how oa.n it be establish• 
ed.? If it oan be establishei witho11t proofs, than why cannot 
the assertion " "11 things ezist i• be regarded as ecstabliahed ? 

• Tile f4fpar,a oonelruea thi1 Jut 111111.eDoe "Ith the fotlowing Sitra. It 
1ppean better to oon■true i.t with tilt foregoing BUtJG• The ooanection of tlie 
nest Bifr,.a·follow, from itl very oo••uotioa. · Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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J"Orliia on Bo. (SO). 
[The YiJrliia has nothing to say on this SllJra.] 

81/ra, (31) and (32). 

(2'/1e Idealist o6jecu to what Aa, 6een ,aid in Bi. 80,)-
'1 '11HB NOTltJN OP BIALITf IN RIGHD TO 'rHI I IN• 

ITROMBNTS OP RIGHT OoONITION' AND I OBJBars OOONUIID I 

·(BY lflANS THIBBOF) [8 SllllLAR TO TBII NOTION or THI 

&IALITY OP DBKA.HS AND TBB osaors DRBAllT OF; (Sil. 81) 
-OK, IT IIAY DIC I.IKBNBD TO TBII NoTIO'i'S OF II.U.11'Y IN 

BIOHD TO JiAOICAL PHIINOHBNA, IMAGINARY 0l'l'IBS IN 

TBB A11, AND TBB M1a.101." (Stl. 82). 

Bl,a111a on Sil. (Sl}and (S!,. 
[P. :.134, LI. 18-U.) 

cc In Dream", no objects are existeat., and yet we have 
the notion of reality in regard to them ; similarly neither 
'Instruments of Cognition ' nor ' Objects of Oognitioo ' are 
really existent, yet we have the notion of reality in regard 
to • Instruments of Cognition ' and • objects oognised • by 
means thereof. [Ail.cl it is not so in Dreams ooly, in the 
waking condition alio, we have several such notions of 
reality in regard to things not really exist.ent ; e.g. magioal 
phenomena &o. &o.].'' 

Yartija on So. (81) and (82). 

[P. 625, LI. 18-~0.1 

"2'he no,ion of rMlily ·&o. &o.--says the Si#ra. In 
d~a, no objects exist, and yet we have the notion of thinp 
dreamt of being really eJ:istent; similarly neither • Inatrn• 
menll of Cognition ' nor ' Objects of Cognition ' reaUy ezist, 
and yel we have the notion of these being real." 

8i#ra(SS). . 

[AN ... r.)-SIROI TBHIC .,lBJVO BIASOS (111 SOPPOIIT 01' 

rr), TB■ PaoP011T10:1 (o, TB■>OPPOR■NT) OADur II a1-

cu1D■D Al IS'rABLISBID, (81. 88). Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Bhlln,a on So. ( 33 )• 

[P. 285, L. 1 to L. 11.] 

1635 

As a matter of fact, there is no reason in support of the 
view that II the notion of 'Instrnmenta' and • Objeota' of 
Cognition are like the notion of realit,1 in regard to things 
dreamt of, and it is not like the cognition of things during 
t'be waking st-ate ";-and sinoe there is no suoh reason, the 
Proposition cannot be regarded as established. [n fact there 
is no reason to show that what are oognised during dreams 
are non-existent things. " loasmlloh III things dreamt of 
are not perceived when the man wakes up, (they mllst be 
regarded as non-e;11istent)." (According to this· reasoning 
of yours] inasmuch a.s we do apprehend the things <•ogniaed 
during the w11king s•ate, the exi~tenoe of these caanot be 
denied; if, from the fact of our not apprehending, on waking, 
the things cognieed in dreams, you infer that these things 
are not existent,-then it follows that the things that we 
do apprehend when awake, are e11iste11C, because they are 
apprehended; so that the reason you put forward (in proof 
of the unrealit7 of things dreamt of) is found to have the 
power of prov10g a conclusion contrary to your tenets. It is 
only when the existence of things can be inferred from their 
apprehension, tbat you can infer their non-existence from 
their non-apprehension.• And if under both circumstances 
(of dream as well as of waking) things were equally non .. 
ezi11tent, then non-apprehension could have no power at all 
(of proviog anything) ; when, for example, there is non• 
perception of Oolour when the lamp ia absent, what justi6es 
oar attributing the non-perception of Colour to the absence 
of the L.tmp is t l1e faot that the Oolour is e.xiatent, t (and 
would have been pe1-ceived if the ]amp were there) • 

.-rhe right reading i. IWAIII --'afir "S'l'l~C: n..rftr aa found in 
Pnri B., and oountenanced by the Y4rf iia, 

tWe oan attribute the non-perception of aoloar to the ii.ace of lamp, only 
if we know that aolour ii 1ai1te11t, and would h191 been peroelvecl if tile lamp were 
&here. H all thinp were 1lw171-dnrin1 dr111D1 11 well u daring the waking 
lllte-c:on-oxiaten', Shen their IIOll•peroeption uould not prove 1117thlng at 111 ; 
uin that aue we ac,olct hat'I no anob notion u that 'if it ulttecl, It would IIHe 
been perceiYecl I, Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Further, you have to show aa11se for the divt'raity that is 
found· in dream-cognitions: ,.g. one dream is beset wit,b 
dread, another with joy, and yet another is devoid of both i 
while at timea one does not dream of anything at all. Acoord
ing to the theory under whiob the dream-cognitions are dne 
to real oauses, the said. diveraity can he t'xplRined as being 
due to t.he diversity in those causes.• 

1'1Jrfi/,r1 on Sa. (831. 
[P. 526, L. 4 to P. 127, L. 11.] 

What has been alleged by the Opponent eannot be 
a.ccepte,1 ; as there are no proofs in support of it ; no proofs 
have been adduced by the Opponent in support of his allega• 
tion t.hat-" the not.ion of reality in regard to t.hings is like 
the notion that we have in dreams." 11 Apprehension itself 
constitt1tes the proof; that is, what proves the fact that the 
things apprehended dnring t,be waking state are non-es:istent 
apart from -Consciousness is the phenomenon of .Appreben• 
sion it.self,-the apprehension during dream11 serving as the 
corroborative ina.e,"t This proof is ineffeotive: beoanse 
the inatanoe oited is as unprovetl 11s the Probandum itself 
[that objeota dreamt of hwe no existenoe is as open to 
donbt as that objects perceived during waking haven~ ~x
iatenoe]. What is the proof of your allegation that II the 
things that are apprehended during dreams have no existenoe 
apart from oonsoiousnesa " P II The proof lies in the faot that 
they are not perceived when we vrake up.'' If you m•n by 
this that-" beoallae the things are not perceived by 111 
when awake, tbey mnat be non-exist.tot, ''-this OIUI have no 
foroe; u you have iatrs,duoed a qualifying '8rm (' when 

•Thie explanation cuanol he inilable for &be ldeali■t. for who1D &here ii no 
NII olljeot at all, 

t Tbe argument being U1a■ fonnolatecl-" Thinp peroeived daring &rte waking 
11t1le haYe no ul1tenct,-beoa11Re we have.apprehension of tlaem, -j111t u we ba'fe 
of thinga dnamt af," Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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awake•,, which implies th"t thr>se th11t t1rit perceived by ns 
when ank:e do erist; eitber this is the implioation of the 
qualifying term, or the qu11lifled phrase, 11bec1mse they are 
not perceived by us ,oh,:n a,o,.,u," has no meaning. Further, 
if you regard the thing perceivdd by us when aw11ke 111 

non-emi,tene, what is your reason for believing that the Mind 
edit, P • 

Secondly, the fact of non•oppr11henlior1 during ihe w,,ki"I 
,iaee, which you put forwt,rd as the renson for yonr allegation, 
has no validity at all; bl!ct1ot1se 'lr>11-1,pprehension it fo11ncl to 
have tl10 power (of indii,a.ting Homet.hiug) only 11n'1er circum• 
stances contrary to what yon allege; that is, as II matter of 
fact, the non-apprehension 11/ a thing c11on pMvu its non-eai1-
tence only if its t1pprehen1Jion ha taken 119.prllved by its ul,t,mce; 
so that ' non-apprehension ' 01\D serve as Rn efficient re11son 
only under oiroumsta.noe3 contrary to yonr assertion. 

[The Idealist states his p,sition with rea,ons}-'' There 
are no objects 11part ft-010 Oonseiou!nes~, becanse tbey are 
capable of being apprehended, like Sensation and the rest. 
Sensation and the rest, being capable of apprehension, have 
no existence apart from Mind ; simila.l·ly Objects also. " 

(The Yartika answers the Idealist's argument as follows]-

As a matter of fact, ' Sensation ' is Pleasure and Pain, and 
• Consciousness' is Cognition ; and since· Ougnili on is some• 
thing different from Plea,urB antt Pain, the instance you 
have cited in corroboration of your reasoning is not applic
able at all. That Pleasnre and Pain are differeat from 

Cognition is proved by the fact that while the 
Vir, P.6fl, 

the former are ' object■ apprehended, ' the latter 
ia •apprehension' itself, and certainly dppr,Ae,,,ion ia some
thing different from the appre4,,.d,d o'!Jj,ct, E\l'eD if Cogni
tion were non-different from Sensation, yet thtre could be no 
inst,anoe to show that ' Apprehension ' and I Apprehended Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Object' are on~ and the sflme ; the 11oliot1 and its o6J,oeio, 
can never be one anii the same. (f you persist in regarding 

. the Lwo as one, withont heeding what ia vooobed for bf real 
e:rperienoe,-still suoh a oonottption would' be oontrary 
to yo11r dootrine that there are /our /ort111 o/ Oon,oio,11-
•••· If the f,,1rfolJ,111111 is not admitted, and mere Oogni• 
tion or Idea be insisted upon as the only thing peroeived,
then the person holding such views should be asked to explain 
the ordin•1rily peroeived difdrsity of Cognitions. There being 
DO eternal or ext.era11l oauae fort 18 divdrsity of 0ognitiona, 
whenoe does there arise diversity in 0ognit.ioo P If he admits 
that the diversity in Cognitions ia like the diversity in 
dreama,-be should be forced to admit . ~bat in Cognitions 
the diversity ia due to ~be impressions of real entities seen 
and esperienced during life [the diverlity in dreams being 
due to these]. If he sh:,uld per•ist in believing that in 
dream• the diversity is due to mere fanoy • t not necessarily of 
real eotitie11), he shonld be met with the faot that there is 
ah,aya some distiq__otion between the f,nao!I and the /"•oie,l ob• 
jeot; the/onoiel obj,ot is not the same aa the Jana, (So that if 
the diversity in dreams is due to f11noy, this fanoy most per• 
tain to some real eotit.y ]. 

81/ra (84). 

LfKI RIIIIIKBRA~OB AND D1s1111, TB■ OOGNITIOI o, · 
OB.JBOTII Ill DBIAIIS ALBO-

Blal,ra on 811. (84}. 
[P. 286, I ... 14 to P. Ss88, L. 7.1 

Aa, /or i'8 obJ,ot ,ornetlaing tht.1l Ml 61111 preoiorul1_ appr.
A,ndld f this hail to be added to complete the 8DtraJ. ·Jut 
aa Remembranoe!and ·nesire have for their objects previoual1 
apprehended thing■, and are inoapable of lending aupporfl 
to the denial of the realih7 of sooh things,-■o in dreams also 
the cognition of things baa for its object tbioga tha, have 

-~ rl1bt n-adi111 i• Eij■"'5Ai llilflliiilil ....... t Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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been previously apprehended ; hence these also do not j11stif1 
the notion that no such things exist. Thus in reality t'he 
Dream-cognition is always one that has its object previously 
perceived in the waking state; and when the sleeping man 
who has seen a dream wakes up1 be recognises the dream• 
cognitions as bis own, the idea in bis mind being • this is 
what I saw in my dream. • And it is only in relation to (and 
in comparison with) the said waking cognition that we come 
to·the conclusion that tho Dream-cognition is unreal. ThRt 
Bhi. p 236 is to say, when on waking one recognises the 

· · Dre11m-cognition-as ' this is what I saw in my 
dream '-it is the recognition that leads him to the oonolusion 
-• my cognition of things in the dream is unreal. ' Ir 
there be no difference between the two, the proof becomes 
meaningless; that is, he for whom there is no difference 
(on the point of reality) between the waking and the d,ream• 
cognition, for him the proof . or reason,-tbat ' the notion of 
Instruments and Objects of Cognition is lik11 '11.6 twliona of 
thing• in a dream' (SQ. 81)-can have no meaning; for 
he has denied the very basis of such an allegation i the idea of 
a thing as what it is not (i. e. a wrong notion)-is always 
based upon a real ori~nal (counterpart); e. g. the concep
tion of the pillar, wh1ob is not man, a,s •man' is always 
based upon a real original ; i. e. until the original, the real 
man, has been perceived, one can have no conception of 
• man • in regard to what is not man. Similarly the concep• 
tion of things in a. dream,-such as • I lia.ve seen an 
elephant,' 1 I have seen a mountain,'-oan only real on the 
basis of soma real counterpari; (the cognition of real elephants 
and mountains).• 

Yarlika on Sn. (34,. 

[P 5~7, L. 11 to P. 529, L. 13.J 
The dream-cognitions that rest upon such diverse 

things as • oity • • chariot ' and so forth, are unreal ; and as 
suc.1h they can appear only on thf' basis of their eimita1·ity to 
certain cognitions during the waking state. When the 
Opponent asserts-" for me all cognitions would be ,unreal,''-

• Unle11 oue baa bad a previoua cognitiou of the rual objeot, he cau have uo 
wrq eonceptiona in regard to It. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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he should be queationed in regard to the original oounterpa.rt 
(of the unreal aognitfons); for we never find any wrong 
notions without a real counterpart. 

The man who does not admit the ea:istenoe of anything 
except Ooosoiouineaa should be askad to explain the real 
oharaoter of Demonstration and Bef11tdion. If these are 
held to be something ei:ternal, than it involves self-contra• 
diction on the part of the Opponent ; if on the other hand, 
they are held to be of the same nature as Oonsoioasness; 
then, ainoe the Oon11oio111ness of one ma.o is never apprehend
ed by anotbe1•,. no oonolusion could be proved tfor 
the benefit of another person, by such dernons,tration and 
refutiation); ae a 1natte1• of fact, one man does not know 
the dream dreamt by auother person, until it is described to 
him. If ( with a view to escape from tbis diBioulty) Con• 
aoiousness itself be regarded as baring the form of words, -

Vir. P,628, 
then the upholder of this view should be asked 
to explain the exaot signUioation of the term 

•form' as oocurriqg in the ezpresaion, • Oouaoiousness 
baa t,he form of words ' ; aa a matter of fact, when, by reason 
of 11imilarity to II oounterpart, one thing is. oouoeived of aa that 
(oounterpart) whioh it is not then alone is that thing aaid 
to have lihe • form ' of the olher thing; and sinoe nuder 
your theory, theN is uo suoh real entity ae • word,' the ez• 
pression • Oouaoiou11oea1 has the form of words ' oao have 

· no meaning. · 

Furhller, be \fho doej not admit of thing• beside& Ooo• 
soiouaneas, ahould be asked to explain the dilleronoe between 
the waking and dreaming conditions :-as for him, just as 
there are no real objects of dream-oognitions, ao also there 
are no real objeota of waking oognitiona; so that to what ia 
due the notion that • this is the tlNtJffling and that the Vl4ii11g 
oonclition I p And the resuU of thia 119Jl-diatinotion between Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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the waking and dreami.og oognitions would be that th&r6 
would be no diwtinotion between Merit and Demerit (Virtue 
aod Bio); for j11at aa no demerit or sio at.taohes to inoeat 
00111:nitted in a dre111n, so would there be ooue attaohiug to 
tl~a.t aot oorn111itted during' the waking atate I " Differenoe 
between the waking and dreaming oooditiona ia due to the 
_faot that while in one tlto man is beset with sleep, in t.be 
other he ia not so.'' Even if the Opponent admita this, the 
di.lBoolty still ramai,1s,-how d1Jes he know that the influence 
of sleep oauses derangement i11 Oonsoiouaness P If again, 
he ahould admii· this difference ( between the waki11g and 
dreaming conditions) that in one the cognitions are . distinot, 
while in the other they are indiatinot,-then, he· should 
ezplaio what aort of di,&inat,11111 or it1tli11U,aotne11 there oa11 
be in • oognitiooa ' when there are no real objeota.• "But 
even in the absence of real objects we find diversity in the 
aognitiona." You mean by this as follows :-11 From among 
persona born under the influence of similar desLinies, while 
aome ,on death) have Bight of a river full of pus-though in 
reality ueitber the river nor the pu, is there; and though 
one and the aame thing oannot have several forms, yet in 
regard to tbe same ri,:,r we find diversity io the oognitioos : 
tlome other persons see that same river as Cull of water, 
others again as fulJ of blood, and ao for~h; from all whioh 
it, follows that in each case the Oogoition appears in that 
partioular form in aooordauoe with the inner oonaoioua• 
ueaa of eaob person, and fo has no external basia iu the shape 
of an objeot/' But this view is not t.enablt!!'; as it involves 
aelf•oontradiotion. When you say-•• there being no ezter• 
DIil objc!Ot, the Oogoi1,ion itself appaar11 in "'"' p,Jr,ioular 
/orm,11-you render yonrself open to the question a~ to what 
ia meant by the Cognition appearing in that form. . If (it is 
:m-.nt that) the Cognition baa t.be form of the ' blood,' then 

•TbNagboa& &bil ...... ~ ia a mi1-readia1 fur'- auli"" for ""91'• Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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you should explain• blood ',-what is' blood' P Similarly you 
should explain the forms of • water ' and • river.' Further, 
in the sentence • t,hey see the river full of pus,' when we 

' oome to eiamine the words one by one, we Vir. P, 629, , 
find that they can have no meaning; as (aooord .. 

ing to the doctrine that nothing but OonROiousness emts) 
there a~ no such things as ' Colour ' and the other phases 
of Oonsoiousness. 11'urther, (under the Opponent's doctrine) 
there can be no rest,riotion as to place &c. ; that is, when no 
object ezists, what would be the reason for the fact that 
peraoos see the river of pus in one place, and not another P 
He for whom t,here is somet,biog really ezisting in a de&nite 
form,-for him it is quite possible t,hat all oognition in any 
other form should be wrong; and wrong cognitions, if they 
appear, never completely discard (do away with) their 
(realJ counterpart ; so that, it behoves the Opponent to 
explain what is the counterpart of the cognitions of ' pus ' and 
the rest; and j-qat as in the case of the cognition of • pus ' 
ao also in the case··&( the cognitions of magicaJ phenomena, 
imaginary cities, l}liragio water and so 'forth \it woul~ be 
neoessary to point to real counterparts). 

The Baud.dba Idealist brings up the following furt,her 
argument:-" [Under t,he theory of the Sid.dhlnli,n] the 
• impression ' is left by the deeds of the man in one place, while 
its result appears in an· entirely different place. That is to 
say, the result of an act should appear in the same place 
where the act is done ; but for him who admits of things 
other than Oonsoiousness, tb9 aot is done in one place, while 
its result appears in · another plaoe ; so that the action and 
its result are not co-substrate."• 

• ,or eumplt, the man perforlDI &he N,..,. in tbe pNIIIDt body, while he 
gate the IOD afLer ••eral month■ and appear■ ellewbet11 than in Ille Body of the 
performer: Aooordiog lo the Idnli■t, Lhe aot of performaooe and the birth of the 
IOlt, both appe1r in Iha ume • Seri• of OoDBoJOIIIDIN' lhat oonll&l&ut• the eotln 
penoualll,J of.tbe m111. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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· There is no foroe in this argument ; as we do nM admit 
any auoh thing ; we do not admit t.h"t the aot and its result 
are not co-a11batrate ; the aot and the result both aoorning · to 
the Soul ; so that 011r theory is not open to the objection 
urged.• 

• [The 1'llr#lka formulates arguments in snpport of the 
re1lity of external thinp 1-0bjeots are so1nething different 
from my Oonaoiouane11s,-(11) because they are posAessed 
of generic and speni6o properties,-like the Oonaoiousneu 
appearing in another •aeries' ;-(61 because they are oognis
able by the Instruments of Bight Oognition ;-{o) beoa•1se 
they are preceded (brought about) by Merit. 

BAana on Sa. (85). 
[P. 286, L. 7 to L. 22]. 

Snob being the caae,-
Tes DISTBUO?ION OP WaoNO .!Pl'RIBIIBION POLLOWB 

PBOM' Taus KNOWLBD<JII i .JOST AS TRIKB 18 DISTROOTION OP 
TRI OONOIPl'ION OJ THINGS DDKING A DB■Aaf, ON WAKING. 
(Slltra 85!, 
When one has the conception of I man ' in regard to the 

Pillar, this is ' wrong apprehension, '-being the B_Pprehen• 
aiou of the thing aa what it is not; whereas when, an reJl&l'd 
to the Pillar one hu the conception of' pillar, this is 1 'frue 
Knowledge ' ;-and what is set aside by • True Knowledge' 
is the wrong ..4pprshsn,ion, not the o6jeot,-the generic 
oharaoter of ' objeot ' being common to tbe Man n.nd the 
Pillar. t Just as when the man w11kes up, the cognition 
that he has sets aside the conosption of things that he had 
during dream,-and not the • object ' in general. Similarl7 
in the case of magical phenomena, imaginar7 cities and 

• Aooordlng to III the mere birth of the 10D i. not &be rellllt, bot &be pleuare 
aaued by &he birth, and pleuure i■ in the Soni ; ■lmilarly tbe oan■e of it I■ not the 
1nm ~cl, bot tbe Merit prodnoed by it, 

t When we ■ubeequent.lJ oome to reoogni .. the pillar a■ 1 pillar." all that thi1 
pro•• is that oar former co1lliUo11 of it w11 wroug, u tlaat tbe 1 ,nan ' (u wbiola 
tu pillar had been formerl,r apprehended) ie noa-esleteat, nor that &be former 
oopitlr,n hid DO •'ddN at alL Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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mirage, we have the cognition of things aa what tl,ey are 
not; and theae wrong apprehensions also are set aside, in the 
manner desoribed above, by• Tn1e Knowledge,~ whioh does 
not set aBide the faot of the cognitions having some sort of 
an ol,ft.cl, As a matter of fact, in the oase of magic &o. also, 
the Wrong Apprehension has always gotsome hRBis in reality; 
for what happens in what is oallttd •magic• it1 that tlie man 
equipped w!th. the neOt>saary 8:PP~nces, ~kea up a real 
iubatance sm11lnr to that whose 1l111s1on he intends to pro
duoe, and in regard to this real substance, he brings about the 
wrong apprehension in another person ;-in the oase of t,he 
• Imagin~ry Ci~y,' what happens is that either Snow or some 
auoh real substance actually comes ~ assume the shape of a 
city, alid hence, from a distance, people come to oonoeiVtt of 
it as •City•; that thia is what really happens is proved by 
the faot that t,he illuaion doea not appear when there is no suoh 
substance aa the said Snow ;-similarly again, whoo the 
Sun's rays, eoming into contact with t.he heat radiating from 
the Earth'is surface, begin to flicker, there ariaes the notion 
of • water • in regard to it, by reason of the perception of 
the common quality of (flickering) ; that this is· so is proved 
by the fact that --~lien the man draws near, or when the 
Sun's rays are Ii~ there, there is no such illU&ion. Thus 
we &nd that io the case of every W roog Apprehension there 
is some sort of real l'ntity at the bottom somewhere, and 
no Wrong Apprehension is entirely baseless. We also 6nd 

• that there is a distinct difference in tlie character of the two 
cognitions,-11is: (a) that of · the magician and bis audience 
(the former 1·egarding the magio phenomenon 88 uareal, 
and the latt.er believing it to be r,al); (6) that of the man 
at a distance and of one who is near at band, the former 
regarding the • imaginary oit1 ' and the • miragio water ' aa 
r,al, w bile the latter bas no idea ofauch things at all; and 
(c) that of the sleeping man and of the waking. man. All 
tl1is di veraity would be ioe%plioable if everything were 
non-e:1istent, and aa 1n1oh entirely without any name or 
character. 

'JTOrlika on Sa. (85\. 

[P. 529, L. 17 to P. 580, S.] 

Such being tbe case, ihe d11tndion of Wrong .Ap,1'6la6fl■ 
lion &o. &o.-aaya the Sitra. 'l'he conception of the pillar Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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aa ' man ' is 1»ron9 opprel,ensinn ; and this wrong Apprehen
sion ia set aside by the True Knowledge (of the Pillar as 

_ pillar', which latter does not set aside the 
Var: P. 680, · 1 b f ' b' ' h' • genera c aracler o o 3ect, w 10h 11 oom• 
mon to the :Pillar and the Man. Just as the conception of 
things apprehended in a dream are set 11aide by the wakiog 
aognition of thinget, which latter howevt1r, does not aet aaide 
the general character of 'object.' The rest is olea1• in the 
Bhlfyo, 

sa1,o (36). 

[ Har,ing dispo,ed o{ the Idealist, wlu,, while d,ra,
ing llie reality of the l!J:11ler11al world, admit, IA, 
ldso,-1.he A.uthor n1ta,& talc,, up Iii, 1/ihili,t, who cle
nit1 the 1,1,a olso ]-IN TBI SAIII IIANNIR, TBB IX• 

JBTINOB or 'J'BB' APPRJllBltNSION I AISD (oA,NOT BR DINIID); 

BIOAUBB WR AOTUAJ,LY PBBOIIVB ITS OAUSB, AS AT.SO ITS 

HAL BXISTBNOE. 

Blaa1yo on Su. (86). 
[P. 287, Ll. 2-4.] 

Just as the existence of the I object I ot Wrong Apprehen
aion cannot be denied, so that of the Apprehension itself 
cannot be denied i-why ?-(a) because we actually perceive 
its cause, and (b) because we actually perceive its Mai ex
istence; (a) as a matter of fact, we are iotuallJ cognisant of 
t.he cause of Wrong App1ebension; and lb) Wrong Appre• 
hension also is found to appear in every person, and is 
actually cognised aa such, being, as it is, distinctly cognisable. 
From all this it follows that Wrong Apprehension aotuall1 
e:s:ist& 

[And when even Wrong Apprehension ia real, BigAI Ap-
pre1iension is all the more so]. · 

ViJrlika on Stl. (86). 
LP, 530, L. 5 to L. 8.] 

ln th, ,ame manner &c. &o.--aays the 8iifra. There is 
always a cause for Wrong Apprehension. u What is that 
cauae ?., It consists of (a) the perception of common pro-Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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pertiea, (u) the non-peroeption of speoiflo properties and (o) 
. the imposition of auol:. apeoi6o characters as ar~ not actually· 
present (in the thing). When one admits that there are 
Wrong Apprehensions, it behoves him to point out its cause; 
and when one admits its cause, he mnat admit its • object 1 

also. 
8filra (87). 

WRONG APPBIBINSlON BAS A DOUDl,B OHABAOTBB1 

IASID UPON THE DrP.PBRBNOII BBTWIRN ·l'RB RB.U, ORJBO'l' 

AND TBB COUMTIRPABT.• (SU, 87). 

BhlfYa on Su. (ll7), 
[ P. 237, L. 6 to L. 12,] 

'l'he • real object I is the Pillar, and tho • counterpart I is 
the Man; and whenever there is a wrong apprehension of 
the Pillar as ' Man.' both of tbes~-the real object and the 
counterpart-are manifested in it quite distinctI1, and the 
misapprehension is due to the preoeption of their common 
vropertiea ;-siin~l\rlf there is misapprehansion of the Flag 
as a line ,,( orane11· o a pieoe of atone as a pigeon, In fact, 
Wrong Apprehensions are possible only in regard to ,imilar 
objects, because they are brought 11bout by the perception 
of oommon properties { belonging to two or more similar 
objeots),t lFor these reasons, he for whom everything is 
without name and form1 -ao1.1ording to such a person there 
can. be no possibility (of Wrong Apprehension). 

As regards Odour ·and other suoh objects of Cognition, 
the notion of • Odour • &o. (i.11. of the things in their own 
charaoter)1-wbioh would be regarded lhY the Opponent) 

• The Bauc)IJba arguee tbAt1 1ince the object of Wrong Apprehenllon II 
aon-ailtent, that of Right Apprebeulon allo muat be non°ui1tent. Thi, II 
what the preaent Biff'IJ traverae■. The idea la tbat the objeot of Wrong Appre
hllllion al10 l11 not entirely aon-esiltent: What form■ the objeot of Wroni Ap
prehen■lon baa II dual ch11racter-tbat of the real object •Pillar' and al■o that of 
the oount11part • Man ' i and though in the oharacter of I mu ' the objeot 11 ua-

101,,,,.,, it .1■ really _,,.,,, in the oharaotor of•·: Pillar.' 

t The reading in the prl6ted test 11 wrong. The right readl111 i1 either
(•) 'IM611--···il+IM'll◄I\ or (h) • ....... ,, ..... Wli'lil., 11 in Puri 8, 
\Ve h .. e adopted the latter. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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88 Wrong A.pprehenaions,-must, in faot, be regarded 88 
Prue Apprehension ; for the simple rea&an that in the oase 
of those Cognitions, there a.re no two things involved-in 
the shape of the real objeot and its oounterpart,-nor is 
there the peroeption of any property common to two or more 
things. 

)i'om all this it follows that the allegation that-•• the 
oonoeptions of the Instruments and the Objects of Cognition 
are wrong "-is not right. 

Par/ilea on SU. (87!, 
Wrona Apprehen.aion &o. &o.--says the &ilrt1. The• real 

objeot' is the Pillar, the 'counterpart' is the Man; and it 
is only when bor.h of those are manifested that we l!ate 
Wrong Apprehension. The rest is olear in the 8/,,afyG • 

• Ena of 8ection. (4). 

8ectio1& (5J 
[8i#ra, 38-49.J 

Ph, Dsoelopm-.nt nf Trus Knou,ledge, 
Bl,a,ra on Sn. (38). 

[P. 287, L. 12 to L. 17.] 

'· 

It bas been said above that when the1·e is True Knowledge 
of the oauses of Defects, there follows the cessation or' tlie 
not.ion of • I.' Now the question arises-How ia True 
Knowledge brought about P • . 

• The reality of the External World aud of · Cognition• having been 
etabliehed, the Author re\"erte to what wae eaid under Blltra■ ,.2.1 •• llf, in 
wnueotion witli the cauae■ of Defect,, where the prooe11 wae de■oribed, 

Tbi■ cannot be regarded a1 ■ulloieut for the purpoeea of the enquirer ; u 
the Truo Knowledge there in deaoribed cannot do away with auob illu1lon1 
and wroug apprebeneion■ 11 are of the nature of Direct Appreheneion ;
beaoe it beoomea neoeuary to deeoribe euch True KuowleJge u may be of &be 
character of Direct Apprehen■loa-Parl■A-HAi, 

Thie 11 the partioular forau of • True Kuowted,e ' that la referred to by the 
11u•tioo with whiob the BWtra introduoe■ the Blltra.-Vdf'\1Acrlll4lwl, 

Vi,lllCIIIIIIAa add1-Tl1e Knowledge prodaoed by the Borlptaree 11 momen
tal'J', like all oogoiliou, IIO that when ii ceu• to emt, wrong notioa, would Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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(Tau■ KNowr.1001 PIOOBRDBl raou TR ■ PBAOTIO■ ol!' 
A PABTIOULAB FORK OP KBDITATION • (Sil. :!8) 
When the Mind having been abstracted (withdrawn) from 

the Sense-organs, is kept steady by an effort tending to 
oonoent.ration,-the oontaot th11t takes place between this 
:Mind and the Soul, and whioh is accompanied by a con• 
soioua ear meu to get at the truth, is what is oalled • Medi
tation. ' Durinf this meditation, no cognitions appear in 
regard to the obJacts of the senses. From the praotioe of 
the said Meditation proceeds Troe Knowledge: 

'fTtJrlilttJ on SU. ( 88). 

[P. 530, L. 12 to P. 581, L. 9.) 
le l&a, bee,a ,aitl abooe tha.t from the 1'ru.s Kraou,ledge of 

e/aa caue of Defeat, (ollou,, lhe ce111&tiora of the notio11 of' l '; 
nou, the q~s,tion arile,-Hou, doe, lr_iu Kt10111led.ge come 
a6out P It (.'IOJDeS, says the 8u1ra, from the praotiae of t1 

,anioular form of Medib.Cion. '11he rest is olea1· in the 
Bha,,a. 

Objection :-i-.~be Internal Organ (Mind) being all-pervad
ing in ita character, no ab1traoti,m of it is possible. " If 
you mean by this that-" since the Internal Organ is all• 
pe"adiog, bow OIID there be an abstraction of it p h - ~hen 
our answer is that there is no force in thia ; as thia hRS been 
asaiu oonlinue to appear and eut.angle the Soul, Hence it becomes neca11ary to 
esplain the prooeu by whioh the uid True Knowledge way be developed and 
amplilled and rendered oapable of putting an ui1d, once for all, to all po111ibility of 
wroog notion, appearing agaiu. 

• Tho exact reading of tbi■ aotra i11 uuuurtain. Sil. M:11, D. and Vi11bv.auitb• 
read u b, &be printed i.ext ; Puri Sil, M■. reatl• ~ ( which i11 appa-

rently wrong) ; tl1e fllfpdrga rll&d11 911l~IM1'41911; though the Nr4r11111&
l11hNtl4a Nied• 11 iu the printed le&t. Sa. Al■• O. bowMer read& ...... fiNleM. 
-.Wll'ffl ~? "~◄INPffilt .............. : t 

t 1 87 oonceutration ' i• meant the keeping of the Soul wfUiin it■ own abode 
in the lotu1 of the heart, Al ■uoh oonoentratiun i• pn,sent alao during deep Bleep, 
n ••• the additional qualitloation I whioh fa aooo1npauied by Ao.'-whiolt u-
oladN U.., IJ•p,-fdfl'flr,-, . Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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already answered. How the Internal organ is not all-pervad
ing we have explained before (in 0011:rae · of our refutatioo 
of the 8c1nH111), bJ " pointing ~1lt that io realit1 the loteroal 
Organ is atomic. 11 But in that 011se th& perceiving of 
the movement of on.e'a own limbs would not be possible. 11 

If you mean by this that-" He whose Internal . Vir, P, 681. 
• organ is atomic can never have the perception 

of the movement of his own limbs i as the atomic Internal 
organ could not be in oontact with the (nuving) hand an•i 
the eye at one and the same time, '"-then our answer is 
that this is not right ; t beoa11se the effort (req11ired for the 
movement of the hand) and the perception oan very well 
appear at one and the same time, on aooount of the oootaot 
of the Soul, the .Mind and the Body being simultaneous ; th~ 
is, the oontaot of the Soul with the Body, and that of the 
Soul with the Mind i come about simultaneously ; so that the 
movement of the limb would be due to the contact of the 
Soul with the Bodj, § while the activity of the visual organ. 
(neoessar1 for the perceiving of the said motion) would be 
due to the contact of the Soul witb the M:iod ;-and while 
tile movement of the man's limb is dt1e to bis effort, his 
perceiving of it is brought about by the oontaot of the object . 
perceived (i. e, the moving limb) with the says of right 
emanating from the eyes, Further, inasm¥-oh as we do 

• Tbe 111oviug of the baud i1 due to the elor& of the Soul operating on that 
limb, 10 that wb8D tbe Hand mov• it 1bo11ld be iu contact with the Mind ; 
aimilarly when aometbiag would be .. eo by the Eye, the Eye would have to be 
ill oontact with tbe Iliad. Now if the Mind i■ atouaio it cannot be in ooatac& 
with the hand and she Eye at one and tbe ■ame time ; heooe tbe maa could uev11 
.. bi■ own moving band. 

t Though the If 11 not •entia~ yet it i■ better to have it. 

i The rJcht nading ia '41N4tl\ii114ifQiiij4:4i~. 

I The tadiag in both editioa1 i■ wrong. The right reading i1o ll'iilfii(l(IUI• 
"""'4l II foaad ia the 1,1,arp. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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not'postu1ate any 'parts• for the Soul, the objection can 
hAve no force against us. If the Soul had p11rts, then alone 
could it be said that the Mind is in contact with one part 
of it, while the BodJt is in contact with another part, and 
then alone would the objection regarding the perceiving of 
the movements of one's own limbs have some force :-he, 
however, for whom the Soul has no parts, cannot be affected 
by the said objection ; as (according to him) the Mind could 
very well be in contact with the Soul whioh is also in contact 
with the Body. 

Bho,ua on Sn. (89). 
[P. 237, L. 17 to P. 238, L. S]. 

[Ohjectio••J-" It has been said that during " Me,Utation 
r.o cognitio,11 app,.ar in regard to the objects of U,e BBnBeR ; 

l,ut-
u Tats ts NOT POSSIBLI; (A) BKOAUH OBRTAIN OBJIWTS 

Aki BXTUKBLY POWBRJOL."- (Siltra 39). 
"In some cases, Oogoitions will appear, even in the 

"absence of any wish on tl1e part of the person; so that 
"what bas been asserted cannot be right ;-why P-be
" c,iuire certain o'fli,eots ar,i eir.lrttnelg powerful. As a matter of 
"fact, we fincl that sometimes, even though the man has no 
11 wish for the cognisiu~, the cognition does appear, as .w0 
'' find iu the ca.se of tho thundering of the olouds and 
"such things l which we cannot help hearing, even against 
" onr wish). So that tho said pff,,•tio-..lar kii&,t uf mfldil,Jtioa 
'' cannot be possible. 11 

Pflrlika on Sn. (8P), 
[P, 531, LI. 11-12.] 

" 't M, i, ,iol po,,. iblulo. etc.--says the 81Jlra. The said prac
., lice of 1/att 11arliot,lar Mind of l16d&Ctalion is not possible; be
" cause in some ca9ea even though the man does not wish it, the 
the Cognition does appear ; aa we 6nd in the oaae of suoh 
things as the thundering of the olouds and the like." 

8filrt1 (40). 
11 (B) .4.LSO BIOAll'SI CoaNiflONB All BBOUOBT ABOUT 

JIY HusaBB &o.'' (S11. 40). Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Bliana on sa. (40)~
f P. 286, Ll. 5."tt} 

1651 

11 Such things as Hunger and Tjirst, Heat aud Oold, and 
Disease bring "about oogoitions even against our wi,ih. 
Hence no • concentration (or ooe,poiotedness, of the Mind) 
is possible." 

'PiJrlika on So. (40). 

[P. 581, L. 14-11>,] 
11 -'.l,o bec,rnse cf'n. 4'0.-says the Silka. Cognitfons are 

brought abont" by Hunger u.nd Thirst., evon against our wi,h; 
hence also the said particular kind of Meditation i11 not 
possible.'• 

Bltllfga on Sii/r• (41 ) .. 
P. 2S8, L. 6. to L. 11 l. 

It is possible that the ma.n may reno11nce Meditation 
and beoome agitated, and there may o.1110 be causes tending 
to bring about such agitatioi.1 IH constitutes· an obsta.ole 
to Meditation ; but even so,-

:MBDITATION WOULD BII B&OUGHT ABOUT BY TBII POROII 
01' TBII 1KOl1' or WHAT BAS BHN PBBVIO0SLY AOOOMPLISRKD 
(Sn. 41 ) •. 
• What '""' been prer,iouslg acoo,nplisksrl '-stands for the 

Merit and Wisdom, acquired in previous lives,-wbioh serve 
to bring about 11rue Koo,vledge ;-• 'B'orafJ o(lhe /ru.il'-atands 
for the faculty born of Yogic practices; if there were no 
fruits of· such practices, people would never pay any heed 
to them ; even in t,he oase of ordinary worldly acts, we 6.nd 
that constant prdictioe producea a certain faculty. 

Ydrlika on So. (41). 

(P. 581, L, 17 to P. 582, L. ti.] 
Meditatima i, brough, 060,.d /e. ~o.-aya 1116 Sulra. ' ~Vh1d 

ha, 611en previously acao111pli1ketl • -stands for the partioulat• 
for.m of Meditation practised in the preceding bodies i-the 

' fruit ' of that is Merit, and this is what again 
Vir. P. 682, 

brings about another particular kind of. 
Meditation; and this particular kind of Meditation lead11 Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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to the auppreasion of esternal objects. Even in the case 
of the ordinary man it is found that when be is rapt in 
meditation, even though the external objao~ may gather 
round him, yet no cognitions appear for. him; how 
much more so then should this be the case with the Y ogin P If 
Cognitions were to appear simply because there are external 
objeota gathering round the· man, then such Cognitions would 
appear also after Final Release; beoauae for the released 
man also, certain e.i:ternal objects do gather round · him, so 
that cognitions should &till go on appearing, (wbioh is 
absurd). 

