STUDIES OF THE VAISESIKADARSANA (I)
On the Vaisesikasutra III, i, 13

Masaaki HATTORI

Although it has been known to scholars of Indian philosophy
that the interpretation of the Vaisesikasatra given in the Upaskara of
S’.aﬁkaramié(r; 'is, in not a few places, obviously strained and irrelevant,
the inaccessibility to an older and more reliable commentary has hitherto
prevented them from clarifying uncertainties in interpretation and
determining the original meaning with respect to some of the siitras. The
circumstance was certainly bettered by the publication of two commentaries
which precede the Upaskara by centuries, namely, the Vyakhya by an
anonymous autl1((2))r and the Vrtzi by Candrﬁnanc(lz). Especially, the latter
facilitates our study of the Vaisesikasatra a great deal by providing a
satrapatha far better than the one commented upon by Sankaramiéra or
any other accessible to us, and giving, in general, plain and acceptable
explanations to the siitras. Evidently, the author Candrananda bases his
explanations upon the Prasastapadabhasya, and, to our regret, he scarecely
makes reference to different views held by earlier commentators, whose

4)
works are known to us either by name only or through scanty fragments.

(1) Edition utilized: The Vaisesika Darsana, with the Commentaries of Sankara
Misra and Jayanarayana Tarka Panchanana, ed. by Pandita Jayanarayana
Tarka Panchinana, Bib. Ind., New Ser. 4 etc., Calcutta 1861. (Abbr. §)

(2) Vaisesikadariana of Kanada, with an Anonymous Commentary, ed. by A.
Thakur, Mithila Institute, Darbhanga 1957. (Abbr. M)

(8) VaiSesikasatra of Kanada, with the Commentary of Candrananda, ed. by
Muni Jambuvijaya, Gaekwad’s Oriental Ser., No. 136, Baroda 1961. (Abbr. C)

(4) The Ravanabhasya and the Bharadvajavrtti have long been known by
name, cf. Dasgupta, History of Indian Philosophy, vol. 1, p. 306; Ui, The
Vaisesika Philosophy, according to the DaSapadarthasastra, London 1917,
pp- 13-15. The Katandi, the Vakya, the Bhasya, the Tika of Pradasta (=Pra-
$astapada ?), and the Atreyabhasya (=Ravanabhasya?) are found quoted in the

Nayacakra and its commentary or in other sources, cf. Thakur, Introduction to
C, pp. 10-16.
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(96) STUDIES OF THE VAISESIKADARSANA (I) (M. HATTORI)

Under the circumstance that the relation of Pradastapada to his Vaiéesika
predecessors is not clear, we are to be refrained, in interpreting the
Vaisesikasatra, from granting the unconditioned authority to the Vrt#
of Candrananda, even though we admit its supremacy to the other extant
commentaries. An alternative interpretation put on a cartain siitra by a
later commentator might be more faithful to the original idea, possibly
reflecting a pre-Pradastapdda view. What was the thought contained origi-
nally in a certain siitra should be determined through a careful exami-
nation of all the extant commentaries and of some relevant materials

which are often found in philosophical works of other schools.

There are, at least, four different interpretations put on VS, III, i, 13 :
atméndriya-mano-"rtha-samnikarsad yan nispadyate tad anyat. Before taking
up them for examination, I shall quote here VS, III, i, 1-14 with my
translation to make comprehensible the relation of the sfitra in question
to the preceding and following sﬁtrag?

1. prasiddha indriyarthah.

Sense-organs and objects are universally known.

2. indriydrtha-prasiddhir indriyarthebhyo ’rthdntaratve hetuh.

The universal apprehension of sense-organs and objects is a cause

[proving the existence] of something different from sense-organs and

objects, [viz., the soul as the apprehender].

3. so ’napadesah.

(Objection:) It (=the universal apprehension of sense-orgaﬁs and

objects) is not a cause [proving the existence of the soul. Since sense-

organs themselves are recognized as apprehenders, there is no need
for postulating the soul].

4. karapdjfianat.

