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next birth of the soul, is due to uvnseen ageunscies ; so also
are the actions of the rudimeutary elements &c, &e, &e., &c.
‘For iostance,.....cceceee coveneeeririoeeo the Vibration of the
elemenis—e. g. the motion ef the Earth ; when a person is being
examined for theft, a stone over whzch certain mantras
have been- proneunced, actually moves to him (if he is
really the thief).,....................'..(..,gn‘ll this is due to unseen
ageneies, '

Fix fn your hearts f.he great truth that Action is the

cause of the obtaining of the desirable, and the avoiding of
the undesirable, experiences. !t

CHAPTER VIL
On Samanya— Community.

Text (154): Community is-of two Linds—"higher™ and
¢ bower’ ‘.

I pervades over all its objectives; has identically the
same form (in all cases) inhering in many tndi-
viduals ; 3t briags about the idea of ils own form
in one, two or many things; and it is the cause
or basis of the notion of inc'usion, irhering as
it does in af its substrutes simulianeously.

Question: “ How s0?”

Answer: It 4s 80 because as o matterof foof we find
that when we cognise each individual objects
as belong simultancowsly to o particular elass,
and we have sueh cognitivns repeatedly, then there
is produe:d in our minds «n impression ; and
when in view of this impression we review those
past cognilions, we come to reeognise @ certain
Faclor that dnhercs im every ome of the objects
cegnised ; and it is this factor that constitules
the Community. (L-ii-3).




652 COMMUNITY.

The Coramunity of  Being’' s the highest ; in as much
as it is the cause of imclusive eng ilions only.
In the case of & number of totally different things,
such, for instance, as picces of leather, of cloth,
of blanket and so forth—if all of them ave
pissessed of the same quality of * blueness,’ with

“regard fo eaeh one of these we kave the motion
that ‘it s llue’; and in the same manmmer, in
the case of the totally different categories, Subs-
tance, Quality and Action, we find that with
regard to each one of thein we have the notion
that “it exists ;' and this all-inclusive notion
could not but be due to something apart from the
thres categories themselves ; and this something -
s whut we called * Satia’ or * Being' Amd it -
is by reason of the presence of ‘being’ that we -
have the inclusive notion of @ number of things
w8 ‘exisiing’; henee this * Being’ cannot but.
be regarded as Community. (I-i-4, 7 to 10, 17),

The Lower Commumities are, the vlasses of * Substance’
‘Quality’ ‘ Action’ and so forth. As these give
rise {0 imclusive as well ns exclusive notions,
they are regarded as Communities as well as Indi-
vidualitics, For instance *Substance’ is a
Commanify, i as mruch a8 i serves a8 the tasis of
an ine wsive potion with regard to such mutually
different th ngs as earth, water and the like ; and
it is an Individuality in as much as it serves as
the basis of notion ecac’usive of Qualities and
Aetions. Similarly* Quality’ is a Community by
reason of its giving risetoa notion including all
qualities such as colour and the vest ; and it is
an ndividuality, on account of its serving as
the basis of a mnotion exclusive of substances
and actions. In the sagme manner, * Action’ 4s
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o Commumty by reason of its servmq as the basis
of a motion inclusive of all the severnl actions of
¢ Throwing Upwards ™ and the rest, and it 18
an individuality, in as much as it s exclusive
of qualities tmd actions.

In this same manner, in the case of such Communities
a3 ‘Earth’ “Colour; * Throwing Upwurds'
«Cow, *Jar’ ¢ Cloth’ and so forth,—whick in-

here in animale and inanimate beings,—uwe jind

 that they serve as the basis of inclusiveas well asex-
clusive notions ; and ‘s such these also are Com-
munities as well as Individualities, Sauch clusses
however as * Sulstance, ‘ Quality’® and *do-
tton’ include many individuals ; and as such
they are primarvily regarded as Communitdes ;
and it is only indirectly or secondarily that
they are regarded as Individualities, by reason
of their serving to exclude their substrates jfrom
other similar Communities. (I-ii-5).

Commentary.
May the High-souled Brahmi, Vishou and Mah@swara, the

" causes of the origin the continuance and destruction of the

universe,—be ever \'mtomousf :

The anthor proceeds to describe Commumty Ttis of two
kinds &e—these we have already explained before in the section
wherein these several categories to be mentioned by name.