Bh.lfgtJ on Sn. c 42). 
[P. 288, L. 11 to L. 16.] 

J t is for the removal of the obsLaolea (to Meditation) 
that,-

TaiR■ IB TBl ADVICI THAT TOGA 880171,D BI •RAOTISIID 
JN fORIBT81 OAVBB ARD BIVIR•BAllKB. (80. 42). 
The Merit prodoced by the praotic,e of Yoga follows the· 

Soo} in other births alao; and when the Merit that brings 
about True Kil~wledge bas reached a high stage of 
development. and ·the Exercise of Meditation hall RBsumei.l 
high proportion11-True Knowledge appears. We have 
actually found that Meditation aervea to auppreH the force 
of even powerful objects : as for ezarnple, even the ordinary 
man aays-• My mind was elsewhere, I did not hear this,' or 
• I did not know this. • 

Partil• on Sn. ( 42). 

[The P'llr{ilta has notlJiog to say on this Slltra.] 
BA111ra on Sil. (48). 

[P, 289, L. 17 to L. 19,] 
[Sa.ya the Opponent]-11 Bnt if you admit the fact (urged 

in Sn. 89) that on account of the force of certain eztremel1 
p~w~ful objects, Cognitions appear eyen against the man•, 
1n1b1-then, . 

. ,, !!III COJl'J'J:S&ll'OY WOULD ABISI Al.BO 17POS FIN'.U 
BILIAII ••,-(Su. 48), Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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•• Even when the ·man hu become nlea,ed, it would be 
poasible for Oognitiona to appear, by naaon of the force of 
Hternal object.a." . 

Ya,,a. on 81. (43). 

[The Yilrlii• bas nothing w say on this Batra.] 
81tr• (4i). 

NoT 80; ,01 0ooNITI01' 18 BUii 'l'O APPIAI ONLY nr 
TOI ACOOllfPLIBBID BODY. (80. 44.) 

B1&1n11 on Su. ( 4f ). 
(P. 23S, L. 21 to L. 23.J 

It is only when the Body, -as the recep~le of Activity, 
Sonae-organs and Ol~jects,-baa been aooornplished, under tb e 
influence of Karma (past deeds) that the presence of. this oauae 
m11kes the appearanoe of Oognitioos 1ure- to come about; 
iio that . however powerful the e1ternal object may be, 
it is not able to bring about Cognitions in the ttoul ; for the 
external object bas been found to have that power (of bringing 
about CognitioaaJ only when it is in oontaot with a 8e1111e• 
organ, l And no such contact iB possible in the case of the 
person wbo has attained Final Releaae ). 

ra,,ia on su. (44-'.

[P. 582, LI. 10-11.) 

Noe 10 tta. elc.-says the 8i/ra. ' It is onl1 when the 
Body is there that the external object gives rise to Cognitions. 
-and not when there is no Body. 

8fltr11 (44), 
Aif'D TRIBI 18 AlllllOI OJ TBAT WBIN Fuu.L R■LU.U 

BAS BHN AT'l'AJRID. t8G. 46.) 
. Bla1111• OD so. (45). 

[P. '289, L. I to L. 6.) 
''l'h.,d '-stands for the Bod1 and the Sense-orpna, 

whioh contain "1e oauaes of cognition; and of this there ir 
ah_,, when Final Release hu been attained ; for the aimple 
1'81800 that there~ no Merit and Demeri, left (t.o bear Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



1654 THB NYAYA-S'OTRAS OF GAU'fAMA 

fruition). Henoe the allegation (in Sil. 48) that •• the con• 
tiagency would ariae also upon Final .Releue "-is not true. 

It; is for this reaaon that Final Bel.-ase consists of freedom 
from all kinds of pain ; inasmuoh as the root of all pain, and 
the receptaole of all pain,--i.,., the Body and the Sense-organs 
abaolotely cease upon the attainment of Final Releaal!', it 
follow■ that Final Release consist■ in absolute freedom from 
all pain ; for without its root, and without its receptaole, no 
pain oan appear. 

Yilrlika on So. (45). 

[P. 582, LI. 18 16.] 

.J.nd Iler, i, alssnc, Jn. fd.-says the Billra. ' Of that' 
-i. ,. of the Body &o., which are the cause of Cognitions, 
there is absence when Final Release ha.'I been attained. U is 
for this reaaon that Final Release coniista in freedom from 
all pain; th11,t is, beoaose upon final Release, the root of all 
pain aa well aa all pain cease to oxist-therefore freedom 
from pain oonstiLutes Final Release. 

8eotion (46J. 
. Foa Tit~ PIJBPOSI (THBII BROIJLD BI) BIIBBLL

ISBKHNT • Of TSI SooL, BY KHN& o, BKST&AINTS AND 

OBIIIIVANOIS AND SD'OB OTBIII JIITBODS Of (.NTHNAL 

DIIOIPLINI AS 11.&Y BI LIHMT ruo• THI 8011:NOI o, YOGA. 

(Stl. 46.) 

Bhilfyt.& OD Sil. (46). 
[P. 289, L. 9 to L. l:J. l 

For the purpose of attaining Final Release, there should 
be • ,m6ellill&flN11& o/ ,,., Boul • .-• Be1tr,,i,at1 • are the means 
of acquiring merit, common to men in all oonditiona of life i 
while• 06,,,,.,anoe,' are peculiar to eaoh condition. • JDmbelli,h• 
"""' of the Soul• -cons:su in the destrootion of Demerit 
and accretion of Merit.-• ,,.,,,_,., di1oiplit1tJ ' should be 
learnt from the soience of Yoga ; iii oonaiat.a of Penance, 
Controlling of the Breath, Abstraction of the Mind, Contempla
tion and Concentration of the Mind; and the praotioe of the 

• VilbYanatba read■, • lf ... 111Wm' anJ esplaiu it u realilatlon of the Boal. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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renouncing of objects of sense serves to remove attachment; 
and hatred. 1.'he other • metk<,di ' consist; of the details of 
conduct laid down for Yoga [such as concentrating of the Mind, 
eating on)y particular kinds of food, not staying at one place 
for any length of timE', and so forth l• 

Yartika on SO. ( 46). 

[P. 588, Ll. lo. 1-2.] 

For lhat p,,rpo,s ,ifc. elc.-says the 8u/ra. For the purpose 
of attaining Final Release, there should be 'embeJlisbment 
of the ~foul ' by means of Restraints and Observances. 

Siifra {47). 
[THERE SHOITLD ,USO BR] BEPRTITION OF THE STUDY Of 

THE SOJENCR, AS ALSO FRIENDLY DISCUSSION WITH PERSONS. 

LEARNED IN THE SOIKNOE, (Sil . . 47). 
BM,ya on Sn. ( 47). 

[P. 289,'L. 15 to 18.) 
• For thR.t purpose ' has to be construed with this Sil/rt& 

also, 'l'he term 'jiiiJna ' stands for th,Jt by whir,/, thing, are 
known, jiiayafl an'ena, i. e. the Science of the Soul ;-the 
'grahaf} 1, ', 'stud_v,' of this consi!iti in reading it and retain• 
ing it in the mind ;-the 'repetition' of such study means 
the carrying on of it continuously, in the shape of reading it, 
listening to it (being expounded) and pondering over it.
., P'riMdly di1cussi1111 1oith psrsin111 learned in tl,11 Scisno11 '-is 
meant to bring about consolidation of the knowledge acquir
ed ; this 'consolidation' conRists in-fl) the removing of 
doubts,· (2) the knowing of things not already known, (8) the 
confirmation (by the opinions of the learned) of the conclus
ions already arrived at (by one's self).-tbe term • ,am1111,Ja' 
means • • ,amlJy,, tJilt/a~ ', ' discussion for the sake of coming 
to an agreement'; [ i. 11./ri11nrllg discussion,'] 

ViJrlih on Sn. (47). 
[P. 588, LI. 4-5.] 

Bt1p11Ution of th11 ,tudg of 11&11 Science, eto., eto.-• JNJnc
graha,µ, ' means • study of the Science '. ' Per,on: learned i,a 

• The reading of the printed tut Qili4!11C give, no ■enae. the rigb& rudins 
Q 1fi11 1QC i■ 1uppli■d b7 the Puri Jrl■• Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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11t, 8oietac,' are those who know the means (of acquiring True 
Knowledge). 

Bl,1Jfgtl OD 811. (48). 
[P. 239, L, 19 to P. 240, L. ·I.] 

The expreasion • friendly diacussion with persons learned 
in the Science ' (occurring in the preceding Batra) is vague ; 
it is explained in the following S11~ra. 

.Batr• (48:. 
THAT (HIINDLT DIB0DSBION) SBODLD BIil 0ABRIBD Olf 

WITH TBB P0PIL, 'rB ■ TIA0BBR, 00llPAN,0NB IN STUDY, AND 
(JTS:llsB WILL•EN0WN J,RARNED PlCRSONS1-WlfO WISH WIU,L 

(to THI. BNQUIRBB) AND WHO ABB NO'J' JBALO0S OP HIil'. 

(Su. 48). 
The meaning of the ~1/ra is explained by its own \Vords. 

P'ifrfiio on S11. ~48,. 

[The 'Yarlika has nothing to say on Lhis Si/rs.] 
Bhll1ya on 811. {49). 

[P. 240, L. 2 to L. 6. J 
It might be thought that-the putting forward of theories 

and counter-tc.,heories would be unpleasant to the other party 
(the teacher ltnd the rest); [ with a view to this we have the 
following Sitra.] 

Sillra (49). 
BIING A BBHIB. (Anll Hore) [THI MAN 8BO0LD 

OABIY IT ON] roa TS:I AOOOIIPLISHIIINT 01' BIS PDBPOSB, 
IVIN WITHOUT PUTTING PoliWAl&D ANY COUNTH•TBBOSIBS. 

• The Oommataton baH ezplained 'lam ' u referring to the I penon learned in 
the Soienoe ', 1111d '11111,-,,,,af' ujt111J,tf ; by thi■ the Blllra would mean that one 
■hoold know the penon■ mentioned u ' learned in the Soience.-Similarly ' eliriyorgli. 
Hit' they explain u meaning 'thOlfl that have faith in Final Releue.' We have 
thought it belt to deviate from thi■ explanation, Jn the cue of the former, it 
ii DOI • ., to con■true the in1tramental in ftlqu••••1ft:Rdl11 ~N: 
ud anegard■ the latter, it ii 'flrJ aaoh ■impler, ■ad more in keeping witb 
the epithll ..,-,i6Ai~ ', to take ii in la natural HON • tho■e who wish well '; 
a it ii onlJ ■aob well-wi■h• wbON intercoune ou be entirely friendly and 
tolldaol•e to pod. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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• H, 11&011/d oarrg 011 Cu dltouriora '(of the foregoing Sllr") 
has to be construed here also. Inasmuch as the man is 
desirous of acquiring knowledge from the other person, he 
should eimply express a desire to learn the truth; and thus 
without trying to establish any theory of bis own, be should 
clal'ify (oorreotJ his own view of things,-speoially bf re,llis
iog the fact t.l1·1t the dootrioes of several philosophers aH 
JRutually oontrRdiotory [and fro1n among these aooeptiog 
what is righL and rejecting what is wrong]. 

'P'ilr/ilta on Sn. (49). 
f'l,he Ya,tih has nothing to say on this 8ilra.] · 

.Eiid tJ/ 8eoliut1 (5). 

Section {8). 
[Suiras 60-51.) 

'l'l&e Df/e11ding of 'Pru, K11ov,letlge. 
Bh,,,y11 on So. (50). 

[ P. 240, L.· 'l to L. 10.] 
Through exceHive partiality to their own theorie!II, some 

people transgreH all bounds of reaaouing; in that oase-

D1sPUTATlON .\ND Wa.urGLING (sHQUl,ll BR CARRIED 
Ol!f) POil THII PU&POSI or DBP.IHDIBG BIB DITll&IIINATIOl!f 
TO ORT AT TRI TKUTH, JUST AS TBB BBDGI OP THORN! 
DRANOHl!:S 18 PnT OP FOR TBII PBOHOTI01' 01' IIPBOUTINO 
SUDS. (Sn. 50] • 

• This however i1J meant only for those persona who ban 
not acquired Ta•ue Kuowlt!dge, whose def1HSts have not beea 
removed, and who are still making an attempt for those 
purposes. 

'l'ilrlik" on Sn. (50). 

[P. 583, Ll. 14--16.J 
Di,p,d,,tion anti Wr•nglin11 ,to. ,ea.-says the 8ilrt1. 

What the 8afr• means is that what is herein said 6hould be 
done only by su:,h persons in whom True Knowledge hu 
not 7et appeared. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



1658 THE NYAYA-S'OTRAS OF ~UTAMA 

BA11111a on So. (51). 
[P. 24•>, L. 11 to L. 14.] 

When one ha, been rudely addressed by an Opponent, er• 
lher tl1raagh va.oity (of &11parior knowledge', or through sheer 
t>rej11dice \against trntb), or throngh aome oth13r similar 
n,ason (i.e., desire for \Vealtb, fam-, &o.),-then he (failing 
to peroe.ive the right answer to the ill-m,mnered allegations 
of the Opponent)- . . 

8BOULD PIOK UP A QUARRIL '\VITII BIii AND. PBOOUD -
TO DEAL WITB BIil BY DISPUTA'l!ION AND BY \VBANGLING. 
(Sn. IH). 
1 Pink up a q1,11rrel '-i. ,. •with a vi-.w to defeating the 

Opponent,-and not with a view to getting at t.be truth.· B11~ 
lhis should be- done only for the purpose of rltife11ding true 
Scienoe, • and not. for the purpose of obta.iuiog \Vaaltb, honour 
or fame. 

q,hns ends the B1,u,11a on the II Daily Lesson 
a/ Di,anur,e IV, 

Vbr/iltt& on Sil, (51 ). 

· [P. 583, L. 16 to P. 524,. L. o.) 
WJ,e,a on"°h• 6eitn rudely add"re,114,J 1,g Ila, Opporaenl tda. eta. 

he 1ho11ld pit,1' up eta. eto.-sa.ys the Sil/rtt • . ' Tablay11111 '-i.e. 
l>y Dispntation and by Wrangling. 'Piolr. up a q,carrel' do,
•ill, a ,ielo to tllf eaUrag t4,r Opponitnl, and not with a view lo 

gelling at the truth, Bat thi, 1houlJ. btt done ttta. etc:.-aa.ys 
U1e Bh1J1ya. 

1 Rebirth, as related to Activity and Defeat, has been 
fully ozplaioed; Fruition, Pain and Release, as also the mean• 
of Release, bave been described (in the fourth A.<Jhg1J11t1). ' 

B,,tl of ela, 1'ilrlilc1.1 011 D11il11 Ln,011 II of Diacoura• lY. 
END or Dncoouaa■ IV. 

• '.Pbe motive promptin,r the man ■hoald be-H tbi■ ill-mannend penon i• 
• .tlowed '° go aad■teat■d, tb,n ordinary maa wi\1 aooept bi1 oonolalon, u the 
right on11, and thl1 1'oald ·bring aboat a Ntal oonfuioa relating •· Dharma and 
1ne Phikuphy,-uy■ the 71fpa,.p, Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Dailg L~••on I. 

81!clfora ( 1 ). 
[ Sii/ra, 1-8.] 

The Ji'ulilB llej()inder, CORll-lting i11 the u,.(dir u .. ging of 
tl,a F'~ll,cg of • Neufralisidion.' 
• Bl&llfga on 811. (l ). 

f P. 241, L. 1, to L. 9.] 
Futile Bejoir&dP.r having been defined (iii Sll. t-2-18) as 

• that objection which is taken on the b11,sis of mere similarity 
and dissimilRrity,' it was deso~ibed briefly under Sil. 1.2.20, 
where it was pointed 0t1t that 'th'3re is miiltiplicity of Futile 
Rejoinders owing to there being sevarELl and di verse varieties 
of it ; ' this Futile Rejoinder is now describod in detail. 'l'he 
Futile Rejoindars herein described consist of argument& 
urged in confutation of the a.rgt1mant that has been put 
forward in dernonstratio11 of a certain conclusion; and their 
number is twen£y•fogr; • they are as follows :-

• Among co1n111ent1tor1 there tau been a great d~al of disc1111ion in regard 
te the Haot character of this l!'iftb Di■coar■e and it, connection with what hat 
gone before. To the end of Adh. IV, we had the E.e1J111i,11tio11, 'Pirlkfi,' of 
what had been 111,ntion,d in Sil, 1-1-1 and defi,ml in the rest of Adh; 1 ; ao that 
the nat11ral 111bject-matter of Adh. V 1ho11ld cou~i,t ill the cuotinuatiou of the 
1a1ne E1111111i11aU,11 of tl1iag1 ; · what we inJ however in this A~h1Jl!JtC are d,/lni• 
Cie,u of the aeveral irarietie■ of 1!'11tile lejoinder1 and Cliuche1a. Hecce the 
diflc,lty. 

The fiJfp«rg/J 11y1-Tl11 ~roper place for the i,fl,1ing of the partic11lar kinds 
of Fi,til, R,jorcd,r aud Cllndier, was j1ut after tbe general do,ff.nitio11 of these in 
Adh. I ; yet the a11th11r of tl1e Sdtra iateatioaally 0111itteJ t.J do it 1111,re, in order 
11ot to delay tl&e ua1ai11atioa of tbe 'objects of oo,1nitioo,' for whicb tbo pupil• 
were growing au1io111; and having liai■bed all that, he now nat11rally reverts to the 
leflning of the ■everal varieti• of tht two oatei;oriea that be had left undeftned, 
F11rther, the la■t p«rC of the precacling .tjlaglga laaving dealt witll I Diaputatiou 
and Wrugling.' it i1 in conaection with thoae that the Sage deal■ with Futile Be
joiuder and Oliuober, which can 00011r only ia Disputation ind Wrangling; IP that 
the 1eq11ence of · Acjb, V ia all rlgb.t , it■ 111bject-matter ari11iog directly out of 
what hu 00011rred towarda the end of the preceding .t4Jag4,a. · 

The l'/Jrw■,~ enter■ into aloagdi1ou11ion II to whether Adla. V ia. naeant 
to be 'De&nition' or' lbamiution' i and ·001Det to tbe eoncl111io11 tbat it, 1ubjo1ct 
matter conaiata of 0.fl,dllo,,. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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• 
Bilra (1). 

(1) Pat'l'f,• ,11 81111LHJTY, (I) ,11 DIBs1Mu,u1u, 
(3) PH .AUOMINTATIOlf, (4,) PH 8UBHAOTION, (5) PICB 
UNOIBTAllffY, (6) PH 0HT.Uffl', (7) PH 8HUPl'J,ING, 

(8) 1'18 P&oBHDUK, (9) PIii OoNVHGINO■• (10) PH 
·Noll'-OOBVHOIJl'OI, (11) PH OoNTINUII) Qu1STlOM, (12) 
PH 0oUNTIB•INB'rAROl1 (13) PH NoR-QINHATION (14) 
PIB Doun, (15, PH VAolLLATloN, (16) PBB NoN•PllO

BATlVINIBB, t (l71 PIii PHSUKPl'ION', (18) PICB NoN• 
DlHHINOI, (19) PH BVIDIN'OI, (20) PH APPBIIIHNSION, 

. . (20 PI& Noif•APPl.illCNB[ON, (291 PH NoN-ITIBNALITY, i 
. ': ('i8) PH EHRBALlTt AND (24) PH CBA.BACTIB or 

BlrBCT.'-(Sll. 1.) . 
· When the argument ·ut"ged in ooofutatioo is through 
,ir,ailaritg, and does not ditfttr in validity from tbe argumant 
put forward in demonstration, it oonstitut,es • Parir.y per 
Similarity'; the said ' oon-ditfttrttnoe • we shall exemplify in 
the particular in&tanoes that we shall oite. 'Parity ,per Dissi111-
ilarity ' and the. other Futile Bejoioders m.'11 bs similarly 
deaoribed. 

( Yilrlilta on Su. , 1 ). 
, [P. 530, LI. to 535, L. 1.] 

l'ut.ile Rejoinder having been desoribei ouly briefly, it 
htt,d to be desoribed in greater detail ; hence is the present 

• U\layanioblr7a lo bi■ ~i/,,f,Ai (N1-J¥f'i1lu11d) th1111 explaioa the 
ligui&oation of the term' 12ma' ooa11rriog at tbe end of theae na1nea.--ll) Aocord
ing lo the Y lll"f'ta. it lll8Ulll 'eqllali1in11 '. ; I. • tlae Futile Bej,,iude~ ie p11t forw;1nl 
for tbe purpou of ooonter,poiaing or n111tralieing tbo el!eota of the · nriginal 
Beuoning ;-(~) 11000rdiog lo · the. &Ufya, it inasn1 tlaat the f11tile Rejobider ie 
pot op witb a Yiew lo lholf that thereie nothing io the original reuoniog wbicb 
dilel'llltiatN it. from what ie DOW put forwanl ; [tl1ere i• not m11ob dilfennoe 
Ntnea th• '"° J.-(8) otbera 11:plain it u mualog that the Futile .Bejoioder 
pll&e the orlgillll ,_,. oo enot11 tbe•me footing u bi■ Opp:,oeot patting 
forward tbe Bejoinder ;-1,, &be lqulit7 1 of tbe rutile Bejoioder Ii• io the fad 
thd while demollahing the· reuoning of tlN Ire\ party1 it demolilh11 itHlf aleo. 
[UtJayuioharya himnlf aooepll Uail lut a.pl,m.UOl!,l • 

·t 114(41"41 it the oomct reading. 

i The printed tOxt read .. !i◄W,...filNiltiN, but from the later Bltru, It it 

ol11r that ftlN 00111ei after .. bi11oe tbe right nadiag i1 fiW•i4filtt'-4 Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Discourse started; the &rat Silrt1 whereof is-1 ParU!I 
per Bimilarilg to. f-11. • Futile Bejoinder ia that reasoning 
ae.t up in reflltation of a reasoning propounded in demonstr.1• 
tion, whiob (in reality) is incapable of refuting the
latttT. 

"Inasmuch as the putting forward of the Futile Rejoind• 
er bH been probibitt5d1 nod aa it consists only of wrong 
ansW'ers, it is not right to set it up at all. 'rhe use of the 
Futile Rejoinder I.as been prohibited in the following sen• 
tence-• Casuistry, Fut-ile Rejoinder and Olinchera sholild be 
a voided by one in his own assertions • ( BhiJf //tJ, Text, P. 7, 
L. 2.),; and, further, Futile Rejoinder is not the right a11swer 
to an argument ; hence it is not right to set up a Futile Re
joinder. ,' 

'l,his 0 is not right, for the useful p11rpose served by the. 
set.ting. tip of the Futile Rejoinder bas also been pointed out 
in the passage-• these can be urged with force against 
others' (BM,y,11 Text, P. 7, L, 8). In fact sometiml!s the 
Futile Rojoinder may be set np even in refutation of a valid 
reasoning ; i. e. thou.~h th9 first propounder of the thesis 
may think that the reasoning put forwar,l against him ia 
sound, yet being desirot1s of obtaining we~lth, honour and fame 
[and being anxious to guarJ the Truth against attack] he 
sets up a Futile Rejoioder; bis motive in so doing being 111 

follows :-• It may be that being 11pset b1 my Futile Rejoind• 

Vir. P. 536, er, the other party may not be able to per• 
ceive the right answer to my Rejoinder; so 

if the other party is really unable· to Bnd a suitable answer, 
be is defeated ; while if I do not set up the Rejoinder •. the 
other party would obtain. absolute viotor7 over me ; and 
oer~inly rather than s11ffer suuh total defeat., it is better that Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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I should 1·eoder the issue (of the disputation) doubtful, hence 
it is best that. I should set up the Futile Rejoinder. •• 

Other people have held that the Futile Rejoinder serves 
the purp,ne of reb11tting invalid reasonings. Some people 
hold that the Futile Rejoinder should be set up for the pur
pose of setting aside unsound arguments. They deolar~ as 
follows :-1 When an unsound argument has been put forward, 
a Futile Rejoinder may be set up, either (a) by reason of 
the fact that the person setting it up, is unable to detect the 
flaw in the argument (and thus to seL up the right answer), 
or rb) on aooount of the desire on his part to point ont the 
flaw in the argument by placing before him an undesirable 
contingency (a dilemma).' t 

This ho~ever is not righti as there would, in snob oase3, 
be no need for the Futile Rejoinder: if the first par~y knows 
·that the argument put forward against him is unsound, then 
he should naturally proceed to point out the flaw in it that 
he has actnally~tected, and there wonld thus be no need 
for aetLing up the Futile Rejoinder. If, on the other baud, 

• fa ■beer opp,11ition to Trutb, the Opponent 11t1 up an argumect against it ;
the azpounder of the Truth find■ him■elf unable to meet that argument ;-he 
fl'II■ that if he fail, to provide an an,wer, the audience, conaiatillg of men of 
ordinar1 oapaoit7, would be mialed to believe tbat the Truth i■ otherwi68 tba11 
what hu been propounded b7 him ;-benoe he 11111&1 the Opponent'• argument by 
ru•u of a llejoiader wbioh h_e know■ to be futile, and 7et be 1et1 up with tbe 
idea that, io cue the Opponent fail• to detaat and azpo■e tlae f11llacy in the 
Rejoinder, the wont that wo11ld bappeo woald be that the audi,noe would he left 
in doubt u to the i11111 of the oon0ict. .l!:feo thi, i■ better tbao that the l'au■e of 
Truth 1hould ■ulfer total defeat, Tlaough u a matter of fact it i• not pouible tlaat 
there ■hoald be aay valid argument again1t a hi &bNi-. yet tlae ezpounder of thi■ 
may not be able t, peroeiYI the fallM.1 in the argument agaio■t it, aud 10 may regard 
it u I Y&lid ·-ra1,a,,-. 

t IHa thoagla be know& the right 1n1wer to the Opponent'■ argument. yet be 
•lectl· to meat him with the Futile Rajoiader, for the parpo■e of oouviuoiag him 
of·tbe fallaoioaau• ot Ilia ugamint by plaoiog before him the following 
clil■mm■ :-1 1 lr.aow tbat my rajoioder i■ defaotl,a; bat IO l■ youn i ■o that if 
yo11r argumeat ia right, miat al10 1hould be ■o. '-flf,ar,-. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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he does not detect any flaw in the Opponent's argnment, 
how could he set up any Futile Rejoinder at all P He who 
does not understand things oan not set up any arguments• 
If he were to set up argum'lnts without understanding 
things, then he might say anything he liked; and there would 
be no restriction at all (to his assertions). 

What. we have just said also sets aside the view that the 
first &ve Futile Rejoinders are set up against the • Inde
cisive' Reasoning. Some people have said that-" when the 
other party has put forward an indeci,ius reasoning, then 
should one set up the first five Futile Rejoinders."-Thia view 
also is set aside by what we have just said.-" How P "-If 
the man knows that the Opponent's reasoning is itidecidot, it 
is this defect·that he should point out; while if he does not 
recognise any such defect, he is ignorant {and can say noth
ing to the point). 

What we have said also disposes of the view regarding 
the sequence of right and wrong arguments ;-that is, the 
view that, "when the Opponent puts forward a right argu
ment, he should be met with a right argument, and when 
he put11 forward a wrong argument, he sho11ld be met with 
a wro.ng argument [aod both these arguments in answer 
constitute the Futile Rejoinder].''-B_ilt the' right' argument 
is that which consists in the pointing out of defects in the 
Proposition and other factors of the reasoning put forward 
by the Opponent; and such an argument would be a rigbt 
answer, and it would not be a Futile Rejoinder. Thus the 
view in question cannot be right; as it showt that the peraoos 
who hold it are ignorant of the real character of• Futile 
Rejoinde1· '. 

•The aohjeot-matter of the diap11tation ia one that the llrat_ parL7 hu fnll7 
at11died ; and if ha la unable to detect Bawa in the argument■ put forward a,cain■t 
what be bu f11ll1 ■tudiecl, he caanot ban the read7 wit n11C1Nar7 for the •&ting 
ap of the Futile Bejoiacier, Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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' Parity,' 1 Bruni •, consist,& in the propounding of an 
argument for the purpose of ,quali,ing (am,nt,rpoi,ing, 
the original argument) ; and what is meant by the 
names of the Futile Rejoinders is that equali,ng i• 
done IJy aimilaritg, Eq,.cali,ing i• done 1>11 diBlimilari,g, 
and so fortb; so that the setting up of these Rejoinders 
is for the purpose of equalising (the original arg11-
ment): the • eq1Jalising • may or may not be ~tnally 
accomplished; but the man who puts forward the Futile 
Rejoinder does ro with the intention of I equalising'; just as in 
ordinary life a man makes efforts for the sake of his family 
[and the efforts may or may not be actually fruitful]. 

Or, 'Parity' may be taken to imply the absence of any 

Vir, P. 637, 
peculiar reason (in favour of the original 
argument, as against the counter-argument 

set 11p in tbe Futile Rejoinder) ; the sense of the latter 
being-• you do not indicate any particular reason in 
snpport of your. argnment '; tho idea with wbioh the person 
put.a forward the'\.Futile Rejoinder being-' my reasoning 
is exactly Jike yours.' 

Tlie Futile Rejoinders can not all be urged against all 
reasoning& (as some people have beld) ; for the simple reason 
that they are not eq11ally applicable to all. As a matter of 
fact, all Futile Rejoinders a,·e not applicable to all reasonings; 
,.g., when the original argument is based upon' dissimilarity,' 
oo~ could not set up those Futile Rejoinders that consist of 
•Parity' per • Superiority', or 'Inferiority', or 'Uncertainty,' 
or ' Certainty ', or • Shuffling.• 

By 'Parity,' • Equalising,' it is not meant that there is 
eq11ality between the propounder of the original thesis and 
tbtt propounder of the Rejoinder; because the l'ueiZ, Bejoiader 
is always wrong cansao,r; so thu.t the propounder of tbe Futile 
Rejoinder must be one whose view is wrong; while in regard Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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to the propounder of the original thesis, it ia uncdrtain as to 
what be says being right o·r wrong [ ao that there can be no 
ffUGZilf between tae twG protagonists.]' 

Bl&a,ua on Sa. (2). 
[P. 2U, L. !O 1iO P. 242, L. 11.] 

The de&nition (of these Fnt.ile Rejoinders) is as foll~ws :-· 
Batra (2). 

(1) and (J)-T1H ORlGINAr, PROPOSITION HAVl!rG.HQ 

PROPOUNDBD ON. TIii BASIS OP A SIMILARITY AND DISSIIII• 
LAIUTY, II' TBB OPPOHN? SICKKS '1'0 PBOVB HB CON'fl&Alf . . 

or ITS PBBDICATB, ALSO ON TRB BA9[8 or Sillll,ABITY AND 
orssum,iBl'l'Y, WI RAVIC IHS"rANOH or 'PARITY l'BI DIHSIJU• 
LAKlTY.' AND I PARITY PH D1ssuntAB1Tr,'t (Sil. 2). 

(1) When the origin11,l propo•itfon is propo11nded on the 
basis of similarity, if the Oppo~ition to it, seeking to establish 
the contrary of its predicate, is set up also on the basis of 
sim.ilarity,--and this Opposition does not diler from the 
arg11meot put forward. in s1tpport of the original proposition,
it is a case of th·,t Opposition which is called. 'Parity per 
Similarity•. E.g. The Proposition h11ving been in the form 
" The Moul must be aotive,-because every Substance is 
endowed with qualities conducive to activity.-the clod of 
of earth, which is a substance, is endowed with qualities 
conducive to activity, and is found to be active,-the Soul 
also is so,-therefore the Soul must be active; '-the Opponent 
sets up the following opposition to it, also on the basis of 
Sianilllrity :-• The ~oul rnttst be inact-ive,-beoa11se every all
pervading sabstance is ioactive,-lkasha, which is an all• 

• 

• The twenty-four Futile Rejoi11der• have been ol-.iied under ei:cteen bead-, 
dacribed ia 8eotion1 2 to 17. I, oompriling (I) and (I), i■ the wrong urgirigof 
the fallacy of I ne■traliution'; U, compri1ing (8) to (8) i■ ia the form of patting 
furward alternatlvea regardi■g the ProhamJam •n• the 11::umple; JU, comprilllng 
(9), and (It), bear■ apon the convergence and divergeaoe of pait1 of· thing■ ; IV, 
compri■lag (11) an.II lilt), also bear■ apoa oouti1111ed Questiou.a■d Counter-iu1taace i 
the rtlt oompriling only one eaoh. 

t8JiAara,-.1111ltlAilcsr111,t&Ag,Jm i■ to be ooa■lraed with ' ya,a,d lrl,' u alBO with 
~•iycrplOJHIPClffl.,'.-aoo.>rdhar to the iaterpresation of the BMf,a. 
Vi.i..ani~a appean to oon•ae it oaly with the latter term. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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pervading aobatanoe, ia inaotive,-the 80111 also it ao,
t.berefore the Soul mnst be inactive.' And there is no 1peoial 
reason why on the ground of its ,imil,,.,it-y to active aubatanoea 
th~ Son) should regarded at 11ctio,, 110d it should npt be 
re.gardt:d as inuotiott, on the groun,1 of its ,imilorieg to 
,,,,,ctir,tt 111tb1tnc111 ;-so thnt inasmuch as there is no special 
'l'eason I which makes one or the other more validl, this is 
an instance of Futilo Rejoinder called• Parity per Similarity.' 
[This is a 011lle where the original Propositiou is based upon 
Similarity, and the Opposition to it iit alao b1~ed upon 
Similarity J. 

(2) Ao inst.anoe of• Parit.y per Dissimilarity' (in opposition 
to tile aam.e Proposition\ is the followiog-•the olod of earth 
which is endowed with qmLlities oondlloive to aotivity, is 
found to ~ limited in its extent,-th, ll,>11l i, ,ml 11i> limited-
therefore the Soul cannot be active, lire the olod of Earth ;'
there being no spi>ciitl reason why, on the basis of its 
1i111ilarUg \o an activt1 substance, the Soni should be regar«Jed 
as aclioe,-and why, on the basis of it,1 di11irnU.arit11 to the 
octi111 substance, iii should not bo 1·egarded as iraaotioe; and 
inasmuch as there is uo such speoi1,l re.son, it is a oase 
of• Parity per Dissimilal'it.r.' ('rhis is ease of the Proposi
tion being base, on Sirnilarity, and the Opposition 011 
Dissimilarity]. · 

(3) The original Proposition being· set up on the basis 
of di,,i,nilaritg,-• The Soul must be ioactive,-beoa.u~ei iii is 
all-pervading,-every aotio, substance i, foun<l to be not 
all-pervading, as in the case of the olt>d of E ,rtb, -the 80111 
is not so non•all-pervudiog,-henoe it must be inactive' ;
• tl1e following opposition is set up.on the basis of. dissimi
larity:-• the lkAsha, whioh is an inactive substance, is fountl 
to be devoid of qualities ooodueive to aoHvity,-the Soul is 
not so de,oid of such qualities,-bence the Soul oannot be 
inactive';-and there is no special reason why, on the ground 
of its ai,dmilarily to the ,1ctioe ·substance the Soul should be 
regarded as inacti", and why, on the ground of itsdis,intilaritg 
to t,be inactive substance, it should noli be retprded aa actiOB ; 
thu11. there beio, no such special reason, this 11 an instance of 
• Parity per Dissimilarity•. [Thie is an instance of the· 
Proposition as well aa its Opposition bc,t,h being based 
upon Disaimilal'ity,] · Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



BHA~YA-VARTIKA 5-1-2 1667 

{-l)An instance of ' Parity per Similarity• (in oppo-iitioJi 
to the s11me Proposition) •-• the clod of Barth \VIJic,b is 
acti,~, is found to be endowed with 4t1alities conducive to 
a.otivit,y,-the Soul abo is so eudowttd,-heoce it should 
be active ';-there is no speoittl reason why, on the ground of 
its ,li•dmil,,,.ity to the aoUoa substance, the Soul should 
be regarded as in<sotiue, and why, on tlu, ground of 
its ,imilarilg to the aatiuB substance, it should not be 

• regarded as aclioB; and there being no such sphcial rel\Son, 
this is an instance of • Parity pt-r Similarity.' (This is au 
instance of the Proposition boing based upon Di11imilf.lritv 
and the Oppot1ition on Similaritg. 

rartika on Sil. (2). 

[P. 587, L. 10 to P. 588, L. 9.] 
Ths original propo,ition haoing biJen etc. ,tc.-says the 

sa,,a. • Parity per Shnilarity ' and ' Parity per Dissimilarity' 
-orB etoo form, of Oppo,ition. (I) When the proposition i1 
propounded on the basis of Similarity, there is opposition 
set up against it on the basis of another Bimilarity, whioh i11 
contrary to the former 8imilari(y, (2) and when the 
Proposition is propounded on the basis of Di11imilrJrilg, ther~ 
is opposition set up against it on the basis of a Similarity, 
contrary to the said Dii,imilaritg ;-both these constitute 
' Parity per Similarity.' E.g. ( l) The Proposition being i11 
the form • Sound must be non-eteroal,-because it has 
the character of being produced, and such things as the 
Jar and the like, which have the oharaoter of being 
produoed, are found to be non-eternal, '-the following 
opposition is set up against it. • If Sound is regarded_ as 
non-eternal by reason of its ,imilariCg to the non-eternal Jar, 
it should have to btt regarded as IDiBrraal also, because it hu 
i11COrporealit1, which forms its •intilari,v to .d!iJ1kt1 which 
is elern"'· ' (I) The same Proposition being put forward 

• The word, ._. ........ wanting in the printed test ia 1uppli1d by the 

Plll'i )h. B. and alao HIio C ud D. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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on the baaia of Sonnd'a di11imilarit1 to Aifl1lia [i. ,. • Sound 
muat be non-eternal, beoauae it baa t.he ohal'ac'8r of being 
produced, -and · .l!a,ha, which ia eternal, ia not possessed 
of that oharaoter]. the following opposition ia aet up against 
it :-• If 8011nd is to be regarded as non•eteroal by -reason of 
its tli11imilaritg t,o the sternal A!ilal,a, it· should have to be 
regarded u elernal, by reasoil of its ,imilcJrity to the eter~al 
1klsha, in the shape of i•oorpornli,g ;-if you tbink: that 
even though this Bimilarieg is there, Sound 011nnot be regard
ed as eternal. then it is not right for you to assert that 
• Sound should be regarded as non-eternal, by rea.son of its 
1imilarity to the Jar, or by reason of its d-inimilarity to 
Aklsba. t 

The urging of the Futile Rejoinder serves to poinL 
out tha~ there is no special 1'81lson (in support of tbe 
Tiew propolmded in the Proposition); and there be.ing no 
&UOh special reason, the F11tile Rejoinder bears the semblanoe 
Virlika P. IS&, oft.he urging of the fallacy of 'Inconclusive• 

·ness., 

' (S} Similarl; when the propoaitioo i& propoond"d on 
tbe·buia of Diaaimilarity and Opposition is set up against 
it on the basia of .Dissimilarity oontrary to the former, and (4) 
when t.he Proposition is propounded on the basis of 
Similarity and Opposition is aet up ag1Un&t it on the 
basis of a Dissimilarity contrary to the former-we 
have • Parity per Di11inailt1rilg. ' II. g. (3) When the same 
arg11ment is put in the form • Sound must be non-eternal., 
by reason of in tliaimila,-itg to lt1111t1, • the Opposition is 
aet; up that • it should be regarded as elaf'11,,l by reason of 
ita ,li,,imil•rity t,o · 'the Jar, in the shape of inoorpore•m,.• 
(-i) The same argument being put forward on the basis of 
,i■ilarity to the Jar (in the shape of At1,ing Ila, oh11r110"1r of 
Hing produc,d), Opposition ia set up against it that-' If by 

' 
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1'4UOD of its 1lt11ileriev to the Jar~ Sound \I to be l'Agardecl 
ai tlOll~Cdrnt.1l, then, b7 re&BOll of its ,li,1l•iloritg to the 
Jar (in the abape of i,aoo'f"lret1lie,,, it 1hoold have to be 
regarded as ''"tllill; '-if 7ou think that even though there 
is this di,airnilr,r#y, Sound oannofi ~ et.ernal, tben,-_in that 
cmae, your reaaooioga-' Sound m111t be non-eternal, beoauae 
ol. ita •i•ilaritg to the noo-e-ual Jar, and beoauae of its 
dis,imilrJritv to th~ -eternal .J.ja,/i• '-are iooooolusive (not 
true). · This is what oonatituliel the • absence of .special 
re-.on. '• 

Bka,,a on Sil. (3). 
(P. 242, L. 12 to P. 243, L. 6.] 