(5) I have followed the text given in C. The comparison of the satrapathas
in §, M and C is made in C, p. 97 ff. § was translated into English by N.
Sinha in The Vaisesika Satras of Kanada, S. B. H., vol. VI, Allahabad 1923. Cf.
B. Faddegon, The Vaisesika-System, Amsterdam 1918, pp. 249-252, pp. 300-302;
H. Ui, Indo- Tetsugaku Kenkya, vol. I1II, Tokyo 1926, pp. 513-517.
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STUDIES OF THE VAISESIKADARSANA (I) (M. HATTORI) 7

(Reply:) [Sense-organs are unconscious,] because of the uncon-
sciousness of [their] causes, [i. e., the elements].
5. ‘karydjrianat.

[The elements are unconscious,] because of the unconsciousness of
[their] effects [other than sense-organs].
6. ajfiandc ca.

And because of the unconsciousness [of sense-organs and elements,
the view recognizing sense-organs as apprehenders proves untenable].
7. anya eva hetur ity anapadesah.

(Objection:) The cause [stated in siitra 2] is indeed different [from
what is generally accepted as cause, inasmuch as the universal
apprehension belongs to sense-organs and objects, but not to the
soul] : therefore it it not a cause.
8. samyogi, samavayi, ekarthasamavayi, virodhi ca. karyam karydnta-
rasya. karanpam karandntarasya. virodhy abhatain bhatasya, bhatam
abhatasya, bhutam bhﬂtsayd.

(Reply:) (1) That which is conjoined with z, (2) that which is
inherent in z, (3) that which is inherent in the same thing in which
z is inherent, and (4) that which is in contradiction to z, [are
inferential marks of z]. [Sometimes] an effect, [e. g., colour,] is the
inferential mark of another effect, [touch,] and [sometimes] a cause,
[e. g., hand,] is [the inferential mark] of another cause, [foot,]
[because of their co-inherence in the same thing, i. e., a pot and the
body respectively]. [Sometimes] that which has not taken place,
[e. g., rain,] is in contradiction to that which has taken place, [the
conjunction of wind and cloud]; [sometimes]‘ that which has taken
place, [e. g., rain,] is [in contradiction] to that which has not taken
place, [the conjunction of wind and cloud]; [sometimes] that which
has not taken place, [e. g., dark colour of a pot,] is [in contradiction]
to that which has not taken place, [the conjunction of the pot with
fire]; [and sometimes] that which has taken place, [e. g., an effect,]

is [in contradiction] to that which has taken place, [the conjunction
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between its causés].
9. prasiddha-parvakatvad apadesasya.
[These inferential marks are recognized as causes,] because the
preliminary requirement for a cause is that it is universally known.
10. aprasiddho 'napadesah.
That which is contradictory to what is universally known is not a cause..
11. asan samdigdha$ cénapadesah.
That which is absent [in what is to be proved], and that which is:
dubious [in respect to its presence and absence in what is to be
proved and what is contrary to it] are not [true] cause.
12. wvisani tasmad aSvo, visani tasmad gaur iti ca.
‘[1t] possesses horns, therefore [it is] a horse’; ‘[It] possesses horns,
therefore [it is] a cow’, —[these are the examples of contradictory
and dubious or inconclusive causes].
13. wvide supra. ' ,
Translation is reserved for discussions below.
14. pravrtti-nivrtti ca pratyag-atmani drste paratra lingam iti.
Activity and cessation of activity seen in the body are inferential

marks [of the soul] in other persons.

The explanations given to sfitra 13 are as follows:.

$: From the contact of soul, sense-organ, mind and object, there arises,
at all events, a cognition. That [cognition] is, with respect to the soul,
an inferential mark ‘other than’ inadmissible, contradictory and incon-
clusive [inferential marks]; that means, [a] true [inferential marl(;]).

