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A P H O R I S M S  X X I V  to  X X V I .
ON SEN TE N C E.

Objections against the Mentality of the Veda :—

I. “ Even though, you have proved the. Efcernalifcy of Words, of the 
objects (in the form of Glass) signified by words, and of the relations of 
these,— yet that does not prove the validity (and eternal!cy) of the Veda 
with regard to the meanings of sentences.

2-4. “ W ould the meaning of a sentence he expressed by the 
Words, individually, or collectively? or, by a W ord (in the shape of a 
syntactical Sphota) altogether different (from the Sentence and the words 
composing i t ) ?  or, by the meanings of words as before (individually or 
collectively) ? or, by the means of cognising these (Meanings of Words) ? 
or, either by the Remembrance (of these) or by the Relation (of Words 
and Meanings) or by an Idea of this (Relation)— and by these too, indivi
dually or collectively? None of these can be the means (of getting at the 
meanings of Sentences), because none of these is known to have any 
connection (with the moaning of the Sentence),

4-o, 1 One thing (the W ord, <fco.) being totally different from another
(the sentence and its moaning), and being altogether unconnected with 
it, cannot bring about its comprehension. Because a relation (or connec
tion) which is not cognised, is as good as non-existing. In fact, the exist
ence too oi that which is not cognised by the ordinarily accepted means 
of right notion, cannot be believed to be true.

6. And again, the reality of the sentence and its meaning, as dis
tinct entities, is not possible;— inasmuch as they 'cannot be explained to 
be either different or nou-differeufc froth Words and their meanings,

/ .  Because hey (Sentence and. its Moaning) are never cognised

1 Now begins the consideration of Sutra 24 which embodies an f objection 
against the validity of the Veda. "Even if (words and their relations) were eternal, 
these would be incapable of expressing (the meaning of Tadic Sentences), because the
(cognition of the} meaning (of Sentences) is not due to these (words, d c .) ’ : (I__j__24),

"Because, cfc.” —Even if there be a relation between the words and the meaning 
of the Sentence composed by them ; since we are never cognisant of any such relation 
(at the time of tittering a sentence) we may accept it to be as good as non-existing, 
sinca being unknown, it is of no nee.

i l till the words were heard all at once, then, alone could she Sentence be said
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apart from them (Words and Meanings), Nor oan they bo held to be 
aggregates of these (i.e., the sentence cannot be said to be the aggregate 
of Words, and the Moaning of the Sentence cannot be said to he the 
aggregate of the meaning of W ords),— inasmuch as there is no simul
taneity in their comprehension (i.e., the words are heard and understood 
one after the other, and not all at once).

8. Mere simultaneity in existence (that is, the mere fact of the 
W ords having the common character of existing) can bo of no help in the 
usage (of Sentences). Otherwise, all ( Words) being eternally existent* 
(we would always have a cognition of all words together, and) there 
would be no comprehension of any particular W ords.

9. “ And again, even though there is simultaneity of existence, yet, 
since the cognitions (of the W ords) are gradual (appearing one after the 
other), therefore there is no possibility of a collective cognition. And it 
is for this reason that the meaning of the Sentence is not cognised to be 
an aggregate of those (meanings of W ords).

1 0 - 11, “ I t  is an established fact that the Sent once and its Meaning' 
are (necessarily) preceded by (a cognition o f) the relation (subsisting 
among the W ords composing the sentence, and between the complete sen
tence and the meaning sought to be conveyed by it). And mutually in
dependent (unconnected) Words (such as * House, Elephant, Cow, Grass, 
Man ’) are never known as a Sentence, And no Relation is possible where 
there is no dependence.

11- 12. “ Either Words or Letters.do not, by themselves (i.e., inde
pendently of their meanings), stand in need of one another,— as we tied 
in the case of meaningless W ords and Letters (which are never found to 
be in need of one another).

12- 13. “ And again, so long as a Word has not been uttered, it can
not stand in need of smother And as for simultaneity (of utterance of 
two words one of which would require another), it is not possible, And  
when the W ord has been uttered, it instantly disappears (since its utter- 
ance does not continue for any length of time) (and. as such even after be
ing uttered, the Word does not continue long enough tc stand in need 
of another W ord ).

to be an aggregate of these. Because in Hie absence of such simultaneity the words 
cannot bo recognised as forming a single component whole.

10.il «jy0 reiation.t Lj ’c.” ~i.e., unless, among the words forming a Sentence, it be 
shown that one word requires another, there can be no relation between them. And 
unless there be eome relation among the Words, they cannot form n Sentence. As a 
matter of fact, the Word in itself cannot have any need of another word, and aa such 
independently in themselves, the words cannot bo said to have any relation among 
themselves j heuee they cannot be said to form a Sentence. (Soo next Karika),
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33-14. “ .Even if |here be a  dependence, there can be no Relation 
in any of the generally known forms of Cause and Effect or Conjunction or 
Inherence.

14- 15. u If it be urged that among the Words there is the relation 
of inherence in a single object (viz: the Sentence),— then, all words equally 
inhering in the Ikapa (and thus having a common relation among 
themselves, we could have a Sentence made up of all the words in 
existence); and consequently there could be no difference in the connection 
(of any Sentence) with Words.,— whether they be uttered or not uttered, 
and whether they be capable or incapable (of such connection).

15- 17. “ And as for the (common) relation of being engaged in one 
and the same action (of bringing about a comprehension of the Sentence),—  
such, action could only he with regard to that which is manifested, or to 
that which is produced (by the Words). As for the objects manifested 
by the Words, these are different (in each W ord), on account of the differ
ence of the Words themselves. Consequently these (words) cannot bring 
about any one collective Idea (with regard to all the objects, denoted by 
the various words composing a sentence, considered as forming a single 
conglomerated whole). And as for the idea of the objects taken indivi
dually, they differ with each individual Word.