The answer to the above two Futile Rejoindin is a& 

follows:-
Bil_r• l 8). 

TRI PBOPOSITI01' WOULD BI IITABLISHID II' TRI RAUi 
IIANNIR All THI PAO'r Of .A. OIIT.A.IN' ANIMAL BllNO THI 
1 oow' 18 BSTABLISHBD Bt. TRI PBIHICNOI IB IT or 'l'BI 
OLASS-OHABAOTIR Uf TBI 1 OOW. 1-(Sll. 5). 

If one were to seek to es_tablish his proposition by means 
of mere •similarity,' or bf means of mere' dissimilarity,•
then there would certainly be the unoertaint1 (inconclusive• 
neas, urged in the . Futile Rejoinder). There is however no 
1uob uncertainty when the oonolusioo ia based upon~ partio• 
ul1r property [such aa i1 invaria.blt <•onoomitant with wh111i ·. 
is sought to be proved l ; ,. g. th11t a dertain animal id the 

• U,Joya11t1cA4r110 lo hie ~-e.ldlai •11-BIClh of di• two J'atile Rejoinden 
i11 Jhreefold: (t) Bearing upon a tr11e aabjeat et, bearing 11pon an antrae 1ubject, 
and (81 eonsiating of wrong 111:preuion, The eu1npl11 oited in the Virtlb 
belong to the &rat lrind (Soa!Jd being really noa-eternal). following 11 the e11mpla 
of the ■eoond ldnd:-The Propo■ition bein1 propounded in the fur1n 'Sounll m111t 

be .,.,,..,, baoa ... it ie Intangible, iike lki■ha,' the Oppnitioa i■ ■et up again■t 
· it that • Sound being oogni■able, and • ■nob ■imilar to ..,._.,,,,,.,. thinp, i, 
■hould be regarded u ,..,. • .,,,_, ', 1 The eumpl11 oiled lo the Bl&afl" beloag 
to the third kind ; u the 111bjeot thereof II &1'111, it i■ onlJ Iba verbal' e1:pr•io11 
that It defeo&iYe. .A. Bejoinder, evta Uioagb qaitt rlaht iD matter, if it i,1 pat up 
in wron1 form, _·becola• J'atilt. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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dOW -ia ,royJd b7 Nl901l oat, 'of th•• • aimilarUy of it &o the 
oo,r '_ wblch oon■iat.a in lu ,,.,.ltJfld, of e&, """'ioular ola,-our• 
•oe., •..,' (whiab ii -invariably oonoomitant with, in18par
able from, all oow■),-and not by reason pf- the pre11nae of 
tuoh otb~r pro:,ertiea u are dilereot from the ,,,.,,,1111, of ,,, 
tl•l•p • [ whiob o&la,r pl'o,-rliH -are -not invariabl1 ooncqmi• 
ta~t wi~b all. oow■J. S~milarl1 the propo■ition that a oer
ta111 anama\ 11 thA oow 11 _proved t b1 rea■on only of that 
• diuimilarity of it lo the Borae ' •hioh oon1i1t,a io 1A11 ,,.,. 
,...,,. of tl&. clt1111•a1atlNOe.r •ear,,' -and not that d1il8imila1ity 
wbioh might oonai■t in a mere ditll'Bity of qualities &o. All this 
hu been explained in the aeotion on I Faotora of Be1110ning ' 
(hi -Bl&iJfga 011 811. l•l-89), when it baa been pointed 011t that 
in tbe aentenoe (f•>rmuJating the inferential argument), several 
Iaatrumenta of Cognition combine together and oonjointly 
aoaomptieb the oommoo p11rpoae (of proving the oooolm,fou ), 
-and that the s11M"ltl1••• (that the futile Rejoinders point 

-out) oan apply 0011 to Fallaoio111 ReaROnings (and not to 
nlid reaaoninga). 

Yilrl la on So. (3). 

[P. 588, L. JO to L. 18.] 

- !'Ae an1:,,~- __ lo di a6oN tUHI l'•liltt B11ioiratl,r,_ irt •• 
f oUo• :-B, propo,ielo• t00.W I, ~WluA,4 ,lo. ,1o.-aa71 
the ••tr•1._ BYID thoi11h bet,rean the Horse and the 
Oo,r, there ia 1illlilArii1 aouiating of Uie 0Aart1ce.r of hing 
and ao forth, and there ia alao tlil1l111ilarilg, consisting 
in the (fact of one of.them, the Bone, ha,ing) uooleft; hoofs, 

· • Tb1 word 1 ,i,...,,.■lalltl ' •• II 111Ddl, woald mna that tlie aid 
ooullllioa Cllllaol be proncl by lu ,,.,,.. of IA, ,1_., • Tbi■ bowivu 
woalcl Ill wrong i u th1 ,,.,_ .J II,...., ilo. I■ u peoallar to, uad lanrl
•blJ ooiaooral&ut wi&b, all oow1w a &111 oJ..oharaoter • oow' itulf, la view of 
.tllll, tbl ,.,,.,,. bu 1splaiald &bi ooiapouacl ' ,a,.fi, ' u aaiag propwtlee ........... ,,.. . .., ........ 
' t,r t,i .... ii...... BIia Ill la ,- of If Mfouad la Puri B, al■o la 
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' 
~yet, on the mere ground of the eaid ,imllarilg in the fotm 
of the obaraoterof 'beiog' the Oow oa!1oot become the Horn; 
nor on the mere ground of the tlla,imilarilg in the form of 
uncleft 1,ouf ,, . the non-Ooti oan become the Oou,. Aod what 
is ·the reason. for this P-The reason lies in the fact that one 
(the 11imilarity) is not invariably oonoomitaot (with the 'Cow), 
snd the oliher (the dia1timila, ilg) is not exclusively precluded 
(from the I Cow t only). • It is only that I similarity ' which 
is invariably concomitant, relatively as well as poaitiTely, 
with a certain property, that can serve ·as the ground for 
attribnting · that property to a certain objeat; and it is only 

· the class-character 'Cow' that is so concomitant (with the 
character of fleing th" C.u,) ; hence it is only tbe preaence of 
this class-character ' Cow ' that can prove the fa.at of a certain 
object beiog the O~to. In the case in question, 'incorporeality' 
is a quality that is positively concomitant, as well as nega• 
tively concomitant, with both • eternality' and • non• 
eternality'; hence the presence of that quality oan be a 
ground for rega.l'ding Sound ·either as • eternal ' or aa 
• non~eternal.' Oa the other h:1nd, on the ground of thepresanoe 
of the character of being produced, which is positively 
and negatively concomitant, (with' non-eternality' onlr,) we. 
s~all be justified in regarding Sound as 'non-ete,·nal only._' 
T.hua then, to your assertion-that there is no spa_oial. reason 
(in snpport of the original proposition as against the F11tile 
Rejoioders)-our aniwer is that what we have j11st pointed oat · 
(i. ,., the ~ecessit.y of invariable ooncornitance) for;Ds the 
'special reason ' (io support of the original proposition that 
• sound is non-eternal,· 6soau,e it i, Mdou,e,l with the, olkiraot,r . 
of fJeing ptodu~ed.') . ·. 

Bnd of $ect(on (1). 

· • The turaow of• 6,l,,g' i■ preeent not only in the Cow, but in all &binge ; tntt:lfll 
loq/ i■ ableht uot only in tb■ 001t, but ia 11\•eral other 1aim1la alto, ,. ,., tbe btafalo. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Bnliora (I). 

· [Satras 4-6.] 

D,ali11g 10i'1 eh, ri, llum, B,joi,.ura~B) • P11rilg ,,,. 
Jugnaentution' (') • Parilg p,r Bui,,,otiora,' l5J ·• Pa,-i11 p,r 
l111rert•inlt •• (6) I P",Ufl ,,,. o,,taitug,') (7) i Paritg p«r 
8/au.Jll,ing,' a11d ~8) • P&&ritg p,r ProbtJRtlu•,•-u,1,ioA ""' 6,11e<I 
•pna th, tlioe,,itg of II&, char"ote, of tl&, Sa&ject and that of t6, 
h•~ . 

Biilr• (4). 

BABIID UPON TBI DIPHBIKOI IN TIii PIOPHTIICS o, THI 
1 SUBJ1Cl1f ' e AND o, TIii I BUllPLI I All TH FUTlLI 

BBJ•>INDICII lUIIBD (8) 1 PABlTI PIR AOGKBR'l'lTI01'11 (4o) 
• Pua,:, PH S01TBAOT10• •, (5) • Pn1Tr PH UNOIII• 

fAINTr,' (6J • PARl'rf PH OIBTAINTY.' (7) • PABlTr PBR 

~Bl11'1'LINO ;' AID BAHD UPOK THI IA'1t OJ BOTH (~UIJIOT 

AND E1AKPL1) 111No • oBJ■O'l'I ru II Paovm'(ar hna-
1101) 11 Tat(_o·r1u R1101~DH u11■o (cl) · • PAIITr l'B& 

P101.1.NDUll.'~(SQ. 4.) 

lll&a,gG on So. ( 4). 

[P. 248, L. 9 to P. J•U, L. 9.] 
• 

· (8) _When the Opposer pats forward the contingency of -.11 
additiooal property of t,l_1e • Jbample' subsisting iu tb.e 1S11bjeot'1 

it is• Parit,y per A.,cgnunt,iti,111 't l!l. g. (again,, the Propoeitio11 
Uiat • the Soul must be active, because it is endowed with 
properties conducive to aa,ioo, like ~be Olod of Earth 'J the 

' . 
• I &1~11• ', .. ,.. Vith91n1Lha, 11tand1 ~ for • ,., .. ', • 8qbject '. • TIie di,ene 

oharaot■r' referred to are -,,,..,. 1ncl 111111-idll.,., · · 

· tTbe property la qq11tion dOfl _not really beJoag co the 18abjeo&;' and the 
Bejolud.r 11ttrib11t• that property to it ; th11e th...- 11 an IOOelelon to, an anion of, 
&be prvpei&i• of &lie 1 &ubjeot.' H•oe the name • Pari&J ,- 4agmeatatloa.' Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Opposition . is set llp-11 if by reason of the preaenoe of· 
qualities oonducive to aotion1 the Soul 111l1ould, like the Clod 
of Earth, be· regarded as active, then, like the Clod of Earth, 
it has to be regarded as tan~ible also; if it is not tangible, 
like the Olod of Earth, then 1t should not be active either; 
or you should point out some special rea~on (why it should 
be. regarqed as ,zcti,,e, and not as ta,,gibl11).'' [Here the 
additional ·ctul\lit,v of tangibility, which is 11ot existi,nt in the 

•soul, is attributed to it],"• 
(4) When the Oppose1· urges the contingency of the 

ab1e11ce of a r.ertaii& propert11 in the Subject, on the analogy 
of the • Example 1,-it is ' Parity per ,ubtraction ; e. p., 
(against the same P1•oposition) the Opposition is set up-
11 inasmuch as the Olod of. E11.rth is fo11nd to be ,,ctioe and 
11ot' all-p,m,11dinf!, the Soul also, if active, should be regarded 
as not all-perr,ading i or you should point out some special 
reason ( why it should be regarded 111 · actiH and not as 
noi all-perr,ading~ [Her~ the property of all-p1r11adingn,11 
is subtracted from the Sonl].t · • 

(o) and (6)' Yar7Jya' means' khyiJp1anlyt1,' 'that wl,io~ i, 
yet to b, knnton ', hence 'uncertain'; and 'a,arf}ga,' 'certain,' 
is the reve1·se of that; these two prope1·ties, 'uncertainty' 
and ' certainty ', belong respectively to the • Subject ' and the 
' Example ' [ the presence of the Proba.ndum in the Eumple 
being known for certain, while its presence in the Subject is 
still uncertain I; and when, in opp·1sition, the opposer reveraes 
these qualities lhy attributi'>g uncertainty to the ' Exam.pie/ 
and cer,Ointt, to the ' Subject '], we have the Futile Rejoiaders, 
'Parity per Uncertainty' and • l'arity per Oertainty.'i · 

•This Futile Rejoinder i1 iut.euded to urge tbe Fallaoy of 'Oontradio&ioo '- uya 
UIJayana, 

I 

t Thie ia intended lo urge the Fallacy of the' tlnknown •. 

i I Parity per Uncertainty', by reduciug the lumple to 'Unartala&J1 mak11 it • 
,gNI to the' Subject'; and' Padty per Certainty,' by remoYiDI ...,..,,.from &ht 
Babject', makea,-it equal to the 'Example', The 'Subject' ii that la wbiob the 
praeuce of the Probaadaw i■ doubfful and ia 10Uglat to 'be CODBratd · by the arp• 
ment in qu11tion i while the I lu111ple' ia tbat wherein the pr1111101 of the Prollan-
aam it.known for certain. • · 

Aa aa e:rample of 'Parity per Uncertainty' in the geaeraliHd form, Vi■ht'anitha 
pita forward the following :-Against an1 argumeat that tbo Flr1t Party ·might 
pat up in 111pport of bi■ ~rop~■ition, the Opponent will Ht up the following Oppo■i~ Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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. (7) The • Bsample' being endowed with the-property 
that oonstitutea the Probans (pro't'~ng_the desired l'ropoaition,) 

, -if the OpJ>Onent attributes to it some otrher'property, and 
. then ur_ges the faot of this other property being su"b u 
is not invariably concomitant with the propelties of the 
Probandum,-it is a aaae of ' Parity ,er· Bl&uJling.' E.g. 
(~nat the same Proposition) we have the Opi,oaitioli-11 One 
ii1ng endowed with qualtiea conducive to action ia found to 
be ,,,,..,,.,,1 of Grar,iey, aa we fiod·in the Clod of Earth 

. (Bumple),--wbile anc,ther thing similarly endowed is found 
to be tliit,oi,I of Grt1eiey1 aa we 6.nd in the oaae of Air ;-similarly 
it ia possible that while one thing, the Olod of Earth, which 
ia endowed with qualities conducive to 80tion, ia aoti,e. 
another thing, the Soul, which ia similarly endowed, may be 
tOUlao,d csntion ;-or you should show some special reason 
(against thia}.11• 

tloa-" Wbu can prove the Propoaition ii only that Property which, u Probans, 
1abtiall in the Bnbjeot of that ·Propoaition ;-thi■ Proban■ mlllt, in order to be 
d■o&l,i, ■aW.t in the lumple al■o ;-now the priaoipal property tha& ■ahei■t■ 
in the I Babjeot ' ii tu oAlirao,.,. o/ ,..., IA•,,.,._ of lu proiculd■■ clo■6ffail ;
aqd tbl■ ume oharao&er ■hoald re■ida in the l:irample ; l1eaoe the Example alao 
■hoald be one in which IA,,,,... .. o/ •• Pnlalll11111 ,. ffo11tff,ll."-Ancr the follow
.. ii tlie eumple ot I Parity per Oertain&J :-11 The Bxample ma■t be one la wbieb 
the pranoe of the P~um i■ known for aertaia , lbe property in the 1:a:ample 
ma■r allo l'llide In the Shbjeot,-henoe Iba Sabjeol allo mDlt be one in which tl1e 
pranoe of the Problndam i■ known for oirtain,-and if the Babjeot I■ II01 then 
it loa the 111'1 character of the I Sabjeot ', which ma■t be one in whioh the 
pn11ace of the Proludam i•oal7 ioa,l,flW," 

. The I Parity per Uaoertamty II ii intended to urge the rallaoy of I oontaadiotlon' 
aad I Parity per Certainty ' i■ intended to urge the lallao7 of the • anknown' -eaya 
Upyana. 
· •Here · the Opponent attribatee to the Eumplc, Clod of •rt1i, the qaalitJ of 

11rafity,' and then ■bow,· that gra.U1, one quality of the E:ample, !ii no& ln'
varlably oonaomit■nt witli the 1ulilla 1orrd■oire to aollu (u In Air,. wo Bad tb• 
iaHir, but not the fonner),-ad aoalogoa■ly it may be po■■ible Lhu t-'i"" 
fOlllt,dre lo ~. which al■o belong to the BuiQpl■, may a4)t be lnftl'l'atllf 
OOIICIOIDitaDI with '"""''· Hn "' laaTe a OUI o.f •. JffGIIII\V (,-'tl&y} ...... 
f~ In 1111 Bample wbioh I■ uot in1"tiaW, QO...,.j&IIIJ • tbt Pr,lla111, 
1 qaalltl• eoadaoin to ~tion;' Thi■ alao lnolude■ C1111 (i) irhlft•.ihe l!lffll'd1 
foaD4 la the B:umple i■ oae •ith ~hiob the Ptoballl ii aot iuftl'labJJ _,_...., 
'1'1111 ralile BeJolad• it Intended to arge the Pallaoy of __,.....__ -.u..,... . Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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·. (8) That ohanoter is called• Prob&ndum' wbioh ia found 

to· be one upon. whioh the whole fo~ of the Probana and· 
the other Factors of the Reaaoning is operative; and when 
such oharaoter is attributed to the' Bsample ', it is' Parit7 
pn Proband,un.' E.g., '' If the Soul is to be regarded aa 
active, in the same manner aa the Olod of Barth is active, then 
it comes to this that the Olod of Earth is like the Soul,- and 
the Soul is the Subject in regard to which the pn,aeooeof 
Activity is still to be proved,~henoe the Clod of Bart~ also 
should be one in regard to which the presence of Activity 
is still to be proved ;-if this is not so, theo it is not• true 
that the Soul is like t.he Olod of Earth ( which means that 
the Ex,mple cited is not right]."t · 

1'"1Jr/ilet1 on Sil. l4). 
[P. 689, L. 8 to L. 13.) 

'Augmentation' consists in imposing a- property that 
does not exist ;-and ' Subtraction ' is the withdrawing of 
the property that is already present ;-• U noertain ' is that 
wbioh is yet to be proved ; aod ' Certain' is that which has 
not got· to be proved.-' Shuffling' consists in a peculiarity. 
The Opposition. that makes use of these constitutes the &ve 
Futile Rejoioders, • Parity per Augmentation ', and the rest. 
And when the Opposition sho.ws that the obaraoter to be 
proved,· and that which has been put forward to prove it, 
staod on the same footing, it is a case Qf ~ Parity . per 
Probandum,' 

For example, in t;he Proposition already referred to; it; 
having been asserted that the oonclusion must be true, beaauae 
such is fouud to be the case with theJa.r,":""'the opposition 
is set up that,-" if Sound is like the Jar, then, since the Jar 
has" Colour, Sound also should be regarded as colour-

~•• it wanting in the printed tut; itiafo11nd In the P11ri Ila aleo in O.an~ D, 
t The Subject, Uae Proben■ aod the Bnmple mut be ■nob 11 ~ deftnltely 

known from other 1oatcYIH of knowledge, and are not dependent npon the nuonlng 
of \thirch th,1 themaet,e■ forin part■;. 'Jhat wblola·il to be.proved, the Proba-· 
ctum I■ one that i■ not ao known, If the Hample i■ ■hown to be one which 
allo 1■ ■tlll to be prov■cl, thi■ vitiate■ the ea&ire reuooing, 

Thi■ Ii 111e1nt t• arp the Fallac7 of &H ' Ualaiowo '. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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. " . 
ed ;-thi■ ii~-- of • Parit1 per Augmentation.' If. the Oppo• 
aitioo ia set up in the form~" aiooe Sound is oolo_urless, the Jar 
alao ■hould have to be regarded as colourles,," -it is-a case 
of 'Parit1 per 811btraotion.' If the Opposition is in the 
form-" Tbali the Jat• is non-eternal is oPrtaiti, then the 
non-eternality of Sonnd also should be certain I' or ' the ·fact of 
Sound being eternal being·unasr,ain, that of the Jar being so 
■hould also be unoertain •,-these ~woare instances of• Parity 
per Unoert.aint1' and • Parit1 per Certainty.' If the Oppo11i~ 
tion set op is-" Sound·. may be capable of being produced 
(like the Jar),-but Sound is produced by Disjunction, while 
the Jar is not produced by Disjunction, so that the diversity 
between the two, in the for'rn of one being eter11,il and the 
other notHterntal• · should be as ·p,1ssib)e as that in the form 
of one being produced b.11 dia}unotion while the other is not 
produced 6y Di,ju,actioa t-this is an instance of • Parity per 
Shuffling.' Lastly, when the Opposition is set up in the 
form-" What is the reason for asserting that the Jar 
is D?n+-eternal ;'t):ais reaaon is as muc:1 to be made· intJw,, as the 
Probatadum of ~ original Proposition," -since such an 
oppoaition consists in the setting up of the fact of the Reason 
being like i1ae Pro6,,11dum, it is ~alled • Parity per Probandum. 1 

BA01,a on 811. (:S),. 
LP. 9.U, L. ~ -to L. 7.] 

- '?he answer t.o the- above. six Futile Rejoinders is as 
follows:-

. "''" (5). 
lNABKUOB AS THI I RHJ'IIIKATIOI' • {LIADING TO TH 

~l'0LUIIOS) II 0MLY HCIUBWD 01' TBI BASIi 01 A PABTICULAB 
81XJLA81TY (1~w111n~• 1 1ua.r1ar' AND TRI I BJ:AIIPLI) ',·. 

. "l'IIIRI o.u ;fl Jl'O DUIAL o, IT ON' TRI B.1118 or ,., XIII 
.DISBIIIILAIITh.-(~tl. 6). 
•JDYlriable ooncomitaaoo I■ tbe •■eatial elemeut, and · wltea · we hav, 

.,_ one point of llmilarlt7 wbleb 19 ln•ariably ooao,11litant with the P~baadam 
• . . . . . . . ,I Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



.1677 

·n is not po~sible to hide away('-"· deny) what has b?en 
duly established ;-and the 'analogy' (between the SnbJeot . 
and the Example) is duly established, if t;bere is some point 
of similarity between them; as we find in the case o( the 
well-known .analogy • as the Cow ao tbe Gavaya '; this being 
so, in regard to. the cow and the Gao,1y1J,, it is not possible 
to urge thn.t II there is some difference (of character) between 
the two (a,nd tience the analogy is not right) ";- similarly 
(in the case in question) when on the point of . that character 
wbioh is meant to establish the conclusion, ip is found thot 
it is present in the Example (and in the Subject),-it cannot 
be pmisible to deny the ·conclusiveness of the said character 
rnerely by pointing out that there is some difference between 
the two, consisting in a diversity in their properties, . 

Yartika on So. (5). 
[P. 553, L. 15 to P. 540, L. 6~] 

What the Sn~ra means is th1t.t Rll th&.t has been urged 
above cannot be accepted ; as ~t shows t hn.t the real meaning 
(character) of the Probaus . has not been grasped We clo 
not mean to say that iu Sotmd (the Subject) there are found 
all the properties of the Jar (the Example); all that we say 
is ~hat, that property w~ich proves the Probandum, and 
which therefore is the (Probans), resides in both.. In the 
BealfirmatitJn (which is. the fourth factor in our reasoning 
process) we use the expression 'so is {the Subject, Sound)'; 
and what this expression means is that the character of· 
being capabl, of being produced ia re-affirmed of Sountl. 
Such being the case, what has been urged· under So.. 4) can 
have no.meaning at all. When it is said' As. the Cow so the 
Gavaga.' it is not meant that all properties of the Oow reside 
in the Oovaya, or ~hat all properties of the Gavayo reside in 

. the Cow ; all that is maant by the statement Vir. P. 640. . 
is that it ,,gfrm, in regard to the two ani~ls • 

just that property which is common to them. If it m._nt 

&bat· la enough to prove our oonchllion. It 11 not po18ible for tbe 'Bubjeot • 
ar;d tlae ' Eumple ' to b&Ye uo dl11milarlt7 at all ; tl,at would mean ld■otit7. All 
thaL i1 nec1111Ar7 la that they 11laould re1emblf! on certain auch point& a■ are lnvarlabl7 

. ooaaomitant with the Prohamtnrn. · · Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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the affirmation of all properties, then, t.here_ should. 'not' ban 
been used the expression • u-ao '; the right expreaaioo, ju 
that oaae, would be • this is the aame as that •. Bzaotl1 the 
aame is the oaae with the oaae in question (Soand · and 
Jar). 

• It baa been urged ( 'l'Orliia, Text, P. ~89, L. 11 &o.) 
t,hat-11 ainoe between Sound and Jar there is this difference, 
that wh,ile one.is produced b1 Disjnnotion, the oth.er is not 
so produoed, it follows from this that, there should. be this 
diferenoe also between them, that while one is non-eternal, 
the other ia eternal."-But as a matter of faot, tl&, cht.arad,r 
of 6eing capable of bring produced ia · invariably ooncomitant, 
negativ!J11 aa ·well aa positively (with. Non•el,rnali,g); and 
auoh is not the case with the oli.arncl,r of being Foduo,d by 
.Di,junotion: Further, as a matter of faot, no objeot, either 
eternal or non-eternal, (with the sole of exception of Bound) 
ia ever found a11oh as is protluoetl 6y Di,;unatio,a in the 
same manner && .• Sound is produced.• (So that 6eing produoed 
"1, Di,Ju11ation in'-4~i• tn1t1ner would reside in Sound only, 
and aa such being loo 1peai/lo, could not prove anything at 
all.] Bo that the contention of. the o·pponent (pntting up the 
Futile Bejoinder) haa no force at all. 

,.,,,. (6). 

FDBTBII, IBABJIUOB Al 'l·BI I E:UJIPLl1 DIOOMIS il' 

c B:UIIPL■' OlH,t BY BIABON Of '1'81 IBD104TION Of TBI 

AOTUAL PH81KO■, 11' n, Of' TBI, PaoBAllDOII [I'l' OAN 
' 1'1YD BI SAID TO &TAKO ON TBI IAKI NOTIKG AS TBI 

PaoBANDUK, w&AT 11 STII/LW a■ ,aov■ol. Bllra (6). 

• 'l'llla bu been added with a _view to uclade &he cue of I Di1jano!.lon born . 
ot DlijllllOtioa, '· u thl■ 11 not • proclllOICI ha the .. me wa, u IOaud ~; BoaDCI belag 
lf'Cldaoed .,, &he Dl■juodoa ot Ila .... or IOIINI only •. while thl- 'OU. 

Dl■J~ II prodllllll bJ .the .. J..-Joa of the 01U1 • Uae DOD...,_ ,.,,.,,.. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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B1&111ya 'on Sn. (0). 
, [244, LI. -9-10.) _ 

,· What ia indicated (in the E:rample) is only· such a fact as 
is not inco;mpatible with what is agreed upon by all men, 
ordinary as well as learned ; and eince it is only when the 

· presence of the Probandum is so indioatetl that the Example 
beoomes a true ' Example ',-there can be no ground for 
~og.that the Example stands on the same footing as the 
Probandum.• 

Pa,tika on So. (6). 

· . [P. 540, L. 8 to P. 541, L. 8.J . 
When you said that II the Example is the Probandum, 

1.01,a, i• to be pru1Jed ", you 'did not understand the true 
oharaoter of the ' Example'. 'l'he ' Example ' is that whioh 
for1ns the subject of the undisputed cognitions (of both 
parties) ; and as suoh it can never be the Probandum, 1.01'at 
i, to 6s prousd, (which is always duubl/1&l), If the cognition 
(involved in the Example) were disputed, it would not be a 
tru6 Example,-being devoid of the obaracter_istios of the 
1 Example'. 

(Jn connection with Futile Rejoinden some people have 
held that-" their number should be fourtetm only, not twenty. 
four, for if they are twsnly,foar, then]· there is needless 
repetition of certain Futile Rejoinders.••· The~ is 
however no· repetition; (a) because their meanings are 
distinct; it has been explained how the meanings· of 'Parity 
per Augmentation• and the resL 8!'8 different from one an
other ;-(b) because we find a d~stinot difference in the 

. manner in which each of them is put forwal'd ; as a matter of 
fact, the way · in which ' Parity per Augmentatio.n • aud, t'be 

• The a111wer given Ip SG. 6,. appliu to all. tlt•-lis Plitlle Rejoind11ra deeorlbad 
in 81J, '- Wh'at is nid in SIi, 8, is tbe anl\Yer that i1 applioable to onl:, thtff 
of them-' Parity per Uooertainty,' 'Parity per Certainty' aud 'Parity per Pro• 
band1u11 i,-r•fp,ar,s,. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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other Futile Rejoinders are put for~ard is · entirely dif• 
ferent. 11 In this manner there should be an. en~less 
number." Jf you mean by thi~ ~bat-•• if the. 
Futile Rejoinders are to be regarded as distinct simply by. 
reason of difference in the way fo which they are put· for• 
ward, then their numbe1· cannot b.e tw mty-foi.r only (bnt 
endless),"-this has no fo1•oe; as no limit is intended; it is 
not meant to Jitnit the number of individual Futile Rejoinders 
to ti9entg-four only ; but this endless variety is due to the 
variety of examples (all which fall within the twenty-four 
well-defined groups). "How. do yo11 kuow that this 
is what is meant P " Well, the single Fallacy of 
"Neutralisation' hns been divided into four kinds. If, 
in answer to this, the Opp~nent should say that, sinqe all 
Futile Rejoinders have a certain common. characteristic, they . 
must be regRrcl~d as one and the same,-this would militate 
against his own assertion that the numbet• of Futile Re
joinders is Jm,rtef-n. If this diver.iity (iuto fourteen ki6ds) 
be held ¥> be b&ffed upon some sort of di~erence among them, 
-then it cannot be rightly asserted that II Parity per Aug
mentation' and the rest do not differ from• Parity per Shuffl-

ing; I for, just as on the basis of some dif
ference among them, there would be / ourt,en 

Futile Rejoinder1:11-in the same maoner, on the basis of some 
difference, the number would be twenty-four. In faot the 
argument that, " by 'reason of some sort of similarity· among 
' Parity per Aug,nent.ation ' and the other Fntile Rejoiuders, 
they should be regarded ai un~ '', is itself of· the n~ of a 
Futile Rejoinder, called ' Parity. per Non•ditferenoe.' · And 
the .answer to this Futile Rejoiode~ is mentioned elatwhere 
('under So.. 5-1•24). . 

Var. P,5'1, 

Ind. of Section (2). 
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Beaeion (8). 

l S\ltras 7-8.] 

D1t1li,ag with (9) • Parieg per Oon,,rg,no, ' and 
(10)' P•rieg p,r Non-oor,r,,rg,na,.' 

Bilra (7'). 

1681 

11 THI PBOBANS _(COULD BS'.l'ABLISH '.l'HI P_RODANDUM) 

IITHBR Bf 1/Nl'J'ING, OR NOT•UNITING1 WITH 'r8'14 PiroB.ul• · 

DOH,-11' lT UNlTRS Wl'l'H IT, THEN IT HCOMBS NON• 

Dll'HR■N'r PKOH IT; WBILH IF l'l' DOES NOT ONITB WITH I'r, 

IT CANNOT PBOVl!l IT 11-TBBSH ARGl.lMIIINTS OONS'rlTOTB 

(9) 'PABITY PRB OoNVltRGlilNOB' ,AND (10) 'Pu1·1•y PH 

NON•CONVBBGIN0,.1 ' 

Su. (7). 

Bha,ya on Sil. ( 7 ). 
(P. 244, L. 18 to L. 16.] 

" Is it by uniting with the Probandum that the Probans 
would establish it P Or by not uniting with it P It c,annot 
establish it by uniting with it; beoause by uniting with it, it 
would· become non-different from h, and as suoh could not 
establish it. When of two things both are existent, and are 
united,-wbicb could be the' probans,' the 'establisher,' and 
which the 'proba.ndum ' • the • established 'P If, on the other 
hand, the Probana does nob unite with the Proba.ndum,-then 
(on that very account) it oould not establish it; for example, 
the 'Lamp does not illumine an object 110less it is united with 
it." When the Opposition is urged on the basis of I uniting' 

. (Oonverging), it is I Parity per Convergenoe ' ; and when it is 
Urged on the basis of •non-uniting' (non•oonvergiog), it is 
• Parit1 per Non-oonvergenoe.1 . 

• lt ·i, only wl1at ia not already accomplished that can be e,tabliabed ; . what i■ 
unit.ail with anything ,nust he an acoo1npli;i11ed ~utity; hence no sucb tbiug can be 
what ialo 6, •taWilW, the' pr-,ba11du111 'i and wbeo two thinp auite, tbe,v beoow11 
ldea~led ; 1aeaoe if U.e Pr1tban1 a111l the Prella111.h11n be):ome uuittMJ, . tber11 CHIii be 
DO relation of ••· and eleot between ~hem.-f llfl'flrp, Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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JJ'IJr#iia on Su. (7). 

(P .. 54.1, L. 6 to L. 18.] 
In the same argument when it is urged that ' Bound · 

must be non-eternal bt1uduu1 of ie, 11i,niltJrilg lo the Ja,.,' the 
following opposition is set up against it : -' If this. prob•n• 
becomes united with the proban,J,,rn, then, having beoome 
united with it, it beoome11 non-diffe1•ant frorn it. • What is the 
m•ning of this notJ•diff erenoe P'. It means· that. both are 
eai,tenl; and since what is non•eXist&nt oannot be q.nited with 
it, the ' probans ' oeasas to be the """"., of t11ta6li1hi_ng (that 
Probandum with whioh it nnites). If, on tba other hand, 

. I 

the probans doe11 uot unite with the probandum, then the 
probans beoomes nou-dilferent from the 1io~i-uni,etl (henoe 
non-e1istent) p1-obans; and as s1,1.ch ceases to be a, probans ; 
the Fire.that is not united with an object never burDB ir;. 

When the Opposir;ion i11 urged on the ba.sis_of 'Uniting,' 
it is 'Parity per convergence,' aud when it is urged on the 
basis of ' not-; Q_nit.ing,' it is ' Parity per Noo-oonvergenoe.' 

[Even though both thoie .l!'utile Rjjjoioder, represent a 
single Opposition to the 1111me argument, yet] tbey are men• 
tioned separately, in view of the two diffarea.t ways in whioh 
one may look upon these : If one oomes to spaa.k of. the two 
as diffarent, theu tile two may be 1·egarded as two distinct 
Futile Rejoinders-1 Pau-ity per C9nvergeuce' and' Parity per 
Non.Oonvergenoe ;' bu, when they are spokeu of as one and the 
same, they may be reprdad as oue only ; jusb as in the oase 
of the I forest' aud the I trtttH' 0011t1titutiug it [lf we wish to 
laystreu upon the dive1"Bir;yof tree:11 we regard t.hem as tung 
wee,; but if we lay st1"9BB upon thi,rn as forming a aingle 
~~ty, we sp~k of them as the .Fure,,.j 

· 11 What has l>No deaoribed 01&nuot be regarded as a. Futile 
Rejoinder, as it does not possess the oharaoteriatioa of the 
Fu&ila . .Rejoinder. " Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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If you mean by this, that-'' What form the oharaoteriatioa 
of the Futile Rejoinder are not present in what has been just 
deaeribed, for the Futile Rejoinder consists in I Opposition 
on the basis of Similarity and Dissimilarity' (Stl. o•l-1); and 
that whioh does not fulfil this . condition• cannot be a 
• Futile Rejoioder; "•!I·, the Horse, whio~ does uot posse&1 the 
~oharaoteristios of the Oow, iit not l'egardeJ as 0,110,'1-then 
our noswer is that this conta11tion is not right; for it shows 
that the meaning of the Siltt•a. hag not been g1·aspod; it i1:1 

clear that · the· objector has not nntl>tL'Stood the 1ne3niug of 
the Stl~ra ' Futile B.ejoinder consists in Opposition on the 
ha.sis· of Similarity 11,nd Uis111imila.l'ity ' ; henoe the objection 
has no force at all. ' 

'rbis also serves to dito1pll~e of ' fraik1Jlya-8ama ' and. 
other suob Fatile · Rejoinder~ (t,hat have been propounded); 
as all this shows that the meaning of the 8Dlf'a has not been 
understood.• 

Bkl111a on Su. (8). 
[P. 244. L. 16 to P. 245, L. 2.J . 

'l,he answer to the above two Fntile Rejoinders is as 
follows:-

Su/ra (8).-
Tu DIINlALs· (HIBODJID IN TSE RRJOINJJHS) ARB NOT 

EPFIC0TlVB; (a) BEOAUSB WR rum TBB Ju AND SIJ0B OTBI& 
OBJECTS AOOOMPUSRED {WBBN TRP:JB OAU8B8 ABJil IN 
OONTAOT WITH '1BEM), AND (b) BBOAUSR KILLING BY IIAGIO 
(18 AOOOMPLIBBICD \tlTBOtJ'i' !l'BB IULLHB . COMING IN'l'O 
OONTAO'J' WITH TRIC KIJ.l,ED PBBSON),t (811. 8;. 

'1,he denial is not right, in either of the two forms : 
(a) Suoh effects . as the Jar and the lik~ a.re brought about 
by the Ag.ent, the lnstru111ent1, and th~ Receptacle only when 

•Wbeo it i11111id that Futile Rejoioder oonai1t11 in 'oppoaition on the bui1 of 
eimilarity aad diuimilarity' ; it i1 no& meant that then-Similarity and Diui111ilarit1-
ahoald be with propertii:1 o/ tAe Em,yl, olfl1 ; they may be with a11y propiny, other . 
than tlaat which for1111 the Probandom of the original Propoaition.-T•fpar,a. 
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theae are in contact with the Olay (out of wbioh the Jar ia 
made) {So that • Parit7 · per Oonvergenoe ' oan have no 
foroe];-ancl(6) when trouble (killing).ia brought on a penon 
by meua of magical spells,· we &nd that the· oaaae brings 
about ita effeot without ooming into oontaot with it. [So · 
that• Parity per Non•Oonvergenoe' also can have no foroe.] 

. . 
Pllrlii• on Sa. (8) • 

. [P. 642, L. 1. to L. 18.J 
As a matter of fact., when the potter's atiok and the 

other things (that are emplo]Wd in the making of the Jar) 
unite with (oome into oontaot with) the Lump of Olay (out 
of which the Jar is made), they do not beoome non-diferBnl 
from their effect, (Jar); nor does the relation of oanae and 
effect oeaae (b,tween them and the Jar); i.,., when the 
·potter's stick comes into oontaot with tha Olay, it does not 
cease to be the 'oaUBe' (of the Jar), nor does the otl1er 
(i.,., the . Jar) oeaae to be its· • effect.' If you think 
that-" The Jar is the effect, and at the time that it is not in 
existence (as it~. bound to·be before it is made), what could 
any • oaaae ' do to :it P ",-our answer is that we do not mean 
that the cause operates upon what is non-e:riatent; what is 
meant ia that it. tends to turn the Olay into the Jar L so that the· 
ca\188 operates upon the Olay, which i:f1 e'ziatent]. "What 
ia the meaning of the Olay being turned inlo U&e J•r P " . . 

What ii meant ii that the component partiol-,s of the Olay• 
b1mp renounce their former composition and take ·up- a DIW' 

composition, and out of this new composition ariaes t~e Jar. 
·. In the oase of killing bj magic, we Ind the oauae 

bringing about its elect without ooming into . oontiaot with 
it. 11 What · is the meaning of flOI oonrint1 inlo- con'4ol P'' 

What it means is that the' Bffeot is brought about by 
the cause without the two coming together. · [It mnat mea11 
this, lia] other~i11e, if it meant me!9ly 6tirag t1f'f'ioetl ,..,,.t,hen Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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auoh arritlia1 ia preaent in the cue in queation (when 
the Killer does aim at the killing), aa is ahown b7 the faol 
that the operation 'of the killing) ia restricted in it.a aoope 
Ito the single peraon whose death ia oompuaed b7 ,he 
Agent). 