M : Immediately after [examining] inference, [the satrakara] describes.
perception: “(siitra 13)”...That which arises from the [contact of soul,
sense-organ, mind and object] is ‘other than (that)’, i. e., different from
inference, because of [its] being an immediate awareness. The expression

‘other than (that)’ means here ‘a cause of (that)’; ‘perception’ is to be

(6) S, p. 161: atméndriyirtha-samnikarsat tavaj jaanam utpadyate tac citmani

.lingam asiddha-viruddhdnaikantikebhyo ’nyad anabhasam ity arthah.

— 899 —



STUDIES OF THE VAIéESIKADARéANA (I) (M. HATTORI) (99)

supplie(glf
C: That effect which arises from the contact of the four factors and
which is called ‘cognition’ is ‘something other’, i. e., a different cause
which proves [the existence of] the soul. [The proof may be set forth
in the following syllogism :]
(Thésis) A cognition depends upon its inherent cause.
(Reason) Because [it is] an effect.
(Example) Like a pot.
[The inherent cause of cognition is nothing other than the sou(ls.)]
PSY<‘9:) Whatever arises from a certain [cause] is ‘different from’ that
[cause], as for example, a pot and the like [are different] from [their
causes,| clay, etc. Likewise, éognition also arises from the soul and other
factors [which are in contact with each other]: therefore it (=cognition)
also is different from them (=the soul, etc.).

The word ‘yad’ is unanimously taken to imply a cognition, whereas
‘anyat’ is subjected to various interpretations: (§) a true inferential mark
(anabhasam lingam) in contradistinction to fallacious ones (anapadesa)

discussed in siitras 10-12; (M) perception (pratyaksa) as distinguished

(7) M, p. 37: anumandnantaram pratyaksam nirapayati: “(sttra 13)”...tasmad
(=atmeéndriya-mano-’rtha-samnikarsad) yaj jayate tad-anyad anumanad wvyati-
riktam saksatkaratvat. tad-anyad ity atra tat-sadhanam pratyaksam iti Sesah.

(8) C, p. 27: catustaya-sarhnikarsad yad utpadyate jhiandkhyam karyam tad
anyad hetv-antaram atma-jiiapakam astiti. jianasya samavayi-karandpeksitvam
karyatvad ghatavat.

(9) The Pramanasamuccayatika of Jinendrabuddhi, Sde-dge ed., fol. 53a. 6, Pek.
‘ed., fol. 59b.8. The author refers to two alternative interpretations, of which
the first one is quoted here. The second interpretation is identical with M. Skt.
reconstruction of this passage by Jambuvijaya is as follows (cf. C, Appendix,
p- 1741-3) : yad yato nispadyate tat tato ’nyat, Yatha mrd-ader ghatadi. atma-
dibhyo jhaanam api tatha nispadyate, tasmat tad api tebhyo ’nyat. Ui’s inter-
pretation agrees with this, cf. Indo-Tetsugaku Kenkya, p. 517. He seems to
have adopted it from the Candrakantabhasya, which was not accessible to me,
cf. The Vaisesika Philosophy, p. 138, n. 2. VS, III, i, 13 is missing in the
Bharadvajavrttibhasya.
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from inference (anumana), valid and invalid, treated in sitras 8-12; (C)
another cause proving the existence of the soul, in addition to the one
mentioned in sfitra 2; (PST) a cognition as an effect distinct from its
causes.

It is worth noting that the view recognizing, in concert with M,
slitra 13 as giving a definition of perception is referred to in a number
of treatises, including the Pramapasamuccaya of Dignag(:f Since Dignaga
lived prior to Praéastapzi((il:, this view is acknowledged to have been set
forth by a pre-PraSastapada commentator. However, seeing that VS, III,
i as a whole is intended to prove the existence of the soul, we can hardly
accept this view. Although VS is not skilful in its arrangement of topics,
there certainly is an order, which does not allow any arbitrary inter-
pretation to be put on a siitra. It is in chaps. VIII and IX that cognition
in general is taken up for the subject matter. Perception of various types,
inference (including the cognition derived from a word), recollection,
dream, right and wrong cognitions, intuitive cognition of sages (rsi),
and vision of perfected ones (siddha) are explained one after another in
these two chapte(;z;. On the other hand, there is no reason for treating
perception in chap. III, i, inasmuch as the soul cannot be perceived by