17-19. “ Nor is it possible for any single Idea to bo produced by 
these (Words), differing, as they do, among themselves, and appearing 
one after the other. And if (in the manner explained by yon) the cog
nition of the sentence were only in parts (according as we perceive the 
words one after the other), we could never have an idea of the Sentence 
and its meaning, as a single whole in Itself. And, in the absence ot any 
contradictory fact rejecting it. we cannot assert the partial cognition (of 
the component parts of a Sentence) to be a mistake. For, how could there 
be any truth in the mistaken notion of the singleness and iBipartite 
character (of the Sentence)?

19-20. “ Either mutual intimate relation (Sahsarga) or mutual

I8.i i None of these relations could make all the words into a single corporate 
whole.

VU9 “ For how could, #*c. ” —The only notion that coald contradict and rejeot 
the cognition of the parts of a Sentence is the idea of the sentence as a single impartito 
whole. Tint inasmuch as the cognition of the parts of a sentence is directly per
ceptible, and that of the sentence as a whole, attest, only inferable; therefore there can 
be no doubt as to which of the two is to bo accepted as correct. Therefore the idea 
of the sentence as ono and i in partite being contradicted by the perceptible fact of the 
cognition of the parts of the Sentence severally, muse be held to be wrong, and it oan 
never he the other way.

19.30 it has boon shown that in the absence of axiy rehfcido tho words cannot he 
held to form a Sentence. It is now shown that for the same reason of want of relation tho
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exclusion is not possible tor Ideas,—-because each of these has only a 
momentary existence; therefore-either Intimate Relation or Mutual Exclu
sion (of the meaning of Words composing a Sentence) cannot be accepted 
to constitute the meaning (of the Sentence).

20-  2 L “ If the notion of the word ‘ Cow s continued to exist at (he 
moment of the appearance of the notion of ‘ W hite, — then only could 
the notion of the * Cow ’ be excluded, by the notion of * W hite, ’ from 
others (black cows, <fcc.), or be associated (in intimate relation) with it.

21- 23. “ And of notions there can be no association,— because it is
impossible for thorn to have any such relation as Conjunction, &o, Arid 
as for the fact of their inhering in the same Soul (that of the speaker or 
hearer) (which you may urge m a ground of the association or intimate 
relation of the notion of the 4Cow ’ and ‘ W h ite ’ ),—-this (relation) is 
common to the notions of the ‘ Horse,' the ‘ Elephant,’ &c. (and as such you 
would have to admit such utterances as ‘ Horse, Elephant, Camel, Grass,
Ac.’ to be properly expressive, winch is an absurdity). The same may 
be said with regard- to. contiguous appearance (or  entrance) (which too you 
may urge as the ground of intimate relation between ‘ W h ite ’ and ‘ Cow,’' 
but this too is equally applicable. to the Sentence * Horse Elephant ’)-. Dior 
is there any mutual dependence (or requirement, between the notions of

W h ite ’ and ‘ C ow ’), just as (it has been shown that there is no mutual 
dependence) among W ords; because the notions being all only momen
tary. there is no simultaneity in their existence; and as such, what notion 
could depend upon (stand in need of) anot her notion ?

23-24. “ And it is for this reason that the notions of the words 
‘ W h ite ’ and ‘ -Cow’’ cannot bring about a single collective notion of

manning of the Words cannot make up the meaning of the Sentence. The Miinfcna&fca 
holds tlie moaning of the Sentence to consist-'of the mutual intimate relavion among 
tho menniugg of Words. A cording to them the word “ cow ”  denotes only the 
clans cow, and is indifferent with regard to the individual cow. And when the word 
“ White”  comes to be added, this only serves to express a relation of tho class c:ow with 
a particular property whiteness. And. when this relation has-been duly comprehended 
there follows the implication of the exclusion of all cows other than those that are 
white. Thus then, according to these people, the meaning of the Sentence “  White Cow ” 
consists of the relation between the class Cow and the property -whiteness,. Those who 
cold the denotation of tho word to be in individuals explain tho meaning of u sentence 
in > he same manner. This theory is objected to on the following grounds: Do these
Intimate Relation and fixohruou belong to the Words or to the notions of Words, or to 
the meanings of Words, or to the notion of these mean'ngi- p None-of these is possible. 
Because they cannot belong to the Words ; nor can they belong to the notions of'Words; 
because the notion of the word cannot continue long enough to become related to-that 
oi the word u W hite.”  This is what is shown in the following Kirika.

*0-*1 But, as a matter of fact, each of these notions is only momentary and cannot 
continue for any length of time.

62 '
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the ‘ White C ow ’ ),— whioli (collective notion) alone could justify, for its 
own sake, the assumption of the mutual intimate relation among all the 
notions (of the.individual words ‘ C ow ’ and ' W h ite 1 severally).

24- 25. “ Inasmuch as such mutual intimate relation anti exclusion 
appear internally (in the mind of the hearer),— if they were to appear 
externally in the shape of an object (the white cow, sought to be denoted 
by the Sentence) —they could only be similar to a dream,, in authenticity.

25- 26. “ A s a matter of fact, no cognition is possible, in the absence 
of any external object (for its substrate) existing at any of the three 
points of time (past, present or future). And, m the present instance 
(of the cognition of Mutual Association and Exclusion of the notions of 
words) there is no possibility of any external object (such as Associa
tion or Exclusion, that could be asserted to be the substrate of the said 
cognition),

26- 27 “  Thus then, the fact is that, even in the absence of the ap
pearance of any cognition (of the Association), you have an assumption of 
such appearance. Or, the assumption of the Association (of Cognition) 
may be due to the Association of external objects |j§|., the Association 
really belonging to external objects is wrongly attributed to Cognitions).