Thia Futile Bejoinder ia an atlempt at diaoarding all 
~nds of .Probana. [The Probana oan 0017 be either an 
indioalor or a mai,r, and] if· the Probana ia regarded aa 
an indioalor, as also if it is regarded 111 ea mc1k,r1 in oitber 
oaae it becomes subject t.o the attack embodied in the 
Bejoinder. lb stands aelf-oondemned, however, b7 the ver1 
faot that it ia based upon the total rejection of the entire 
fabrio of the relation of • Cause and Biteot •. 11 What ia 
the ,e V-aond,mnation in it f11 If what ia urged in the 
Futile Rejoinder ia true, then the Bejoinder itaelf 
cannot oome up ;-wh7P-beoauae the queation would re
main-does the Bejoinder aooompliah its purpoae (b1 
denying the oausal relation) without getting at it P Or by 
ge,ting at it P And does it pome into oontaot with what it 
denies P or does it not oome into oontaot with it P-So that 
the objeotions urged b7 the Bejoinder would apply to itaelf 
with equal foroe. 

Jlnd of 8110,ioa (8). 

8,otion (4). 

[Btltra (9). 
Decaling _toith-(11) • Pcarilf p,r Oonlinued Que1-

tion ' cafld l 12) ' Parity p,r Oou•""•i••'•nc,. ' 
81tra (9). 

(a) We■■ TB■ 1AB11 01 TB■• BxAMPL■' 11 KOT•••· 

TI01HD9 IT 18 (11 J 'PARITY P■B OollTl1'01D QD■ltTI01f 1 A1'D 

(6) WB11' TRI 0PPOBITIOI 18 8ft OP 'J'BI000B A A ooon■a

l1'8'J'A1'01~ IT 18 (11) ' PARITY PII Ooun■I-J1'Bl'AXOI.' 
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BA1,,,, OD 811, (P). 
[l'. 245, L. 5 t,o L. 10.] 

(a) When the Opposition is set up in the form of the 
• Continued Questioning ' that " it is 11eoessar7 (for the pro
pounder of the origiaal Proposition) to point out the proof 
for the Probana also ''-it ia Oppoaitio~ called • Parit7 per 
Continued Qaeation '. liJ.g., "You do not mention the reason 
(basis) for li888rting tbat the Olod of Barth, which is endowed 
with qualities oonduoive: to action, must be active: and until 
the reason is mentioned, nothing oan be aooepted as. true."• 

(b) When the Opposition is based upon a oounter-inatanoe, 
it is • Parity per Counter-instance.' /!1, g. The original 
proposition having been pnt forward in tbe form - ' The 
l4oul must be active,-because it is endowed with qualities 
ooaduoive to aotion,-likethe Olodof Barth, '-the Opponent 
aet.s up a counter-instance-" A.kllaha, which is endowed 
with qualitiea conducive to action, is found to be 1aithout 
action [and hence why cannot the Soul he regarded as ia• 
ontiDtt, like A.i1J1ht1 P] ". But what is that quality in 
.Alt1J1Aa which is conducive to action P "It oonsists of oon
taot with Air, which aided by Faculty or momentnm (leads 
to action), as is found in the case of the 0011taot of Air with 
the 'rree. "t ·, 

Yil,·/ika on S11. (9). 

LP. 542, L, 16 to P. 648, L. 18.] 

For example, in oonneotion with the same argument, when 
it is baaed upon the similarity (of Sound) to such things aa 
the Jar ~d the like, the Opponent sets up the following 
opposition-" What is the proof th11t the Jar itself is non
eternal P " ; and this oonatitutes ' Pa1·ity per Oontinued Q11e■• 

• The f•I,.,,. t.la111i uplaia■ &be dil111renoe b.!tween ' Parity per Continaed 
Qaemon' aatt,• Parity per Probandnm.'-la 'Parity per Probandaa' the Oppoae11t 
urga the ,neaeaity of the Proba11t1 and all o&her baton of Beuoniag 
belag pro.tded In ■appnrt of the PJuruple, esaa&ly In the •me manoer u i■ done 
ia aapport of the Probaadam ; while in ' Parlt7 per Oontlnud Qa•tion, ' he only 
ftDII to ••• bJ wba& 11111111 of qaldon &he Bample II bown. 

· t Ooataot of Air with Iha Tree leedl to Iha utloa of moring In the Tree ; 
..._ the OOIUOt of Air in I.._ allo lhoald be ooadaolYe to ao&ion. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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tion. ' Of ' Parity pttr Oounter-inat.noe, ·' the ezample oited 
in the BA11nt1 abould be regarded aa auffloient. 

(In the BAll,ra, the contaot of the Air with 4.kl,Aa baa 
been cited aa the quality conduoive to ·activity ; this is object.eel 
to ]-11 Inasmuoh aa the oontaot of Air and lklaha does 
not aot aa the cauae (of any aotion), what baa been said ia 
n~t right. " 

If you mean by this that-" 1.'he contact of Air and 
Aklaha ia never fo1And to be t.he oauu of any action ; it can• 
not bring about any action at any of the three points of 
time; i. e. the cont.act of Air and Aklsha baa never produced, 
doea not p1·oduoe, and .will not prodooe, action in .lkllba ;• 
and that whioh ia not found to act like a oause at any of the 
three points of time oaunot be regarded 8r8 a oaose at alJ ; 

Vir, l',MB, joat aa one Jar oan never be regarded 88 the 
cause of another Jar, "-this oannot be right; 

for what is said is found poasible in things resembling· t~at 
Oontaot; we do not mean that it ia the contact uf 4.ir and 
1.ka,l,a itself which ia the e&lll8 of aotion; all that we mean 
is that similar contact is found to be the cause of action in 
other thinga,-aa for instance, the contact of the Air and 
Tree; and the fact that the contact of Air, though of the 
same kind, does not bring about action in Aka,ha, is due, 
not to the fact of that (contact) not being a oauu of action, 
bot to ·the p1•eaenoe of obstacles (to such action). "By whas 
is the action obstructed P " By the vast dimension of 
.1.111,1&11; juat 88 there ia no act.iou prodaoed in the Clods of 
Barth, when they are struok by l'lild blaata of Air. l f you 
were to regard a thing as the oauae of action 0011 afwr 
you have aeen the .Ao,ion (prodaoed by it), ,hen, for 1011, all 
kinds of 0&111811 would be reduoed to this condition tbat trheir 
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oausal obaraoter oould be aooepted only when it could be 
inferred from the actual appearance of their efeot; and in that 
oase it '\fOU)d not be possible for you to take up the material 
oauae of an objeot (for the making out of it of the 
desired object), as it woald be doubtful (until the Bffeot is 
actually produoed) whether or not the Oause will produca 
the necessary Effect. For him however who would take up 
the oauae, on the strength of ir,a resembling another oaustJ 
(which bas been found to be productive of the object), the 
taking 11p of the cause would be quite reasonable. If you 
do not aooept the view that what resembles a cause is itself a 
oausa,-then it would be impossible for you to urge against 
anyone the • Fallacy of lnconolusiveness ' ; for the ' incor
poreality ' that is in Sound is not the ,ame as (b11t only 
n•Uar lo) that in lia,Aa &c. (on the strength of which the 
Fallacy could be urged). Aa a matter of fact, every lofer
enoe proceeds on the analogy of what is seen in one oase 
to things in another oase ; certainly the properties in one 
moke are not 1»'80isely the sa1ne individual propertie11 as those 
in another 11noie. 

Bha1ya on Stl. ( 10,. 
[P. Ha, L~ 10 to L. 18.] 

The answer to the above Futile &ej1>inders is as 
follows:-

,,,,,,. (10). 

Tear OONTINUID QUIITION OOULD OOH■ TO AN IND 
JUST AS IT D018 IN TRI OAS■ 01' THI HTOBIMO or TBII 
LAMP. (80. 10,) 
The first partl, on btting questioned by the Opponent in 

Ule manner described in the preceding 8ilra, can say (in 
reply)-Who are the ~sons that fetch the lamp P and why 
do they fetoh itP (The Opponent will say]-" It ia 
fetohed by persona deairiog to see, and they fetob it 
for the purpose of seeing the things to be seen. " But Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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[the first party will ask again l Why do not paople, desiring 
to see the l..amp (whiob is a thing to be seen) fetch another 
lamp P-" They do not do so, beoause they can see the lamp 
even without the second lamp." From t.bis, it follows that 
for the seeing of the Lamp itself, the fetching of another 
lamp is useless. (Now turning to the case in question)-For 
what purpose is the Example pot .forward P-It is !»ut 
forward for the purpose of making known some thing 
not already known. Why then is the meneion qf ilae 
6raaia of ,he /!J,a,.,.pls sought for• (by tlie Opponent setting 
up the Futile Rejoind3r) P If it is sought for the purpose of 
making tbe Example hou,11,-then our contention is that 
the Example is already known [as, if it .were not known, it 
would not be put forwai·d as E.rample J ; for the Example 
is that in regard to whioh there is a consensus of opinion 
among ail me11, learned and unlearned ; so that any 
me11tion of 6a•i• for the purpose of making the Example 
known would be absolutely useless. This is the aoawer to 
' Parity per Continued Question.' 

Yarlilta on Su. (lt>), 

LP, 248, L. 15 to L. 20.] 

'l'he Opponent should be asked-who are the persons that 
fetch the lamp and why do they fetoh it P-1' It, is fetohed by 
persons desiring to see, and they fetch it for the purpose of 
seeiog the things to be seen.•' Why do not they bring up 
another lamp for the seeing of the forme1• lamp P-" Simply 
because the lamp is seen without the other lamp."-Well then, 
for what _purpose is the Example put up P-For the purpose 
of making known what ia ndt koowo.-Why then do you 
seek for another Example for the sake of the former Example P 
If for the pm·pose of makiug it kliowo,- then our answer i11 
tl.at. it is already known.t 

• TIie correct reading ia W u f11■ud iu llu. D., C., and D, 

t Tlae claH, WSG416CIPIIIIRfit .appear• to be 1uper8uo111,, I& mlp& be 
ooo■lrued witla &be out Blt,a. But tlae pbrue W41eiliU\lllftJ. i• nowhere fOIIDd 
la the Pttrvapakfa-of which tbia oould be au ~ bere. We bav• &henfon 
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. BAana on Su. (11). 
[P. 241, L. 19 to P. 246, L. 2.] 

The answer Lo • Parity per Oounter-inatanoe' is a1 
follows:-

8ilr• (11). 

1, THR OoonRB•IKBTA•o■ II AN lfHOTlv■ BHSCIX, 
?BI EzHPLB ALSO OAJINOT BOT BI.&• IPJBOTIVB BlilON. 
(81. 11). 
When the Opponent pota forward the Oounter-inatance, 

ha doea not oite any apeoial reuon in aupport thereof-to 
ahow that for aooh and auoh a reaaon the Oount.er-inatance iG 
an e&otive reason, and the BDJDple ia not ao. So that, 
when the Oounter-inatanoe is recognised as an etfective 
reasdil, there can be no ground for aaying 11hac. the lbample 
ia not an effective reaaon ;-and when can it not fail to be 
effeotive reaaon P Only when it ia itself not capable of being 
denied and is oapable of proving the oonoluaion. [So that if 
it is elective reason, it mut prove the oonoluaion.] 

Y',llrlil• on Sil. (11). 

[P. 64+, L. I to L. 8,] 
Ph, 1!111111,nplf cannot 6ul N tin 1f1t1Uo1 rea,o►(says the 

SDtra)-(.d) Because of its being admitted: one who admits 
the fact of the Oount.er•inatanoe being an elective reason, 
muat also admit the fact of the Bnmple being an effective 
r~ ; 1H1~ b1ing ora 1#11t1n111 r1t.11011 oonaiats in being able to 
prov~ the deaired oonoloai~n.-Wl,.,,a CGJI ie no, I ail lo 6, ati 

11/,onH rea,on P-WAen ie i, it.ell nol oopa6le oJ 6eing denied 
,natl i, copa6le qf Ftmng ,,.. duiretl. ooncluion-aay1 the 
B/aafgo; and the E:u~ple is oapable of proving the desired 
aonoluion and is not c!enied.-(BJ Also because the Op• 
ponent caunot formulat.e his argument : _If he formulate, 
it m the form-" A.a your Bnmple 110 · mine alao,"-then, we 
readily admit thia ; ao that_ what you urge ia not a oount,r
iulono, apinati 111. If, Oil the other hand, he formulates it 

- 11 Just a■ my Buaiple ii not the riaht l.1:ample, 10 is Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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yours also not the right e.zample,"-then, inaamuoh aa·tbia 
would involve self-oondemnation, there would be no (oorreot) 
Oouoter•instanoe. 

I!lnd of 8,a,ion (4). 

8,ctiort ( 6 ). 

[SO~ras 12-13.] 
Dealing toith (18) 'Parity per Non•gttneratioN.' 

Blitra ( J 2). 

"BEFOBE THIii BIRTH (OP THIii 8UBJBCT), SINCB [WHAT 

1s URGED As] TUR OBOCJND Lroa 'fBH PBOBANDUII BRING 

PRBDIOATBD OF IT] OANNOT SUBSIST, [TH AROlhlBNT OAN 

PROVE NOTBING],11-TBIS IS' PARITY PBB NoN.OBNIBATION.' 

(Sil 12). 
Bhiifya. on Su. (12). 

[P. 246, L 4 to L. 7.] 
The proposition being sta.te4 in the form-' Sound must be 

non-eternal, becauBB it com111 of tflf' efort, like the Jar,' the 
Opponent sets up the following Opposition :-" Before it is 
produced, the Sound has not appeared, hence (at that time) 
the ch11racler oj coming after e,ff,,rt, which is the ground 
urged for its non-eternality, does not subsist in Sound; and 
since this character does not subsist in Sound, it follows that 
Sound is eternal; and that which is eternal is never produced.' 
-This opposition, based upon 'non-generation' (or non
production), 1s' Parity per Non-generation.' 

'17llrlika on Su. (12). 

[P. 544, LI, 10-18.] 

The proposition having been put forward that,, 'Sound is 
non-eternal• beoau11e it is oap3ble of being produced, like the 
Jar,'-the Opponent might set up the following Opposition 
-'• Before Sound is produced, the capability of 6,ing produoed 
does not subsist in it; and this eba~oter being absent, Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Sound m111t be . ino•pabl, of being l'roduoetl ; and being 
incapable of being prodaced, it moat be eternal'' ;-this 
Opposition baaed upon. 'non-generation• is• Parity per Non• 
,ceneration. • · 

Bl&lff• on So. ( 18), 

[P. 246, L. 7 to L. HI.) ·• 
The answer t.o· the above Futile Rejoinder is as 

follows:-
Bllra {18). 

SIROI lir IS ORLT WRIN IT RAS BHN PRODUOID TBAT 
DI TBIRG 18 W'BAT IT IS, AID SINOR WHAT 18 UROBD AS 
TB■ 0800':ND (roB TRI PROPOSITION) DOIB THIN BOBSJST 
IN IT,-TBII PHHNCR OP TBI GROOl'fD CANNOT Ill DRtmm. 
(So. n,.·. 
(~) Bina, ii is only when ii l,a, 6ecn produced Uad tl,e thing 

;, wlu.d i, ia-i.,., it is only when it has been produced that 
the Soubd becomes ' Sound ' ; before it is produced, it is not 
even • Sound i' and as it is • ·Sound • only after it has been 
produoed, and. when the Sound baa been produced, th11 cho
Haeer of aonuttt-,ajter eg orl, which is the ground for noo
eteroaJity, is actually present in it; and 1i11c, th, ground do,, 
fl&,n 1u1Mi1t i• it, there is no force in the objection that 
• before the birth of the Subject, the ground does not subsist 
in it" (urged in the Futile Rejoinder). 

VOrlilr• on Sn. (18). 

[ P. 644,· L. J 6 to P, 545, L. 21.] 

Just as before Sound is prodooed, the oharaoler of being 
protJuoMl ia not there, so ia the Sound itself not there ; it ia 
only when it h11 been produced that Sound become■• Bound' ; 
and when it ia produoed, it oomea to have ,,.e a,araotw nf blling 

produo,d alao; and thenoe it beoomea • non-eternal; and 
iaumuoh II on Sound being produoed, the th1Jraol,r of being 
produo,tl doea 1ubti11t in it, the preaenoe of the ground (of 
non-eternality) oanao, be denied. While it ia not produced, 
Sound ia not what it ii ; I •·• before it is prodaaed, it oannot be Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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spoken of either as 'Sound,' or aa • having tbe character of 
beiug prod need,' or as ' non•eteroal.' 

Further, the pro6,zns put forward in support of the Pro• 
Vir. P. Mo. pos~tio? (i.e., the oha1·aoter of being prod?ced) is 

an andacar.or, not a maksr; and to urge, against the 
indicator, objections that are applicable to the maker, can 
have no sense at an.• 11 Bnt both being efficient opera
tors, there can be no difference between the ' indicator ' and 
the ' maker.'" 'I1his is not right; as the 'maker' is 
the author (agent) of the mokinp, while t,he ' indicator' 
is the author. of the inrlicati11g. '' That which is 
the Indicator may also mllke 1omt1 thing, aud it may 
thus be spoken of as ' Indicator• as well as 'maker." 
That does not affect onr position; because (the faot remains 
that) wbile the •maker' is the cause of mr,/efog, the 'indi• 
ea.tor ' is _ the oause ()/ iii,Ucati11g ; one of them (the former) 
brings things int.o e1istenoe, while the other brings about the 
cognition of the thing already existing. 

When the Opponent says-" Before Sound is produced, 
the cl,araoter of 6eing priJduced being absent, Sound oomes to 
be t,hat which is t1ot rapabl" of fJeit1g prodaced,"-be admits the 
existence of Sonnd ; for a non-existent thing could not have 
the property of being not capable of being produo<'d; so that 
the qnali&cation • before it is produced ' bt1comes meaningless. 

Others have offered the following objection to tl1e Futile 
Rejoind,r in question :-" Wben it is said that • before Sound 
is produced, tl1e g_round is not there (80, 12), this becomes 

• Thie 11 an an■wu to what h11 been Mid under 811. 12 · to the elect that 
cc there tbe · pand for noa-eternality being al!eent, the noo-e&ernality oaanot be 
there, h1aoe Sound maat be eternal. " The aenM of the 11111wer olered i■ Iba& 
it i■ only the 11al,,1 whiob OD aeairing to ll:1i1t, pat, an end to tbe1:1i1tenoe of the 
elect ; ■uch i1 no& the c:111 witla the llfdloator, "·ho,,e preH11ce cir abteaoe dCIII not 
elect the prt1tnoe of what · It indica&ea. 8o that nea thoqh the obancter of 
being proclaoed ma, not be prNent when the Sound i1 not prodaoed, that eanaot 
Yitlatethe proriag ellloienCl)'of that abarao&er. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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a oaae of • Parity per Presumption.' And if the Rejoinder ia 
put up in the form-• since before Sound is produced; the, 
cbaraote1• of coming after Effort cannot belong to it, it follows, 
by implication, that it is tao, entlou,,d u,il/a the· oharaoter of oona
ing a/lere.Oortj a11d not having this latter character, it m111t be 
eternal '-the answer to this is as follows :-It is by no means 
necessary that what does not poBBesa· the character of ooming 
after effort must be eternal ; in faot, a thing not possessed of 
the character of ooming after effort oan be of three kinds-(1) 
iome are eternal, e. g. J.ka1ht1 and the like, (2) some are 
non-eternal, e. g. the ligbtning0 fl&11h and such things, and 
(8) some are absolute non-entit,ies, e, g. the' sky-Bower' and 
the like.'' 

This however we do not find to be quite right.-Why P
Because, i.n the &rat place, it is not right to say that • some 
things, that are not poseessed of tbe character of coming 
after effort, are absolute non-entities ' ; because ' coming after 
effort ' really quali&es the birtla (production, ooming into 
existence) of thQ thing i that thing is regarded as not l&t1ving 
the aAaraot,r ,,f a~mir.g ajt,r efu,, whose birth or production 
does not follow· from effort ;-and as the absolute . non-entity 
never exists, it oan have no birth. ; and that which is a DOD• 

entity, how oan anything be qualified by it P 'l'his same 
reasoning disposes also of' the assertion that • some things not 
possesserl of the ohiraoter of coming after effort are e,,,.,.,,, '; 
because what is ' eternal' cannot be spoken of aa • not 
coming after effort' [as this latter implies 6it·tA, which is not 
poBSible in the oaae of eternal things]. 

11 This Futile Rejoindet (Parity per Non-genaration) is not 
poasessed of the cbaraoteristios of the • Futile Rejoinder.' 
henoe it cannot be regarded as a Futile Rejoinder. '• 

'.fhiJ is not right; in what is urged in opposition, it is 
llhowo that there is ,imilarilg betwet,n the grounds put Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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forward io support of t-he original proposition, and suob other 
grounds as have not been produced (oome into exiatenoe) 
at all; that which has not oome into e:ristenoe oan never be the 
reason or ground for anything; e. g. the yarns that have 
not themselves come into existence cannot be the cause of the 
Cloth.• 

1'11td of Section (5), 

Ser.lion (6). 

[Stu.ras 14-15.] 
DP.aling with • Purity per Doube. ' 

Sitra (14). 

TBB • Co.llMUNJTY' AND THI 'E.lAIIPLB,' BOTH BIING 

l;Q0ALLY PIB0BPTIBLE BY TBB Sl!INBRB1 [TBB OPPOSITION] 

BASl!ID UPON SIIIILABITY 'J'O I ETBBl'fAL t AS WELL A8 1 SON• 

BTBBIUL I TBINOB CONBTll'OTIS 'PARITY PBB DOUBT. 1 

(S11.14). 

Bhilfya on Sa. (14). 
[P. 246, L. 16 to P. 247, L. 2.) 

The Proposition being put forward in the form-' Sound 
muat be non-eternal, because it comes after effort, like the 
Jar, '-the Opponent opposes it by casting doubt over it: 
11 Even though Sound comes after effort, it baa this ,iail,,rity 

• The objection i1 that .l!'utileRejoinder 1hould coneiat iu Oppo■ition on the 
hui■ of 1imil1rity nd dillimilarily (11 deulared in Bll. i-1-1).; and II the oppo■ition 
in I Parity per Non-geucraliou 'doe■ not proceed on an7 noh bui1, it cannot be re
garded 1111 a true I Fot~le Bejoinder. ' The reply i■ that tbe Oppo■itiQn In thi■ 
1110 doe■ involve ■ome notion of llimiluity : • ju■t II the non produced yarn oaunot 
be the cau1e of the Cloll1, ■o tA, cAaMC_t,r qf comi•1 411., l#orl, which i■ •ot 
fd'Gdueed before tbe production of Bound, cannot be the 011111 of the provin1 of 
non-eternality in Bound,' Thi■ al■o 1hOW1 that the difr1renoe of thi■ Patile Rejoln
der from I Parity pet Pre■umption' lie■ in the fact that, while In the pre■ent 
Bejoinder, the li11ilarie, urged i■ that to ■aoh cau111 a■ are IIOt ,rocla-,-ln 
1 Parity per Pre■umption, ' the Oppo■ltion i■ beHd upon the lmpo1ln1 of a meaaiai 
contrary to tl1e meaaiu1 of the ■enLeuce. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



1696 THE NYAYA-S'OTRAS or GAUTAMA 

to the elernal 'Community' that both are perc11pt1ble l1 the 
11n1e1 ;-and the same also constitutes its ,imilatity to the 
no"--st11r11t1l 'Jar ';-thus, by reason of its aimilari,y to both 
'eternal' and 'non-eternaJ' thin(&, there must be doubt (as 
to the real oharaoter of Sound). " 

Varlilra on Sn. (14). 

[P. 546, L. 8 to L. 6.] 

The example of this Futile Rejoioder has been given in 
the Blail,ya. It might be argued that-" Parity per Proba11.d. 
•• does not, in any way, differ from Pr,ril11 per LJoulJl. ,, 
If you mean by this that-" Just as the example of' Parity 
per Probandum·• is based upon ,imilority, so is the 'Parity 
per Doubt' also, and hence there being no difference between 
the two, the latt6r should not be regarded as a distinct kind 
of Futile R.ejoinder, ''-this is not right; because in 'Parity 
per Doubt' there is similarity (of the Subject, Hound) to two 
things (eternal and non-eternal), while I Parity per Proband- .. 
um' is based upon its similarity to a single thing ; this 
oonatitutes the difference between the two. 

Bha,ya on. SO. (15). 

[P. 247, L. 2. to L. 11.] 

The answer to the above is as follows:-
8ilra (M). 

(a) As HOARDS. TBB DOUBT 'DBlllO RAISID Ol!f 'fBB 
BHIS o, (Illa■)' B[KILABITY.' [ooR AIIIWH 18 THA'I'] 'J'BIBB 
O&• BI NO BOOB DOUBT WRBN TB■ 'D18BIIIILARITt' (TO 
'l'B&T IAMB THING) BAS BUN DULY HOOONIBID; (/J) 1r, 
IVll!f ON DOTB (BIIIILAIHTY AlfD Dl881IIILARITY) DBINO 
&IOOGNIBID, DOUBT& WHI TO Alila ■, 'PIIII" TBIKB WOULD 
BI WO 11'D TO BOOB DOUBT8,-(o) Alll> SINO■ KIRI 'SIKI• 
L.HnY' 18 1'0T AOOIPr■D A8 Alf IV■ILABTING 80Ulillt or 
OC,DB'f,-TBI OPPOBITI01' SITUP O.unl'Oi' BI KIGHT, SQ, (15). 
(•} When, on perceiving the diatiognishiog f•ture of 

•Kan -whioh oonst,itutes ita 'diaaimilBrity '(to the Pillar)
it bu been dul1 aeoertained that the object ·peroeived i1 a Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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• Kan, '-there is no room for any doubt arising in regard to 
it on the basis of some ' similarity ' between :Man and 
Pillar. Thus, in the case of Sound, ,he olaaraotlJf' of eon,
ing a_fler effort,' which forms its distinguishing feat1u-e 
and dissimilarity (to etn11al things), having been recognised, 
its 'non-eternality ' beoomes · duly ascertained ; and there 
can be no room for any fm·thel' doubt arising on the mere 
ground of its similarity to eternal aDd non-etea"Dal things. 
lb) If such a Doubt were to arise, then, inasmuch as the 
• similarity ' between the Man and the Pillar would never 
cease, the Doubt would never come to an end. (o) Lastly, we 
do t1ol admit that • 11irnilaritg ' is OH sverlutb,g aoutas of Doubt, 
even when the distinctive feature of the tl1ing has been duly 
reoognised; e. !I• when the distinctive feature of Man has 
been reooguised, a mere similarity between • Han • and 
• Pillar • does not become a source of doubt. 

V4rlika on 811, (15). 
[P. 546, L. 10 to L. 13.] 

From I similarity '-i. e. from perception of similarity
there arises doubt; but when' dissimilarity '-i. e, the distinc
tive feature-has bee11 perceived, doubt does not arise. If, on 
both-similarity and dissitoilarity-buiog reooguised, Doubt 
were to al"ise, then there would be no end to Doubt, We do 
not admit that ' Similarity ' ulway, givea rise to doubt; 
because evo11 when there is I Sirnilat•it.y •. bet.weea t.wo things, 
Doubt is set a.side when Lhe dilltinguishing feature of one 
of them is reoognised. 

l!Jt1d tJ/' Seotiu11 (6). 

Section ( 7). 
[Stltras 16-17.J 

Dealing with (15) • Paritg per NsutraU,rutiun.,. 
Bllr" (16). 

11 BY 111.ASOH 01!' 8llllLAHITf TQ B >'l'H, THl&I A81818 

VAOILLATIO!lf ",-l0.P.P081TION) BASJID Ul'ON TR18 HAaoa,iro 
18 1 PABITY PIB lhDTBALtsTIOH, '-(Sil. Id). Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Bha,ya on So. (16). 
[:P. 247, L. !8 to L. 18.] 

By reason of the similarity (of Sonnd). to both, eternal 
and non-eternal things, there is likelihood of the two con~rary 
views [ i. e. the original Proposition as well as it.s con
trary] ;-this is what is meant by the term ' prakriyn, ' 
or ' vacillation' in the Sa/ra : One view being-' Sound 
must be non-eternal, bdoause it comes aftet• effort, like the 

· Jar,'-the other view is propounded on the basis of the 
aimilarity(of Sound) to Ml1trno.l things[' Sound must be eternal, 
becauseitis perceptible by the Auditory Crga.n, like the cla11-
ol&aract,r 8ourad ']. Thus theu, it is found that when the 
f>robane-1 because it comes after effort '-is put forward as 
constituting the similarity (of Sound) to nnt1•el6rflal things, 
it is not free from the p,1ssibility of tho contrary view being set 
up; and in the face of this poesibilit.y, the conclusion sought 
to be based upon that Probans cannot, be established. '!1he 
same holds go()d in regard to a Probans that would be put 
forward as constituting the 'similarity' !of Sound to 
dernal things•· The Opposition put forward on the basis 
of this ' vacillation ' constitutes ' Parity per Neutralisation. ' 

What bas been said in this SD.tra applies also to the case 
of /JiA1imilarily r--.nd ' by reason of Dissimilarity to both, there 
arises VacilJation,-and Opposition based upon this reasoning 
constitutes Parity pe,. .Ne,.traliaatio11. ' 

, Yiirlka on So. (16), 

(P. 5St;, L. J.5 to L. 18.J 

'l'he example of this Futile Bejoinde1· in given in the 
Bhlifyo. Objection;_" Parity per Vacillation or ' Neutralisation 
does not differ from Parity per Doubt and from Parity per 
Similarity-Why ?- because here as well as in the other 
two the Opposition is based upon ,i,nilarity, '' 

.4n1101r :-This is not right; the difference of Parity per 
Neutralisation from the other two is clearly shown by the fact 

• The printed t111tt ia corrupt. The right reading ia found iu Puri B, and 
M,. C., 11 foJlowa-~ If Nlli(4Q11Rtiic\~ •--t41•iifflt'«~-
fiil'1tiiii61iiil' ih"1N.i ......... il•- dr I wit( Tbia 11me reading i1 aocepted 
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that in the former there is • similarity • in sapport, of both 
the oontrary views ; both disputants seek to est.ablish their 
views in regard lo ' eternality ' and • non-eternality ' of Sound 
(on the basis of 'Similarity'), and this is not the case in 
'Parity per Similarity' or in ' Parity per Doubt..' 

Bhitfya on Sn. (17). 
[P. 247, L. 18 to P. !48, L. S.] 

The answer to the above is as follows :
Bi(ra (17), 

INASHUOR AS TSE SAID I VACILLATION' OAN FOLLOW 
ONLY PROM TRl!l OOUNTH•Vll!lW, TBBRB O&N BB NO DltNIAL 
OF IT ; SPIIOIALLY AS THAT OONTRABr VIBW KUBT BB BRGABD• 
ID AS BSTABLISBBD (BBl!'OBE THI I VACILLATION I OAN Bl!l PUT 
.FORWARD) •-sn. (17). 
When the Opponent says that-" by reason of similarity 

to both there arises va.cillat1on "-his assertion comes to this 
that there is 'vacillation, ' because the counte1r-oie10 is there ; 
it is only wh~h there is (re,11) ~imilarity to both that one of 
them can be called the 'counter-view'; hence it follows from 
the statement tb1J.t the ' counter-view ' is an established faot ; 
and the ' counter-view' being regarded as Asta.bliahed, its 
denial cannot be right. If the 'oounter-view ' is e1tabli1k,id, 
its denial oannot be l'ight ; and if its rlenial is right, the 
' counter-view ' cannot be regarded as ,,,l,1,/Jlieh,1d ; t for ' the 
establi11hment of the counter-view' a.nd 'the right denial of 
the oounter-view ' are cootradioLory terms. 

When howevAr f 11,s in the case of the Fall11oy. of Neutralis• 
ation, which also is baaed upon vacillation] the ' vacillation' 
ia due to the absence of definite knowledge (in regard to the 
auqjeot in question) .(and lo th3 mere existence of the 
counter-view J, the ' vacillation ' ooines to an · end, aa Roon 

• The term 'pt'(dipa'f" ' ' oouuter-view I atand1 for the view of the Fir1t 
Party ; It i11 called 'oou,iter-view '·trom the Opponent'• point of view,-O(far11n2 
and f;,Awrnllf A.11. 

t The right reading ia ■upplied by C--•Rt◄'flqqw'\1ffl: ~: ~ 
,rwe1,iqqAI: ~ ffl'lal 9'r wf8''-1qqAI:~ lllmt1 llftr 
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as that de6nite right knowl~ ia attained ; i.e., aa aoon 
aa definite right knowledge baa been attained the Yaoillation ...... 

'Yllrliia on Sn. (17). 

[P. 647, Ll. S-6,] 

The Futile Rejoinder ia one that ia not incompatible 
with ita own oontTadiotory. .A.a regards the Fallacy of 
Neutralisation, the vacillation arises, not from ~e presence 
of a 1 00110ter-view ', but from abaenoe cf right knowledge; 
as we have already explained nnder the I Fallacy of Neutra• 
lisation.' (SQ. 1-2-7.) 

ldnd of Beotion (7). 

··---
Section (8). 

[ Bilra, 18-20]. 
D1tding 1oith (16) 1 Pa,·ily per Non•pro1Jatittme11.' 

Bil•·a (18). 
1 PARITY PBB NoB•PBOBATIVBNISS' 18 BA.BID UPON 

TB■ OONTBfflON THAT II TBI PKOBANS &R SUOB OANNOT 

HIST AT ANY or TRI TBHB POINTS OP TIIIB.'1 (SQ, 18), 

Bl,11110. on Su. (18). 
[P. 248, L. 5 to L. 9.) 

11 t • Probans ' is tho.t u,hicl& pror,e1 ; and this could. exiat 
only either (q) before~ or (6) after or (cJ together with, the 

• Wben the Opponent pall up tbe Futile Bejoluder bued upon tbe vaclllaUou 
in regard to the esaot oharaoter of Sound, on accoaot of it■ being llimilar to ■temal 
u well u non-eternal 'thing■ ;-1'.• admit■ that the propo■ition that I Sound ill non
eteroal • i1 11 admi■■ible II that I Sound i■ eternal ;' that both po■■e■a en eqaal degree 
of truth ; otberwi■e, if one were mo, rea■onable, that would be delnitely aaoepted 
and there would be no vaclllaLion, And when be accept■ the admi■alblli&y of 
the view that I Soand i■ ooo-eternal ', he oauoot, ooo■i■tently with him■elf, deoy it. 

Tbe po■ition of the per■ora urging the Fallaoy of 'Neatrali•tion ' i■ dilereot; 
11i b ... Ilia denial of the ronolulion of the ftret party, not up11u 11,117 vaoillatiou, 
but upon ablence of true knowledge. · 

t The word■ wlla: t,J: i■ nc,t found in ».. C. and D. Thq an 
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probandum (that whioh it is intended p1ove) •. Now, (a) if-the 
Probane is held to eaist betore the Prubc,ndum,-at t'-8 wne 
that thv l'roba&ndum is not there, of what could it be the · 
• probana,' • meaua of proving P (61 If ir. is held to eJ:ist after J. 
tlie Probandum,- in the ab1eno11 of the Pa-obans, of what 
oould thl're be the I l'robandum' ,to be proved} P (c) If tbe 
Probans and the Probandum are hel4 to eziat (simultane
ously),-sinoe both would be equally eaistent, wbioh oould 
be the • probana ' (means of proving) of what P From all 
this it 'follows that r,he • probaos ' doe, not differ from what 
is nt,a•pro/Jatir,e." 

This oontention, thus baaed upon aimilarity to what ia 
non-probat,ive, con1t1tutes • Parit,y per Non•probativeue11. '• 

Y'llrlilta on Su. (18). 

lP~ 647, L. 7.) 

Opposition based upon similarity to what is non°proba
t1ve, is• Parity per Non•probativen1,s1.' 

Blfa,va on Sa. 19. 
[P. 248, L. 9 to L. U.] 

The answer to the above Futile Rejoinder is as follows:
Bi#ra \19}, 

]T 18 IfO'J' TRUii THAT II TffB PaoBANS CANNOT IXIBT 
AT ANY OW: TBR ?BBH POIN'fB 01 TIMI," BIC.&U~B IT JS BY 
TBB P.KOIIANS 'l'BAT 'l'HK PkOD&NDDII CAB .BI PBUVID. 
(Sn. 19). 

J& i, not true cha, 11 the· Proba,.,, oa11no, ea,, at ••!I of the 
tl&ree point, of lime '';-why P-IJ-oou,e it i, 6' tlie Proban, U.,d 
,,., Probanttum i, proved. As a matter of fact, we Bod tba~ 
the aoeompli1hi11g of u,l,,r.,t i• tc1 be aooompli1laed, aa also the 

• Tbla J!'utll1 Befoiudn dih1 . from 'Parity per .CoDYergenoe ' ucl •·Pm&y 
per Noa-oon•tr&noe' on tile foUowiag pulate :-(1) Jn lb• latter, the qa11tlon 
rafNcl ,,._ ia nprd to tho form of the Probau,, while In the p.-at cue, it la 
raw la regard to lte, aaaaal etBoi11101 i \I) in the latter lwo tb1 OODY1r11noe 
or o&h11'1"i11 wa ia naard to the thing denoted by ihe ·word• of thf :probaa-. while 
• It (1 lhe ,erbal• 11prmion that i• taken ':IP for enquiry; (I) ihere were only 
,_ alwaati,411, whil, here we ha91 ,A,..; ( ,, tbo11 two had the 11mblanot of the 
~OD arglag the faot of t~e_quliBoatloa of· the Probau beia1 "8trae1 while 
·hire~ ooa&tatlola arpe • nuonlng to the oontrary.-Bolutl#AI (Dpyaaa). Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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ho11i19 of .,.,,, ia lo b, Inoa,~, ie brought about by a oame ; 
and tbi1 rtent. faot of ordinary perception is an inetanoe 
in poinfi. As regard111 t.be qneation-11 at the time that 

· the Probandum is non-existent, o1 what oould the Probaa.1 be 
· the •,.t111, of prooing P "-011r answer ii that [it is the means. , 
of proving of u,la, · i• to be ,,tmd; just aa in the oases cited] 
tbe oauae .is the means of aooompliabing what is, to · be 
aooomplished, and of the knowing of what ia to be made 
known. 

l'1Jrliu on Sa. (19). 

[P. 647, Ll. 9-10.] 

• 

•Contradiction' ia the· defeat in tbia·Futile Rejoinder. 
A■ a matter of faot, a· t~iog that i■ produced is never pro• 
dncecl without a cause ; and a thing that is made known, iR 
nuer made known witho11t B oauRP., 

S11. (20). 

FU&TBIB, [AOOO&DUfG TO T91 0PP01Hl'f'l"S BliS01'JlllG] 

fBBBI OA■ BI .NO DIN[AL; HOK WBIOJI I'f POLLOWS 'rRAT 
. . . . 

WBAT KAt"--111' D11'11D OAlflfOT Bl·DllflllD, lS'I, 20J. 
· . BAll,ra. 

[P. 249, LI. 18-17.J 
(lzaotl7 what you baTe urged apiaRt 0111• Probana, we 

oan urge, with equal feroe, apin■t the Oppon,nt)-Tbe d1-1nial 
oannot Hilt, either before, or after, or together with what 
ii cieniedJ ;-and ainoe there oan be DO I Deniill ,. at all (of 
•h• Proban1 urged by tbe &rat JJU'~J ), it follow■ that the Pro-

. bum (being undeniable) i1 8rml1 e1Wtlillaed. . ,,.,,,,u. OD 81. \IO). ~ 

[P. 6-17-, LI. 11;.1._J 
Ooatraditlioa ia &he clef• of tlail Jatile Bejoindctr. 

!bat •~ cl111 not ,,_ a ,11in1 u u.y of ·1ie ,hree pomta 
,; of ti1111. •11• ••n• • tlae. •--■.of· ,litwti•1; .BO that what 

., ..... .,,,.. .. ot..., -;,,. •••• .,,,..., .. broapaaboat a;,. 
t11111; ID• Nilt muac tlie,,.., of .... ft II II,,.,_ (i.1., lbl Proluamt 
..-.................. 1 ... twi ..... ~daa_,.... Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



~$YA-VAll'flKA s+21 .. '170S 

ha■ been urged agajnat oar. probana applies wit.h equal force 
to th• Opponent's reasoning also. Thia argument. haa ai10 
been answered above ; in .oonneot.ion with· t.he oont4ntion
•• Perception and the rest cannot be· the meana •of right 
cognition, because they oannot eziat at any of · the three 
pojnts of time " (Sil, 1-t,8), we hlive anawered th~ argument 
put forth in the Futile Bejoinder in-question • . 