an ordinary person except when it becomes the object of ‘T’-consciousness

(10) Pramanasamuccayavrtti, Kanakavarman’s version, Pek. ed., fol. 99b. 7-8,
Vasudhararaksita’s version, Pek. ed., fol. 19a. 2=Sde-dge ed., fol. 19b.1; Yukti-
dipika (Calcutta Skt. Ser.), p. 39Y"; Dvadasara-NaYacakra (ed. by Jambuvijaya,
not yet published), p. 110': Nyayamasjari (Chowkh. Skt. Ser.), p. 10011-12,

(11) Cf. Tucci, The Nyayamukha of Dignaga, p. 31, n. 58; Frauwallner,
Candramati und sein Da$apadartha$astra, Studia Indologica, Festschrift fiir
Willibald Kirfel, Bonn 1955, pp. 71-73.

(12) Since perception in respect to substance (and some of the attributes) was
explained, in connection with the discussion on the imperceptibility of an atom,
in IV, i, 6 et seq., chap. VIII begins with ‘dravyesu jhAanam wvyakhyatam’,
and proceeds to deal with perception of attribute and the other -categories,
determinate perception, perception of non-existence, and Yogic perception.
Then follows the explanation of inference, etc.

— 897 —



STUDIES OF.THE VAIéESII__{ADARéANA (I) (M. HATTORI) (101)

(ahamkara), which VS treats in the following ahnika (111, ii, 9 et seq.).

The view acknowledging III, i, 13 as a definition of perception is
based on the understanding that the preceding sttras (III, i, 8-12) are
meant for explaining inference. There is, however, in chap. IX, a siitra
defining inference : asyédam karyash karanam sarmbandhy ekarthasamavayi
virodhi ca laingikam (IX, 18), which is similar to but subtly differs from
the first sentence in III, i, 8 (vide supra). As is remarked by Candra-
nanda, ‘sarmbandhin’ in the former stands for ‘sasiyogin’ in the laiter, and
‘karya’ and ‘karapa’ represent ‘samavayin’ in general, including the other
sorts of samavayin by implication. What constitutes an essential difference
between the two siitras is the expression ‘asyédam’ at the‘ beginning of
IX, 18, which signifies the relation between an inferential mark (linga)
and its possessor (lingin), indispensable for characterizing inferential
cognition (laingikam jianam). It is thus to be understood that III, i, 8,
which lacks ‘asyédam’, is not intended to describe inference, but that it
simply mentions a variety of inferential marks, thereby showing that
sense-organs and objects which are known as sambandhins of an abpre-
hender are inferential marks of the soul.

For these reasons, we cannot consider M as giving an appropriate
interpretation to VS, III, i, 13. Nor can we accept the view referred to
in PST, because it isolates the siitra in question from the preceding and
following siitras. The distinction between cognition and its causes, i. e.,
the soul and the other factars, has nothing to do with the proof for the
existence of the soul. Possibly this view misrepresents the idea that
cognition as an attribute proves the existence of its inherent cause which
is distinct from cognition.

S and C are in agreement in sofar as they both read in the siitra
the thought that cognition is a true inferential mark of the soul. Difference
between them consists in that, while § relates stitra 13 only with satras
10-12, C regards it as being in parallel with siatra 2 for proving the
existence of the soul. It seems nece_:ssarsr to consider here the reason why