27- 28. “ Thus then, the relation of the qualification and the quali
fied (ie ., Association) cannot belong to the Notions (of the Word and its 
meaning). Similarly, with the Word, and the notion thereof, since there 
is no difference produced (in the Word either by Association or Exclusion, 
by any other W ord) therefore even the W ord and the notion thereof could 
not be held to constitute the Sentence.

28- 29. “ For even after the addition of the word * W h ite / the word
1 Cow 1 remains just the same (as it was before), Even if the word 
‘ W hite he uttered before the word 1 Cow, * this latter remains the same; 
similarly with the notions of the Word also (the notion of the word
Cow ' is not changed by the addition of the word 'W h ite ’ ).

29 - 30. “ Nor could there be any qualification between Whiteness and 
the class f Oow’ (.forming the meanings of the word 'W h ite ’ and 'C o w ’

.<05 This meets the argument that the mutual intimate relation of the words 
(t White ’ and '' Cow1, actually appear in the mind of the hearer, The sense of the 
Karika is that, even if this do appear, it can only resemble a dream in authenticity.

S7.'J8 " jfo specification" ’—The Word "O ow 71 remains the same oven after the 
word • White” is added; the word “ W hite”  produces no change in the word “ Oow,”

i9.»o it  has been proved that the notion of the meanings of words cannot have 
any Association or Exclusion, and as such the notion of the meaning of the word “  Oow”  
cannot undergo any difference by the notion of the meaning of the word “ White.” It 
is now shown that even the meanings of the words themselves cannot have any qnali- 
fying effect upon another—and as such these cannot constitute the sentence.
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Respectively); because between these there cannot ho either Association 
or Exclusion,

30- 31. “ Because neither the class Whiteness is affected (associated) 
by the class 1 Clow,9 nor is the class ‘ Gow’ affected by the [class Whiteness. 
Because these classes do not belong to (inhere in) one another; inasmuch 
as each of them inheres in the individuals (contained in it),

31- 32, Even if Individual were affected by them (tie., even if the in- 
dividua Goto were affected by the individual Whiteness), this fact could 
not constitute any relation between the words ( 6W h ite ’ and ‘ Cow’ ) 
inasmuch as those (words) do not refer to Individuals (but to Glasses).

32- 33. “  And when the Individuals (Whiteness and Cow) are not 
denoted by the Words,— even though, they happen to consist in a single 
substrate (the white Gow), yet this fact alone cannot authorise any rela
tion between the Words themselves;— just as in the case of the Cow and 
the Horse, both of which co-exist on the same earth (yet there is no rela
tion between them). And even in a case where colour (smell) &c., co-exist 
in a single substrate (the jar, f.i.), there is no relation among these 
(Colour, &c.) themselves.

34-35. “ And (as a matter of fact) there are no grounds even for as
serting the fact of the Glass ‘ Gow’ and the property ‘ Whiteness’ inhering 
in a single individual (th ewhite cow)', because this fact of the singleness 
of the individual (in which these would inhere) could only be based on the 
ground of an inherent relation (between the denotations of the two

80.81 The Glass “  Whiteness ”  inheres in the individual “  White,”  and cannot 
inhere in the clasB “  Cow.”

8*-88 This meets the objection that, “ even though the Individual Cow is not denoted 
by the word, yet there is each a single individual Cow as in which the class “ Cow”  
and the property “  Whiteness”  both co-exist. And thus this fact of a single individual 
being the Cow and having the property of whiteness leads to the conclusion that the 
Sentence “ White Cow ’’ is one and has a single denotation (in the shape o f the white 
Cow),

u And even, &c.”—This meets the objection that we do not hold mere singleness 
of substrate (as in the case of the Cow and the Horse) to constitute the meaning of 
a sentence; what wo mean is that the meaning of a sentence is that object wherein 
inhere the denotations of the words forming the sentence; and in the case of the 

White Cow ’ we have such an object in the shape of the while Cow. The sense 
of the Kiiriki is that even the fact of {inhering in a single snbstrate does not consti
tute a ground of any relation between the inhering factors ; because we find that in 
a single object, jar, smell and colour inhere, while there is no relation between these. 
Therefore even though the denotations of the words “ White ”  and " Cow ”  happen to in- 
herein a single individual cow, yet this fact alone cannot authorise any relation among 
the two words, on the ground of which relation we could hold the two words to form a 
single sentence, and the denotations of these words to form the single,denotation of the 
sentence as a whole.
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words, if such relation exist at all); and this.inherent relation too lias 
been shown to be based on the singleness of the individual (in which they 
would inhere); and as sunk .you. have mutual interdependence*

35*36. “ Nor is there any sack (third) Word as would bring about 
the notion of the singleness of the individual. (Even if there did exist 
such a W ord) nor is the singleness of the individual capable of being ex
pressed by the word, Even if the individual were -so expressible, its 
singleness could not be (denoted).

36 - 87, “ If you assume the relation (between the denotations of the 
two words ‘ W hite ’ and ‘ Cow ’ ) on the ground of tire singleness of the 
object as conceived, by us, then why could not we have the relation 
between the Jar and the 'Tree, in both of which we have a conception of 
the single indentical class ‘ Earthy (i.e,, both are equally made of the 
Earth) ?

37 - 88. “ The mention of ‘ W h ite ’ does not serve to exclude the 
Class ‘ Cow’ from the black Cow, ifee. And hence the denotation of 
these (latter) (by the word ‘ Cow’) being natural, is never set aside by 
the mere mention of ‘ W h ite .’

3 8 - 39. “ Even if the negation of the black, &o., be the denotation of the 
word ' W h ite /— still the only ground for the inherence of this Whiteness 
in the Cow is more proximity (of the word ‘ W h ite ’ with the word "Cow ’ in 
the sentence),— and this is not,a sufficiently strong proof (of the relation).