Some people hold that all Communities are all-pervading ;
and witha view to deny this view the author procreds to
explain the nature of Community,

Page 3131 It pervades over all its objectives. When
a certain Community resides in a certain object, this latter
becomes its ‘ objective’; and over all such objectwes it
pervades. Thab the Community does not exist in all thmds (1ts

e
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- objectives as well as other things) is proved by the simple fact
of its not being perceived to be so.
It has identically the same form—that is to say; the form
- in which it residés in one object is the same in which it resides
in another object also; and that such is the caseis proved by
our baving exactly the'same notion of the Community in both
cases., Then again, the fact of the Community inhering by the
same form in many? objects can be proved by our own
experience. Nor can there be any incongruity in this, when it
is distinctly cognised by some means of right knowledge ;
in fact we find such things as ‘duality ’ and the rest inhering
in many objects at one and the samre time,

It might be argued that if such were the case then there
would be no difference between Duality &c.and Community,
" Andin order to vemove this misconception the author adds,—
It brings about the idea of dte own form de, &o. For
instance, whether we see a single cow, or two cows or many
cows, we have the notion of the “cow ™ in all cases. Such
however is notlthe case with Dualiby &c. (Each of which exist
only in 3 definite nnmber of objects).

Thus the definition of ‘ Community ’comes to be this:—
That which, while inhering in many objects, brings about the
idea of itself in ome, two or many objects,—is * Commuuity.’
This the author proceeds to explain :—And @t is the cause or
basis &ec., &e.  That fs to say, as a matter of fact we find that
the form that is in one object is present in another object
algo ; and hence the Community comes to be the cause of the
inclusive notion of the sameness of its form inhering as it does,
in exactly the same form, in a number of objects, simultan-
eously—i.c., wken 1t gubsits in one, it subsists also in the other,

- A question having been put as to how it is known that Com-
munity inheres in many objacts at one and the same time, the
_Author explains:—When we cognise &e. That Is to say, baving
__cognised the Community as subsisting in one object, when at




PRACASTAPADA BHASHYA—CHAP VIL. 655

some future time,-we happen to see another object and find
the same generality in ib, recognise it to be the same as the
one cognised in the previous object,—then we distinctly
recoguise the fact of the Community inbering in many objects.
And as this i5 a distinctly perceptible fact, ib sets asidoall
notions to the ¢ontrary. : ;

The author now proceeds to descrbe separately the Higher
and Lower Communities spoken of above :—The Community of
‘ Being’ s the highest e, e Even though * Being’ is
distinetly perceived, yet there are some people who deny thab
they perceive any such thing; hence for such people the
author brings forward an inferential argnment :—In the c1se
of @ number of totally different things e, &e. This is
quite clear; the argument being thus stated formally :—The
inclusive notion that ‘it exists, which we have with reference
to substauce &e., must be regarded as based upon the cognition
of something apart from these things themselves,—because
we find"a common inclusive idea extending over different
things,—ﬁke the notion of ‘blue’ with regard to the leather,
the cloth &c. And as * Being’ serves to bring about ouly the
tnclusive notion of substance &c, and nob aoy notions of
exclusion, it must be regarded as a Community only, and not
an Individualiby.

Page 314.] The Lower Communities are the classes of
« Qubstance’® &o., &ec and these are the cause of notions of -
inclusion as well a3 exclusion. ..o

Question : * Are the classes * substance > and the rest
then Tn reality Communities, or individualities, or beth ?°

Answer : Such classes as substance Le., iwnelude many
individualizies Le., de. That is to say, the word ' S@mdnyn’
indicates the characier of being common . and as the classes of
* substance’ &, have this character of being common to many
individuals, the name Simanye ' or * Community ' applies
to ‘them exactly ; as for the name * Vigésha* or *individuality ’ k
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however, this could not apply to them exactly ;as a Vipésha is
‘that which disunmnsbes its substrate from all other shings
(and the classes in question do not dlstlngmsh any oneg of
their substrates from all. other things). For this reason it is
only the name ° Ccﬁmmunity_ ' that can apply to these classes,
primarily ; and the name ‘individuality® is applied to them
only secondarily or ﬁguratively,—-this application betng lLased
ppon the similarity that the class, * substance > &c, alsoserve
to dxatmgumh their substrate from the objects of other classes,—
just as the Vigisha distinguishes its substrate from all other
I;hmn's

Text 155 :— That these Commaunities belong to o category
- distinet jrom Substamce, Quul!tJ and Action, i8
prow‘i by t?w fa.ct of their }uwmr; & characier
totally different from these latter. For this same
reason too they are eternal. These again are
diffevent from one another, by reason of each af
them residing in  a different set of things,—
substances, gualeties and actions,—and also by
reason of prople having a distinct notion with

regard to each of 1 them.