Bntl o/ BsotioN (8), 

8110,0'\ (9). 

[Bilra, 91-22.J 
Dealing with {J7) 'Pnril, per Pr11umptiort.' 

8ifr11 (11 ). 

WBD: TBI OONTBABI OONOI.U810ll 18 PBOVID Jir 
JIIANB o, PBIBUMPl'IOB, IT' 18 1 PABITY PIB P118UKP. 

TION.' (8~, 21.) 
BMna OD 811. (11). 

rP. 148, L. 19 to P: to P. ~48, L. si 
. The proposition having ,been sought to be est.ab1ished b7 

the reasoning • Soond is uoa-e~rual, beaauae it oomes aft.er 
efort, like the Jar.'-if the Opponent aeeka to •t.abliah 
the contrary oonolosio1 by meana of Preaumption,-thia ia 
a aaie of • Parity per Preaumption ; • it ~ u follow-a:-• If 
Sound is held to be non-eternal,, on the grctond of its ooming 
after effort;,· which OOD1tit11r. ita aimilarit7 lo non-eternal 
thinga,--tben it. followa by implioatioa, thM Sowid llll1lt 
be regard'3d a4 eternal, on the ground.of itl a.U-;:&,: 
,,,,.Ml '4ing,, ooa1i1ug ia' the faoli thaf; i• ie ·~-
Ii~, eterul ~nge.' · 

,arlilM ~ SIL (11). . 

[P. 14'7, ~ 11,l 

. The ·■zample of . _thia· ·f•~• ~. ii ii.1•• in the 
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.. 
BlllfJA on .SU: .(Hj. . 

.[P. 249, L. 2 t,o L.· 10]. 
• 

The ilns~er to the above B'ut,ile Rejobid~r is ail followa -
Bilra (12). _ 

(A) I, WHAT 18 1'0'l' IIPBBBBLY iTAT.D CAN BI 'l'AIIM' 
Al fOLI.OWIM'G BY IKPLIOATIO1'1 TQIN TBI BINOUNOIIO WOULD 
Bl,'l'A'IBltl Al$ ,OLLOWltfG BY IIIPLIOATION, ,OB THI llKPLR 
BIASOII TIIAT BDCD 811'0011011'G 18 NOT BXPBISSLY B'l'A'.f~D; 
-(B) AND fDIITBH, 1 PHSUJIP'l'IOII' WOULD Bi lNDIOIS• 
IVI. (Sil. 29.) · . 

. (A) Without ,bowing the oapaoity (of the words to afford 
~he idea of what is presumed), if what is ~ot e~preasly _ stated 
11 held t by the Opponent) t,o be taken as 1mpbed,-tben the 
renounoing bl suoh au arguer of his own view may also be 
taken as implied, for the aimple reason that it is Qot ezpreuly 
stated ; and thus inumuob as tbe view that • Sound is non• 
eterna)' · would be regarded aa eatablisbed (by reason of ita 
being taken as implied by reaaon of its not being espreaely 
atatea br you), tliia would mean that your own view that 
• Sound is eternal ' has been renounced, 

,B> FurU.i,:,_ Pr,,u,np,iora aooultl b, i11deoilir,,; that is, Pre• 
aumption woulctapply equall1 to both views; for • if ou the 
ground of its similarity to eternal thing• oousiating of in,ang• 
,1nlit1, Soond were to be re,rarded aa 1ternal1 like .Ai1J1/uJ, 
-.it would be taken as following by implioatien that, oo 
aaoount of its similarity to no,i-tt,rntU t~inl•• oonsiating in 
ill oamin, a/ler 1/ort, Sound is non••'""'-' 

Then again, oonoluaive Presumption doe1 not neoeaearily · 
. follow from mere negation ; for inatanae1_ because the ,olid gray. 
el falla1 it doe■ -~ 11eaee1arily follow ·by pre1umptior1 that 
there can be ~,t.Jllng of Water, whioh i1 liquid \not solid). 

'f,-.~~-.-::: ' .,,,, ••. OD Bi (II). 
rP. MS, L-, 8 to P. 9]. 

Without· proving the -c,apuitJ of . the word ( to . yield the 
the cle■jred meaqiDg), if one •1• th11t 1uoh and aU;Oh a tbiDf ii 
-,&cl, he rende~ -~If lia~l• to reQOu~ hia_ own view~ 

. . .. ... .. ' . · .. · . . . 
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~Wby-'P-Beoauae, he doea not aplain how the words aed 
have the · power (of implying what is said to be implied). 
In this manner, the reoounoiog of hil owa view beooiD81 
possible •. · 

l'ureA1r1 Pr11•naption ti,oultl 6, ,,..,.,,._ 

06jf0Cion.:-" But all this oontracliota the ·Sltru that 
h.!ive goae before. It baa been userted (11~uler Su. 1-91 8 and 41) 
~bat-• Presumption is not indecisive, because what ia 
. regardea aa indeoieive is not real Presumption, it ia .onlr 
mistakea for Presumption; '-and this ia contradicted by 
what yo« uy now (that Presumption is indecisive)." 

.411no,r;-There is no ooofndiction at all; for what ia uid 
to be •indecisive' is whM 00011ra ia olos• pro.a:imiti to the 
present Sll~ra ; what we mean is that the Presumption 
th.at hua been p~t forward in tlie Sutra (21) is indecisive 
aad not that every Presumption is so. Just aa ib is oli.17 
1hat Iaference which. is based upon wrong premises. that is 
not valid, and not any other inference, similarly here also 
(the untrue Pres11mption wo11ld be · incleoiaive, not all Pre• 
aomptioa). 

Bad of Section {9).· 

8rceion f. I 0). 

[Botras 23-24,.] 
D,aling u,it~ (1~) • P•ritg per Now-iifsNflO'e. • 

' . 8ii/1·• (28). 

•.• Ir THI PilslMOB or A SINGLI (ao:anroN) PioPIBff WIii 

'l'O KA~I TH 'l'WO !DINOS 1'O1'•DIPIIBINT1-'.rBD ALL 

fB[KGB WOULD BA VI TO BI 819.&BDID Al l'Ol'•DIPHIIRT1 

IIOAUBI T.KI PROPIIITY or ~ IX:IS'HNOI 1 18 PBllllft' n, 
.ur," ;-THIS OONTUTION OOIIBTITUTIB. PABITY flB No•• 
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· .Bl..,. on Si. (21). . 
[P. MD, Ll. 18--JS.J , . 

'11,, n,Z, (~••> p,0,-11, in the oue in q11estion, ii 
that of ooming. afl,r •lort.; and beoali1e tMa 1iogle property 
ii pnaeut in Sound and in the Jar, if these two thing~ be 
regarded aa non-ditferent,-i. •• both be regarded as • non• 
eternal~ ;-then all things ahould haft to .be regarded RI 

DOD-dilferent-Wby P-B-•• '"' pro,,,.111. ol • ,-.i,ienoe , i, 
,,...,., in all ; tlie one property of 'existe'Q.oe ' ia preo,,; 
11nt 'in all things ; arrd 11ooe ' Bi:iatenoe ~ is present in all 
thiap~ aU things 1bo111d be regarded u non-different. Suell· 
Nlltlmion oonatit11te1 • Parity per Non-difference.•• 

'Ylrtila CID Sa. (28). 

[P: MS,~ It to L. 15.) 

The eumple of thia J'11tile BejoincLtr is gi veo in the 
Blallf14. · . 

Olj,alioa-" Parilg pa -Ztori-tlif•r,nn doea not· dile'l 
from P•rilg ,n Birailaritf-wh1 P-beoause both equall1 
prooeed OD the buia of mere aimilarity~" ' . . \ ~,.,., :-Thia is no6 right; as there is ditferenoe. between 
the two, baaed upon the aimitarifiy l?9ing oo one point· and 
on all point■ ; thati ·ii. • Parit7 per Similarity ' ia based upoo 
only 0111 1irail•rit11 while • PariliJ pi~ NonAClillereuce • i& based 
upon ·nmilarff, on •~• pn,ae,. t 
. . . 

Bll11t1 o■ SI. (!4). 
[P.149, L. 15 to P. 250, L. "10.J 

· The anawer.t.o '1le above futile Bejoinder ia aa follow■ :-
~:. . 

• Upyaaa, '1~ Ida A#i•ri#li, DOIION a dilfereD& IDterpretatioB of tlai• Slltr•r 
lly wllioh &he llltUlias la • folron :-,, The aiogle property tha& ooaetitutll &ht . 

Prollail1 Iii nan, efftclift; • tbd if tlia Snbjecl 111d &Iii Bumpl• wen &aktD · 
.. pc1111..a of the aaq.UW · ~ .. &laen ., MW 6t ,.,..,;,,,_, I• 
.,,., ••• ,.......,,.., ....._ &latireo-ixil&IDOI ii well kaon,' 
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Sltr• l2-4t), 
· THI AIOVI DINIAL DOIR NOT BOLi\; BICAUII 11' TRI 

tlAII 01' 80111 (COJUION PIOPHTY) TBI P&ISllfOI OP OBRTAtN 
OTBH PIIOPl&TIII Of TRI 11:IIIL&a TBING 18 P0881BL8, 
WBll,I IN TB■ CHI OI' OTBll8 BUOB PBIBkllOl 181'0'l' POSS-
111£1. •-so. (t-1). 

-&bi p 1H. For instance, in the case where the one oom-
. · . . mo• property_ between the • Subject ' and 

the • lllxample ' conaiat.s of • oomiog after effort, ' the 
preaence of aanther property-wllioh constitutes a further 
• non-difference ' or •similarity' between them-is found 
possible; wl1ile • in the case of the common property among 
•ll ,M,.g, conail!lting of• ei:iatenoe,' the presence of no other 
common property ia found possible; which could · cooatitute 
a further • non-dilereooe ' aniong them. 

Tile followiog might be urged (by the Nihilist, who bold, 
that • existence' ia invar)abl1 concomitant with • Non-eterna• 
lity' J:-" N on-eternality would be the other property common 
to • all things, ' . the pres~nce whereof wou~d be indicated 
by the presence (iu them) of the property of ecidenct. ": 

(A.) Under th'is iwsnniption, the Proposition would come 
to he of the followiog form: • All entities are non-eternal, 
because t1ley have the property of Ea,istenee' ; and in that; 
case, no• E.1ample-' would be availa'.ble, apart from what is 
already included in the Proposition (which includes• all 
things'); and there can be no valid reasoning without au 
Example; nor would it be right to put up as' Example' some- · 
thing that is already included under the Proposition; for 
what ia itself yet. to be proved cannot serve as an ' Ezam. 
pie.' (B) Then again, inaamuoh as eei,lenc things are t 
actually found to be both eternal and non-etttrntd, they can 
not all be regarded u· non-eter,,al (oa the groµnd of elri,tence);. 

· From all tliis it follow• that the sentence-" all"thinga would 
have to be ~arded as non-differ~nt, because the. propert1 
of • existenoe' is present in all " (Sil. 23) is meaninglesa. 

• TIie r1.iat reui•1 •f tlaeSlltru ia, ..... di,q«': -•sqfli': sftr 
·M'II:. -t For"" ,ead ""1'1· 11 ln Ila C. 111d D. and .tu r11,,,.,,._ Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



1708 .· THE NYXYA-S()TRAS OP GAtJTAMA 

(0) · Lastly, wl1en t,he Opponent alleges, that .,·because ••t,no, is present. in all t.binra, t.hey should be regarded aa . 
non-et.ernal, "-be &dmits that • Sound is non-eternal ' ; so. 
that opposition to this last. Proposition is not qui'8- ooos• 
tent.• ' 

Tar{ika on SU. l24). 

[P. 54.IJ. L. J. to L. 4J. 

Vir: P.6f9. 
Wl1at t.be Sutra meana is that in some eases 
we oo find a further common property, while 

in the others we do ,not. Further, tl111t admission made is 
self-nugat.ory ;· i. s. by urging the• non-et.ernality·of all tl,infl•' 
the· Opponent admits the' non-eteroality'of Sound.' If this 
i• not so, tl1en the men1,ion of • all things' has no meaning. 
It baa been e:iplained by us (in Adh. Ill) t.hat the difference 
ia that what is a waliJ Proban, is only that which is equipped 
with invariable ooncomitanoe, positiTe and negatin ;-and 
not any other kind of Probans. t · 

End of_ Section (i0). 

&t:tion (11)., 

[Sii~ras 26-26.J 

Dealing 1oilh (19) ' Paril.g per Eoi,lenc11.' 

· Bi/ra (?5). 
1 PARITY PH EvIDBNOI; IS BABRD UPON THIC PRISIUJCK 

or eaooRDS roa BOTH (v11iiwsHS11. 25). 

BAa,ya. on Sn. (25}. · . 
· - [P. 21'>0, Lt 12714.) 

" If Sound is held to be :non-e~rnal, because there is 
present groun,d (or Hidenoe) f~r · it,s non:Elieroa.lity-::-there 
11 present evidence for eternahty also, m the shape of 

• • Tb• Futile Rijoinder WU arstcl ' qain■t tire Propo■ition . I Bound i■ DOD• ' 

.~•; and 71tthi~ _i■ admitted b7 tbe Opponent in Hlting forth tbe Rejoinder, . 

::8\t . ~: i• tit• ri1ht reading. in tbe plae1 of ;ftm; .. · · Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Intangibility; 80 that it may be regarded BR eternal also." 
Th is, being an opposition based upon Ch11 preaenae of ground, 
for bot.h, • Eternality' and • Non-eternality/ is 'Parity for 
Evidence.' · · · 

Yirlil·a on ·sn. (25). 

(P. 549, L. 6 to L. 10,) 

The example of this Futile Rejoinder is given in the 
Bh1J1r,a. · 

[Objection:-" • Parity per Evidence' does not differ 
from• Parity per Neotraliaation;' in the latter,as here, there 
are eternality and non-eternality." 

Jnau,e,._;..Not so; because (in ' Parity per Evidence') 
grounds for • etornality' ·and • non-eternality' are- simply 
indicated as pt'esent in ·the same thing ; io • Parity per 
Evidence ' all that is urged is that grounds for • eternaJity ' 
and of 'non-eternality' exist; while in • Parity per Neutra• 
Jiation' the opposition consists in the setting up of the two 
cont.rary views in detail ;-this constitutes a difference be
tween the two.• 

Bl11,11a on Sn. ,26). 
[P. 250, L. 14 to L. 21.] 

The answer to the above Futile Rejoinder -is as follows :-
8i11ra (2G). 

THIS DINIAJ, HAS NO FOROR; DEOAUSR TTIB PRBBENOJII 
OP GROUNDS IN SUPPORT {or THE ORIGINAL PROPOSl'fION) 
JS ADMl'fTBD, (Su. 26.) 
·When the Opponent alteges • the presence of grounds 

· for both views' (Sn. 25), he cannot deny that 'Sound is 
non•eternal, 6ecau,e there are ground, for no,Mten111lily.' 

• When the Fint Party bu p11t forwar~ bia arg11meott1, the Op1>011ent puta 
forward bia own argument. in ■npport of a conclusion contrary to tbat of the 
Firat !'arty ; thil i1 1 Parity per Evidence ; ' the grourid■ for the two conchnions 
are merely indicated; and the full rea10oing i■ not 1tited in detail.-While 
in I Parity per Neutrali■atioo,' the two Tien are set fortb fully.~t"(la1an1.1 
(Boilt111i#1ii.) . Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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If thia could be denied, then it wonld not b6 true that 
• grounds for both views lire present.' "When h•·•e•ka of 
• the presence of. grounds for both views,' he. adm1ta that 
there·, are grounds for • nou;.eternality i • an~ having been 
admitted, it cannot be denied. "The denial is due to 
inoonpity." Bot •incongruity' applies equally (to both 
views). " When we pointed out the incongruity oonsisti~g of 
the possibility of both eternality and non-eteroality, we put 
fort.li t.he denial." Bnt &.he ~ incongruity' applies equally to 
,your own view as well as to that of the other party ; and -it 
can.not establish any one of the two vie.wa. • · 

Ya, likt1 on Sfl. (26). -

[P. 549, Ll. 12-U,.J 
The Bii/ra is intended to point out incongruity a-Wben 

the Opponent says-'• there are grounds for Eternalilv also 
of Sound,"-it ad.mi~• the eziatence of grounds for twn
elernality; • and thus on account· of this contradiction, there 
remains no room for the putting up of the Jlejoioder. 

End of Section {l 1 ). 

Bectiora tl2). 
[Biilra, 27-281. 

Dsalillg t0ith (20) I Parilg per .A.pprel,e,11wR.' 
Bfllra (27). 

1 PARITY flR APP,RICBINSIOl!I' IS BASBD UPON THII F.&01' 

DAT WBAT IS PUT lOBWAUD 18 rouND TO IGXIBT BUN IN 

!BI .ABSBNOI Of TBB OJ.UBI IIBNTIONID. . SQ. (27 J• 
-. Dkll,r« on Sil, (27). 

[P. 2JS0. L. 28 to P. 251, L. S]. 
Bven in tbe absence of eu oharaotw · of ooming 11J1,, 

,J'ort, which is mentioned aa the -cauae (ground) of_• non-
•lf J4'I admit tbt pn1111oe of pomade ~ bQdi Yie,n, you aclmlt tlae tnatb 

of tlae. -oii. view allo i while If yoa deny the pre11nce of the •id groaadt, yoa 
-.,- daolt- for yoar owa •it• -.O, •· &hat &ha Futile Bejoiacltr J011 ur,ce 
•--itNlf..--Up,-. · Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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eternality,'-tliis • non■eternality' 'is found in tbat Sound 
1wbioh proceeds from. the breaking of tbe branches of the 
tree sbaken by the _wind (this Sound ,not· being the Product 
of the Effort of any person];-and the Opposit.ion, based 
upon this fact of the Probandum being found to exist even in 
the absence of the PrQbans, constitutes • Parity por Appre• 
hension.'• 

Yarlika on SU. (27). 

[P. 549, L. 16 to P. 550, L. 8,1 
Th~ example of tbil' Futile Bejoinder is given in the 

Bhilf JI"· What ' Parity per Apprehension' does ia to attribute 
to the Opponent the view that wbat he asser~ applies to 
all kinds of the' Subject' (to all Sounds, and not only to a 
particular kind of Sound), and then to show that ~the Pro■ 
bans is not invariably coneomita.nt (with the Probandum). t 

1 'rhe V•rtika cittts another Example]-For instance, 
when the clia,·acter o/ belcmging to a certain Oom,nunitg and 
befog perceptilJle by our etaternal Be11,e-organ1 is pu, for
ward, by the First Party as proving the eternality of a 
piirticular t1'i11g,-the Opponent; attributes to hi~ the 
proposition ' all tliit1g1 aro non-eternal,' and then proceeds 
to urge that the said Probans is not invariably concomitant; 
with the Probandum ; as the ~id Probnns does not subsist 

~ Tbe Bop,a,i,J,lf1I 111e11tion1 five kiuda of tbi■ Futile Rejuiuder: (1) 'l'b• 
Subjeot existing io tbe al,aence of the Probaudum, which makes it a case of the 
i'allaoy of 'Co11tradictio11 i '-(2) tl1e Subject existiug withou.t the Probana,-tliia 
being a caie of the J·allacy of the' Unknown ;'-(3) the 8ubj~ct exietiug withoua 
both Proba111 and Probandum,-when there are botb fallaciee ;-(4) the Proban• 
d11m eid■ting without the Probau1-tl1i1 bei11g II cue of untrue preauiu, the probair■ 
not being innriably concomitant with the Probaodum ;-(5) the Probana exi1ti11G 
without the Proba11dum1 in which caQ alao th1t :ieceuary iu,·ariaLle concomitance 
between tl111 two would be wauting. It _goea to cite example, of tire Futile 
Bejoi11der baaed' upon each of then be. 

t Though the Proposition of the &rat party I Sound I■ non-eternal &o. &~.• 
11 meant lo refer to tbe l,t1,r-8ou11d1 only, yet the Opponent attribute■ to him 
the propoaition in the fcirm 'all Sounda iare non°eternal, becau11 tJ1ey come after· 
elfurt,' auJ then goe■ unto 1bow LhAt iL i11 11ut ooucowitant with the probandum. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Jn all aon•tlml.tl ·IAl,a,-; .being, a1 it is, absent in ihe .. Diad 

Vir. P. 660. and _ 1uoh oihe_r thingll, The Probans ma1 
also be 1howo to be not invariably oonoomitaut 

with what is e:spN>ued by the terms of the PropoaUion, u it; 
is propounded ti.,,., with the 6'u6/ea,]; e.g. the Pl'.()po1ition being 
put forward in the form, • Sound is non-eternal, beoanse it 
is prodt1o'tive of another Sound,'-it· is pointed. out that; 
• being productive of another Sound' is not invariably con• 
comitant with aU Bound,,-,he lt11I 8oun4 of a sefies not 
being productive of another Sound. 

Bl&Of1Jt1 on SQ. (28). 
"[P. 251, L. 2. to L. 6.] 

The answer to the above Futile Rejoind~r is aa follows :
Bilrti {28). 

IzrAS~OCH AS TBI PBOPBkTr IN QUBSTIO.l'f llAr BI 
DOI TO BOIIBOTHH OAUH,--Tlll" DHIAL BAB 1'0 roao■ 
~A~ . . 

· When the First Party says-• ~Sound must be non-etel'J1al] 
· l,,o,,u,s ie i, ,,.,, oa.econ1e o/ effort, what is meant is that it 11 
produa,tl /rom 1om1s_cau111 ; and it is not meant to restrict the 
particular prodnot t8011nd) to one particular cause only; 
-so thali if t,he property in questiou, • Non-eternality, • is 
found in Sound produoed from some other caullt',-in what 
way does that militate a.gainai our view P · 

Yar/ilta on So. (28). 

[P. MO, L. 6 to L. 10.] 
When we say that • Sound ia non-eternal' (in reF,d to_ 

, letter-aounds, proceeding from the speaker's effort), we do 
not deny tbat other kinds of the • Subject' (Sound) can be 
due to any other cause (but Eforl); we do not mean that; 
the~Subjeot can have no other cause. . . . 

Others have offered the following ans.wor (to the• Parity 
-per Appreliension1-" What _is meant'by the .original proposi• 
tion _is t.bat · the Sound which ia the outcome of eflor~ is, on 
that &OOOUDt, DOD•eternal. n Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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This however . is · not right, as there is no difference of 
opinion; t.be argument. in support of the Proposition . in 
question ia not addressed to a person who admits the fact 
of Sound being an outcome of effort; for if the character of 
hing •n o•loom, of ,ffurl forms a quali&oation of the thing 

• in question (and is admitted as such by both parties),-then 
some other Probana woul4 have to be propounded (by the 
first Party, in support of the Non-eternality of Sound).• 

." Not having the characteristics of the • Futile Rejoinder,' 
'Parity per Apprehension' cannot be a Futile Rejoinder. •• 

This is not right; as it is a Futile Rejoinder, inasmuch 
· as what it urges is the• similarity' (of the Probana put for-
ward) to what is not a proban,. . · . ' 

l!Jnd of section (12). 

Section ( 13). 
[Stltraa 29-81]. 

Dealing u,il1i. • Pari;g per Non•apprel,en,ion.' 
B1&111ya on 811. 129l. 

[P. 251, L. 6 to L. li']. 
[The First Party puta forward tha Proposition in the 

following form]-• It is not tru.e that even before it is uttered, 
Sound exi11ts and (if it is not heard) it is simply that there is 
non-apprehension of it•; -this is not trae-why P-because 
we do not perceive an1 coveri11_g or obstruction; that is, in 
the oase of auoh · things as Water (under~round) and the 
like, we tl~d that when they are existent, if there is non
Gppreh,in,ian of them, it is due to the preaenoe of obstruction 
tin the shape of the aurfaoe of the ground under whioh the 
water lies) ; in the oaae of Soand however, we do not find its 
non-apprehension to be due to the presence of obstr11otioa 
or any 1110b oau1e1 of. non-~pprehenaion ; and duch cause of 

•,The euai meaning of &bae two Nntenoee i1 not very clear. The puHp 

-i,at Pl'.IINClf,.,_.f•rl~f•• irtc.,' the Tctfparr• •txpl1ln1 aa follow, :-• He 
who · ad1Dit, · withcnt any reuona, that Bound 11 the outcome of elort,-for Jlim 

. aodala1 Detcl bi proved, ID tlal11 plllfp tbuatbor 1ho.W1 bi1 diaapprobadon. ' . Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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of its DOD•appreheneion would certainly h41Te been ~eived 
(if. it emtedl, jtut as it i1 perceiyed in,the ca1t of Water 
-':o ;-as a matter ot fact howev~~• no 1uoh Gall• ia peroeiTed 
(1n the· 08B8 of Sound); hence Jt follow1 tba\ when BoUild 
ia not apprehended (heard), its condition is- oontnry (not 
analogo11B) to that of the Water &o. [i. ,. while Water &c. are 
,aid,ra', Sound is non•ni,,,.n, ). ' [And against tbia the 
9pponent aeta up t.he following Fntiile Rejoinder ]- .. 

Bil•• (19). 
H b&a110'0& Al NoR-APPHe■IIIIOlf o, 'l'RI 01111nuo

TJON 18 ALSO l!IOT APPBIHBKDID,-IT f0I,i.OW8 TBAT THIS 

NoR•APPBICHCNSION 18 NON•llrll!TIMl' ;• AND THIS PBOTIS '181 
OONTBARY CONCLUSION' [i • •• HIIT-■1'01 of TRi oisTBUO
'J'IOB] "-TIii OPPOSltIOR BAIID OPQR TR'IS OONTlllTIOR 

· IB' PABl'l'Y PBI NoN•APP&IBU8101',' (811. 29), 
·••The • Non-appreheni,ion' of Obstruction &o. :is not 

apprehended ;-and from this• non-apprehension of the Non• 
apprehension, ' it fo:!ows that tbe latter doea not exist ; 
and this 'Non-apprehension ' being non•esistent, what has 
been urged by the Firsl Party as the .. Probans '.of bis reason• 
ing is found to :•-be non-existent ; all whiob leads to the ooo• 
cluaion that Obstruction &o. aN ai,ten,. And ainoe tbe 
contrar1, conoluaion . is ·thus . proved, the original propoai• 
tion-• 1t js not true ~hat enn before it . is uttered, Sound 
uista, and it is 1imply that then ie · non-appreheHioll of 
it '-is 11ae proved. . . . · 
· · Thu1 it is found that th~ probans.· • beoauae Obatrnction is 
not .apprehended ', is _equally applicable io the 06,Cruo,io-. 

· and to the Non-appr11&,ui11,a of the· O°bltl'UOH)D. t' 
This 01.poaition, based upoif Non-apprebenaion, oonan• 

tat.ea • P'anty per .NoJl<'.apprehenaion '. . 
•'l'lrlfla OD. 81. (9'). 

[P. ·aao, Ll. 18-18.] 
· The uampt. of ,ma J'atile Bejoiacle, ·• gi,m io the . 

Jllai;,-. . . . 
. ·· .. :1Jlaa• hu . INieia· · urgec1 bi the. rutite · Bepnaer ·• ~o• . 
#.h.~haalnld7be1DwWM4bJuiaA4hJIJ'_IL Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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BAo,ya on Ro. (SO). 
fP, 251, L. 18 to P. 24>2, J, 11.J 

The aaawer to the above Futile Rejoinder is as 
fotlows:-

Bi/ra (80). 
Snro1 • Now-APPRBDWNs10N, 18 o; TRI NATD'BB or 

• lfKOATIOW or AP?RltlRJlf8lON,• TRI RIASON URGED 1B NO. 

RHSON &T U.L, , (Sil. 30.) 
The re11aonrng-" There can be no non-apprehension of 

Obst.ruct.ion, beca,us(II no s11ch Non-apprehension is a.pprehen
dedf "-i• no reaRoning as all-whp?-f,1tca"'" Non•flpprel,en
•ion i, of tla nsCter, of . Che Hga.linn of aprrebt1t11ion '; tbat i1 
bec4111e Non-appn,hension' is nothing more than mere 
tl1tg.tin,a of apprehen,ion. As a matter of fact, what erut, 
forms the object of • apprehension,' and thia, by reason of 
it:a being apprehended, i1 asserted to 6e ,.;,t.eni; while of 
•Non-apprehension 'the object is that which do1t1 n0Ct11i1t; 
and this, by reason of its beinlf not apprehended is deolared 
to be ttQn-,ri111,n~. The • non-apprehension of the non-appre. 
hension of the obstrnction ' cannot negate the • non-appreh·en
aion; operatin~aa it does upon its own objeot.i'f'e, which is Noo
apprehenatttn', it cannot ne~te that •me objective' ;:--and 

• It k ef tlae nat■re of ' Negation of Appreben1ion '-i.e. mere • Nega&1on 
of Apprelaetlti,n, wil.ho■t any farther qualilcation■-Bodla,iddAi (Uuyaaal. 

tTlle riglat readiog feu■d la C and D la Wll\◄i4S'1Wfa114fftl I 
$ Thi• ,-..p i■ ratlaer obacure. In the lint place, the reading of the 

printed tea:t I, lnoorrect. The _right reading, •pplfecl by )(II. B, 0 and D la 

tcM,◄"•IIIS,.,_•Si!i◄•-• ._ fflft •· . t 
We ba"adopted the esplanation given b7 tbe n.s,,-:-Wbat the Oppoiaeat, 

In pat&iq f@rward the Futile Bejeinder, c1..., ii ta arge that tbere mad be 
... utiea u,I tlae apprelaeaaioa of ,thi■ obltruotloa, •• we fail to a.,,.lleacl 
the _.. .. .,,_•lion of tlaeae. But II ii far more ......we to reg&rcl • latter 
........ ot a,preheaaiea (of &he aoa .. ,,._ ... tl ollltrllOlion) u bearing 
llplQI IM obetrllO&lon u4 kl apprellenaloa, tlaaa.,. J .. apprehenaloa. a... .. 
·• a. N,.,._tjan poiata oat. what la ......-by ·a Dtptfoa mlllt be ldme.._.,...._I...,..._...,...... the---. aacl 1 111NHppNb~lioa.• &he 

- ·--- of _., ... tnoe eatiU..; MUI .... 1 DOD-apprebeDIU!il ', h'ID 
.._. Of • I DOD ........ of o.....-.. •; ... prove tbe ......... 
..a,ot &lae,_,,..,.. 1111 .,,,..,_. wlala ut ,-ltl•eentitte■• ancl DG& of tbe 
-. .. 111• l■rli1 illllf, · · 
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when the 'non-apprehension of ob11tr11ction ' i, nol n,,,,,,,1, U 
'becomes capable of ffrving as an e!.,otive P.robans (for proving 
the non-existence of the obstruction). • Obatr11ction' oan be the 
object of apprehension when it exista ; and if it exiata, there 
1ho11ld be apprelutt,ion of it;-ao that when it is not apprehend .. 
ed,-there being an absence of the • t1pprehension ' that would 
indicate the exis1.ence of its own objective,-from this • noQ• 
appreb~nsfon' (serving as the means of cognition) it is under• 
stood that the object in question (which would have been 
apprehended if it existed) is the·objeot of• Non-app~el1en1ioo '; 
i.e., it is non-ea,idtn~ ;' the resultant oonol111ioo being •th1 
Obst,ruction and suoh other things, which would have been 
the cause of (whioh oould have accounted for) the noo-appre00 

bension of Sound (before its utteranae), are non•l1&itnt.' 
.And the reason for this lies in the fact that what • Non .. 
apprehension' (as a means of ooirnition) indicates is that there 
is no apprehension,-this fact of there being non-apprehen
aiou form~ng the subj.tot of the said • Non-apprehension.' 

Yartika on Sn. {St>). 

[P. 550, Ll, 16-18.] 

. The argnm~ (proving the oon-existenoe of Sound before 
utterance) should.be stated in the following form-! There 
being no poS11ibility of Obstruction, and S011nd being regarded 
M an entity,-sinoe Sound is not apprehended [before 
. utterance, it must be regarded as non-e1i,te,d],' Stated in this 
form, the reasoning escapes f rol'.D the Oliuk,r of ' Shifting 
the Reason', as also from the lc1.llaay of • Inoonolnsiveoes1.' 
Nor is it open to tbe 811,ile Bejoinder of • Parit7 per 
· Presumption ' ; beoaase the indecisive -oha~r, that. would 
have otherwise. applied to the r"61()ning, is aYOided by the 
qoalifyiog phrases' There·baing_ no po11iblity of. obatrootion' · 
and • Sonnd being regarded as an entity', whioh •n• to 
in4ioat.e the cont.rar1 [i.~-, the qualifying p~ae 1Soond being 

. !'The eifa,a, objeot1 Ute cognition of which ii broqli& abotal by I Noa .,,,._, 
efoo', it IA• nan :1:4iele11c1 tf l1i,o6jfd lut IHIIW laN ... .,,,...,,.,. ... Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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an entity' iadioates the reasoning' if Soon~ were an entity, it 
would be perceived', whioh is pPrfeot1y tPUe And oono1uaive, 
and not open to • Parity per Pres11mption ', that might other. 
wise be urged against the reasoning, without the said qua)i. 
fying phrases]. 

Bifra (31 '· 

FoRrRIR BIOAU81 TRll PH811'01 AND .&8811'01 OP ONl'I 

IRVBRAL COGNITIONS All OLUBLT PIBOIPTIBL■ TO IVIRr 

PIHSON• j 

Blall,ra on 811. (81). 
[P. 259, L, JS-L. 1?.) 

-• therefore the reasoning put forward in the Futile Re
joi11der is no reasoning at all '-tbia h111 to be bl"Ought 
in from the preceding 8ifr1J. The preaenoe and absence 
of the several cognitions that; living beings have in 
the body, are clearly discernible by them; as ii1 clear 
from snob conceptions aa ' My doubtful cognition e2i11l1 ' 
and ' My doubtful cognition d,,., noC ui,,& '; 1imi1arl7 
in oonueotion with perceptional, inferential, verbal and 
remiuiscential cognitions. So that in the case in question, 
when there is ' non•apprehen1ion of the obstruction, ' -
i.11. the non-e;1i11leno11 of its apprehension-it is olearl1 dil• 
cernible by the person himself, and he baa the ooooeption, 
• My apprehension of the obstruction is not present,' or 
• Obstruction, or any such thing as would be the cause of the 
non-perception of 8ound, is not apprehended' ; from whioh 
it followR that what was alleged (in Sa. 29.)-11 inumuoh 
ns the non-apprehension of the ob11truotion is afao not appre
hendecl it follows that; this Non-apprehension also ii non• 
e1:istent "-is not right. 

Yartii• on Sn. (81). 
[The Vlrlika has nothing to say on thi1 Stlln]. 

Rntl of 8,olio• (81). 

• .Acoordin11 to ,.,,,,.,,. and .Bo6Ni¥i &be Sitra woald 111•11-• it 11 olearl7 
peroeptiule to every penoa whether• oertaia oopilioa apprehllllla Ille Bar.t.oe 
or Non-ui1t111oe of • thing,' The traaalatioa adopts Ille i~tlrpnWloa .C Iii, 
N,a,a1110Ajari wbicb ia 111ore ha keepi111 wi&b lbt Dltif1a. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Beolion 14. 

[so,ru 82-34.] 

D,alireg wilh (22) 'P•ril1 per NotHtmtalilg ', 

lilr• (32). 

11 I, BI IIAIOS OP I IIKILHIT! 1 TWO THINGS BI 

IIQABDID Al BAVUfG AIIALOGOl18 PBOPHTIIS, T~IN ALL_ 

Dll!rQS SHOULD BI VI TO BI BIGAIDBD AS • NON•BHUAL, " 

-THIS oon■NTloN· OOJrSTITUTIB 'Pn1·n P.BK NoN•BTl&
■ALlff ', (Su. 82). 

BA1J111• OD Su. (32). 

[P. 252, LI. !0-22.) 

•• When the First Party uya that-' Sound should be 
regarded u aon-,t,rna.l, by n,ason of its simil11il'i.ty to thtt 
Jar, wbioh ia t1on.el,r11al, '-be becomes faced w1tb the 
undeairable oontingenoy of having to regard all tbinga a.a 
11011-t1'6ntol, bJ. reason of their similarity (consisting of 
,_,,.no,) to ttie· Jar, wbicb is non-eteroa.l."-Thia opposi• 
tion baaed upon 1 1100-tttit,rnality '· constitutes ' .Parity per 
Non-etel'Dllity.'• 

Vilrliia OD So.. (82). 

(P.161, Ll. 5-7.] 

Bnry'1aing woold come t.o be r"garded aa non-11tt1r11al.
'rhe txample is given in the Bha,ra. 

Ofdeoliara.-•• Pt1riti ,er No11-eleraalily does not differ 
trom Pari&J p,r No11-dil,,..,,.; there, as here, what ia urged 
ii the contingency of all tbinp 1"ing of the same kina. " 

•Thll Patlle Rejoiader II dNo,lW u buecl ■pon 1 ■lmllari&y 'di lnollldt1 
• • liailar rejoJDdtr lru■d.,. 'dla■lmU.rllJ •---.. &he ••uliNAI. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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There i, a difference between the two; what is nrgad 
in • Parity per Non-difference' is the nnn-dijerena, of all 
things, while in • Parity per Non-eternality ' what is urged 
is only the non-et,rnality of all things. 

111,11,ya on Sn. '38). 
(P 252, L. 22 to P. 253, L. 4.J 

• The answer to tbe above Futile Rejoioder is as follows :-
Bllra (SS). 

I, BJi:JBCTfON CAN BI BlHD UPON I BIMILARITT,' 
TBRBIII 8ROUl,D BII BIJBCTION ALSO or THB ])KNIAL (sRT UP 
BY THI 0PPONINT), AS TRRRR 18 A 8IIIILABl1'Y BBTWHN THI 
DINIAL AND THAT WHICH IT 18 i«OUGHT TO DBNY. • (8ft. 38). 

rhe I Denial ' is that allegation which is fully equipped 
with the Proposition and the other Factors of Reasoning, 
and which, while repres,mt.iog the counter-view, sets aside 
the original view ; t-and tho said • Denial ' bas this simi
larity 'to t.l1e original uitto that both are equipped with 1the fac
tors of Reasoning, Proposition and the rest. Now, if there 
is to be a rAjectio1 of non-et,-rraality of Sound) on the ground 
of the •similarity' (of all things) with the non•etemal 
f Jar), -then, inasm11ch a11 this would mean- that• similarity• 
leads to rejection, it would follow that there sboold be reject
ion of the lJBnial also, on the ground of its similarity to 
tuhat i, 101.1,ght la b6 denied (i.,. the original view).i 

Yllrlika on SQ. ( 83). 
[P. 551, LI. 12-14.] 

The preaenoe of the Proposition and other Factors of 
Reasoning constitutes the similarity between the Denial and 

• Tl,e ri1bt rating of tbe Blllra, •• ■hnn b7 tlae NrJja,aeAinioo.114faa, tbe 
B1aclfra, Mc Vtrfika, tbe f4flJrlr,a and ~611 ie ~11"1kfei: ~ 
1111,-..,..'4,«. 

tThe oor,.il reading ii ~Ill(, with the reading fffilffil, the mean
Ing wonJd 1,e-;d•bioh it meant to •tablieb a ooanter-Ylew,' 

' i The r,,,.,.,. rellllirk1 that the auwer contained in &hie BtfN onl7 pats 
the Opponent on Iha •m• fooling a■ ihe Firlit Part1, The real an1wer com• ia 
the uea, Sitra. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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the 01·iginal View that it seeks to deny. So that if what is 
sought to be denied by the ' non-eternality' in the reasoning 
set up by the Frst P11orty, has to be rejeo~d on account of 
the similarity to the Jar,-then it follows that tho Denial 
(by the OppQnent} also has to be rejected, on account of ita 
,i■ilariey ea m/&111 i, ,ougl&t lo 6e deni"d, consisting in the 
presence of the Proposition and ot.her Factors of Reasoning. 

Bfilra (34). 
WBl'l' HBVIS AS TRI PBOBANS 18 TH,lT PllOPRR'l'f 

WHIOB IB DH'INIUL'f KNOWN TO BUDSIST IN THI EX.UIPl,R, AS 

HING AN' INFlLLIBl,11 INDIO~TOR or THK P&OBANDUM; AND 

BINOI 81108 A PsoDANB CAN BI 01!' DOTH KINDS, 'J'HKDE OAN 

BI NO IIOll•DlrfBIBNOI (AKONG ALL THINGS). \SO. lH). 