3 9 - 40. “ And so long as it has not been distinctly expressed by the 
word that it denotes such and such an object,— if one were to determine 
its denotation of bis own accord, all that ho would fix upon as being the 
denotation of the Word would be such ns is not at ail connected with the 
W ord.

40- 4 2 . “ Arid if such a denotation (as that ‘ w hite’ means the white 
cow) wore to be inferred from, the proximity of the words ‘ W h ite ’ and 
‘ Cow, ’— even then (since this inferred relation, could only refer to 
whiteness and cow in general) the fact of the word ( ‘ white’ ) referring to 
this particular object (before the speaker) could only be inferred from 
proximity (of the speaker and the hearer to the particular cow before 
them ); and thus then, if we wore to assume the denotation of the word 
(' w hite’) to extend so far (as the particular cow),—-then there would be

BS.&e Because syntactical connection, is very much weaker than direct assertion.
40,48 “  Being apart from sir, #’c.” —The direct assertion of the Word refers only 

to the class cow; hence by making the word refer bo the particular cow Proximity 
goes against Direct Assertion, and as such cannot be included hi verbal Testimony j 
nor can it be included in any other means of Sight Notion, Therefore it becomes 
groundless and invalid, and a s  such cannot servo as a proof of a n y  relation of whiteness 
with the particular cow.
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tio end (to these assumed denotations). Hence, being apart from the 
six Means of High' Notion, Proximity remains without any footing (of 
validity) (as a ground of the relation of white tiesc with the particular 
cow).

4 2 - 43, “ Nor do we perceive, in the word t cow ’ (in the expression 
'white cow ’ ), the genitive affix, which could point to a relation (of the 
cow with whiteness.) And, as a matter of fact, oven if there were such 
a genitive affix, the relation (between whit&mss and the particular cow) 
could not bo directly denoted; because the fact (of such relation being 
directly denoted by the Words) has been rejected above (ou the ground 
that the -direct denotation of the word. " C ow ’ refers to the class, and not 
to any particular individual Cow),

43 - 44. “ (The word ' white ’ cannot be held to qualify the parti
cular cow, which is indicated, though not directly denoted, by the word 
'C o w ’ , because) An object (the particular cow) which is indicated' (and 
not directly denoted) (by something, f.i.. by the word, ‘ cow ’ ) is never 
found to be qualified by another word (such as ‘ w hite’ ), or by affixes 
(attached to the word 4 Cow ’ ) . — a» for instance, in 4 D'kumoyam 
jvalati ( duVe is indicated, through inference, by the smoke, and if cannot 
be held to be qualified, in the aforesaid .Sentence, by the action of burning, 
or by the- affix ini ‘ dhMmah ’ ).

44 - 45. “ liven if (mutual) connection or exclusion (of others) be 
assumed to be the meaning of the sentence,— then too, inasmuch as 
lids (Connection or It veins ion) extends only so far as the object denoted 
by the Words, the connection, <fcc., of the different words can never 
constitute a Sentence (as a complete whole in itself),

4 5 - 46. “ Because the Connection and Exclusion ate nothing apart
!xom the Meanings of the Words, N or can the words be said to produce a 
now entity (in the shape of the Sentence), by the help of these (Connec
tion and Exclusion)

46- 47, “  For Pie Glass and Property (ns denoted by the words ‘ cow ’ 
and ‘ w hite’ respectively) do not produce any new object in the external 
World. And in the absence of any such object, if there be a notion of 
it, it can only be false, like a dream.

47- 48. “ One,—-who holds that the object denoted by the sentence 
consists of the already existing particular objects (the particular cow as 
qualified by whiteness), manifested (or implied, by the Words, ‘ cow ’ and 
4 white,9 which directly express the class and the property) through prox
imity (of the Words, as appearing in the Sentence),— even for him, this 
(denotation of the Sentence) cannot be one (because each Word of the 
Sentence has a distinct connection with the rest, and as such in a single 
Senteuce, the connections of Words would be many and not one .

III <SL
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48-49, “ And. further, there is no ground for believing in the previous
existence (of the particular objects), in the absence of any recognition 
of these; for the actual objective reality of these (particular objects) are 
not the cause of the 'Existence of the Words (inasmuch as the Words 
denote classes and not particular individuals).

49*f>0. • In the same manner, if it be assumed that there is a final
conglomeration of all the Words from the first to the last (word of th 
Sentence),—even then the Words cannot be said to form the Sentence, 
inasmuch as there is no mutual help among the Words.

50-52. ‘ B'or, it the first Word of the Sentence were specially affected
(qualified or specified), by the other Words (of the Sentence), then this 
(first) Word alone would constitute the Sentence, the other words being 
only secondary qualifications (only serving to elucidate the object denoted 
by the first Word), The same would be the case with all other Words, 
taken severally. And (this is an impossibility, because) wo never re
cognise any single W ord independently (of other W ords) as a Sentence,

52- 53. “  And the fact of the existence of such, a class as the ‘ Sphofca ’
(of a Sentence as a whole) is to be rejected like («.<?., on the same grounds 
as) the Sphota of the Word ; and the fact of the sequence of Words 
constituting the Sentence on the same grounds as the fact of the Sequence 
of Letters constituting the Word.

53- 54, The sequence cannot he comprehended apart (from the 
W ords) (as explained with regard to the Sequence of Letters in W ords); 
inasmuch as it is always the Words themselves that are cognised as having 
that order of sequence,— like an auditory cognition (which is always 
cognised as endowed with a certain order of sequence).

54- 55. “ W e find that the Words remaining the same, the order
of the words is now one, and then another; and hence we would have a 
difference in the meaning of the Sentence, according to the order of the 
words (if a Sentence were only the order of sequence of Words).