Each of these is ﬁ”ega?ded as one in all ils substrates,
beeruse its character in all remains the same,
and also because there are no marks of difference.
Though Communities do not have their extension
limited, yel they are regarded as evtending over
all their objectives ; because of the definitely
restricled ehuracter of the distinguishing features
of the olijcc’s, and also because of the fact of these
objects having definitely distinet eauses of lhelr

“own. As Communitics do not exist, eilher by
conjunctivn or by inkerence, in the intervals (of
space bet_-weeﬁ two individuals of the s:"r,m__é classes ),
they are not spoken of ag existing (in those inter-
.m_].zs) ﬂ_I»ii-ll Lo ]6)
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Gemmentaxy
Page 315.] Objeciion. “The elass ‘substance’ is noth-
ing distinct from the Zadividual substance ; and hence it is
not preper to describe the fuactions of the'two as if they
were distinct,”

In reply to this the author says—That these Communiiies
do, &e. That is o say, as a matter’ef fact we fiad vhat the
class ‘substance’ is congnisable by such cognitions as are inclusiva
or comprehensive in their character, while the individual
snbstance 1s cognised by a cognition that is wholly exclusive in
character ; and in as much as this constitutes a difference In
their character, the classes canunet but be regarded as belong-
ing to a category distinet from that to which the individuals
belong. 3
For the same reason s the class eternal. That is, in as
much as the class is different from the individual, it must
be eternal ; if it were not so, it wonld be produced when
the individuals are produced, and destroyed when these are
destroyed (which is not found to be the case); ihis
predicament is avoided when the btwo are regarded as
distingk.

———

Some .people hold the following view :

“The Community serves to bring aboust a comprehensive
“or inclusive notion of diverse things. As™ wmatter of fact,
“in the case of each individual thing, it does not briog about
“the cognition of two distinct eniities,—one in the form of
« Commuaity and another in that of an individuality,~—indepen-
“ dently of each other, as we have in the case of the man and
“the stick ; nor is there any relation of qualifieation
“ possible between the two entities ; as it is nob that, when ever
“weseea cow, we have the idea that‘ this is qualified by,
“ar possessed of, the wmeneral character of the ¢y’ ; in fact
% the cognition that we have is that of the two being identicul,

43
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“in the form *this is a .cow’; an -expression wherein the
“ general character of theeow is spoken of as identical awvith
“the individual «cow seen by the eyes; specially as the tweo
“have no forms apart from each other, As fer *inglusiveness),
“ this iz a-character that belongs'te the Community of the * cow’,
“as also to all other Communities; and as for “exclusiveness®
“ ghis beélongs to the individual cow, as also toall other
“individual things; but there is no doubt thab the form of
“the Community of “cow’ s distiach form the Forms of
“all other Communities ; just in the same manner as the form
“of the individual cow is different form the form of other in-
“ dividuals ; and all thiswcould not be possible nnless the two
# ¢{the class ‘ cow " and the individual cow) were identical. Nor
“is 1t possible for oneand the same thing (the Comummmity) to
“be spoken of as the form of another thing, and also as
“somethivg only related to”its as anything that has no form
“ean have no relationship. Henee ¥ must be concluded that
“the real fruth is that the gemerality and the individual are
# hoth identical.

“ 1Tt is this reasoning That serves aleo %o prove the theory of
* ‘difference-1dentity * (i. e. the theory that the two are different
“as well as identical). For iuvstance, just as we have the
“ goguition of the™ picbald cow’, so also we have tbat of the
“ black cow. Nor do we lave any such notion te the
*® contrary, as that, ‘it is the piebald one only that is a cow,
“ and not the black one’; in fact with regard to all cows
“ we have the same notion that ‘this is a cow,” ‘thatis a cow,
“and so forth.  And ghns the Community ‘cow’in the form
“of the piebald cow beivg found in this cognition to be
“jdentical with the black cow,—that Community comes to be
“difterent from the individual piebald cow ; specially as the
*tonly peint in which the Community differs from one individual
“phject 1s that it is identical with other individual objects also
¢« (whieh the individua! objeet is not) ; aud the digtingnishing
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« faature of the Communityalso consists only in- ibs beingidentical
“with both (all) individual objects.