Bhlfo• on so. (34). 
[P. 258, L. 7 to L. 12.] 

That prope~ty, which is found in the' Example' to be 
an infallible indicator of the Probandurn, is what is pnt for
ward as the Probau. 2'hi1 Proban• co11 bi, of /Joth ki1Ul11,-i.fll. it 
may be similar to oertain things, and dissimilar to certain other 
things; when it is similar, it constitutes the •similarity' 
(amODJ those thingt); and when it is dissimilar, it constitutes 
the 'dissimilarity' (among those things). Now, it is only n. 
particular form of 'similarity' that oonatitute11 the real 
•Proban1, '-and not either mere 'similarity' wit.bout any 
qualiftcation, or mere • di11imilarity. ' What you have 
urJed (under SU. 82)-that, " Jf by reason of similarity two 
th1oga are to be regarded as having analogous properties, 
then all thing• ahould have to be regarded as non-eternal, 
and this conBtit.utea Parit7 • per N on-eternality, "-is based 
upon ffNre • aimilarit.1 • and mer, ' disaimilarit1 ' ; and as such 
•nnot be right.• 

•Whal ou ri1hdJ pl'Oft I eoaoluioa la only 1aoh '1lmllari11' or • diuhnilar
lt.y u II inYariablJ eooooaaltaat with the Probandum. While the' 1in1ilarit7 • 
Iha& hu been pal forward by &he Opponea& u bia • probena' ia the proving of 
tilt I b1oa-eternalit1' of all tbinp, ·i, • .&,;,,._, ' ; and there i, no innriable con• 
eomi&anoe betw1111 • Esiaenoe' and • Noa-1teruliL7' i there being NYeral &binge 
&ha& are ,;,i,lf'li and yet .,.,.,..,, ,.,, 11011-eteraaL Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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[In addition to wbat baa been said bP.rej all ,bat; 
WIii said (in Sd. 6-1. -24) in answer tAl Parity per Non• 
difl'rence ' should be taken as applying with equal force lo 
the present Futile Rejoinder also. 

Yilrlikc on Sil. (34). 
[P. 651, L. 14 to P. 662, L. 7.] 

• .A.a. a matte1· of fact, the argument put forward in support 
of the original view that • Sound ii non-eteroal, beoauae iii ii 
the outoome of Bffort, like the Jar• ia not based upon mere 
similarity •; it is baaed upon the · foroe of a part.ioular pro• 
pmy [oil : • being the ontoome of effort. '1 whioh baa beea 
found, in the B.1ample1 to be invariably oonoomitant. nega,o 
ti,ely aa well as positively (with the Probandum • Non• 
eternalit;y '). There ia no suoh property possible, in support 
of the oounter-view e.et up by the Opponent. Hence the 
Denial cannot; be right. In this oooneotion it ha, already 
been explained that-' the denial oannot hold, beoause in 
the case of some oommon property, the pNaenoe of certain 
othttr properties of the similar thing is possible, while in the 
others auoh presence ia not possible• (Su. 5•1-24); 80 that; 
the answer that haa been given to 'Parity per Non-difference • 
ja applicable to tbe present case also. 

Vir: P. 662_ " The . ans we~ does not hold; becau1e our 
argument 111 not; mtended to prove any oonol11• 

aion. 11 

If you mean by this that-" By 1>ointirigout the con• 
tiogenoy of all t,hings having to be regarded aa nota•B'6rn•I 
we do not mean to prove the t101H'6raalilg qf all l/,.ing11 i 
all that we mean ia to show to the peraoa propounding the 
original proposition, that ia 80 doing he is faced with t,be 
undesirable oontiogenoy of having to regard aU things as 
non•eteroal ·",-then our answer is t,bat even so your aUegatiioo 
cannot staod ; because the probaoa put forward (by the Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Brat party) is of a particular kind : The Probans or 
Beason that I pnt forward is not· mere similarity \to a 
non-eternal thing), bllt such similariby ai is invariably 
concomitant with the probanJum); hence the oontingency of 
all things having to be regarded aa no,1-eternal does not 
arise at all. Further, there can be no reasons in support of 
the view tliat • all things are noo•eteronl.' If the Opponent 
were to seek to prove it by the reasoniag-• all things must 
be non-eternal• because they are e:a:isteot ',-then (we would 
point out that) there is no sort of invariable conoomi• 
tance, either negative or positive \between • existence and 

' non-eternality '). 

Ser.tio,a {15). 

[ Sutr111 8tr36.] 

D,aling toitl, (~3) • Parity p,r Bter11alilg.' 

·. 8nfr11 (85). 
11 Te■ ~ARAOTH or • so1MtT1BRALITY , BEINO KTRR• 

lUL, IT POLU>WS TBAT TBN I RON•&l'BBNAL TRINO ' 18 lTHLI' 

BTIRlfAL",-BAHJi UPOlf TBlS OOlfTINTlON 119 'PARITY PIB 

ETBBNALITY.' (Sti. Sb.) 

Bl&11ya on S1l. (35). 
LP, 25:i, L. 14 to L. 17.) 

"The pro~itioo is put forward in the form-• Sound 
is non-eternal ; now, ia this• non•eteroality' of Sound eternal, 
everlasting, or non-,tff'nal, evanescent P If it ia present in 
Sound afi all times, then, aiooe the property (non-eternality) 
i1 everlaating, the thing to which that property belongs 
• (Sound ) ' muat alBG be everlasting, so that Mound should 
be It em.al. If on the other hand, the said property 
( 1 Non-eternalit7 ') is not preaent in Sound at all timea,-tben 
linoe (at eome time or other) • Noo-eternality' w()uld be 
absent in Sound, Sound would be 'eternal '. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Thia opposition, b11aed upon I Eteroality \ conatitutet 
• Pa,-ity per Eteroality. I. . 

Yar/ifta on Sa. ~35). 

[P. 662, L. 9· to L. J3.] 
Tbia Fntile Hejoinder ia intended to point 011t defeota 

in the factors of the Propoaitio11 1 Sound' i11 non-eter
nal : '-tbe sense being 1o11 follow11 : - 1• In asserting tba, 
8ou.nd. is non•etemal,· yoa admit the elern•lilg ' of Sound,
ltow P-beca.use the • 11011-eternality' that yoo predicate of 
Sonnd, is it al ways prea.-at. ia the Soand P or does it coma 
into it only occasionally P If it ia eYer present in it, then, 
the prope1·ty (of Nou-eternality) being everlasting, it follow11 
tl1at the t hi11g to which that property belongs must aho be 
eve1·1:istirig. If, on the otlaer band, the• non•etern111ity' 
in Sound is not everlaating,-then on account of the ,absence 
(at certain times) of J1011-eler1111.litg in it, Soand must be 
•eternal•. 

Bhll111a on Sn. ( 36 ). 
(P 253, L. 17 to P. 254, L. 9.] 

The answer to the above Fatile Rejoinder is a 
follows:-

8fUra (86). 
fNASM:UOH AR TRR IVIRLAITllG ORABAOTH OP THI 

• ioN•t:'l'1t:1&1uL1TY' Jlf t1111 au111CCT o• D1BUL (Sooiro) l•• 
ADJll'l''l'KD DI' THI 0PPOHlf·r], THI I JrOJl•ITHlULl'l'Y' OP 
THR NON•KTIIHALTBUIG (SOUND) 81001118 ISTABLISHBD ;-so 
TUT THKB.11 OH BI NO BASIi roa TRI Da...,u.L.t (811. 86 ,. 

•In tl1i, Sutrn, the 1ueation of 'non-etemalit7' i1 muot to inclade all th0118 
epeoifto reaao111 that 1a11y be ad,lutted la 1apport of the aou-el1l1'11alit7 of Sound. 
The .... ,,. of tl11 dell11it1on of ' Parity per 'lter11alit7 ' la u follon -When the 
Oppu11ent pnt■ forward certain esha•lltive alternativ• in reganl to tl,e property 
put forward by the fint Part7, aud 1hon that noae of th• i1 acl1ni11ibla, and 
thea proaeed1 to arge that the Subject Oo\Daot, oa that. aoooant, be accepted u 
hHinlf that property ;-thl1 form of Orpoaitioa con.tltatel ' Parit, pw 
Etemalit1,-Bed/,t11i#ll (Uclayaaa). 

t'flie Na1sp111.GitJ.z1-l readii the Sillra without 'llfirA' an,I with ~-..W: Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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When the Opponent speaks of the oharaoter of Non-1l11rr.al• 
lty being • eve1·Ja11tiog' in Bound, which is the object 
whoae non-eternality he aeeka to deny,-he admits the 
ttn-et1r•11lity of Sound :-and when thia •·oon,eternality of 
Sound' has been thns admitted, there is no room for the 
Denial If on the othEtr hand, he does not admit the 
• eTerl111ting' oharaet.er of the • noo-eteroality in Sound,' then 
for him, the uprt>asion,-• because non-eternality in Sound is 
etemal,'-oannot serve u the probana (of his reasoning);
and in the abaeooe of the Probans, the Denial cannot be proved. 

In faot, what is meant by Soond being • noo0 eteroal is 
that it is p,od~d ,,,.., ,.,..,, It> nid on 6eing de,troyed: 
and there oao be no question against t1,is; benoe there is no 
room for any snob question as-11 does the non-eteroalit,y 
aubsiat in Sound at all times or not ?"-Why ?-Because the 
non-et.ernality of Sound ooosista in its being produced and 
ceasing t,o esist on being clestroyed,-it is not right to regard 
• Sound '~ the oonlain,r (the reoeptaole) and • non•eternality ' 
as the otttdaiR,d; for auoh a conception would involve a self• 
contradiction in terms.• .Further, • eteroality' and • non• 
et.ernality ' are contradictory terms (heooe also the Denial 
cannot be maintained); that 'noo-et.emality' and 'etaroality' 
-whiob are IJlOtual contradiotories-should belong to the 
11111e Object (Soood) is an impossibility. For these reasons 
we conclude that what has been alleged by the Opponent
t.hat " N on.;.eternality being eternat, Sound must be eternal " 
-has absolutely no sense. 

Yllrlil• on S11. (SIJ). 
f P. ~52, L. 16 to P._6531 L. 10.) 

When tbe Opponent aays that II non-eternality in tl1e 
Subject of Denial is eternal," be admits its non-,.terHlilp; and 

The pre1111ee N' ablel1ae of """ dOII not 1Dake any dilferenoe in the meaniug, 
BIR from the eapla11 .. tioo pNYidecl in the Bbifya, the Dnc,lba11ic,lc,llai and the 

llyiyamaljarl, wAtcit\A◄t:': ii the right rNdlng for """"•w": 
•If 'na-ettraality• i1 contained ia 'Bound', tben alone can there be aD7 

..,_ ia tbe oontention that if &he former it eternal, the latter al110 1boold be ao ; M 

la ~ - eouJd tbe former not ••1111111 wltbollt tbe latter, A■ a matter of fact, tbe 
Nlatloa of 'coatalaw and oontalnecl' doN not ■ab■i■t between Bo11nd and Non-
1t...nt7, ror mob retatiOlllhip belonp only to .,..m,, entitieP, and Non-entity 
II pmety -,,-Ura ; and 1h11 only IJllfllf1'11 Sound, i& doe■ D()t 111&,ilf i• r, ;-•y11 the 
N'lfl vtrmailjarl. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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on account of tllis lldmission, tbe Denial has no foroe at all. If 
it is not admitted, then the reasoning-" becauae non
eternality i1 everlasting, Sound ahonld be eternal "-becomes 
baseless. 'l'hus then, the very probans of tlae Oppone1:t being 
an impossible one, the Denial becomes meaningless. Further, 

there is no room for the question also ; for the 
Var: P.653, 

# simple reason that ' oon-eternality ' is not held 
to be a distinct property. 'l'he.~ is to s11y, when 'Non•eternality' 
is explained as consisting in the faot of the thing 1Jfing 
endoioed ioith an e:r.i,tence iohiah i• n,,t a61nl,,ds (or everlasting), 
-there can be no occasion for the questiou-11 is non• 
et.ernality an absolute (eteraal) aotity or not? n For one 
and the sarne thing (Non•etern11.1ity) cannot be end()wed with 
both a/Jaolu.te and no11-ab1ol•dB existence (and ' oon-eteruality ' 
has bee'l explained as no11•·•b11'1l1cle nx:istenoe]; but when yoa 
s11y that "non-eternality is eternal .. , you attribut.e to one and 
the same thing• noo•eteroality' the character of non,abaoluts 
exi~tence wbioh oonstitutaa 'noo-eternality,' as also 11/J,olule 
e~i,te11ae (which oonstitutea 'eternality 'l; and since these 
are mutual contracliotories, such an assertion cao11ot be 

right. 

" What we a~sert is all right, since it is only meant to 
point out a defect in what is sought to be denied (B. g • • the 
nnn-eteroality of Sound' J." . If you mean by this that 
-•• 10e do not admit one and the same thing to be both 
ete,·nal and no11-eternal; all that we mean is tbat when yon 
say that So,md ia non-BttJrnal, you render yourself open to the 
said absurd oontingency,"-then (onr answer is that] this 
cannot be right; because the oritioism yoa urge is not found 
true io any alternative form: That is, what you urge is no, 
a defecG, either io our oonolasion, or in our • Reaaoofog ' ; i, 
cannot be a defeot in {i, ,. it cannot vitiate) onr conclusion, 
because, in the Bret place you do not point out an1 fl11w in Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



1726 THE NYAYA-SO'J'RAS OF GAUTAMA 

our Proposition or in BDY other Facto,· of our Reasoning; 
and in the second plaoo, we have alre1,dy answered the charge 
of• 1Blf-co•trt1diction.' 

END or R1ortoN (to). 

Section ( 16'. 
[Stltras 37-83.] 

Dealir,g wit~ (24J • Parity psr cl,araolBr of Efer.t.• 
Sufr• (87), 

1 PARITY PH ORARAOTRR OP EPFBCT' IS BASID O.N THII 

D1V£BH OHABACTBR 01!' TH PROl>UOTS OP EFli'OltT, (SQ. 37). 
Bltllfyt1 on SO. (3i). 

[P. 254, L. 11 to L. Hi.] 
The original propositiou is put up in the form-• Soumt 

is non-oterm1l, /,e '""'" ,, i, tl,e 111'lct1mA of "001·t '; now that 
which is' the outcome of effort' i11 snch ail,.,,, k1,oi1,,1 p1•,.oitm, 
e.ei81snce co1ne1 i11lo P.eia·,n,ce; as i11 foun,l to be tha case with 
such produ,:t, as the Jar and the like; that which i11 1 non
eternal,' on the 01 her hand, is snch Rs, lwoin!I com,, i,,to 
Ni,tenct', CPOl•B fo t.ri11t. Snch beinf{ the condition of things, 
the Oppositior1 is set up on t,he ba11i11 of tlu, div,.,·,u~ cl,ara,;t,-,. 
1>/ ''"' p1rodt.1cls 11f...,,.Jo,·l. • Coming iuto existence after effort.• 
we find in the case of t-lie jar, etc., aud we also find the 
•manifestation' of things conet•aled under some obstl'uctiun, 
by the removal of the obstl'tlction f ROtl I his 11lso is the o,Jt
comB of 11.forl]; o.n<l thore ii1 no special reason to sho\V wh"tl1el' 
Sound come, ;,,t,, ,ftill(l'ICB oftn I•!/f'nrt, or thera is only 
m,rnife,t,dion of it (a.ft.er cffo1·t); and tho Oppui;ition ~r!t up 
on the basis of this foot (If both the1-1e productio11 aucl 1110.ni
festat.ion} being equally the' products of effu1-t,1 • ii1 'Pul'ity 
per Character of Kffect.' 

Fnrtik,1 ore So. (3;'). 
[l'. 5o3, L 12 to L. 17.] 

The prup'lSitiou ut'iog put iorwa1·d-1 Sound i:1 non-eter
nal, beoa11se it i• tho o.itoome of eff.,rt, '-the following 

••rJ1e niere fa,:t of 8111111d boiug the 'outcome of Kffort ' doe11 not 1111oc11arily 
lead to tbe conclu1ion that it ii non..eternat, it oomea into eai1te11CI', or i• 1l1111,rt1y11d ; 
foreven if it were only mai,jfe,"", it could 1,e regarded •• the 'uutoonat of elEurt.' Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Futile Bejoiuder, ca11ed • Parit1 per charaoter of Effect ' is 
set up against it :-'rbe • product of effo1•t, • has been found 
to be of several kinds : B. g. Some things a1·e merely mtJNije,t• 
ed aft.ar Effort., wbile others are P'""""",l after Effort [and 
both of these are called • product of Effort ']. What • Parity 
per oharaoter of Et'feot' does is attribute (to the First Party) 
the idea t-hat what proV6S t.he • Nou-eteruality of Sound' is 

.the faot of its being perosioed after Effort, and then to urge 
t.hat thia fact is not a oonolusive reason; i. ,. it urges that 
the reasoning-• Sonnd is a product, 6eaau,s it i, p,ro,ioetJ 
aftsr: eJ'ort '-is no, 00110IN1ioe (indecisive), on t,he ground 
that U.i11g1 pe,olfi,·sd oflsr l!Jfori are found be of the nat11re 
of • product', as also of ' non-product. ' If the reason means 
• being born of Effort, ' then t.be rejoinder \YoulJ be that the 
reason is nnt tru (it being not admitted by all that Sound is 
born of Effort). 

Bh11na on Sn. (38). 

[P. !64, L. 16 to P, 255, L. 6]. 

The answer to the above Futile Rejoinder is as follows :

Sitra (38). 

BVl1' TBOOOB TBIH AKI HVIRAL KrHDB OP Pao
DUnrt,--INASIIOOH A8 (ur TBH OTHH Knm Oll' P10Doo1J 
0AUH8 or NON•APPRBHKNIION' ARB PRISiirT, ErronT COULD 
SOT BR TB■ CAUi■ (or 11111 1 IIANIPIITATION ' or SooND, 
Jlf WROBI OAHS TBNRI 18 NO OAUIII or lf01'•Al'PKBHB11810lfJ. 
(So. 38).• 

• We laa•e tranidated tl1e Slltra a■ it I■ e:1rlalned in the Bllitya aml read in 
all mana■oripbl. The interpretation boweHr i■ far, fetubed ; l1e11ce tlie N1'1••a#l
i•rl l1a1 read the Blltra with the_la■t ter111 u 11!i4,..1114!ii(◄l!L44'6.,.: and 1:1plaio1 
it to mNn •• follow■ :-' EPIII llo-,1' ,,..,. an HriOMI ldr,d, of Prod1Ct1,-q'or, 
.. .., 6t ,..,,,_ a, tie .. .,. (of IA, 11t•ifa'2'UJM qf Bolllld), ., IA,n ;, "°' 
,,....1 ("l,e tu CIIM q/ 8oulld) a111 ~'CIUH q/ ill ,_..,,,.,,,loll.' Thil i■ 1uuub 
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EoH lkoagl, IA,r, •rt •~••ral li~tl• of Protl•o,., tlwtt t1re 
Vi ~ 265 pr,.11tnC cu,e, of no11•appr1hen1ion,-1&11111:1 IJff urt 

r. • • om,IJ not bi, tl,, °"""• of. tbe manifeBtatioo of 
Sound. In a 011,11e where there is ,n,,nife,la tin• R8 the 
n•doonatJ of ttffore, it is possible that there mAy have been some 
ca1111e, in the shape of obstruction, to which its non-appre■ 
l1e111ioo (before manifestation) was doe, so that when, as a 
result of effort, there is a removal of the obstraction, there 
cornea about the appr-.l,en1io• of the-thing, which con11titute1 
its 'manifestation.' lo the ONe of Sound however, no auoh 
oa.oae of N on•appreheoaion ia possible, by the removal where■ 
of, as following from Effort, there could come. about the 
• m11nifestation' of the Sound consisting of itK 11pprel,,,,1ion. 
From this it follows that Sound ia prodaoed, not ,nanifililed 
(by Effort.• 

Part ila. on Sil. l 38). 

(P. 553, L. 19 tu P. 664, L. 4.] 

In the case of tbe thing that is manifeate,/ by effort,, 
causes of non-apprehension are possible ; in the caae of Sound 
however, there can be no cause to whioh itB ooo-apprehen• 
Bion (if it existed) would be due, Henoe we conclude that 
Sound is not naanif r,ted. 

Vir.P.654. 
Objection-•• This Futile Rejoinder does not 

differ from • Parity per Doubt'.'' 

Aa a maLter of fact, • Parity per Doubt ' is based upon 
aimilarity to both kinda of things i which is uot tlte caae 
with the present Futile Rejoinder, and as auoh it is different 
from the former. 

•• It does not differ from Parily per 8imilari,g. •• 
That also ia not true; as there is aaumption of a differeu, 

• Proban■• ' ' Parit.1 per Similarit1 ' does Rol proceed oo the 

OTbe N,.,,,,.d/«rl remarb tho1t by ha,h1g ■eleoted the I non .. tetnaUty of 
Bound' u the lumple, dealt with nnder all tlie twenty.four Frt11l, &;oiar,1 tlae 
author of the BUtJd ha■ aooo-.pliabed two p11rp.,...: ho providae om1111pl11 uf the . 
BejoladeN and at10 ■et■ aalde all po1■ible objeotiona a;al111t the Nyla,ra dootri11e 
of the Not1-,t,malil11 qf 8o,u,d, Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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basis of an assumed prnbr&n•; while· in the present Futile 
Rejo1oder, the Probans, which has been stated (by the pro
ponnder of the original proposition) in one form, [ i. "• 'be• 
cause it is an outcome of Effort'] is altered into a totall7 
different for1n (' because it is psruu,d after Effort 'J. 

Bnd of 8ealion 16. 

8ea&iora (17). 

[Botras 39-43.] 
Dealing wit/a tl&, • '"lpal&fi '-Clat ,ii, atep, of • Fi,tile Di•• 

01111ioa.• 

Bha,yr& on So. (89~. 
[P. 265, L. 6. to L. 18.] 

[The fi,,t step consisting of the Proposition, • S,,und must 
be non-eternal, because it, is the outcome of effort, like the 
Jar '] i, i11 urged against this that the Probans · is • inconol11s
ive,' and being• iooooolusive.' itoannot prove the oonolusioo' 
(this represents the •ecoNtl step) ;-[to thi~ the First Party, 
offers the following ro,ang e1,,11Di,r, whioh represents tile tl,irtl 
stepl-lf my Probaos oanoot prove the oouolusiou because 
it is inoonoluaive, then-

TRI IAMB l'AIJLT MIS WITH TBI DIIHAL (BY T.1111 OPPONINT) 
ALao.-tSllra ~l9). 
That is, the Denial also is • iooonolnsive • ; it denies 

aomethiog, · and does not deny other things; and being ~ in• 
oonoluaive, ' it cannot prove the desired oonoliiai9a. 

Or, the Opponent having said - 11 If Sound be held to be 
11an-te,r11al, there is no speoial reason why what happens to 

• Ba.11 the f •,i,.r,--It hat been ■how a up to the l1■t Section th1& when tlae 
Opponent lell up a Patile Rejoiader he i1 meG bf the Jint Party with a ■aitable 
1a1wer ; aacl iii ,.,_,, 1110h aw, the dl,patantt aome to an a11dentanding II to 
the trae conolfllioa. Bat there are oa• where the Fint Party &IBO meet. tl1e 
Opponeut with a wroaa an■w• ; 111 that aue ao right couclu•iob le arrived at ; 
and aa 111tirel1 futile di1allllloo la 1111rried on, to ■is: ■tep■• Thi• i■ wha& the 
author of the 81\tra proceed, to show, for tb■ benefit of hi, p11pil1. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Sou.nd, after llllfort, ii it.& production, and not; manife,klion," 
-[he ia met by the First l'arty with tbe following wrong 
anawer 1-if Sound be held to be ,eern,al, then also the,re is 
no apeo\al rea~oo why wbat happens to So'llnd is manife,111• 
lion, nat, prodrnAiora. Thus special 1'8fll!IODS being equ11lly 
wantiing in ~h new■, both an equally inaonclu,i,e. 

Ylf'liia on 81. llJ~). 

[P. 55-1. L. &. to L. 10.J 
The Futile Rejoinders have been thus d89Cl'ibed. With a 

"View to show tlie six steps of a Futile Discussion, the Author 
says-the ,am• faule lie, u,ith lhe Denitil al,o (says tbe 8tltra). 
The proponnder of the original proposition otters the following 
answer to the Opponent who has urged again!4t him the 
J'utile Rejoinder-lf-my reasoning oannot be true, because 
it is inconclusive, then your Denial also is ioconoluaive; as 
it deoies sometlling and does not deny other things. Or, 
special corroborative reasons may be urged as beiug equally 
wanting in both views. The rest is clear in the B/,/Jf ga. 

,.,,. (40). 

TB■ BAR II.A.I BI SAID BY TRI FIBBT PARTY lif 

ANIIW.ltll TO .ILL (FD'?ILI BEJOIHDBS)-(Sll. { 40). 
Blaa,ra on SI. (40). 

[P. 25&, LI. 15-16.] . 
Io oonneotion with all that may be taken as the basis of 

the Futile Rejoindera-,.g. 'Similarity ' and the reat-when• 
ever no ■pecial aorroboratiive · reason ma1 be found,- the 
contention may be pa, forward (by the Firat Party) th11, both 
yiewa stand on the. ■ame footing. 

Ylrliia on Sil. (40). 

[P. 664, L. 12.j 
What the 81ltn meana is thu the argument pot forward 

(by the First Part11 in the preceding Sap-a) oan be urged ia. 
anawer to all Futile. Rejoinder■• • 

•&umpl11 of the11an glYeu by Udqaua 11 &be 6oiAai#/II. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Bilfra (·'1!) .. 

[ Fourll, 8.hp}" Wmr TIii Ob11T1sn1Jrl1011 OP TB■ 
DENIAL Ar.80 wour.n LHI Tlfl &AKI JAULT .&S TR·A.T WBICJR 

LIBS AOAIXST '1'111 DINIA.L ITSBLJ.-(St1. 41.) 

BltiJft" on Sil. (jl .• ) 

[ P. 255, L. 18 to P •. 256, L. 3.] 

It has be@n urged by the First Party tbat the fault 
of l11co11clu1ivne11 thRt had been urged (in f:he Second Step) as 
lying in the original Proposition, lies also in the Denial (set up 
by the Opponent). But the S&mB fault lies with this 
contmvention of the Denial. Thu■ then, the First Step in 
this Futile Disoussioa eonsiats in the propounding of the 
original proposition by the First Part7-• Sound is noQ.-eternal, 
because it is the outcome of Effort ;'-the Btaond Step consists 
of the denial or negating argu-ment set up by the Opponent 
Critic, in the form-" Since the prodnots of Effop~ are of 
several kinds. there is Parity p~r Character of Effect" ; this is 
whRt is called the• Denial ';-then comes. the Third Btep,-in 
whioh the First Party urges that the same fault lies with the 
Denial also; this is what is called (in the Biilra) Vipr•lifl• 
,Jh• ' (Contravention} ;-then comes the Fourth Step (urged 
by the Opponent)-" the-same fault of InoonolusivenNI lies 
also with the Co11travention of the Denial." 

ra,tu• on s1. (41). -

[P. 554, LI. H-15.J 

The 'l'kird 8lt,p consists of the Yiprali~a (Contraven• 
tion). The 1'1Jurt1& Step is thafi " with the • Further Denial • 
also lies the same faulb of l11oonoluiven111.'-' 

8,dr~ (42). 

[Fifth s,,.,J-TK• ooxT111a1sor o, ,a■ BAIi■ rAuL, 
LYING WITB TBB OolTI.\VIITIOR or THI DINIAL 18 VBl~RD 

(BY THI OP1'011NT), Aft H lDlll'ft'IRQ TB■ P&ISIII0B Of 

THI fAULT ur HIS OWN' CONTINTIOB ;-llfD TBII IJl'\"OLVIS 

• Co:NHss1011 or THI Oon&AII OPINION •.-(Su. 49.) Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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BA•1ya on Su. (4i). 
l P. 2~6, LI. 11-9.] 

What the Opponent has done (in the Fourlh 81,p) ia to 
oonfeas that ttie view he had es pre11ed in the Beoontl 8lsp 
is faulty, aod, without freeing his view from that defect, be 
has admitted it, and then has urged that the same fault of 
• Inoonolusiveneaa •· uea also with the Contravention of tha 
Denial in the 'l'bird Blttp ;-and on the part of the Opponent 
this involves a ' Confession of the Contrary Opinion ', This 
is the Fifth Bhp [in the Futile Discussion], . 

'l'drliio Su. (42). 
[P. 555, LI. 1-3.] 

Having admitted the Ser.ond SlRp, the Denial, to be 
faulty, the Opponent urges tbat tbe same fauU also lies with 
the 'l'hirtl Beep, by saying that "the same fault lies with 
Contrav,ntion also "; and this oonstitotea on hia part a • Con• 
fession of the Contrary Opinion. '-This represents the Filth 
81,,; in tl1e Futile Discussion. 

Silra ( 48 ). 
(8iaith 8'rj>]-" IT IS AP'l'IR 'RAVING ADJll'l'l'ID 

WBAT BAI BIBN URGID AGAIKST 811 OWN VIIW, TBAT TRI 

PIBST PARTY HAI DR0ID TB■ PBISD0I Of THI SAVI l'AOLT 

(tlf Tfll 0PPONl1n'1S VIIW), AND BAI PDT JOIWABD HA.IONS 

POR TRI &AKI ;-nr 80 DOINO RB BAS ADlll'lTID TRI Pl■-

BRNOI (IN RIB OWN v11w)oJTBIPADLT UIOID .lOAISIIT TRI 

0PPONln'8 VIIW ;-so THAT TRI IADJ.'f or• 0oNPl8811fG 

TRI CONTRARY OPINION 1 18 BQDALLI .lPPLIOABLI TO BIii 

ALSO", Sil. (4SJ. 

Bh111Jt& OD S11. (43). 
[P. 256, L. 11 to P. 267, L. 11.] 

The fault urged against the original Proposition of the 
Fir11, Party ,v111 t bat ' there are aev.tral kindll of prod oats of 
effort;' (Sil. 87 j ; and this ia what, for tbe Pint Party who 
ia propounding NMODB iu support of that proposition, oonati• Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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tutea • Boapa.,ald1Gf'J.' 'fault urged t.ig11lu& Ai, oa,1 ''"" z;
how P-beoaoae it ariaea oot of hia own 'View :-now what 
he°' done (in course of the present.Futile Diaousaion) is 
to admit this fault that ha• been orged against bis 'View, and 
without refuting it, he has admitted it and urged the pre .. 
enoe of the aame fault in the Opponent'aview,-ia the words 
• the 1111Qo fault lies with tlae Denial also' (SO. 89); and ·be 
baa put forward reasons in support of the aame,-in the 
words •the denial is inconclusive'. Thos it being a cue 
where h.'! Aa, admitt,,d u,l,,ot hu, b,,en urgetl againd Ai, vi,11 au 
wrged. the pre,etiae nj the ,a,,.,. fault i11 the Opponn.,', lieu,, anti 
At11 pu, foru,artl retJCou, for the 111me,-this means that he 
baa admitt,ed the preaence in bis own view of tbe fault he had 
urged against the Opponent's view.• • How so P ' The 
Opponent had argued that • there are several kinda of pro• 
ducts of Effort' by which he meant to indicate the faul~ of 'in• 
oonolnaiveneas' (aa lying against the original proposition);
without refuting t-his the First Party baa 88id-' the same 
fauU lies with the Denial also ';-thus he bas admitted that 
the argnments in support of the ori~nal proposition are 
faulty, and then u1·ged the •me against the Denial also; 
by doing so be admits the view of the Opponent, and beoomea 
open to the same ch!lrge .(of• Confessing the Contrary Opin• 
ion'}. Just as the Opponent, having admitted the faultineaa 
of the Denial of the First Party, and haviDJ urged tho pres
ence of t,he same fault in the Oontravent1on of the Denial 
also, has been charged (in tbe Fifth 8tp,p) with• Oonfesaion of 
the Contrary Opinion ',-exactly in the same manner, the 
First Party also, having admitted the faultiness of the 
aftirm,,tion of the original Proposition, and having urged the 
presence of the same fault against the Denial, becomes open 
to the 88me charge of • Oonfesaing the Contrary Opinion '. 

•l'liis represents tbe Simila 81ep in the Fot.ile Diaouasion. 
Among the six steps. tbe fi,,t, tl,ird and fifth steps represent 

the assertions of the Propounder of the Original Propoai• 
tion, and the 1ACond, J ou,th and lietl& represent thoae of the 
Opponent denying that Proposition. When we come . to 
consider the validity and inv.alidity of theae aasertioo1, 
,re find 1111 follows :-(t1) Binoe there ia no dl:lferenoe in 

-Tlae right reading i~ q(c"II' ~ffl' 'lldir 111 touad ia C. . Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



1734 1HE NYAYA-SO'fRAS OF GAU'fAMA 

tlie meanings of the /m.erll and the 1i:eU., they eM open 
to the charge of needlesa repetition ; for wbat the faurlla 
says ia that' with the Contravention of the Denial also would 
Jie the same fault as that which lies with the Denial itself' 
(Su. 41), which means tbat the other party is subject to the 
eame fault :-and again in the 1i.atl& we bave the assertion 
tlaat by admitting the Opponent's view the First Party 
beoomea open. to the same charge ; and this also means that 
the other party is open to the same fault ; thus there is no 
difference in the meanings of these two.-(6) The same 
charge of needless repetition lies also against the l"ird and 
Jltla steps ; in the llair,l w bat is alleged is that the same 
fault lies with the Denial also, which admits t.he equality of 
'botb views , and again in the j/lA it is admitted that the 
denial of the Denial is subject to the same fault :-eo that 
the f;./111 Rafi nothing new.-fo) A.gain the 'liftk and ,imlh 
all'O are mere repet.it.ioos, there being no difference in what 
they allege.-(d) The third and theJourth involve the 'Con• 
fesaion of the Contrary Opinion.'-(,) In the 'fi,r1I and the 
,eovnd, no special reasons have been adduced (in support of 
either view). Thus it is found that in the Futile Discussion 
consisting of the said six steps, neither of the two views 
become■ established. Whenever • this form of .Futile Dis
oo.saion with t~ six steps, takes place,-i. ,., whenever the 
First Party begins the discussion with the contention that 
the same fault lies with the denial also, neither of the two 
views becomes demonstrated. When, however, the tbii-d 
step (in answer to the Opponent's denial which is the second 
step) is put forward by the First Party in the form-• Even 
though there are several kinda of Products, inasmuch as in 
the other kinda of Product oauaea of non-apprehension are 
present, Effort could not be the 01,w1e of t-he manifestation of 
Sound' (So. 88),-tben the original view does become demon. 
strated, that ' \Vbat happens to Sound after Effort is tha\ it 
comes into esiatenoe, and not that it becomes manifested ' ; 
and in this cue there is no room for the six steps of tbe 
J!'o,tile _Discussion. 

Taus ■NDS TBR F1ur DAILi' LRsso• o, TB■ F1,ra 
A.DBYA.YA 01' TB■ JJAIIJG• 

•Bnll for .. , 'W' uiaO. 
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Yarlila on Sa. (43). 

[P. 5bS, L. 6 to L. 16.J 

1735 

When the First Party admifis the faults ariaing agaios& 
his own view and 11rgea the same against the Opponent's 
view,-he admits the faultineaa of his own view; ao ,hat be 
is _eq11all1 open to the charge of 'confessing the oontrar1 
opinion.• 1'he rest is clear io the /J Mlf1J"• 

Among the six lteps, the fir,t, tlirtl and ti/t/& represent the 
view of the proponnder of the original proposition ; and the 
111Contl, fourth and ,iaela that of the Opposer of that proposiUon. 
When we oome to consider the validity and invalidity of 
these assertions, we find-(a) that there is no diflertDGe of 
meaning between tbef,n,rtA and the 1iatA, and there is needless 
repetition,•-(b) that the same charge of needless repetition 
lies also against the third and the lilth,-(c) that betwt\en the 
'li/tA and 1i11tA also there ia needless repetition,-(d) that in 
the third and /o•rtl,, there is • oonfossing of the contrary 
opinion,'-and (s) in the firat and ,econd, there is no mentio11 
of any special reason lin support of either yiew). 

In this Futile Disoussion oonsistiog of the &ix steps, 
neither of the iwo views is established,-and this is due to 
both parties making improper allegations. When, on the 
other hand, special reasons in support of one view t1re 
adduoed,-e. g., • because there being no ca11ae of non• 
apprehension, Sound is apprehended only after tbe E:lfort 
(that brings it into existenoe)'-theo there is no room for th-, 
propounding of the 1ia ,tq,a. 

The Futile Rejoindera do not help in the diaoerning of 
truth ; we have merely described the several forms of them. 

T11us DDS THI 1118'1' DAILY L188o1' 0.1 AoarAYA V 
or TBI V AITI.KA, 
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4t/ AgllylJ Y. 
Dailg"l,t11011 II. 

8eation ( 1 ). 

rs11iraa 1-6.] 
Dealing. u;itl& Ila~ F'ioe OlinoAsr, or Ground, of Defe,it t1,at 

bear upo11 the Proposition t11&d t/a, 8!t1'8111et1t of the Pro6an,. 

Bl,111111 on Su. (J). 
[J•. :!67, L. 13 to L. 23.] 

Under Su. 1-~19 and 20 it ha.1 been briefly stated that
• It is a case of Clincher when there is misapprehehsion, as 
also when there is non-apprehension; and there is a multi• 
plioity of Olioobers owing to there being several varieties 
of both'; the same has now got to be described in detail. 
'l'he Clinchers are actual occasions of defeat, the receptacles 
of faults ; and they mostly bear upon the Proposition and 
other factors of Reasoning, and they may affect the propound• 
er of the true, as also that of t.be false, doctrine L but only so 
lonJ as perfect wisdom baa not been attained J. 1.1bey are 
divided as follows :-

'•, 8ii/r,; (1). 

(1) V10LATING TB■ PaoPOS\TtoN, (9) Se1rr1NG TH 
PBOPOSITION, ,3) O0NTBADIO"rING TBB PBOPOBITION1 (4) 
RIINOONCING TBB PaoPOSITION, (6) SHIFTING TRl!I PHo
B.\N&, (tl) luRBLKV.ANOf1 (7) .MBANINOLHS8 JAUGON1 18J 
UNINTILLIGIBILITY, (9) !NOOBHINOI, (10) INCONSBQUICN• 
TIALITY1 (11) INCOHPLBTINl881 (12) RRDUNDANOBt (18# 
RKPB'flTIONJ (l'·U No.N-11PaoouOT10N, (15) IN0011Pu11• 

BINSI0N, {lo) EIIBAIBABSBINT, (17) EVAHION1 (18) 
CoNHSSION Of A 0oNTRUY OPINION, (19) OnBLOOK• 
JNO TBBOBNSOBA.BLl1 (20) 0■N8UBI.NO OPT B N0N•CBNSURA• 
BLII, (il) INOON8l8Td0f1 ~D (22) FALLACIOUS PBOBANB 
HI TBI 0LINOHIBB,-E1l. (1). 

.All these, divided into · t.wenty-two kinds, al'e defined 
one by one, in the following Slltras. • 

e?beee tweuty-two Oliuobin have beea gr.,aped 11uder aeveo beads, each of 
wbiola i• dealt .,itb ia tbe aevea .HCUoa of tbia Dail1 lM,011, Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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ViJrlikt1 on Sil. (1). 
r P. 566, L. 1 to P. 668, L. 14.) 

Under l-3-19 and 20, it l&tl, he11 1,ri,.ft!I 1tt1tsd th,d r it i, 
a oase of Clincher when ~re · i, mimppre1'euion, a, t1llo 
when there i, nora-appreh1,a1iora ; and tMre i, a mulliplioitg 
of Clincher, owing lo th~re 6eirag ,nera.l oarietiea of both ; 1.1nli 
t1,e 1t1m4 ha, nou, got to 66 deioril>•tl in detail ;-1!"6 Olinoher, 
are aotg,.d occasion, of dB/eat, t4e rBOeptuole, of faull1-aa1• 
the Bha11a. 