55- 57. “ On the ground of one Word being for the sake of another, 
some people hold that it is the Verbal affix that, being the primary 
element, constitutes the Sentence; and the meaning of the Verb consti
tutes the meaning of the Sentence. But if this were the ease, (in 
certain cases) there could be no relation between the 'Verb and the Nouns 
— as they really exist in the external World. And as a matter of fact, 
we are not cognisant of any relation among the actions themselves, or tho 
Nouns themselves,

■ If the order of words constituted the Sentence then the meaning of “  gauh 
$uklah ” would be different from that of '■■■ yuklo gauh,” which is not the case.

66.fc j How begins the attack on the theory that the meaning of the Sentence lies in 
the meaning of the Verb, This theory is that the principal meaning of the Sentence

■ s <SL



ON SENTENCE. ‘1 9 5

57*60. “ In such an utterance as ‘ in a vessel rice by means of fuels
Devadatta may cook,’ there is no mutual connection among the objects 
(expressed by the W o rd s); inasmuch as, firstly, they are totally different 
from one another ; secondly, every one of them is an accomplished 
object in itself (there being no causal relation between any two objects 
denoted) ; and, thirdly, there is no genitive (indicating any relation among 
them) j— and as such they are independent of one another (and hence 
cannot form a Sentence, which consists only of such Words as have their 
denotations dependent upon ami related to one another). And the pre
sence of the Instrumental ease (in ‘ Icdshihaih ’) removes all possibility 
of (the relation of) proximity (between the objects denoted). And as for 
the objects— Fuel, etc.,— themselves, they can be related (to the action 
of cooking) only by means of their action (of burning, and) not by tlieir 
mere existen ce:in asm u ch  as we find that when the fuel is wet (and can
not burn), it does not accomplish the cooking.

60-61, “ If  the capability (of objects) be held to be the cause (of 
tlieir mutual relations),— then inasmuch as these (capabilities) are. 
by themselves, immaterial (incorporeal), they cannot, themselves, have 
any actions; and (in the inactive state, they can be of no use, because) 
even though they have the capability ( of burning and thereby accomplishing 
the cooking), yet, they cannot accomplish the cooking, while they are inactive 

until the fuel becomes active, and burns, it cannot accomplish the 
cooking),
is the Bhavana; and this Bhavanii is expreeed by the Verbal affix; and hence inasmuch 
as the primary element of the meaning of the Sentence is expressed by the Verb, it 
is this latter that constitutes the Sentence; the other words serving only as qualifica
tions to the verbal affix, and as such being only secondary elements in the Sentence.
1-hie theory is rejected on the ground that even though Words may serve to give us an 
idea of the relation between the action and agents (denoted by the verb and the 
nouns in the Sentence) yet they do not point out any relation between such action and 
agents as really exist in the outer world. For in certain cases we only have linked 
together in a Sentence, a certain verb, and some nouns, which may quite reasonably 
have a, Verbal relation; but which can have no relation in the actual existing state of 
things as exemplified in the following Karika.

6'J„80 <* Proximity ’ ’— Proximity consists o f Sequence, and as such is weaker that 
Direct Assertion. In the present case the Direct Assertion of the Instrumental rejects 
the proximity.

‘‘ As for the objects themselves, &o.”—The sense is thus explained in the Karika : 
the mere fact of the words being heard together does not establish any relation among 

the objects denoted by them, because such utterances as, “ wet with fire, &o.,“  cannot 
establish any relation between lire and wetness. And so in the instance in question 
fuel by itself is not capable o f having any relation with the cooking ; consequently the 
relation between the action and objects accomplishing the object cannot be based 
upon the passive forms of the objects themselves but upon the active capacities of 
these objects.

I I ) V , " <SL
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61- 62. “  Even if there be a connection of these (tael, &o.) with the
cooking, through their (action of) burning, &c.-... then too, inasmuch as
an action (cooking f.i.) is not capable of being accomplished by another 
action (of burning, f.i.), u ( the conueotion, that of being the material cause 
between the fuel and cooking) remains as inaccessible as ever.

62- 63. “ Nor is any relation (such as that of an immaterial cause
with its effect) possible, inasmuch as they (the cooking, and, the burning) 
inhere in different snbtrates (the cooking inhering in the rice, and the 
burning in the fuel). (Nor can burning or the fuel being tips Instrumental 
Cause of cooking, because) that (cooking) which is produced by another 
cause or means (the notion of Devadatta, disc.) cannot be said to have 
another cause (in the shape of burning, &o.}.

63- 64. Those (Fuel, Vessel, <fec<), that perform the actions of burning,
&c. (and as snob Have independent effects of their own), could never 
be the means (Cause proper) of the cooking ; and hence, how could there 
be any connection between cooking and such objects (Fuel, &c.) as are 
not the cause of it? (Lit.-..-How could they form any single sentence ? ) .

64- 65. “ If it be held that the capabilities contained in the burning
Sue., arc indirectly (or secondarily) applied to the cooking (and this would 
constitute a relation between the two), — then (since the fuel, Sac., are 
the agents of the burning, &e., and it is the capability of the burn
ing that is applied to the cooking), the Fuel, &c., would come to be 
the agents of the action of cooking, and it would be impossible for 
them to be m dnm enh  (as they really are, the real .agents being 
Devadait-a).

65- 66. “ Because in the burning, we are never cognisant of various
primary capabilities; and as such, bow could any such capability be 
found bo be applying secondarily at the time of cooking ?

66- 67. “ Because with the reference to their own actions (of which 
they are nominative agents), the Fuel, &o., cannot bo instrauients. And

61.83 The donge of the latter half is that the fuel could be the; causa of the 
cooking, through burning—only if the burning wore the oauso of the cooking. But as a 
matter of fact the cooking not inhering in the burning this latter is not its cause.