true and fallacious inferential marks were taken up for discussion. The
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incentive which gave rise to the discussion was the objection raised by
an opponent against the view that sense-organs and objects, which are
universally known, are inferential marks of the soul. The opponent
regarded them as fallacious inferential marks. Therefore the satrakara
elucidated the distinctive features of true inferential marks and of
fallacious ones. Thus following the sequence of discussion up to siitra 12, we
find no need for breaking it in the middle. The conclusion to be drawn is
nothing other than the reaffirmation of the view set forth in the first two
siitras : sense-organs and objects are recognized as true inferential marks of
the soul, inasrpuch as they are universally known and are conjoined with
the soul. Sdtra 13 is then unforcedly understood as mentioning another
inferential mark of the soul, viz., cognition, which, being an attribute,
is thought to inhere in a substance, . e., the soul. If we were to construe
111, i, 13 in accordance with S, we would have to admit_ that the discussion
as to whether sense-organs and objects are inferential marks of the soul
or not was brought to the conclusion at siitra 9, since III, i, 13 is in-
separable from siitras 10-12 on the one hand, and deals on the other hand
a new topic. The break in discussion at siitra 9 seems unnatural, because
it would make the mentioning of fallacious inferential marks redundant.
Also the expression ‘other than fallacious inferential marks’ appears
clumsy, for the explanation of true inferential marks just precedes that
of fallacious ones. Taking these points in view, we may set aside S and
find in C the most acceptable interpretation of III, i, 13.

So far we have advanced our discussion under the supposition that
sitra 2 represents the VaiSesika siddhanta. However, Candrakanta, a
modern commentator, regarded siitras 1-2 as the opponents’s statement
and siitra 3 as the siddhantin’s objection to it. H. Ui accepted this view
of Candrakanta’s, and conjectured that the opponent was a Sarmkhya,
perceiving in sitra 2 the similarity to the Sarhkhya argument for proving
the existence of the soul (purusa) as expressed in the Samkhyakarika with
the phrase ‘samghata-pararthatvat’ (k. 17: [The soul exists,] because

composites [are seen to] serve the purpose of something other [than
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their componentsﬁls). The idea contained in this brief expression in the
Karika is explained by the Samkhya commentators as follows : for example,
a bed, which is the composite of pieces of wood, does not serve the
purpose of its components, but it is meant for a person who lies on it;
likewise, the body as the composite of sense-organs, etc. (or of five
elements,) serves the purpose of something other than its components,
that is, the 50841). Ui conceives that ‘indriya’ and ‘artﬁa’ in VS, 111, i, 2
stand for ‘sasighata’ in the Samkhyakarika. But this seems unlikely,
inasmuch as sense-organs are recognized as components of the body, but
not as composites. It is improbable either that bed, chariot, house, etc.,
should be implied by the word ‘artha’, beécause they are mentioned by
the Samkhyas as examples of composite, but not as objects of sense-
organs.

S, M and C are unanimous in regarding siitras 1-2 as the siddhatin’s
proof of the existence of the soul, but they put interpretation on these

[¢5))
stitras in different manners as summarized below:

(13) Cf. Ui, Vais. Phil., p. 137, n. 2; ditto, Indo-Tetsugaku Kenkya, 111, pp-
513-516.

(14) The commentaries differ from each other slightly, without effecting any
essential discordance. The Yuktidipika, the Matharavrtti and the Gaudapada-
bhasya are in agreement in explaining that the composite which serves the
‘purpose of the soul is the body (Sarira). In place of the body, the Tattva-
kaumudi mentions the primordial matter and its effects as the composites of
the three gunas.

15) S, p- 140: ...tatha hi prasiddhih kvacid asrita, karyatvat, ghatavat,
gunatvad va, kriyatvad va. sa ca prasiddhih karana-janya, kriyatvat, chidi-
kriyavat. Yac ca prasiddheh karanam tad indriyam tac ca kartr-prayojyam,
karanatvat, vasyddivat. tatha yalréyam prasiddhir asrita, yah ghranddinam
karananam prayokta sa atma.

M, p- 34: indriydrtha-prasiddhir iti dharmini kvacid asritatvam sadhyam,

karyatva-gunatvidaya$ ca hetava iti tatparyam. prayogas tu

pratitih kvacid
asrita, karyatvat, gunatvac ca, rapavad iti. Sarira-tad-avaYava na pratiter
asrayah, gandhavattvdsrayatvat, rapavattvat, sparSavattvat, ghatavat. néndri-
yani pratiter asrayah, karanatvat, kutharavat...