In a general way there are two Clinchers; [and lhe 
question arises]-from among tht, .A.gent (the propounder 
of the View), the objective (the View itself), and the in1truna11u 
(the argument whereby the View is aought to be established), 
-whose a.re the Clinchers [ i.e. on which do the Clinchers 
bearj P' · 

Some people declare that the Clinchers bear upon the 
vieu, propounded; they explain as followil :-" Defeots consist; 
in Incompleteness, Flaws in the Reasoning Factors, Flawd in. . 
the Answer, and Bewilderment; a.nd by all these it; ia the 
View of the other Party that is vitiated. " 

This however is not right; since the View remains in the 
same, condition ; the mention of the defect does not alter the 

t1iew; when the oie,o is oritioised, it remains 
Vir, P, 1111•7, 

just the same as it was when not criticised. 

Nor could the Olinohers bear upon the inalrument (the 
argument); because· nothing can be effaotive upon other 
objeoti ves; the instrument, consisting of the Proposition and 
other Factors of .Reasoning, oannot ba affdotei by the 
Clinchers ; for the simple reason that no Instrument oan be 
effective upon objectives other than its own; ever1 lostru. 
ment is effective only ,upon its own objective [and hence if 
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the argument ia, true argument it must be effective; it will 
not be effective only if it ia made to bear upon things ether than 
its own objective, in t,liat; oase it, ia not; a true • Instrument' 
at; all]. 

The fact of t,he matter is that it ia t+ie ~gene (tbe 
Propounder of the argument) who it affected by the Olinoher, 
by reason of propounding inefBoient (improbable) Objectives 
(propositions) and Jnstrnmenta (arguments). The 01,j•clir, 
ia regarded as• ineffi.oient ' when it does not accomplish the 
desired purpose for the acoompliabing of whiob it h11s been 
pot up; t1.g.., the B,,11d in the making of the Jar; and the 
lnatrument. ia regarded aa •inefficient' when it does not 
aooompJish the aot; for the accomplishmeat of which it was 
aeli up; e.g. the Shuttle &c. in the making of the Jar; in regard 
to their, own true objectives both of these are elJloient. 'l'hua 
then, when an Objt1ol is employed in regard to an objective 
other than its own, or when an ln•lrame,d is employed in 
connect.ion with an ol>jeotive other than its own, 
this only indicates the ignoranoe of the Propo11nd er of the 
argument ; ~d sinoe Ignorance cc,nsista either in • mis• 
apprehension ~r non-apprehension, ' it; ia the Propounder 
who becomes dt1feat1d,-and not; either the Object 
or ,A, l111IN1meal,-both of these being dependent on some
thing elae (and as snob not to be blamed). For this _reason 
the tlt/e,d m11at be of the Propounding Agent, who is not 
dependent upon anything else; spe•U1 as• misapprehension ' 
and• non•apprehenaioa' are propertiea of the peraori, • defeat' 
whioh oonsi.sta of theae, moat alac, belong to the peraon, Since 
however that the man h• ••wr1la,uio11 or nora-apprsAea,
iott, ia known from the wQrda heuaes, the defeota (constituting 
the Clinohen) are figurativel1 apokeo of as • defaota o/ U&, 
,Pr,,po,ieion «■tl oeA,r faoeon of r,a,oni•g '·; while a few of 
the Olinobera, such as • Incomprehension' and so forth, deo\ 
the man_ himself direot.ly. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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An objeolion is raised-" It is not right to say that tbeN 
are 1100 kinds of Olinobere ; since several Clinchers are found 
mentioned in the 81fft1, it ia not right to say tbat there are 
t"'o ilnd, of Oli■dam (aa the Yllrlil:"' baa aaid on P. 656, 
L. 18)." 

This ia not right ; whether· they &re called • two ' or ' or 
• several kinda' depends upGn whether we take them under 
groups· or-in- detail : If we take them in groups then tbey 
are lioo, while if we take them in detail, they are "osntg•tu,o. 
Bveo the Dllmber • twenty-two• ia mentioned only by way 
of illustration; the actual number of individual Ctinohera 
ia end)eas. 

O/Jjecffoa :-''-The B1,11,11a, has said thoo 11&, Otinch~ri 
""''"Y b1t1r upo• tu Propo,ilion and otl&er 1(//f,lor, of B,a,on. 

ing ;-but since they rea,lly appertain to the Pl'opourtdei: of 
the Argument, it is not right to say tihat they bear upon the 
Proposit.ioo and other Factors of Reasoning. '' 

If you mean by- this that-" it havin~ been Vir. P. 568, 
asserted that Clinchers consist in mi•••ppreh,n

,i,m and wora-appr1M111ioa, what connection could there be 
between them and the FaoLors of Reasoning, P't'oposition 
&o. ? "-there is no force in this, because the IP'"'"" can be 
regarded aa igaort1ne only when bis speech is found defeotive ; 
just aa the act.or .is regarded as ignorant only w:hen his 
action is defective ; it ia thro11gh the action that the aator is 
fo11nd fault with; and it is through the ,p,,al, that the ,p,alcer 
becomes found fault with ; and it is in this- way that the 
Clinchers ·(though really aleoting the speaker} are aaid to 
bear upon the Proposition &o. When it ia aaid that Oti110A,r, 
har upo• IA• Propo1iiio11 ,-,., ii does not mean that they are 
contained in the•e [that there is the relation beJween them 
of the container 1.nd the contained); what ii meant is that 
the Olinohera are urged on the basis of the Proposition &o. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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06/1t1Uo■-•' ·!'Mt 111111 afHI llaa Prapounde, ol Ila, h•, 
•• allo tlud of U&, /a.1111, doo,riu,-iaya the B6lf1Jt1. But u 
a matter of faot, no 0linoher oan affect the propouuder of 
the ,,,,, doctrine ; because he aotoally gives Rpre11iou to it ; 
when the man propounds the troe doctrine, he aotuallJ 
gives ezpreaaion to it; and when he doea ao, it cannot be 
aaid tbat he is de/eat,d. '' 

There is no foroe in this ; it is quite possible for him to 
be defeated, by 1'811BOD of being unable to detect flaws in '1le 
objections urged against. him by the Opponent. The man 
who propounds the true doctrine even t.bough he e:zpresaes 
the right view,-is de(t1t1led when he fails to comprehend the 
true oharaoter of the wrong objections that are urged against 
his view by the upholder of the contrary view. As a matter 
of fact, t.he true doctrine is f ally est&blisbed ; "hat happens 
ia that even in regard to the established doctrine, the man 
fails to recognise the true obaraoter of the wrong objection 
urged against ~i• doctrine, and thus becomes defeallJd. 

The first Sti'- is meant to illustrate the various kinda 
of Olinohen that may be possible. 

8i/r• (2). 
WBIR 'IBI PROPHTY Of TRI I OOU19TIB-llf11TAN0I ' 

(UBOl:D BY TRI OPP01HNT) JI ADKI'l'TID BY ONI TO BR 

PHBIQ 11' TRI IIA..PLI OITID BY BJl[81LP1-IT II A OH■ 

OJ (1) 'V10LATJNOTBI Pl&OPOIITIOH •• (Stl. 2). 
BA111a oft SQ, (!). 

(P. 258, L. I to L. 8.] 
The·Opposition havin(' been aet up on the baiia of a 

eertaiil proper,y wbioh i1 oon,rUJ' to the Proband11m,-if 
tile an, Part1 admits that tbu aontrary property, · whioh 
laelonga to the 0oqnter-inatanaa oited by tlie Opponent;, is 
pe••' in tbe E.mmple oited by himself, he violatea his 
on~ l~roeom,tion ; benoe this beoomea a oaae of • Violaung · 
die P.ri.poemoo. ' .laataple-The Pt0poaitiQn having been Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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put forward in the form-• Sound must be non.eternal 
because it is perceptible by the senaes. like tile lar, '-the 
Opponent says-" But we find that Community, whioh is 
elsr,a,,l, is also perceptible by the senses ; and why cannot; 
Sound alsc;> be the same P ''-Being met with this Opposit,ioo, 
the First Pa_rty rnay say-' if Oommunity, whioh is perceptible 
by the senses, is eternal, the Jar also may be eternal'; and 
in this the First Party attributes 'eternality ' to the Example 
that he had cited in support of bis proposition ; and in so 
doing he violates his entire thesis llP to the ' 1!,inal Conclns• 
ion '; and ,iolating his entire thesis, he is SBid to violate his 
Proposition,-sinoe the Thesis rests in the Proposition. • 

Vartika on Sil. (2). 

[P. 058, L. ]5 to P. :;Go, L. 7.J 

The de&nition of the Clinchers is as follows :-When the 
First Party admits that the property of the· Counter-instance 
subsists in the .Example cited by himself ,-he should be regard• 
ed as ' defeated. ' E. g., SLep I consists of the statement of 
the First Party-' Sound must be non-eternal, because it is 
perceptible by the senses, like the Jar' ;-on this comes 
Step II, which consists of the following statew.ent of 
the Second Party-° Community1 whiob is eternal, 
is also perceptible by the Senses ; why cannot Bound be 
the same? ";-then comes Stt,p III1 in the form of the 
following from the First Party-• If Community, which is 
perceptible· by the senses, is eternal, the Jar also may be 
eternal.' In this statement the First Party admits the 
presence of the property of the Conn tar-instance io the 

• The Bo4Aa,¥4Ai remarb that tlae Slllr• deecribea two kind■ of I Violating 
the Propotition •...:the ftrat i■ deecribed b7 tLe ver, name I Violating tl1e Propoai
tion,' and another by tlae reat of the 861ra. The example of the former kind 
would be that cue whe11, on finding that he canlllnt bring forward argument• to 
1111tain hi■ poaition, the Brat Party entirely ■urrender■ hi, point,-• AU right, I give 
up my point ; Sow i1 nol no11-,,_,,..,_, What i1 oited in ibe .BAc1f,a ii the Ullllplt 
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B.umple cited by himself, and by this admission be renounces 

VirP.619. the Example, and by ao doing he gi vee up his 
whole thesis, down to tbe Final Oooolnaion ; 

and this is what is oalled ' Violating the Proposition. • 

We do not understand how, in the esample cited by tl1e 
Bhlfya. the Propo,Uio■ becomes ' violated. • What the Oppon• 
ent does is to urge, on the baa;s of the Oounter-instanoe, 
the • inoonolusive' character of the Probane (by showing 
that the Proba1~s, peraepti6ilily bg tl&e ""'''• is not invariably 
concomitant with the Probandnm, BOn•eleraalitg],-and what 
the First Party does is to admit the presence of• eternality' 
in hie own Esample, and does not try to show that his l'ro• 
bans is not beset with the defect of • inoonolusiveue11 • i and 
by this admission of • eternality' in bis Enmple, it is the 
Example that becomes vitiated with the defect of being• untrue• 
[ since not serving to show the oonoomitance of 11on-etern11litg 
with pert:,pUbimg Ilg the 1en1e1]. Cooeeqnently it is either 
by the defioienoy of the • Example, • or by that of the • Pro
bans, • that the First Party becomes • defeated • ; and there 
ia no • 'Violation 'of the Propoeition. ' It may be that by 
renouncing the • Bs:ample ' tlut Party ranounoe• the • Proposi
tion ' also i hence the Olinoher of • Violating the Proposition ' 
ia applied to him secondarily (indirectly). But unless there 
ia an original primary there oan be no ,econdary application : 
ao that it baa still to .be pointed out what is th11t to which 
the name • Violating tbe Proposition ' appliea priaurilg or 
~ireollg. 

"How, then, are we to el'plain the 8Dtra whi~h dis
tinctly says-• When the pr'Operty of the Oonnter-inaaooe is 
admit.t.ed to be pre1ttnt in the Bs:ample ailed b1 himself, 
1£ N • °"" of Yiol.,ding tl&1t Propo1itiot1 ' P " 

· The term • ,lrifli111I• ' is to be taken in its literal 1ense of 
• established,' • d~monstrated'; so that t.he term • 111114ri1llnll' Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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means' in one's own thesis'; aimilarl1 the term 'pralidri1lllnltJ' 
means the 'counter-thesis.' Thus the meaning of the S1ltra 
comes to be-• When one admits the preaence of the property 
of the counter-thesis in his own thesis' ; 6, g., the original 
thesis being 'Sou11.d m11st be non-eteroel, beca11se it is per• 
oeptible by the Senses', the Opponent urges against it the case 
of •Community', and then the First Party says-' if Com• 
munity, which is perceptible by the.Senses, is eternal, then 
Bound also may be ete1·nal' [and here the property 'Eternality,' 
which has b13en urged by the Opponent io the oounter-thesis, 
has heen admitted by the First Party in his own thesis] i
in this way does this beoume a case of ' Violating the Pro
position'; for the formctr pr11po,iition set up by the man was 
• Sound is no11-stsr11al ', and when faned with the Oll88 of 
' Community,• which shows that bis premiss is not true and 
tha reasoning is inooncluaive, •. he says 'Sound is e'6r11•l '; and 
since in doing so he gi,es up a fact that had been de&nitely 
known by him to be true, and thereby shows his misappre• 
hension of things, it becomes a 'case of defeat', • OHuoher.' 

"But it is only the accepting of a possible con
tingency ." If you mean by this that-" in the 
lat.ter proposition also the man doe, not quite affirm the 
Eternality of Sound; all that he does is to admit a possible 
contingency-• if, as you urge, Community, which is perceptible 
by the senses, is eternal, then 8oaatJ al,o mag be 10,' ''-this 
doea not change the situation ; as even so the Olincher 
becomes applicable ; since, instead of defending his thesis 

against the charge of ioconolosiveness, he goes 
Vir. P. 560• and admits the poHibility (of the Opponent's 
contention); thus he becomes• defeato-J.' 

Others have argued that what is urged in the • Violating 
of the Proposition' is already inoloded under the '"'lacy (of 
Inconclusiveness) attaching to the Probans, hence it need not; 
be regardeJ as a Oliraoh,r. 'they contend as follows c-•• It is Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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not right to regard this aa a Olit1olctr, as it is found inoluded 
under l'tJllcaoio1&1 ,a.,o,. ; ainoe what the man ia ' defeated • by 
is the faot of his Probana' beoa11Se it is perceptible by the 
senses ' being inoonolusivv." 

This ia not right ; because what briags about his defeat ia 
the fact of his not answering the charge of • inconolusivenesa' 
and thus showing bis ignorance.• 'l'hat this is so ia shown 
by the fact that· if he does answer that charge or • inoonol11a
ivenesa ', he is not defeated. Henoe mere• inconoluaiveoess' 
does not constitute a Olinoher or ground of defeat. 

81frd (S). 
TBI BUBJI0T OP TBI (OBIOINAL) PROPOSITION BAYING 

BIIIBN DINIBD, IP TRI F1aaT PAB:rr FINDS A DlVBBSITY IN 

TBB PROPHTIBB (o:, TIii BXAIIPLI A.ND TRI 0OlTNTIB•U,• 

STANO■), AND PUTS lT 1'0BWHD WITH A VIIW TO CBTABUSB 

'l'HI l'OK)[IB PIOPOSlTION,-T~IB JS (2) 1 8BIPT1NG THI 

PBOPOSITIO!I.' (SO.. 3.) 
BI.A111a on Sil. (3). 

[P~5A, L. 11 to P. 259, L. 2.] 
The • ,ubject of UN orl.gi11r,l Propa1itio11' ia-• Sound is 

non.eternal, because it is perceptible by the Sens"8, like the 
Jar•; this Propositi~n havi~g been propoanded (by the If~rst 
Part,j) there oomes 1t1 • den111l' (by the Second eartyJ, wh1oh 
oons1&ts in showing, by means of a ooonter-inataoce, that the 
Probans (of the original Proposition) is- not truly ooncofnitant 
(with the Probandom),-~ Oommooity, which is perceptible by 
the senses, heiog eternal • ;-and '1H aubjeot of the original 
Propo,ition being mu dnilld, the First Party finds, a • dir,er• 
,ily in U&, protJ6rliea of tAe. IIJaampl, ond. ,11, Oount11r-in1lanc,•, 
-i. e., he ftnds that while both (Jar and Oommuoity) have a 
aertain property, hing p,ro,.ptible 61 tl&. nn,e,, in common, 
there are others in whioh they differ; •· g., Oommooity is 
peroeptible by the senses and aU-p;rr,•ding, while the Jar is 
pe~tible ·by the senses and t1ol■Gll-penadit1g ; and 
~1ving this _dive~ity of properties _h_e pata it forwa!'1 •wit_h 
a view t.o establish hia formc,r · Propoutioo,-how P-L1n this 
way]-• just as the_ Jar is Mkll•pm,ctling, so is Sound 
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also t&Ol-tlll-p,r"■diag, and henoe like the Jar it abould be 
non-et,r,ud also ' ;-now here the foru1er Proposition wu 
'Sound is non-eternal ', and 'Sound is not-all-penadiog' ia 
a totally different Propositioo1-tltia is thus an instllnce of 
' Sh,ft.iag the Proposition •. 

"In what way does this become a Orouad of D"(/1111, a 
Clincher P " · · 

Well, as a matter of faot, one Propoaition does not 
prove another Proposition ; what prove a Proposition are the 
Probans and the Example; hence the putting forward (as 
proofJ of what oannnt prove the Proposition is entirely.Futile; 
and being futile, it becomes a • Ground ol Defeat.' • 

'l'irlilea on So. (8). 
[P. 560, L. 10 to L. 17.J 

'l'he ei:ample is the same as before. What the man does 
is to set np on the basis of the diversity of properties, oonaiat
ing in ' being all-pervading ' and • being not-all-pervading '; 
another Proposition, in the form,-' Sound is not-all-pervad
ing.' 

" The original Proposition was-• Sound is non-eternal• 
and this being attaokedt 1by the Opponent) on the basis 
of • Community, which is perceptible by the aensea,-the 
'Fint Party puts forward another Proposition in the 
form • Hound, being not-all•pervading,must be non-eternal. • In 
what way does this become a • ground of Defeat P ' " 

It becomes a' ground of defe1.t' by reason of the man not 
knowing the real oharaoter of the Probana; without knowing 

• Though when tbe Fint Party pate forward tho fact of 8ouad beiag IIOl-aU-
1MrNfli11g, the W.. la hi■ mind i■ that,. after having brought tbi■ home lo the other 
party, he would add that ae a qualifying clauae ~o hia original premie■-1tatln1 It in 
the form ' beoauae Sound, roAile hing IIOl-all-,l1ffNClir,g, i1 perceptible by the ames 
(it mlllt be non,eteraab ' ;-yet until he actually do• ■o, hia poaition ia clearly 
aabjeot. to the ■aid Cllnoher.-fafpa,p, 

t The Ben- Edition reada lfflllffl', We have adopted the readin,r and 
ezp1anatlon of the Tilparya which read■ srfal: and take■ it ae qualifying 
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the real oharaoter of the probans, the man puto up 
the Proposition-• bAing not-all-pervading, Sound must be 
non-eternal.' And one Proposition cannot prove another 
proposition ;-hence on account of the man · not knowing 
and putting forward the real Probans, this becomes a case 
of • shifting the Proposition'; and this becomes a • Ground of 
Defeat ' either by reason of • mi~pprehension ' or by tbaL of 
• non-apprehension.' 

6ilra (4), 

,vau TBBll 18 OONTIADlOTION BITWHN THI PHO• 

POSITION AND TRI PaoDAlfS, IT 18 (3) 'CoNTKADIQTION OP 

THI PaoPOSITloN,' (Sil. 6.) 

Bl,a1ya Sil. on (4-). 
[P. 259, L. 4 to L. 8.] 

The Proposition is stated in the form,-' Substance must 
be something different from Qn11lit.y ', and the Statement of 
the Probans is in the form-• bec11use no objects are ever 
perceived, except Colour &c.' ;- and there is a contra
diction (conflict) between these, Proposition and Statement 
of the Probans.-How ?-If Substance is something different 
from Q11ality, then it is uot possible that nothing except 
Colour &o. should be perceived-while if nothing except 
Colour &o., is perceived, then it i11 not possible that Su1>stance 
should be something different froro Qnalit1; thus there is 
a oonft.ict between the two statemeots-(a) 'Substance musl 
be differen, from Quality' aod (b) 'Nothing except Colour 
&c. is perceived '; i.e., the two are mutually Nugatory, and 
are impoBBible. • 

Yortiia on Sn. (4). 
[P. 5<16, L. 19 to P. 561, L. 19.] 

(a) When the Proposition is nontradioted b7 the State• 
meot of tho Probans, and (b)the latter by the former,-it is a 

• The Bo4hui~bi remarb that tlae oontradiotion between the • Propoeltion' 
and the • Statement of &he Proban■' baa been mentioned only b7 wa7 of illaetra
tion ; u a matter of fact, there ia aontradio&ioa of &he Propo■ition wb■aenr there 
i■ any iDGODlil&eao:, between any two faotor1 of reuonlag, and al■o when tbe 
Propoeitioo i■ iuooaliltent witla • well-uoertaiaed faot, Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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ca,e of ' Oontradiotion of the Proposition.' R. g., (a) • Sub
stance is different from Quality, because it is not perceived as 
different from it.'• 

The same explanation applies also to the ' contradiotion by 
the Proposition '-i.e., the case where the words of the 
Proposition itself are self-oontradictA>ry; e.g. tbe proposition 
• the female asoetio is with uhild.' 

It also applies to I Oontradiotion by the Statement of 
the Probans ',-wh,re the Proposition is contradicted by the 
Statement of the Probans (the latter being more in keeping 
with aotual experience); e.g., • all things are diverse [i.,. 
there is no unity] because positive terms are always applied 
to an aggregate of things ; ' [to say that there is no unity 
is contradicted by the statement, that, terms are a.ppli~d to 
an aggregate, which must be one.] 

A similar explanation is applicable all!O to (1) the Contra
diction of the Propositiont by the Example (e.g. 'Sound 
is non-eternal because it is knowable, like .dkila/,11],-(2) to 
the Contradiction of the Statement of the Probans by the 
Example &o. (E.g. 1 Sound is eternal, because it is perceptible 
by the Sense■, like the Diad',)-and (3) also to the contradic• 
tion of the Proposition and the Statement of the Probans by 
well-known facts. 

Similarly, when tbe Opponent urges (against the First 
Party) the fallacy of I inoonolusiv1mess ' ; on the basis of some• 
thing that ia possible only under the theory of the Firi,t 
Party, he incurs the Cli11ober of I Contra.diction.' 'l,hat is, when 
the Opponent (the Bancjcjba who does not admit of any 
olaaa or olaas-obaraoter) tries to show the inconclusiveness 

•Tlai1 la an lu■tanoe of the PropOBilion oontradiotmg the StateinBDl of the 
Proban■• llaoauae the former i■ tile 1tronger of the two, bei111 more in keeping Willa 
;actual esperienoe, 
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of the ProbanA by oiting the oaae of the olau-clart10lw ' Cow,• 
whioh is possible 0011 under ihe theory of hi11 disputant,
suoh an answer should be regarded as •.Oontradiotory.' · 
• Oontradiotory' also is· the Probans when it is one that is 
put forward without taking into aooount one's own main 
f)ootrioe; i.e., when a :man puts forward a Probans withoul 
regard to his main doctrine ;--e,i,, the First Party having 
put forward his proposition in the form,. • Sound is non• 
eternal, because it is perceptible by the Senses', if ·the 
Opponent (Bau4dha) sets up his opposition on the basis 
of the eternality of the class-ohara<•ter • Oow ', which is 
possible only if thera is an aggregate consisting of several 
individuals [and is as such incompatible with the Opponent'& 
main doctrine that there is no 'aggregate ' and there is nothing 
~ eternal ']-this becomes I contradictory.' It is only when 
the counter-instance urged is such as is compatible with 
the doctrines of both parties that it can be a case of real 
•Inconclusiveness; ' it is only when some such thing is. found 
as is admitted by both parties-and inconclusiveness is urged 
on the basis otthat thing,-that the oppositio11 can be right, 
and not• contradictory.' 

"How is it that the oiting of lk,. Wl'ong E..ampl, bas not 
been mentioned among Clinch,ra P" 

The reason for this lies in the fact that Wrong Eaan,pll'a 
are always preceded .by (and based npon) Fallacious Probans 
and as sooh should be regarded as mentioned by the mention 
of these latter.•· 

Bi/r• (5). 
Tua OBIGllfAL TBBSIB BAVllfQ B1111 OPPOSID, IP WBA'l' 

WAS POBIIBBLT APrlBIIID IUPPB•s TO BR RJCTBAOTID,-IT JI 

(4) • RsNouxontG Te■ PaoPOsITioN. • (Sn. &). 
• The E:umple form■ a part of the Proban■, ■Ince the Prob1111 noi ■npportetl 

b:, the Bumple■ i■ not CODYincing, Beace if the £sample i■ wrong, the Proban■ 
btoom11 in111idatetl,. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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_1Jl;lf1& OD 80. (o)." 
, lP- 159, ~ .. J. 10-8 • .J -

. The origin•l theaia having been put forward ia the form, 
• So.and ia non-etefl)&J,_ baoauae it ia P.e~ptibJe by ~he 1811111,' 
the other part1 1171-11 Community 11 peroep~1ble b7 Ille 
1tntei and 11 yet ettroal, and similarly Sound also, wbiala 
is peroeptible by the aeaaet, may be eternal" ;-and the 
origiaaJ thesis. being-.thu op~. if the Firat Party happens, . to-,-• who l&JS that Sound 18 NOt&•elil!tHlP' -Th• fte 
traatton of what had been atllrmed in the Propo,ition ia what; 

· is called • Reuounoing the Proposition.•• 

Vllrlih ·on Sil. (5). 
[P. 561, L. 14 ·t.o L. 17.] ' 

. When one abandons whit be bad before aftlrmed,-on 
its being opposed-it should be regarded as a oase·of •Re-. 
·nounoiog the Propoaition. • The Example ia as that shown · 
before. The Probana having been abown to be inoonolu■in1 
on the ~•i• of • Oo~munity, • tbe Firat Part1 migbt 1a7-
• Who uya that Sound ia DOJl•eternal P • This also ahowa 
that the man ia ignorant of the atrength of hia own reuon1 

a11d thus it ia a '·ground of defeat• baaed upon • mi■-appre
hension. • 

Bi#N (6). 

Ta■ PBOBABB JN THI UlfQtJA.LIPIBD fOB .. BAYINO BIIS 
OPlOHJ>, 1,. TBI 1181! PAB?I DDIIII fO QOALln 1r, 11 

II A OA.11 Of (6) ' ■BlffllfG 'fBI PIOBASL '-(811. 6) • 

.-rbe BuMha Logioiu :(>bal'IIIAlilrtl bu objealed to &bi• Cliaolaer of ' ~ 
lag &be Proplllitioa,' oo tbe groaad thu the Firll Party haYing lleea alnldy 
1 clefule4' by the polalliar OIII o!. the iaoor.alllll,.... of lai1 Probt.nt» lbtN • 
Ill IO alid for-, 6adba- • pomacl of deha&. • Tbe r,,,,.,,. !• .. ......, 
tbll bJ. -,111 Uaat. • IIOD • the penoa &acl1 &ha& unlWI he l'8IIOlllleel hie ,.,._11oa be tball be fl08d willJ &be .r.u.o, of IOGODOlulY .... ; b~ wit• 
a •It• b MYI blauelf from lbM be r~ &be Propoei&ioa i eo a.& &bie lelrio
&lola ~• la 1116n ilae oharp of l■-aolllllMIIN la broagld bomt &o him, IDd 
•tll 1h11 II broagbt ·hoaat &o· blm1 be oaaaot be 'ctdeakd. • Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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· s,a,;• on Sa. (6). 
[P. 2~9, -16 tA> P. ~60, ~. 10.) 

•••pk:-The Propo~tion is set up in the form~ • every• 
thing that is maoifeated ·bas a aiogle oriP,n ';-why 1~• b.
oa•ae.protl•ol! en111Mli-.g from• ,ingl, 0Figit1 Aao, ea. d,llnit11 
""'Pd•d,,-10 tbe Oap and other products of Olay we Ind 

. a_· definite magnitude, the produot baiog of t.lie same 
magnitude as the oompoaition . of the original aubatance
and such magoitnde is found in every prodt1ot ;--and every 

· maoifeated thing is found to have ·a definite magnitude;
hence fro~ the fa&0t that every product emanating from ii 
single origin has a de6nite magnitude, we conclude· that 
ever,vthing that is manifested emaoateA from a single origill,' • 
A.g,unat t,his argament of the First Party, the fo1lowing 
Oppoaition is set up with a view to . show that the Probana 
is not invariably concomitant with the Probandum :-

' A.a a matter of fa.et, magnitude is found present in pro
daota ecumating from tke same origin, as also in tboae 
emanating from several origins." This opposition having 
been pot, forward. t,he First Party says-• [My ?eBBOning would 
t'b.eo be]• beoanae a de&oite magnitade ia found in t~e Oup 
and other products, in all tDAio4 el,r, Hbn,1,.- .the ,a,ne 
qriginal ,-.,,.noe ;-every manifeated thing, t1Jhil, ka11ing 
e,dli,Uag ia iN»l1111ure, Pain and l>eluion (the tot1dituent 
aUrl6U,,.. of Primordial M•tt11r}, iii found to have de6nite 

. magnitude t ;-and from this it folli>wa tbat DO ot,her OriJiDal 
aubatanoe being found subsisting in all 'manifested things, 
they must all bave a aiogle origin (in ·the form of Primordial 
Katter).' · · 

Now 11ere·U is found that in the &rat inatanoe the First 
Party stated the Probaua in au nnquali&ed ·form r• because 
the1 have a de&nite magnitude.],--and when this waa·objeoted 
to-he added a qu~i&oation ~ it [in the form • while having 
the l&ID.9 original 1ub1tanoe aubsiating in tliem '] ; and t,bi■ 
thu beoomi,1 a case of • .Shifting the Probana. ' 

[T.he· reason wh1 thia is -a • ground for defeat,- • . la u 
followa)-'l'lw second (quali&ed) proban1 haring been put 
for,rarcJ, if ~be part1 m"n-"°ns an ·Bxample in corroboration 

-~TIie ri.,bl Nldlag,11 foanclia 8,0.ud D.ta~ 
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ot wha6 is 1taled in. th~ Probao1, thea that tr1t1nifaW 1Aln1,. 
: .whioh ii oilied aa. • B.1ample ' (wbiob, as "example, oaanot be 
· indlud._ed . in the Propoait.iou) oe&ll8I to be tbe emanation 
from a 1ingle origin. beca\118, b1 it.a nry nature (of B.1ample). 
it must; be the emaaat;ioo from some other origin• ;-if, oa 
the other .hand, no ll~mple ia oit.ed, then t.lae Probana, n<>' 
baring its tr11tb oorrc>borated bJ 11 .suitable Example, -cannot 
pl'OT8 the desired oonolusion ; ao that lbe Probana r.arning 
oat to be f atile, tbe • gr,ound of defeat ' remain, in foroe. . . ' 

Yarfii• on Sa. (6) •. 

[P. 562, Ll. 1-i.] . 
The E.1a~ple is given i11 the BI.Ofl••· B1 ■et.ting up 

another Probans, the lirat; · Part1 abowa the weakness of the 
P,,;,bana put for,,ard before ;-thia ia whM · makea t.bia a 
• Grooad of Defeat. ' If the former ~robaas is emoient; then 
U., ,,cti•g up of aaoth&l' is absolutel7 ilseleu. 

/111,l of Btt:eiora tl). 

81tolio11 C2). 

. [811tras 7-10.J 
D,ali1111 toll~,,., Jour 0liao1,ri-(6), (7), (8) and 

(9)-u,1.io/a aon,i,f i• ,;., tlON••nreA,ailio11 of .,,.,,, i, 
n111d«l /or ,,., dalred purpou. 

,.,,.. .(7). 

Tu■ PUTl'IIfG roaw,11> o, BTHUDTI BIHt1'G ao 
oo■alOTION' WITB 181 PUIPOI' II BHD. OOBDITO'ill l 6) 
• Iu■Li1'A1'01o I (Sti. 7). 

Blain• on SL(?). 
f P 160, L. H to L. lS.) · . 

. The theeia •~d · aoanter.theaia hawing. been et up· i .. Iba 

manner deaoribed •~• ~ • purpo88 in land ' being the 
• TIit pHpoallioa la Ill the form-:-' ail amlfll&ecl &ld■p .,. Ao. I ; If '8ie 

,umpl, i• DO& laolaW la llll1 1 all,' ..&blll wlal& II ,..UOll&ld of the I all' "'1 aot •' 
be &nil oe ib1.lumple i le &lae .Bumple LI U10 la!ti.W ill it, 1111D DO ....... ..... ,_,w.. . Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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proving of the Probanclam by • proper Probana,..:..u., Pi~, 
. Part7 might; make the following atatemenl :-• Thu Sound 
is eternal ia prom by. the Probana, 811■, 6••"• iH, ••141•• 
-llitz.' ( having •id ao far he fluda that ~hie Probana ii not; ~d, 
hence he goea on]-• the tenn ut• 11 a verbal noun denvad 
from the root Ai and affix fun,-a term ia either a Noun or a 
Yer6, ·or a J>t,pontiora, . or Indt1Clinable Particle ;-the ■ot111 
ia tbu word which hu its form qnaliled bythe fact of the 
thi11g denoted b7 it having a diatioct aotion,-the nrb ·ii 
either {a) an ~gregate of' the action •~d the active aapnciea, 
or (b) that whiob denotea the preaeuoe iu the active agen~. 
of a certain act.ion quali&ed by a de&n'ite Gime and number,• 
or (o) that which is 1impl1 ezpreued by the root and is quali&. 
eel bf a particular time,-the ludeolinablea are those that, in 

.ao&ual usa;e, have no denotation entirely apart from wbat ii 
e.spreued by ·the· noon or the verb,:-the Prepoaitiona are 
'Dlid 1111 pre&iea and aern to qualify the · action denoted 
bf the Verb' ;-6'1d ao· fort.h, '[all wbioh bas nothing to do 
· with '11«. proving ol his Propuaition] ; and tbia oonatitotes 
·•Irrelevancy:-

Y•rlil• OR Bu. (7). 
[P. 562, LL. 4-5.] 

~he :ic.-iple i• given io. the Bhlf11•• Thie ia a • Ground 
of Defeat,' . beoaue what ii put 'forward baa DO oonneaLion 
with t.he Propoaitioa a8lrmed; what ia relevant i1 only tha, 
,rhioh hu been allrmed i all elae ia lrr,levanL 

B~IN (8). 

TBA1' :w•10.a II LIIEI '1'BI MIii IIPUT11'0 Of THI 

LfffQI 0, 'l'BI AL1B~l'f 18 .(7J • Km1:soLBH Juao•. 
(81. 8), . 

• Tb• rigiit ......... fa .U 11.: ii llttd«clfV .. i 
. ·. f'l'be·t111itflNlai la~ by B~.W D :;i"&◄iccl -CMll{l 
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ment1 ~re ab~lut.ely meaningle11. Binoe the rrere lett.en of 
the alphabet. can have no aenot.aiion, the1 cannot ezpreu 
an1\~ing; hence it ··is the mere letten that are repeated in a 
certain order •. · 

Yar/iJ" on So. (8). 
[P. ssa, LI. 7-9.J 

• • · The esample is cited in · ~be Bhan•• ThU1 proves the 
man's · _ignorance, · since he does not put forward what could 
prove hia proposition :· the man that puts forward such argu• 
ments is ignorant of what he baa got to prove and· what can 
pr~ve · it,-nor does he pnt forward (rightly) what he has to 
prove and wh•t can prove it; hence this constitutes a 'Ground 
of Defeat.' 

Brllra (9). 

Jr TBB A8818TfON KA.DI 18 SUOH THAT, TROUGH STATKD 

'1'BRII TIMBS, IT FAILS TO II UIIDlaa,'00D RT '1'81 AUDHNOI 

AND Te■ SIOOND PABTY, IT ra , 0,11 or (8) • U!MJTILLI• 

GIBILITT.'-{80. 8.) 
BAa,ua.on So. c9). 

f P. 261, LI. 7-9.J 
Il the -.■ertion is made and is not understood h1 the audi

ence and the Seooad Party, even though stated three times,
and this h"ppena when the assertion oonaists of words with 
doublf;l mMoings, or of such. words aa are not met with in ordi• 
nar1 usage, or when the words are uttered too hurriedly and so 
forth ;-this· constitutes 'Unintelligibility •; since the man 
makes use of unintelJigible expressions inten~ionalJy,. with 
a view to cover the weakne11 of his reasonings,-thia COil• 

ititutea a • Ground of Defeat.' · 

t No lllCh argument 11 foaad la aotaal •P. The r,,,.,,. point. oat. lbal 
we h1Yea11- 1umpl1 oftbil w)lea the l)riYid1 pall forward· bi■ 1rpmeat, for the 
'6oa•inoiag of III Arya, In bl1 owa V miaoular, which coav1y1 no Idea to iht latter, 
who la lgoonnt of'tbt Dravidian tonga,; and for whom the word, ol that lugaap 
art out, 10 many l1tttr•1011ad1o · · Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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,,,.,u. on Sil, (9). 

[P. 662, Ll, 19~8.] 

· '.l'he example ·i■ cited in the Bl&l,,il. Thi• ii a 'Ground 
of Def•• ', ainae i~ indioatea the w•kneaa of the apeaker,-
ahil 'W'IKDIU being a form of I ignorance,•. . 

81/ra (JOJ. . 
h A.. 0.&.81 WBIBl1 TBIB~ llll'G KO' 001'1'10'J'I01' · 

IITWIIR TB■ 1.IPIUBIOSB IOLLOWUJQ 01'1 .AlrOTBIB, TBlr 

. . AU 101711D 'l'O HIOID 1'0 OODIO'J'ID JII.Alfl~G, IT 18 A 0.Alll 

01 (9) 1 DGORIIIK0■•1 (81, 10), 

BAlfr• ·on Sn~ (10). 
(P. 261, L. 11 to L, ~4.] 

In 8, cue where, either amODJ. aneral words or sevenl 
11ntenoea, there ia. no poBBibibt1 of proper sequence and 
oonneotioo,-,-and henoe the whole 11 found to be diaoonneoted, 
..,..i11oe ,her& ii no meaning· obtained from the word, or . 
Nnte11ae1 taken oolleotively, it is a ~ of • Inoohereooe,' JJ.g, 
(•)'Teri pomegranates. six oaltea '(where there is no oonneo:. 
lion betwil~ the two sentenaea); (6) • 0u~tskio-8eah
l11mp-deer-\ki11•-of the Virgin-:-to be drunk-her father
devoid of oh11raoter' t Where the. worda haTe no connection 
•IQOng ~emaelve1. · · · • 

. Yar,a,, on so. (10). 
[P, 369, L. 16 to P. 663,.L. 8.] 

B,9.1 auoh •~teooes u • t.en pomegranate, ', eto. . . . 
. " There ii no dilerenoe between • lrl•ningless' and • In

ooheren'-" If you· meu by ~ii that-" The lnoaA,r•• doe■• 
DOI clilar from the· ·Jl•rtla,l,11 .T•r,oa, beoaue in the 
latter, u ia the former, the meaning is not grasped, " 
Tlr. ,. Ml. . -thm our an~wer -i1 that the two do differ 

' . bet.1'1811 themaelves ;--how P-In -the -~ 
. of • ._inglea. 1...- 1, we have mere Jetter■, Jhn.,; 

. oo '--.11 • . .,., __ · .... »· .:.._ .. ::.:::::::::. . 
-.,- --~ .'i'' 
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'in the • lnooJiereat' we ban un~eote4 toard,, ... • .. 111 
what,,., i1 th~ a Ground of DeftMP" No id• ~f 
anyt~ing mm be derived e:roept from a 181ltAmoe (iu wbioh 
the. words are oonneot.ed with o~e auotherJ; aud henoe whea 
the Party propounds an Inooherent argument, it ■hows thu 
he doea uot know the oharaoter of the tl'lle Probus ; and · 
heaoe it beaomea a • Gro11nc! of Defeat. • 

. Bnd tf 8,otiott (S). ; 

Bee,ion (S). 
[8ilN111-13.) 

1'•li•g10Ui,Ae(l0)1 (II) and (JI) OlineA,,1-
11/aiaA oo_,, i11 IA, ~,.,,,,, pru1n,■1n, of ou', "'"• 

8llrt1 (11). 