« Ohjection: < To say that one and the same thing is both
« different and non-different is a contradiction in terms.’

“ Reply : It is not right for you, versed as you.are in the
“art of reasoning, to say this. That alome can be regarded
g5 goutradictory and absurd which is nob found to be iIn
“keeping ‘with the real state of things; and in regard” te thab
“swhich is always in keeping with the nature of thivgs as
“ gognised by the valid means of knowledge, the mention of
“ absurdity itself would be an absurdity.

Page 316] “ Objection: ‘We have nowhere else found
“ two things to be both different and non-different.”

“ Reply : Ts it necessary for sensuous perception to follow
“in the wake of another perception, as it isin -the case of
«inferential coguition ¢ Well, if it were so, then it wonld
“ be necessary to postulate an unending- sertes of perception
“after perception, If thep, sensuous perception were to
« gperate by its own inherent capability, then the nature of &
“ thing must be accepted exactly as it happens to be pereeived;
“and this caonot be denied on the wmere gronnd of its mob
“peing seen elsewhere ; as if this were 1o bo negatived, then
* gll pereeptions would become open bo-negation,

“ Thus we conclude that Community is not only efer-
“nal, but both eternal and transient ;. beeause it is pro-
« dueible and destructibie by the production and destruetion of
“individuals, and it continues in another indiwidual (even on
* the destruction of ove individual).”

To the above argmnents, we make the following reply :—

(1) Is the perception cognisant of the Community and
the individual, exactly in the same firm 7 (2) or is 1t
cognisant of a non-difference between them ? (3) Or, does it
cognise them in different forms? In the case of the firsh

alternative, there would be ouly one thing (and not two things in
L ————
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the shope of the Community and the Individual); and it wonld
not be that shere are two things with one and the same form :
a8 the nen-difference of any two things only consists in their
‘being cognised in one and the same form In the case of the
second alternat}ve, there is a self-contradiction ; as the cogni-
tion of differeuce is nothing more than the cognition of

dijferent forms; and when such a cognition is possible, theve ean

be no cognition of von-difference; and as such, how could you
ever establish the non-diffevence of two different things 2 If it is
asked— haw then kave we the idea of non-difference ” J-—we
reply—we ¢an have no such idea in any way. Thus then, if we
are cogunisant of only one formn, then there is a single thing, and
not two things; and if both forms are cognised, then there 1is
no possiblity of the coguition of non-difference. As for the
universally neecepted cognition of the ‘cow’ in regard to all
cows, this must be attributed to the inference (of all individuals
in the same Community). In the case of conjunction there would
be a distinet cognition of somesort of actual contact ; while tha
charaster ef inkerence is such that in its case the two members
related are perceived together in a single lump, just as we find
in the case of the fxe and the redhot ball of iron. The Com-
munity itself - caunot. be regarded as the form of the
individuality ; the fact is that though the two are really
distivct, yet the individual Is never perceived apart from the
" Community to which it belongs,—jnst as the plum in a ditch
is not visible npart from the ditch; though the two are dis-
tinctly perceptible as different from each other; for instance,
from a distance, even if we do not cognise the Community ‘cow ’
we are cognisant of the individual cow ; and even though any
patticnlar cow is not seen, we perceive the Oommuuity
*cow ’ in another cow thab we see,
N
For these reasons we conclude that Community is
something wholly . different from the individual. Such is the
process of reasoning adopted by the Logicians.

.
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These aguin are different frowm one another &e., &e. The
Communities of ‘Substance’ ‘Qnality’ and ‘Action’ reside only in
substances, qualities and actions respeetively ; and with regard
to each of these we have a distinet cognition; for these
reasons they must be regarded as distinet from each obher.