C, p- 25: grahyanam arthanam sabdadinam yéyam prasiddhih taya ca srotré-

— 894 —



(104)  STUDIES OF THE VAISESIKADARSANA (I) (M. HATTORI)

S: and M: The universl apprehension depends upon something. Because
it is an effect (/ an attribute / an action). Like a pot (/ colour / act of
cutting(r];). Neither body and its constituents nor sense-organs can be the
seat of the universal apprehension, because they are considered respectively
as material products which are unconscious and as instruments of appre-
hension to be used by somebody. Therefore, that which is the seat of
universal apprehension must be something different from them, namely,
the soul.

S; and C: From the universal apprehension of objects, one can infer the
existence of the instruments 6f apprehension, i. e., sense-organs. The
instruments of apprehension must be used by a certain agent, just as an
axe as the instrument of cutting down a tree is used by a wood-cutter.
The agent who uses sense-organs as the instruments of apprehending
objects is nothing other than the soul.

These two interpretations are found to be based upon the Prasasta-
pddabhdsgfz). Of these two, the first is virtually identical with C on VS, III,

i, 13, which we have admitted as most acceptable. As it is unreasonable

dinam karananam, anaya indriydrtha-prasiddhya ebhyo grahya-grahanebhya
indriyarthebhyah paro grahita atma anumiyate.

Two alternative interpretations are given in.S, which I have distinguished
from each other by §; and $,. '
(16) Example corresponding to the third alternative of Reason is not mentioned

in the texts.

(17) PBh (Chowkh. Skt. Ser.), p. 3601—* (=8, and C): tasya (=atmanah) sau-
ksmyad apratyaksatve sati karanaih sabdady-upalabdhy-anumitaih $rotrddibhih
samadhigamah kriyate, vasyddinam iva karananam kartr-prayojyatva-darianat.
ibid., p. 3604—11 (=S8; and M) : sabdadisu prasiddhya ca prasadhako *numiyate.
na Sariréndriya-manasam, ajfiatvat. na Sarirasya caitanyam ghatddivat bhata-
karyatvat, mrte cdsambhavat. néndriyanam karanatvat, upahatesu visayisam-
nidhye cénusmrti-darianat. ndpi manasah karandntardnapeksitve yugapad
alocana-smrti-prasangat, svayam karana-bhavac ca. parisesad datma-karyatvat
tendtma samadhigamyate. .

Faddegon did not make distinction between these two types of proof, cf. op.
cit., p, 528. Ui made no reference to the above-cited passages of PBh.
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to expect in VS the same reasoning being set forth twice with different
wordings, we are inclined to consider the second interpretation to be
more appropriate to sitras 1-2.

The first interpretation, which is put forward by taking the word
‘prasiddhi’ in the sense of ‘cognition’, is perhaps intended to make the
proof of the soul fit to the Vaidesika doctrine of ‘inherence’ (samavaya)
between substance and attribute. Cognition is one of the attributes
peculiar to the soul, and therefore it is recognized as an inferential mark
of the soul. However, attention should be paid to VS, III, ii, 4 which
mentions, besides the attributes peculiar to the soul, the following as
inferential marks of the soul : the breathing out and in, the opening and
closing of the eyes, life, motion of the mind, and affectios of another
sense-organ [than the one on which the impression is madgg_]). Activity
and cessation of activity seen in the body (III, i, 14) are alsc; to be added
to the above-mentioned. All these are not inhered in the soul. In respect
to these inferential marks of the soul, Prasastapada gives the following
explanation: ——“From. activity and cessation of activity, which reside
in the body and which h.as the capacity of obtaining desirable objects
and averting undesirable objects, we infer [the existence of] a superintender
(adhisthatr) of the body who has volition, just as [we infer the existence
of] a charioteer from the motion of the chariot. Also from the breathing
out and so on,” we infer the existence of the superintender who has
volition to change the direction of the wind in the body, to open and
close the eyes, to grow the body and cure it of wound, to relate the mind
with the sense-organ corresponding to the intended object, and to identify
the object of one sense with that of anotheal? The thought that the soul

superintends body, sense-organs, mind and so on may be traced back to

(18) VS, 1II, ii, 4: prandpana-nimesdbnmesa-jitvana-manogatindiydntara-vikarah
sukha-duhkhe iccha-dvesau prayatnas céty atma-lingani.