83.84 “ How could, &c.”— Since there is no direct relation between them how 
can they form a Sentence ? Because words that denote unconnected objects cannot 
compose a sentence, the necessary element whereof is that each, word must boar some 
direct relation with another word in the sentence.

05.88 All secondary application is based upon some primary capability. And 
as a matter o f faot, we know that the Feel, &c-., are not possessed of such diverse 
capabilities primarily, as those of the Nominative, the Locative and the Instrumental,
And as they are already cognised in their Instrumental capacity, they can have no 
other in the shape of Nominative agency; and hence no such capability could be 
secondarily applied to the cooking,

j i
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we find the actions of softening, burning, holding (belonging respectively to 
the rice, fuel, and vessel) (and lienee these cannot be the agents of 
cooking).

67- 68. !‘ Nor can these (collectively) have any other action (than those
enumerated), at the time of the cooking— juntas singly each of them has 
only one action (and no other). Hence (if they be held to have any  
action towards cooking) it must be as Nominative agents (which lias 
been shown to be impossible).

68- 69. 14 And further, inasmuch as burning, &e,, are not express
ed by the roof ‘ f a d  ’ ( >  to cook), there can be no relation (through 
burning, Ao., between the Fuel, Ao., and Cooking). Because the mere fact 
of the existence of these (burning, Ac.) cannot make them the means of 
any relation (between Fuel, &c., and Cooking).

69 - 70. “ Nor are these• (burning Ac.) expressed by any other W ords  
(such as fu el , in the Sentence). Consequently the root ' <paci' m ust be 
admitted to be denotative of Devadatta’s action, and as such, could not 
have any connection with the Fuel, Ac,

70- 71. “ If  the root ‘ p a ct’ itself be held to dentoe all the actions 
(of cooking as well as those of burning, Ac.) then, like Devadatfca, the Fuel, 
Ac., would also come to be agents (of the cooking).

71- 72. “  Because that case is held to be the Nominative, whose action
is denoted by the root. (In the present case the root p ad  denoting the 
actions of burning, Ac., belonging to Fuel and the rest, these latter could 
not but be accepted to be Nominatives). And since the relation with 
‘ Bhavana' (the conception denoted b y ’ the verbal affixes) too is equally 
applicable to all (Fuel, Ac,), there can be no other definition of the Nomina
tive (that would not apply to Fuel, A c.).

72- 73 . “ A t times we do come across such assertions as ‘ the fuels
cook’ (whore, in the presence of various obstacles, the excellent character 
of the fuel only helps the accomplishment of the cooking) ; — and this 
would not be possible, if we had a definition of ISominative other than the 
one given above (viz., that whose action is denoted by the Verb).

87.63 J ast; R3 for fuel, &0., singly, there Is no other notion than the one o f b u rn in g ,'

&o., so collectively too they can have no other action than those mentioned in the last 
Kartka. And hence if their actions are secondarily applied to the cooking, they can 
only be nominatives and instruments {as they really are).

83.89 Even if there be suoh a relation, it could not be through burning, & 0 .; since 
these are not evon indicated by any of the words in the sentence, whioh therefore can
not express any relation based, upon burning, &o.

HAS The latter half anticipates the objection that we will define the Nominative 
as being that which is related to the Bhavana. The sense o f the Karika is that even 
this definition will not meet the difference urged in the former half o f the Karika,

63
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-y$-i4>. “ Among the actions expressed by a single root pas cooking, 
burning, Ac., bold to bo denoted by the root pad), there can. be no differ
ence of predominance arid subordination (all actions being 'equally denot
ed) ; and consequently we cannot define the Nominative as that whose action 
is more predominantly denoted,

74* 75 . “ Thus fcheu. either denotation or non-denotation of all these 
actions being equally predominant, it is not proper for the agents of those 
actions (Fuel, &c<) to have, at one time, different .case-terminations (as in 
“ Sthtyytim, 'JeSshfhaih, DevadaUah p n m ld ), and, at others, one and the 
same' oase-terraination (viz., the Nominative, as in ‘ liasht'kani pacanti

75-76. “ .Nor can burning, &e., be held to be denoted by the affix 
(the Up in pacati) ;  because this (affix) can bniv denote either the Nomina
tive agent (as hold by the Vaiyakara^as), or the action of the agent (as 
held by the MSm&nsaka). Oonsoquently the Verb ‘ pacati ' cannot have 
any connection with the ‘ fuel,’ &t-

77 . 79, “ Thy denotation of the root (pad ) too is not always con
nected with the denotation  of the affix. Because that which is denoted by 
too affix is the Bhfimnd•'{conception).; and with regard to this, the root 
cannot have any such denotation as will servo for either the object or the 
means ( o f  the BMtanU) in a s m u c h  as objectivity is denoted (by the 
A:ooosative ns) in 1 Pet k am d  and instrumentality (by th© Irisiruun ntul) 
i,n ‘ P&kena, ’ and none of these is denoted by the simple root-form pan.

79-81. Inasmuch as the Injunction and the Bhdvand, are both 
denoted by the affix, the former becomes commoted with the Shdvana, 
before it comes to be connected with the denotation pi the root, And 
thus, when the Injunction has found its haven in the shape of the Bhavaaa, 
even when the denotation of the root comes to bo connected with the 
Sentence, it does not become the object of the injunction.

8.1-82. Though the denotation of the root is directly assorted 
( by the root),-yet it could never be (cognised as) au object of performance;

14.16 If til actions- are equally denotable by the root pad, then all fuel, &o., must 
hive always one and the same case-termination, the Nominative.