. WR■R TRI 1AO'l'OB8 OP BIAIO:RING ABB l'l'ATID lK TIii 

BIVHIID OBDl&, l'l' (I A 0.A.81 o, (10) 1INOONSBQD'llffJA.LlTI.' 

'(SIL 11). 
Bu,,, on sa. (11 ). 

. . _[1. i6l1 Ll. 16-17.] . 
Among the several Faatora of Reasoning, Prot>o■ition and 

the rest, there ia a . de&nite 11atural order, in wlnoh they are 
atated,-whioh is baaed upon the nature of what is es:preued 
by each of thern : and when a atatement is made in whioh 
this natural order is reveraed,-it beoomea a oase of that; 
• Grou_nd of Dtfeat,' whioh is called •Inoonsequentiality;' 
which means that what is e»presaed by the several Faot,ora 
is not found to form a oonneoted whole, · 

·Yarll!a or so. (11). 

[P. 568, L. 5 tu L. 20.] 
When the ·Faotora of Reasoning are stated in t'be reversed · 

ord~r, it is a ' Ground of Defeat. • · 11 
' . 

• · Some peopl' aiaerti that thia. cannot be a • Ground of 
Defea', • as evea ~ tlae propoaition is proved. . Th~•e people Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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argue u follo,ra :-,. Iaconseqoentialit,- oannot be a Ground 
of Defeat;(•) u even ao the Proposit,io11 i■ prov~; (6) be-

. • . • , I 

er.use there is·no 61ed convention on- the matter; we do not 
admi~of any &zed convefttion aa to the ord•~ in whioh-.tht 
Yaotora ■hould be ■tated ;-(o) and bear.use of -aotual u■age ; · 

. u a matter of faot, revening of the order of the F'°tol'I 
i■ met with in all treati■e■• .Under the oiroum1tanoe1, whose· 
oonvention i■ it (tbat &.zes the order in que■ijon) P " 

(•) Aa r'egarda • the 6r■t argument-" Even so the Propo
■ition i~ proved," -this might be aoalogolll to the using of 
word■ in their inoorrect forms : Even when ■uoh corrupt 
fOl'IDS of· words 81 1 ,.,,, • and the like are used in the aenae 
of the • Bull, • t,hey do afford the idea of the caaina11l Irie,. IM 
lump; and yet it is not u■ele■s to lay down-the rule that the . 
aorreot form of the word is • go • ; because what · happen, in 
the 8'id oa.w is ·that the corrupt form •·gaoi' brioga·to the 
mind the correct form of the word •go,' which latter provides 

' the idea of t~ Bui~ with the hump ; in t~e same manner, 
when the F11etor11 are stated in a wrong order, they· bring to 
our mind ibe Statement in the natural order, and thi■ latter 
brings the idea of what is e:rpf888ed by it [It is for this 
reason t.bat the Proposition is found to be proved even when 
tbe factors are stated i~ the wrong order]. ,. Ho...:.doea 
this co.- about P " · That there is a aatural order of things, 
•h u the ohjea,i11, is taken up &rat, then the ,.,,,_,,.,_ 
·- shown b1 ■everal instances in ordinar1 uperienoe;. ,. ,. the 
-,.,.,.,,,., (is taken up &nt, tbe~•the, 11AM and other instru• 
111enta needed in the making of the Jar oat of the · olay) 
[~milarl1 ib the aaie in question, the J.Jliopo■jtion. whioh_ i1 
t]ie,, o6Jeoli•• ■hould be stated flnt; then &be• in■trumat■' 
·G0111iating of-tho Probana, the B~mple, and ■o forthl · . 
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.(6) :Aa regarda the ·aeeond ~rgomeDt-11 we do·not admil 
of &BJ' oonTention in the" ~•tier, "-oar a111wer II that there 
ia no oon,entioa in the matter; it ia the meN 111•aral. order 
of things (apok:ea of b1 the ieTe1-al laoton) ; and when a 
person la1s stress upon thia natoral order of things, he dON 
not deaerve to be censured. 

(a) A.a regards' lhe third arg11ment-" beoanae of aataal 
mage~ "-this is baa no force i aa_ it shows that the Objeotc,r 
does not undentand wbataotuall1 f orma the •Ground of Defeat.' 
[Iii is true t~at in Soientifio treatises, the Faotore of a.-,n. 
ing are not always stated in tbeir natunl order; butJ this ii 
: doe to the faot that th4!se treatises are written for ,t,be .purpoae 
of providing a comprehensive aooount of thinga.[ao that the 
Wl."itera liave their eye on terseoe11,] ; bot when one hu to 
esplain or ezpound what baa been onoe stated in the aom-. 
prehenaive (terse) form,-l1e always does it b1 at.ting the 
argument in a form in wbioh t,be Faotora of .Beaaoning-Pro
poaition and the rest-are stated in their natural order.•· 

Bllr• (IS). 
Te,, WBIOB 18 W.&tft'INA 11' A11ir ORB o, 'l'BI l.&O'l'OU 

o, B■HOBIBG IS (I ) THI• lxOOKPLIT■.'-(Sa. (11). 

BA1,,. OD 8~ (12). 
• [P. 269, LI. 1•2.] 

When the atat.ement is want,ing in any one of the Faotom 
of ~niag-PropoaitioO: and the .. reab-it; is a oaae of tb• 

. ' 

• •Saob terN ■tatem•t _of arpm■at, though per1ullllble la ■oleati&o' tna"-, 
la Doi penn1.-ible la dlaoaaloa, where 1·nr1 1t1p i11 the reuoalag ■hoalcl llt -.w ol•rlJ• It I■ la ·11a'I■ .. a■otlon that the frl,,_,. h11 quoted (apputldly 
r,..aloitD&llo Trtltl■e).th• P-■ll illll6t.a«"\•; whichooatalulD& 
"'1 IODlleallCI form. two arpmeat■ la favour of lcl■ali■m: (I) The IWIII -,a 
daat lae au proTI tu aoa-al■t■aoe of all thl1111 noept Idea, la the 111D1 .... 

• Ille Blblli■t {INll'CW({) prol'll llae ~ of all &biap ; 11141 (I) lae 111 

,ron tle ~- of _the Jdn lo tilt •me 11111111er11 the IIIHI& (4'ti,-O 
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• Ground of Defeat • · Olllled I looompl~teaeu • ; · for in the 
aba4,noe. of a oompleh atate!Dent of the ~._jog, the deaiNd 
conol11110n oanno, be established. . · 

Ylrfii• on Su. (12) •. 

. [i;,. 5M, L. 2 to L. H.] 

.. That ·statement in whioh one of the Faot.oi-a-Propoeitio11 
and the rest-is wanting, is to b<J regatdect' as • inoomplet.e •. 

11 Jo what way doea this beooma a •Ground ·of netea, • P •• 

It beooliles so b,r reason of the fact tbP.t in the abl8Doe ~f 
the well-equipped reasoning, the oonolusion is not proved. 

Some people argue that tbere can be no auoh • GroUJ1d 
ofDefeat ' ·as • wanting in the Preposition (the Firah Factor).' 

But this• is not right ; these people sl1ould be met ~it.h 
the following alternative qneatioos in regard to such .atat.e
menta as do not state the Proposition :-If a man propounds 
a atatemant without the Propoait.ion,-is he, or is he not, 
tU/Hlltl. P . It_ he is, which ' Ground of Defeat • ia there P 
For none of th._ other FactorJ is wanting ; nor a1'8 there an7 
defeota of the'· Pr6bana eto. ; and yet the man is I defeated • i 
and the only 'Ground of Defeat ' possible. is that bis state• 
ment is' wanting in the fropoaition'.-If, on the other band, 
he is not d,fealfd-thia would mean that even an inoomplete 
argument proves the coaollllion ; tbal · is, tbe Ren\t is 
accomplished without 'the Ileana. If 1011 •y that.-" The 
?roposition cnnsiats in die aooepti.og of II cenaio doctrine••• 
-this also we do not understand. As II matter of fao', 
• P~po•ition • oonaiats in the me~ti~ning of the object tto . be 
pro,~), while • the aooepiance of a d~trio~ ' consists in the . 
accepting of a oertain tao, which baa been fuU1 uodentiood 
ii~ all its general and special upeot.a. 

. ,.,,. (18). . 

•· T8.l'l' WBIOB·OOJITAiBs ao,■UL~OUI I P&OB.tlll I d.D 
1 lxAKPL■ ' 11 tB■. (li) • B■DVBDAn '--(Su. 18). .· ·· Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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· lllallf,. on 811. (18). 
[P. 181, LI. 4-5.) 

One alone being ■olloient for the purpo■e in view, (,rhan 
more·tha11. one Probana or lumpl'J are put forwardJ,on• or 
t.he other. mU1t, be 1uperfluo111o · · 'l'hia, howenr, i■ to 
be reprded •• • • Ground of Defeat' onl1 when there ii a 
reatriotion (placed upon the ■p•ker, in regard to atatin,r 
ort1, what 11 aotuall7 neaea•r1 for the pronng of hia pro-
poaition). . · 

Yllrfil• on Su. (18). 

[P. &84, L. 1, to P. 165, L. I.] 
That ■tatement in which there are two • probana ' or two 

• eumplaa ' i1 redundant ; and it con1t_itute1 • Redundanoe ' 
aa a • Ground of Defeat.' · · 

•• Thi■ i■ not a Ground of Defea~ beoau■e it ■erv• t.o 
add further ■trength ''-i■a1 some people. Theoa people 
argue a■ follows :-.. This cannot be a Ground of Defeat. 
aa it Hrve■ to strengthen the reasoning; we &nd tha~ when 
HYeral m•os of knowledge are. available the7· bring about 
a atrengthened (coo&rmed) knowledge of the thing; ,.,., 
~hen ,aaot, ~nd lig4e bot,h help. ua to obtain t,Jie oognition 
or the preaenoe of Fire." 

Thie is flot right; u the exact m8'ining• of •.afirengtheb
iog ' is noli explained ; when 7011. aaerb- t,bat several mean■ 
of kno1'ledge atrengt,hen t,he knowledge, you do- not .uplain 
what i■ meant by • atrengtheniag •-you do not explain what 
preoiael7 1ou mean b1 1a7ing ·that • it aerve■ to strengthen ' P 

"The,,,,.,,,. of theoognition oonaiata in ••ier oo,..,ion," 
This also reDJaina as before ; what ia meant bj 

• uaier ' P If what 7011 mean i■ that,-" ~th (proba111) 
help to bring about the necea•ry oognition ",-it ia true that 
bo~ help to bring about the oognitioa ; but when oopitio11 
hu already been brought about b7 mean■ of oue, the J1UH1e 

tion' of. the HOond i■ entirel1 ,uaeleu ; it beini like tlie Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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.\,ringing ia o! :.aotber _ light when the objeof; ha1- alread1 
been illu~ined by one. 

Further, there would ~ an in&nite ■eriea · (of P~baoa 
and .lnmples) if'lnore than one were permitlied; for in that 
oue one could go on adding proof after proof, evea after 
the desired. conclusion had been already eatabliahed •. 

Bxo or SIOTION (3) •. 

8eotio• (-6). 

[80lraa 14-lb.] 

1',aling wieA. tAs Cl.inolan (18) .Bspslitlon. 

81/r• ( 1,). 

TaN •• ~STATIKINT or WoBDB &NI, lDBASCON8TlTO'J;l8 

t BIPITITION '-IXOIP'l' IM TBII 0A&B 01' BIPBODOOTlON. 

(811. H.) 
Blail1ga on St1. (U). 

··-, [P. 2i;,; L:1 to·L.10.] 
1i1•s;,I i• fAe 04141 of B"produolion, (a) Repetition' of 

Words and (6) Repetition of lcjeas (constitute 'grounds· of de• 
fen') e.g. (4) 'Sound is eteriial, Sound is eternal,' here we 
have' repetition of words'; and (~) 'Sound is "~n-st,mnl, 
Intiona~ioo is lia6ls ta dt11truatio11 ', here we have the • repeti• 
tion of the • Idea• (of Soand being not everlasting). ID 
the oa.se of Reproduction, it is not • Repetition t (a Ground 
of Defeat>; because in that oase the re-statement serves an 
addlt.ional par~se ; when for instance, • the re-statement; 
of t.be Proposition on the basis of .the Statement of the 
the Probau conatitatei the Final Oonoluaiou' (Sa. 1•1•39). 

. . Yortilt• OD Sil. (U.). 
[P. 68.6, Ll. 4-5.] 

, (•) We have • Repetition · of Wo:rda ' in the etatement 
• Sound, is non-eternal-Sound ia lioa~teraal ';· and (6) we 
h&Te I Bepetition of Idea'·. in the atatemeo.f; • SoQnd -~ . 
1101Ht.ernal-Intonation is liable to dtatruotion." 
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ln·tlle aa,·orBBprodKotiun,jt i, tlOC I Bep,titio11 1 HOGl&le 
in that oa,e tl•e re-1tateme11C ,eroe, 011 atlditional purpoie. 

Some people hold that • .Repetition ' is not a • Ground . of 
· Ddfeat,'. beca11se there is no harm. These people argue 
tbtis :-" Repetition- is not a Ground of Defeat, because 
there is no harm done by i.t ; when the man repeats things 
there is no harm done tll the process of invesbigation. In fact 
the use of words is for the purpose of bringing conviotion to 
other persons ; and when statements are repeated, the ear 
comprehends · the meaning more e1sily ; so that being a 
means of bringing about; con.viotion, repetition oa.nnot be 
a • Ground of Defeat.' " 

It is true that it brings oonviotion to ot,Jier persons ; 
but in expressing what has already been expressed, there is 
an element of superfluity, and by reasoo·of thi, superfluity 
it becomes a Ground of Defeat.; as it sbows that the man · 
does not fully understand the real nature of the means that he 
has· toa.dopt for the aocornplishment of his purpose (of proving 
the Conclusion). The man is neit-her the pupil nor the 

-t~aoher·; hence there i• no point in e1.pressing the same 
idea again and· again. 

8i/ra (15). 
THI ACTUAL STATBHIINT BY KRANS or DIBBC!'LY BXP&ll!SS• 

IVB WO&DS OP WHAT 18 ALHADY IKPLIBD

Bhlff!/0 on Su. (J 5). 
[P. 2'12, L. 12 to L. 15.] 

i, R,petition , •-this t.erm ,oming in from the preceding 
BD~ra. 

Example [ of this seoond form of Repetition]-Haviug 
asserted that 'Suund is non-eternal, because it has the character 
of · being p~dnoed, ... if the man· goes on to add • only 
that which does not have the character of being produoed · 
oan be et.rnal,' whioh words are expresflive of the idea 

0 :Tbe Nyiya1llobt11ibodba, tbe Tifparya and ·s«. l111. D. make•. 'S""'t' 
p1rt oUlae 8Gtra l&, Itself, b11t this llaot la keeping wiLh the Bliitya. . Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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that ia already go, by • implication •·:...this should be regarded 
aa • Repetition' i . beoanae words are • onl1 for. t.he 
purpose of oonveyiag a meaning, and whttn this hu already 
beeu done b1 impliaa'1on (the aotual using ~f word, to the 

· •me elect II auperftuoua} · . -

Yartila on 80. (lit). 
[P. 665, L. 14,] 

'!'his· is 11 • Ground of Defeat' for the same reasons as the 
•· former kind of • Repetition •. 

Bntl of 8,oeion ( '1). 

Beo,tioa (6). 
[Sa\raa 16• I 9. J 

. Deali"f wit4 Uae /01r Ctinal&era-(14), ·(16), (16) und 
( 17 J -u,l&ial& denole inao111pt1Ubililg with t/,e riuhC ,,.,,Aod _of 
.d111u,,r. 

. Blllra (16). 
I, TRI FIii! PAliTI' PAILS 'lO Bl•ITATI WR&T 1148 

BIIN BTATHD (BY 'fBI SIOOND PARTY) TDBH TIMB81 AND 
'DULi URDIISTOOD ,BY THI AUDIIKOI, IT 18 A.0 OA81 or (14) 
• NoR•BIPllQDUOTloN.' {SO. 16). · 

'· Bho,ra on S1l. (16). 
LP. !162, Lt. 18-20.] 

When the meaning of the sentence ~•• been duly under
stood by the audience, and it baa been stated' by the 
'Opponent three times,-if the First Party fails to re-state 
it, it is 11 · • Ground of Dctfeat' named • Noq-reproduotion.' 
B.eoaase, unless be re-states the .position of the Opponent, 
on t.he basis of what woald he put forward bis orgumeota 
against that. position P• 

'P'dr,ilea on SU. ()6). 
' [P. 567,·L. ~.i.toP. 5t.S6, L. 8.] 

The:poiat ia_olsr in·the BA-, •• 
· (The Bau44~·railea an objeotio,11 )-" Since the buaines■ of 
~ Jint Party . ia to · aniwer . argumentl, tbi■ oannot be a 

! 'l'boagh the taan tloea HI ■Ddenlaad It, be doet ool u7 10 ;-If he did, ·it would 
. be a .... ol !1-foom~•: Nor doa be d•lfroaa the d. llCaotoa-lf be did, 
D w~ lle ,jia of. IYUI•• -llo#lffMll#ll. . . . . · . Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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' Ground of Defeat.• A:• a matter of faot-,. the business of the 
Fidt Party oonsists in ans'lfering arg11JDent1; · whether he ia 
bewildered or not; oan be de~rmined 0011 · by the .e8ioi_eno1 

. or otherwise of the a111wer he propounds ;-what t.h_eo woold 
be the use of his re-stating wbali the Opponent hu. aaid P· 

It may be t.hat; the mall is perfectlf able to 
V•.P•-

&DIW8l' the •~ments, and not able to reproduce 
the,n ; and oert.aioly be does not, on that; aooount, deserve 
to be regard-,d· u defeued. . In fact when the man, having 
propounded bia tllesia, is unable to maintain it (in ·debafie}; , 
all that we oan say is that; be is ioeffl.oient, (and· not 11uftioientl1 
clev~r) (and it does not prove that bis view is wrong]•." 

There is no force ill this ; it allows that. the Objector does 
. not understand what tbe exact object of tbe Answer is. In .fact 
if the m!ln does not ,.,.,ea~ ~he Opponent's arg11ments, his 
answer becomes 06jeoU.,11. If the man does oler tbe right .. 
anawer, why doea he not re-state the arguments he traverses P 
In fact it is a oontradiotion in fierms to say th11t-' the man 
does aol re◄ltJltt the argnments, and yet he an,,oer, th!m.• 
Further, the objection is baseleu, as we do qot usert (what 
the objecto~ denies); we do not la7 it down aa a rule that the 
man must &rat; re-state the argument. he. traverses and then 
answer them ; . in f~r, the arguments ma1 be ans we~ ill 
an1 way -aoasible .~what we do m•n however is that unless 
the man re-produces the Opponent'• arguments, his answer 
in the abaence of its right; object;ive, would be an improper 
c,ne; it; is for &bis reason thali ;-1produolio1t is thought neoeaaar1, 
· and • 11on•reproduation ' forms a • Ground of Defeat.• 

', .. . 

•u a 11L111 propoaud, a t1a .. 1, bat I, 111ultl11 to mlln&lin it la debate, lhqagk 
lae 11 •ble lo 11pply nltable ......,.... to the ~,•., ■trlotar-.-all ~ thi1 

. 018 ehow I■ tllal lhe ma 11 aOI IVOag enoagb to a&l'l'J oo debate la the rlgb& 
toria, wblob ._. la l'Mtatiag 1111 01poaeat11 argument■ aad then · ooafallns 
&hem; It doil aOI proN lbu llae Ylaw propoalldecl l,y the . 111&11 ,ru ·•rtlllf, eo tbal 
11111e• DOD-Nprodllt&ioa' •hoalcl not be regarJed U.1 Qroaa4 of Deftal',-f.-p4""" Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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8•lrt1 (17). · .· ·· . 
°WBBN• 'tBB 8T.lT811UT JS NO'l OOllPB:rRINJ>SD, 17 18 A 

. oAS■ o, • U5) lNco11Paaeas1011'-(So. 11 .. ) 

Blaa1y" on So. (17). 

[P. 262, Ll. 21-2ft.J 
When the statement (of the Opponent) has been understood 

by the Audience, and bas been repeated, by the Opponent, 
$bree times, if the First Party still fails to. comprehend 
it: this is the • Ground of Defeat' named ' Incomprehension.' 
Without understanding what the Opponent bas. said, whose 
·refutat.iqn would be aet forth P . • · 

ra,tik OD Sil. (21). · 

. [P. 566, L. 10.) 

The Bhl~ya is quite olear. This beGome , a • Ground 
of Defeat ' by reasoo of non-appr,Aenein. s.,,. (18). 

· J., 111 (16) 'ExDAaua11DT ' wJi11' TBB Pun DOis 

1'0T KNOW TBB AKSWIB. (8\\. 18). 
Bhfll!J(I OD SD. (18). 

-, [P. IMS, Lt 2°8,] 
The 'answer ' coneists in the confutation of the Opponent's , 

1'iew•; when the Party does not know this, he is 'Defeated,'' 
'Yartilta OD Sil. (18) • 

. LP, 666, LI. 12-lit.J 

When the Party -proceeds to recite st1·ay versea~od shows 
. that he pays no attention to what the Opponent bas said, and 
tbat; he does not know what to say in answer to him-this 
;. the • Ground of Defeat• namecl. • Bmbarasament '; it ahoWB 
that the mania oonfus«..d. 

Bairo (19). · . 
. Wan ma Pan Bau1ts ·on Ta■ n1a1ouaa10K Ull)H . 
. ·· · '1'111.PBBTBXT or wa1K1u, 1, .Ja & 0111 or- (17i 'Bna1011:.' .. 
. _ Sil. (lO). , . . . . . . . . 
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BAa,,a on 81L (19). 
[P. 168, LL 4-6.] 

1765 

Wben the Party put.a forward the pretext of having to do 
aomething el11, and breab ol! tlie diaoasaion, aaying-• I baTe 
got . liO do auoh and auoh a work, I ■hall resume, the diaouuion 
after hHing llniahad that work,'-thia the •Ground of Def•t' 
n-tmed • Jlrasion.' In auoh a oase, sinoe every diso1111ion end■ 
with a single• Olinober,' the man, by breaking off in the said 
manner, oonoludo the disoassion into whioh he had entered, 
and turns.the diaousaion taken up, after the lapse Qf aome 
time. into a new diaoussion. 

Yllr#ii• on SIi. (19). 

[P. 666, L. 15 to L. 18.] 
When the man sets up t.be pretext of having some 

buaineu to perform, and ·bl'811ks ol · the diaoaaaion.-it 
■bould be regarded Iii • Bvuion.' :.E.g. the io&n .may •1-' I 
have •ten a large quantity of Ba,1l11 flakes of phlegm are 
obatruoting my tbroa',' and so forth. 

•• Why should this be regarded aa a ' Ground of 
Defeat'P" 

B~• ■nob assertiou are made for the purpose of 
oonaealiag one'• ignoranoe; ■o tbu bJ avoiding further· 
4iaouaion' the man o1-r11 1bow1 his ignoranoe~ 

Bad of. Beotion (r,). 

Bnlioa (8). 
(81$1'81 io-519.J 

D111ll•1 •illaM, ,,.,._, Ollao4,rl-(l8), (19) 11"'1 
flO)_.,MOla 6te1r •JJOII '114•• in ,,., Blalem,nll. 

Sl•ra (IO). 
I, ni Pan · ADJll'l'I 1111 ILAW •• a11 owlf nara, 

All. ~■-· VIGD. DI IAKI 111 'l'BA.f Of TB■ OnmJll'I, 
-.tall II _., OAII Of (18) '0oSf1181Sfl !BI OOIIDAII 

• .. •••••-SL (If>). Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Bull" on SL (10). 
[P. 261, L. 9 to L~ 11.] 

When the Party admits that defect· in bi■ theaia wbioh 
~ been urged against it bf the Opponenfie-and without 
·trying lo ■bow that his statement 11 free from that defeat, 
he aim ply •1•-' the same defect is . found in your . atate• 
raent aleo.'-he admits tho defect in liis own Lheaia, and 
then tries to apply the •me to th•t of the Opponent i and 
in doing this he conf88888 the opinion of the other party 
regarding liia own thesis, and as s11oh becomes iubject to the 
• ground of defeat' called• Oonfl'sainr the Contrary Opinion.' 

P-1Jrtii11 on Sa •. (20). 

[P. 567, L. 1 to L. 11.] 
When t.he Party, without tr7ing to remove the charge 

from hia own statement, ■imply aaya-• tbe aama defect is 
present if£ your atatement also,'-this conatitutes • oonfeuiog 
the contrary opinion;' I.e., he admits, against his own thesis, 
what baa been urged by the oLber party. 

11.anapl"--Being charged as-• you are a thief, bN,ause 
you art a 01an •-the man aimpl1 says-• then you also 
are the same.' Here he admits the defect ia himself and 
then urges it against the other party ; and as auoh ha ia to 
be regarded as • defeated.' The man who does not admit 
the charge would ny in reply-• B,i111 " 111,111 oannot be " 
reason for 6,(ag 11 _tJ,i,f; what makes one a .thief is the 
.oonneotion · with (poueaiion of) something belonging to 
another person, and not given away by him.' And ainoe in 
the former oaae .iia man ahowa that he doet ·not know tbia 
righ, anawer, ha beoomea • defeat.eel.' . 

• Since tbe man urges au undesirable oontingenoy arising 
out of the Opponent'• sta'8Jnen', this oannot be a • Ground 
of Defeat ' "-eo argue aome people. These persons argue 
aa follows:-" This oannot baa •Ground of Defeat,' because 
the man urges an undesirable oon"ngenoy (against the . Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Opponent). As a matter of faot,, he does ilot oontinoe to 
adwit the presenoe of the said tlaw in bis own statement, 
all t,bat be doea ie to point out that the same oootiogenc1 
arisea out of the Opponent's statement-' if MJlf • mc1n is a 
ground for b,fn1 a U&ief, then, sinoe 1ou also are a man, you 
also are a thief.• " 

This however is not right, for t,be yery reaaon that you 
put forward. It is just because he urges an •ndt1irable 

· conlinge110,, when be ought to have given an nnoer, that it is 
clear that he is i(lnoranC of the right answer, and is, on that 
aooount, • defeated.' 

811/ra (21). 
WBBN Olll PARTr BAI RINDIBID BIIIBILP SUBJBOT TO 

A' OLUIOHH,' IP TRI OTIIIB PABTY FAILS TO BRING IT B0111 
TO BIii (n.r DIBl'0TLY 0BAR0ING RIH WITH l'r),-'l'BII l.AT'l'BB 
IIIIIHLr BKOOllklS SUBJIO'l' TO TBI OLIROBIB or (19) 
1 0V.18LOOKINO THI OusDBABL■.'-(80. 21), 

81,a,ua on So. (21), 

[P. ~63, LI. 18-14.) 
What is meant by the man being• Censurable' is that 

he becomes open to the contingency of the application of 
the • Clinohdr' being brought home to him; the • overlooking• 
of this means that he is noC directly oh1.rged with the words 
-• you have become subject t.o a Clincher br Ground of 
Deft!at," 

This • Ground of Dereat ' however can be pointed out 
only by the amlienoe, when directly appealed to with tlie 
question-• Who is defeated P' '!'he man l1imself, who had 
rendered himself open to a OlinchPr, could not very wen 
show his own cloven feet (by 111ying • I had nmdt'red myself 
t.o subjeot to a Olinober, and you failed to urge it against· 
me'J• 

'Yilrliia on SD. (21). 

[P~ 667, L. 14 to L. 19.J 
When one does not bring home the Oliooher lo the person 

that bas incurred that Oliooher, he himself beoomes t/.e/eakd; Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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u he shows 11i1 ignorance of the fact of the other man 
having beoome aubjeot to a Olinober. 

Some people sa7 that this is not a • Ground of Defeat,' 
aa the man goes on to say other things (in answer to the 
Opponent). These people argue as follows :-11 1'hia oannot 
·be a• Ground of Defeat,• as the man offers other anawera; 
it ia true that he does not bring home the Olinober to the 
party that bas incurred it,-but- he still speaks on, and offers 
10me other answer." 

This however is not right, for tho very same reason that 
baa been pot forward. J uat beoaoae, when he sbould bave 
urged the • Clincher,' he says f.lOmething else,-he becomes 
def,,d,d; if he really knew (tl1at the other party had already 
inoorred a ' Olinoher ' ), for what purpose should he say 
any.thing else P 

8ii/ra (21). 

WRRN Ol!fl PA.BTY UKGICB A. 'Cr:u,oea:a' WHIR THIii 
18 KO 1 0LINCBIB' (INOUBRID BY TUii O1'HBB PAKTY),-IT 18 

A. OAS\_ Of \20) ' OKNSIJRIBG 'l'IIB UN•OIINSU&ABL■.'
(811. !2). 

Ji!&ilf gt.1 on Bfl. (22). 
[P. 268, LI. 18-19.) 

It is only when the man has a wrong conception of the 
true oharaoter of the • Clincher' that he oan urge-• Y 011 

are defeated •-against the other Party who, in faot, hH 
noC rendered himself aubjPot to a 'Clinoher ; ' and in doing 
10, einoe be_ would be oeneuring one . wbo does not deeene 
to be censured, he should be regarded aa • defeated.'• 

•Tbia la uotth.- 111ne 11 'l,nbal'llllllent,'11 in thia latter the man dote not 
know whal to 117 In an■wer, while in I Cen■arlng the Un-cea■urable' be 1171 
11CHQethiDg, aa the ,,.,.,.,, which la DOI ID aa■wer a& all. It 11 for tbl1 reuon 
thal· thla • OliDoher ' laoladea all 1'111114 B,Jouttlm, The dilenaoi betweeu thla . 
ancl I r.Uaoioaa ProbaD■' Ilea in tl1i1 tbal the I raUaoloa■ Probaa■' when 
pointed oat. teada to the I defeat' of U11 propoaader of tbe argum,ent, wbile I O■n• 
IDrlDg the-Un-cea111rable' 1, urged 1g1ia1t the penoa who Ii aa1werlo1 ID .,, .. 
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r,r#iltl oD Ba. (2fJ. 
[P. 068, LI. 1-1.] 

1769 

Bnn when. t.here ia no • Olinoher • inourred,. the man aay1 
• You are defmt.ed.' The •ying of this beooDlll a' groand 
of defeat,' 1inoe it ■how■-'1iat the man ia ignorant of what; 
a • Olinoher • re1ll1 if. 

.,,. (28). 

B.&VllfG IAEIII v, on ITAlfDPOln, II' TBI lA&H 

OADIII OIi !BI DIIOUIIIOlr WlftOUI BIST&larlOl',-1! II 

• OAB■ 01 (91) • l•o0lfa1nuor.'-(8i. 13), 

BAl,ra OD SI. (23). 

[l'. 264, L. 1· to L. lo.] 

Having amrmed Ii oertain oharaoter in regard t.n a thing, 
if the party oarriea on further diaouaaion ,oitlaou, r•lrlotio• 
-i.e., even contrary to the view taken up before-it; ahould 
be regarded aa a oaae of ' Inoonaiatenoy. E.g. • An enliit1 

. never rea.ounoea itaelf,-there oan be no distinotioil of what 
esiata-tW wbioh ia non•eziatent oan never oome into ezist,. 
enoe,--no 11c>n-eziatent thing is ever produced;' having taken 
up thia standpoint, the 8auAg• goes on to eatabli■h thi1 
thesis in the following manner:-• All that i1 manifeet.ed 
mut be regarded aa emanating from a single origin, beoaue 
there ia a oommon substratum running through all emanationa. 
-and in the oase of the Barthen Oup and such thing■ it i■ 
found that tbey have the substratum of Olay running through 
them all, and are •he emanations from a single origin,--and 
all manifested things are found to have Pleaa:ure, P•in, and 
Delusion running thro11gh them all,-and from aeeing the sub-
1iatenoe of this oommou substratum iu these-Pleasure,, Pain, 
and Deloaion,-we oonolutle tha, the whole of this Universe 
mut be the emanation from a single origin.••-When he 
hu aaid this, he is met (b1 the Logioiu) with the following 
question-• Bow ¥ it to be determined that a oertain thing 
is the origin, and another the M1111t.1fio11 P •-Thus queatioDed, 
the B1tW&r• anawera-' That whioh itaelf remains oonlitant 
while one oharaater of _it oeaaea lo emt and another-aomee 
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into existenoe is the .origin ; and the oharaoter that oeaaea to 
exist and oomes into e:.iistenoe is the 1■a11alio11.' • 

Now here we And ~hat the 846khya has oarried on diaouss
ioo without any reatriotion, withou, regard to the view 
taken up by him before, in faot even contrary to the opinion 
aooepted before. For the opinion aooepted by him at the outset 
was-• the non-existent can never oome into existence-the 
e:siatent oannot cease to e:siat ; ' and it is a well-known faot 
that unless there is' oessatioo of existence' of what baa been 
aut,n', or 'coming into ezistence' of what has been no•-e•i•
,,,.,, there oan be no di1app1t1m1101or appearanos; e.g. when, 
the Olay remaining constant, its own character, in the shape of 
the Oup, comes into eiiatence, it is said to opptor, and whPn 
it baa ceased to Hist, it is said to tliaapp,ar ;-all this should 
not be possible (according to the Sl6kbya standpoint) even 
in oooneotion wit,h the character of the Olay. Having all 
this urged against himself, if the 81JnkA1a oomea to admit 
that what ia ui,lsnl doe11 oea11 to m,I, and what i, non• 
11•illa1tt dn11 oome, into ,-i,t.noe,-theo he beoomes subject to 
the Olio.oher of • lnoonsistenoe ; ' while if he does not admit 
the said facts, his thesis fails to be established. t 

'Yllrlilt.a on Sa. (!SJ. 
[P. 668, LI. 5-6.] 

' The example is clearly explained in the BAona. The 
man becomes dr/1aled, by abandoning the position taken 
up, aa apart from hie original Propoaition.i 

81/ra (24). 
(22} TBN I fALLAOIODI PBOBABI' ALSO, (ABI 0Ll1'• 

08118) AS TRIY JIAVI BIIN ALa■ADY DIIORIBBD, (80. 94). 

• • The bell& reac1Sn11 of tbl1 puuge i1 foaad in &he f •fpar,- and D
Wiii◄RliiEII 114f.R""'~ 4CWIH( aqt _. tfir: CIIN<Mlfl Awl 
'It .fwtt u?r. la &be cue of the Jar, the Clay ii ,be ooutaat factor ; while the 

Taryia11bape1 of the Jar, Cap lo., an the ••ualiou, 

t Without the old faat, ao di■tlaotloo 11 po■llble between ·• Origin~ and 
• Bn,anatiOD ;' and without tlai■ cliatlaotloa, '111 original Propo■itloa of the 8i6kby~ 
ND haTe ao meauiag. 

t If be ooutradiot1 bi■ PropOli&loD, h• I• open to the oharge of -Contradlotfoa.' 
Ja the preNnt caa what the man ■ay■, la the coarte of di110auioa i■ not the ooa
trary ot bi■ Propo■ltioa ft■elf, bat of ■ome&hia1 elte1 whioh he may ba•e aooepted 
in OOUl'II of the dlaoa11loa, Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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BAan• OD Sil. (:!4 ,. 

f P. SU. L. 17 to L. SB.] 

Tho • Jl'alJaoio111 Probans • also are • Grounds of Def•t.• 
QNH&ia.-11 la iii · on acoount of the p:r888ooe of some other 
oharaoter that; the fallaoioua Probana oome to be reprded 
u Oli.c/aer.1,-just i11 the •me way as tbe • Iaatromentl of 
of Oopidon ' oome to be regarded aa • Objeote of Oogni• 
tion' P" 

Ju answer to this t.he 8ilr• aaya--a 1/aq lta-. 6ee11 
tlaori6etl·; '-•·• it is in t.be obaraoter of the • Fallaoioas· 
l'robana ' itself thati they become • • Grounds of Def•t. • 
(Oliaobera) alao. --

.Tbas haYe the Ia■trumeat.a of Right Cognition and other 
oategoriea been duly ,,.,,.,ia■ed, rl,ji111t1. and --•i11,d. 

•·The Soienoe of Reasoning that revealed it.self lo tl1e Sap 
.A.k111p14a, the obief of expouenta,--of that Vl'8yljqa ha 
propounded the Commentary.' 

--
Thu ends the 8eoond Daily Le1100 of the Jifth Diaaoune 

in the BA•11• of V1'8ylyaua. 

·r•rtiltt1 OD Sil. (14). 

[P. &68, L. 8 t.o L. H.J 

The Jl'alJaoioua Probaos· are to be regarde4 111 · • Ground• 
of Dttfeat' uao'1y in the •me ·forms in whioh they haft 
been olaa■iBed aooording to iiheir oharaoteriatioa. 

--
Tbua han the I lnetrnments of Right Cognition • •~d 

the other aat,egoriea been dul1 runlioaed in the &rat Slltra, 
tl,Jin,4, in tbe Jl'inli AcJbyiya, and iflttlmin,rl, in the re■t of 
the work ; and thu■ the eapoaitiou of the whole Troth ebould 
be regarded u ba,ing been fuUllled. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.comDownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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• The l'atile Bejoiildera witla·all their .-.ua. .the delni
tioa. of th• Olinohera,--and t.he oonolwsion of the Boienoe 
-these have been exponnded in the Fifth Diaood~.• 

• The BA•11•, which Vltsylyana, the ver1 pl~are of 
Akfaplda, wrote,-of that great BAa,,-, t.hia Oommen&ar1 
haa been written bJ the deaoendantl of BharacJ,vlja.~ 

Thus ends the Fifth DillOOOrae in the ·ra,tila of Ud
clyotakara. 
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THE NYAYA SO'I'RAS OF GAUTAMA -
Tran.slated by · Sallla Chdndra Yid-'6blalll"(fd 

Revised and edited by Nantllal Sinl&a 
The present edition has the follow~ special features. It 

contains (1) the Sanskrit Text (Siitra) in Nagari characters, 
followed bv (2) the meaning of each and every word of the 
Siitra, (3) E~bsh translation of the Siitra and (4) its exposition. 

· It -1so has nx useful Appendices. App. A contains the N.,,,a 
Sad Nibandlaana of Vacaspati Mi§ra in English translation. 
App. B gives the Siitras omitted in the second edition. App. C 

:·contains a summary of Vitsyiyana's Bhil}'a in English. App. 
D gives an alphabetical list of the Siitras. App. E gives the 
Word Index to the Nyaya Siitras. And App. F contains the 
Index of Words in English. Rs. 80 

ENCYOLOPEDIA OF INDIAN PHILOSOPHIES: Vol. II 
~- Nyiya~Vaifc1ika 

Ed . .Karl H. Potur 
The volume provides a detailed resum6 of current knowl

edge about the classical Indian philosophical System of Nyiya
Vaife1ika in its earlier stages. It covers the literature from the 
beginning, i.e. the Siitras of Gautama and Ka9,ada upto the 
time of Gangel& (c. 1350 A.o.). 

H~in are included summaries of the major works of the 
school such as Nyiya Siitras of Gautama, Vai§e1ika Siitras of 
Klqaida, the Bhi1y&5 of VA.tsyiyana and Pra§astapada, the 
VA.rttika ofUddyotakara, and the works of Udayana, Vicaspati 
Mi§ra, Jayanta, Sr!dhara, Bhl.sarvajfta, Varadarija, $ivi
ditya, Ke~i§ra and others. 

These summaries arc arranged in a relative chronological 
order to assist the reader in tracing the development of the 
school's thought. Scholars around the world have collaborated 
in the undertaking. · Rs. 150 

GAUTAMA : THE NYAYA PHILOSOPHY 
· N. S. junankar 

In this study of Nyaya Philosophy as propoJlndC?<i by Gautanui 
and explained by Vitsyiyana and J]ddyotakara the author 
has ~ the empirical founda~ioils of its theory of cognition 
and proof~ the validity if the conclusions based_ on--them. --~ 
The anal)'lu reveals that the Nyiya theory docs not wamvat 
the nature, career and destiny of the self (Atman). The concep
tual framework rests upon -the questionaJ>le assump1;!_ · n. that 
~t only js t!1e ~icnce of the ~t. (ipta) in_corr ble but 
his commwucatron of that ~icncc _i; a~tic. st\ldy 
is both a challenge to -_the traditi.presenlaiion of the Indian 
cultural heritage and a constructive hypothesis for ft.arthcr re
~ and re-appraisal on new lines. · · · - · · Rs. 130 
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