(19) PBh, p. 360: Sarira-samavayinibhyam ca hitéhita-prapti-parihara-yogya-
bhyam pravrtti-nivrttibhyam ratha-karmanda sarathivat prayatnavan vigraha-
syddhisthatanumiyate. pranddibhiscéti...
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the famous parable of the soul in a chariot in the Katha Upanisad, III,
3-4, and perhaps reflects the primitive notion of the soul that was carried
through from the Vedic ages and sometimes represeted as a thumb-
measured person dwelling in man’s hea(?'z. In the Mahabharata we come
across some verses in which the soul is characterized as ‘superintender’
(adhi,s;hdé?). Thus we may understand that the soul theory of the Vaise-
sikas is rooted in the archaic notion of the soul.

We have now enough reason to accept the second interpretation given
above on VS, III, i, 1-2. There must be in the body a superintender, who,
at his will, uses sense-organs as the instruments to apprehend objects.
Sense-organs which are inferred from the fact that objects are universally
known proves as positively the existence of the soul as do the breathing
out and in and so on. At the beginning of the section of ‘examination
of the soul’ (atma-pariksa), the Nyayabhasya takes up the problem as to
whether instrument and agent stand in the relation of part and whole,
as in the case of a tree standing with its root, or in the relation between

" two separate things, as in the case of a man cutting down a tree with
his a)((”e’. This also may indicate that sense-organs as the ‘instruments’ to
be used by the soul, but not cognition as an ‘attribute’ of the soul, was
conceived of as inferential marks of the soul in VS, III, i, 1-2.

The relation between instrument (%karana) and agent (kartr) is not
that of ‘inherence’ (samavaya). As instrument and agent are two separate
things, they come to be related with. each other through ‘conjunction’
(sarmyoga). Both that which is conjoined with z (sasyogin) and that
which is inherent in z (samavayin) are recognized as inferential marks
of z in VS, 111, i, 8. However, while the latter never fails to prove =z,

the former is not always a true inferential mark of =z, inasmuch as it

(20) Cf. Oldenberg, Die Religion des Veda, 3 und 4 Aufl,, Stuttgart und Berlin
1923, pp. 524-525; Frauwallner, Geschichte der indischen Philosophie, 1I. Bd.,
p- 62.

(21) Cf. MBh (Critical ed.), XII, 294, 35-36; 204, 8. In X1V, 51, 2 (Calcutta ed.),
the mind (manas) is called the ‘superintender’

(22)v Cf. NBh, introd. to NS, III, i, 1.
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can also be conjoined with y. It was perhaps for this reason that some
commentators tried to interprete VS, III, i, 1-2 as mentioning a samavayin
of the soul for proving its existence. Candrananda also seems to have
been tempted to do so. After giving his explanations to III, i, 8, he
states : “Therefore, here, the instrumentality and the objecthood of uni-
versally known sense-organs and objects, which are inherent [in the soul],
are inferential marks of the soul.” But, he accepts the objection which
denies their inherence in the soul, and then sets forth the alternative
statement : “Sense-organs are to be used by an agent. Because they are
instruments. Like an axe and the 1ikg.3’)’

We have come to the conclusion that VS, III, i, 2 was originally
intended to infer the soul from its instruments, which, in their turn, are
inferred from the apprehension of objects. This conclusion allows us to
reconfirm our interpretation of VS, IIL, i, 13: “That which arises from
the contact of soul, sense-organ, mind and object, [i. e., cognition,] is
something other [than what has been stated in siitra 2, that is, another

cause proving the existence of the soul].”

(23) C on ‘VS, 111, i, 8; ...tasmad iha prasiddhanam indriyarthanam karanata
karmata ca samavayini dtma-lingam. na te atmani samavayini iti cet; evam
etat. anyatha tu prayogah—indriyani kartr-prayojyani, karanatvat, vasyadi-
vad iti. )
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