11.1ft Having shown the impossibility of any relation between the V erb and the other 
members of the Sentence, it is now shown that there ran be no relation between the 
meaning of fclitJ root unci hh&t of fcho

th e  Bhavana requires only three factors—the object, the means, and the process ; 
and none of these being capable of being denoted by the root * pad,’ this latter (the 
root) cannot have any relation with the Bhavana which is denoted by the affix,

19.81 Ifc is now shown that the Injunction can have no connection with Vedic sen
tences. The Injunction being more closely related to the Bhavana, naturally becomes 
connected with it and not with the subsequently appearing denotation of the root.

81.S8 it' is, only that which is enjoined that can be performed { and as the meaning 
of the root yaji has boon shown to be Unable of being the object enjoined, the yaf/a
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since activity (or performance) depends upon the injunction wh-ieb h^s 
been shown not to have the denotation of the root for- its object}; In the 
same manner wo could show the impossibility of other objects (named in 
a Sentence), the auxiliaries viz : or subordinate-Sacrifices being the objects 
of Jinjunction.

82- 83* “  Consequently, we should reject the fact of the Prayajditf Ssm 
being auxiliaries to the Injunction (of the Jyotuhtoma); because they 
have no connection with, it (the Injunction), And this want of connection 
between these may be shown as between ‘ W hite and ‘ Cow ’ (shown, above)-

83- 84, “ in  that ease (of the ‘ Cow ’ and ‘ W h ite ’) however, there 
may be a connection, in the shape of the object (the white cow) ; but (in 
(ne case of the Pray ty cts) there can. be no relation between these (and 
the Injunction). inasmuch as these are cognisable only by means of the 
various Vedio sentences, which have no connection with one another.

64-8o. “ Thus then, since none of the two (neither connection among
the objects denoted by the Words, nor that among the words’ themselves) 
are found to have any other grounds, we would have mutual interdepen
dence' (if we held that the connection between the various objects denoted 
bj the woids occurring in any enjoining passage is, based upon and author
ised by the Word alone). And thus, inasmuch as the Injunction is de
void. of the three factors (necessary in the BUavana), it becomes devoid 
°f any object (since the Bhavana too cannot, unde:* the circumstances, be 
tho object of the Injunction which is devoid of the three factors, and as 
Such incapable of any connection, with the Bknvam).

oouM not be performed. And when the yoga , which la denoted bj a part of the same word 
1 y a je ta ,"  of which the latter particle denotes the Injunction, cannot be tho object of 

the injunction, nothing else .that: is foreign to it—such as tho som a, or the auxiliary 
sacrifices, which are expressed by other words—can never be the object of Injunction.
And as such Injunction ceases to have any relation with, Vedic Sentences; and Sacri
fices, &c„ can never he recognised as being enjoined by the Veda.

In the case of the “ White Cow,” when one hears this uttered by an old man 
and sees a cow brought by another man, one can come to recognise a connection, be- 
twr.ut w hiteness and the c o w ; but in this case, the cognition of the connection is based 
not 0n,y aP°Q (;ho Word but upon this 'as aided by Sense-perception, Inference, A c . In 
fciie case of fcli0 P r a y 0 a » ; however, these are not amenable to any "other means of know- 
lodge. but the Word; and the Word, by itself, has been shown to be incapable of denot
ing any relation of these with the Injunction, therefore there can bo no moans of cog
nising any relation of the Praysjas with the Injunction. Specially oh the Sentences 
mentioning tllC ât/ajas with themselves are various and have no connection among 
taemselves. D

8*-5& M utual, ifytep h p en d i’nco,”  Because so long as the relation among the objects 
is not cognised, the meaning of the sentence cannot be Cognised. And until the mean- 
a!8 01 t;10 Senj;enRe is cognised, tho cccnneotion. among the objects cannot be cognised;
Sinoe connection has no other proof than tho Vedic Sentence itself.

m S a m i /n®  , ; ;] <S L
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85- 86. “  And tins ( Injunction) cannot be connected directly (without
t be intervention of B h S v a n S )  with the denotation of the root and the objects 
named (in the sentence) ; because the Injunction being interrupted by. 
the B h U va n C l (on the ground of both being denoted by the affix), the agent 
cannot engage in (the performance of) those (viz., the denotation of the 
root, <bc.),.

86- 87. “ Thus then, since all verbal connections are based upon the 
connection between actions and agents, &a. (and these have been proved 
to be impoaible),— therefore all other kinds of relation must be rejected. 
And this rejection would lead to the rejection of all such relationships as 
those of master and servant, father and son, a man and his friends, &c.

87- 88. “ Of Verbal prefixes and Nip&tas there cannot be any connec
tion with any (factor of the sentence). And as for a relation among 
themselves, this is never accomplished, as also is the relation of these with, 
nouns, independently (of the verbs to which they are attached).

88- 89. “ Because, unless the particles (known as Verbal affixes)
qualify the verb, they do not acquire the character of the ‘ Verbal affix. ’ 
And as for the meaning of the Sentence, they (the Verbal affixes) cannot 
qualify it,— simply because the meaning of th6 Sentence does not 
exist (i . e until the relation of the various words composing the Sentence 
have been ascertained, the meaning of the Sentence is not cognised), 
and as such, for all intents and purposes, is non ost).

89- 90, “ If the relation of Verbal affixes, &o., be held to bo through
the Verb,— then (we reply) such relation with the Verb is not possible for 
that which is not a Kanaka (that is, a noun having one of the six case-ter
minations). And (Verbal affixes are not Karakas, because) a Kouu 
(or Kciraka) cannot signify (or define) an object (which has no existence) 
(and Verbal affixes do not signify any objects at all).

90- 91. “ As a matter of fact, these (Verbal affixes, &c.) cannot have 
a qualify ing capacity, inasmuch as they do not, and cannot, produce any 
positive effect upon the objects denoted by other words; because all that 
the Verbal affix, &c., are capable of doing is either to bo meaningless, 
or change the original meaning (of the word to which they happen to be 
prefixed), or establish a meaning cor: I racy to the original meaning.