It has been stated before that Community is of the nature of
pou-difference ; and this same fuet the author proceeds to prove
by means of reasonings :—Bach of them is vegarded as®one
&o., £e. The word *lakshane » ¢« churacter ” means that where-
by a thing is distinguisted ; hence, in the preseat instance, the
notion of inclasion (a comprehensive notion of one Community
as extending ofer many individuals); this comprehensive notion
is found to be exactly thie same in each ijndividual of a Commu-
nity ; mer are there any “marks ’ or reasons for regarding them
as different in different individuals ; and from these two faets
it is clear that ibe Community is ene and the same i all
individuals that are included in it. ,

It has also been stated before that the Community inheres
in all its objectives only, and. not in any other thing ; and- the
auther now proceeds to bring forward reasons in support of
this :—Though Comsmunities &c. As a matter of fact it is
found that a Community is related to many individuals appear-
ing at all sorts of places; and hence its extension is by no
means limited ; yet in as much its manifesting cause, in the
shape of the peculiar shape of: the objects included nnder it, is
one of particular kind, the Commuaity itself becomes restricted -
in its scope ; and then again, by reason of the limited character
of the causes productive of the objects, the Community inheres
only in its dljectives, and in all of these. That is to say, the
Commnnity of the ‘cow’ is manifested or rendered perceptible
by a body which consists of the dewlap and such other limbs ;
gnd the Community of the ‘ horse’ is manifested by the body
copsisting of the mein and. so forth; the Community of the
“jar’is manifested by a body having a peculiarly shaped neck ;
all -this we infer from the fact of our idea of such and such
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things being restricted to swch and such forms. These various
kinds of bodies too are not found to be common to more than
cne elass of objects;in fact each of them 1is restricted to one
set of ohjects only ; thus then, though every Community is
eapable of being counected with all such bodies as are its
objectives, wheuever and wherever such bodies might be
produced,—yet it can inhere only in such an object as it
happens o be endowed with the body. manifesting that
Community. In the same manner the scope of the Community
would be limited by reason of the particular nature of the causes
tending to produce that particalar shaped body ; for instance,
such is the nature of the yarns, that in a thing produced out
of these only the Community of ‘cloth’ can inhere ; and such
is the character of the lwmp of clay that the geverality of the
¢ Jar ' can inhere only in objects produced out of them.

Some people hald the following view :— The Community
being abbolately inactive. could never move from oue place to
another, and thereby become connected with different objects ;
hence in the case of an object that did not exist before, when
it is brought into existence, the Community could not come to
inhere in it ; and yet as a matter of fact we find that when-
ever and wherever the individual object is produced the
Commuuity is always present in it; and this leads us o conclude
that all Communities exist everywhere (are omnipresent or all-
pervading).”

With a view to refute this view. the Author adds—A4s
Communities do not exist either in conjunclion &ec., &6. The
‘interval ' here spoken of may be either (1) didca; or (2) the
substance Space, or (3) Air not in motion, or (4) absence of
corporeal substance; and in any of these the Commuaities do not
exist either by conjunction or by inherence; nor is there any
evidence for believing that they exist withomt any sort of
relationship ; consequently it is said that they do not exist
in the ‘intervaly’; and yet thay become connected with the
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objects that bappen to be brought into existence at these
iatervals,—this being due to the peculiur force of the causes.
Conjunction comes about only when one object comes, from
another place, and into contact with the other thing; or a
thing remaining in its place could have conjunction with
another thing that would move up to it. Inberence however
ia of a different character; and hence wherever the requisite
caltises are set going towards the producing of the object, there
in that object we huve the inherence of the Community which
does not come from anywhere else, and yet which had no existence
at thab point of space before the appearance of the object ; and
this peculiarity we cannot take objection to; as we caunof
object to the nature of things as they exist.

—

The Bauddhas hold that there is no such thing us
¢ Community ’;as we are never actually cogunisant of anything as
inhereing in a wumber of individuals, in the manner of the
thread passing thraugh all the beads strung on it.’

But this is not right; because as a matber of fact we are
coguisant of something that exist in all individual cows, and
serves to distinguish them from all other avimals, such as the
horse and the like, TIf there were no such common character
possessed by all the variouskinds of cows,then one iudividual
cow would be cognised to be as different from.another individual
cow, as 16 would be from an individual horse ; or conversely,
the cow and the horse would be regarded to be as like each
ofher, as two individual cows ; ag there would be no difference
in the two eases. As a matter of fact however, we find that
all individual cows are perceived to be alike ; and this dis-
tinctly points to a certain factor which is present in all cows,
and is vot present in horses sud other animals; specially as
‘this factor is found to sexve one and the sume useful purpose
(that of differentiaiing the cow from other animals), avd as
it hus.one and the same canse (in all cuses). -