91- 92. “ In ‘ p r a la m b a t B ,9 &e,, the prefix {fra) is meaningless (the 
meaning of p r a la m b a tB  being the same as that of la m b a tB ). In 1 p r a s f id a ?  

the original meaning (of the root sad— to sit)  is changed (into Favour,

86.8S The object engaged in must be the object enjoined; and the root-deno
tation cannot be such an object, on account of the Injunction having been interrupted 
and located within itself by the Bhavana, which hae the strongest claim to it, on the 
ground of both being denoted by the Verbal affix,

' Cô \ • • •
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Kindness, Ac.). And the meaning of *pratishihate" (starts) is contrary 
(to the meaning of ‘Hshthati— stYs).

92 - 93. “ That alone, which adds something to the original meaning 
(of a word) without, in any way, affecting it to the contrary,— can be held 
to be a qualification; and not that which destroys (and completely alters) 
the original meaning (as the Verbal affixes do),

93 - 94. “ Even in tho case of such prefixes as signify such non-contra
dictory qualifications as ‘ direction towards’ and the like (as in the case 
of udgacchati, &<:.), these specifications belong to the agent (because it is 
the agent who is qualified by the Abhimnhhya, and not the V erb); and as 
such, they cannot be held to form part of (or belong to) the denotation of 
the Verb.

94- 95. “ And with the agent, the Verbal affix can have no relation.
And inasmuch as it (the Verbal affix) is distinct from the three factors 
(of the end, the means and the procedure), it cannot have any relation 
with the Bhavana.

95- 96. “ And further, in the case of negative and alternative Verbal 
prefixes and. nipatas, any relation would only be a contradiction,— because 
for those who hold the reality of external objects, such prefixes, &c., signify 
objects contrary (to those originally signified by the simple word without 
the prefix, &c.).

96- 97. “  Because by its own significant word, an object is denoted in
its positive form ; and as such, how can it be relegated to negativity by 
means of the negative prefixes, &c.?

97- 98. “ Because between the two direct assertions ( ‘ ja r ’ and 
‘ non-jar ') there is a contradiction, as between * is ’ ancl 1 is not.’ And  
in the ease of the alternative nipHta ( ‘ or,’ <&c.) there is contradiction in a 
single word (a single word * or,’ signifying two contradictory objects).

98 - 99. “ Of these (verbal prefixes) there are no independent

95.93 Negative prefixes, & o., signify an object contrary to tho one signified by tho 
original word without suoh prefix; and as such those profixes cannot be said to bo re- 
latedtotho originally signified objects—for such would bo a mere contradiction, the 
prefix ! not’ signifying the non-going and yot being related to going.

If it bo not held to be related to tho ja r , then the very nature of this latter 
would be perverted; and this perversion of character cannot be held to be a case either 
of qualification or relation.

sh98 tQ the Assertion “ Jar or Cloth,” the “ or” belongs equally to both; and as 
such simultaneously signifying two contrary objects, it is a contradiction in itself.

99 Prefixes have no meaning of their own. The meaning of a Sentence is held 
to be made up of the meanings of the words composing it. Hence in the sentence 

White Cow,” the meaning of the sentence is that which is made up of the meaning and 
°f the two words. And inasmuch as both these words have meanings of their own, 
each of them comes to have a certain relation with the Sentenceoe a whole through their

' e0|^ X  .
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significations, as we-have of ike words ‘ cow * and the like; and hence the 
meaning of the Sentence could not contain any such denotation (of the p ro  
fixes independently), through which they (the prefixes, &c.) would be con
nected in the Sentence.

99- 100, “ Since, later on, the Bhashya denies tho fact of ell the words
of a Sentence collectively being the means (of cognising the moaning of the 
Sentence),---therefore the assertion of the Bh&shya that: the meaning of 
the sentence is cognised when all the words have been uttered—must bo 
taken as showing (or indicating) the incapability of each individual word 
(to denote the meaning of the sentence).

100- 101. “ On the ground of the non-relation of the denotations of 
Words, as shown above, the collective donotability of Words is asserted to 
be non-existing, even though it seems to exist—because (on being duly 
considered) such collective denotuMUty is not cognised.

101- 102. “ If each word inidvidually were to constitute the meaning 
of the sentence, then the ground (on which the meaning of the sentence is 
sought to be based) becomes inconclusive (doubtful) (because any indivi
dual word may be common to any number of sentences, and as such it 
could not invariably point to the meaning of any one particular Sentence). 
And if the meaning of the Sentence be held to be based upon the moaning 
of the Words taken collectively, then, since any particular combination of 
Words (forming a Sentence) is not perceived anywhere else, (such collec
tive denotation cannot be sufficient ground (for the meaning of the Sen. 
tonco), inasmuch as, being unique, it cannot serve as the basis of any

specific denotations. The prefixes, however, have no independent significations of 
their own; and as such there is no means by which they could become related to tho 
Sentence or its meaning.

99.100 in order to show the groundlessness of the cognition of the meaning ov the 
Sentence, the Bhashya has assorted that iu the sentenoe, “ Ayniliotram yuhwySt svarga- 
ItSm ah”  none of the words signify that Heaven follows’frotn Agnihotra \ and then again it 
follows with the assertion that “ this meaning is got p,t when all the words of the Sentence 
have been uttered.” These two assertions appear mutually contradictory. Because 
tho latter assertion shows that all the words are the ground for the idea of the meaning 
of the Sentence, which the former assertion seeks to prove to be groundless. It js this 
contradiction that tho Karika refers to and explains. The explanation is that the latter 
is not a final assertion, because such collective denotability is rejected later on ; what 
it means is simply that the words in d ivid u a lly a,re incapable of denoting the mean
ing of the Sentence.

100.101 The B-hashya denies the collective function of words. But in face of indi
vidual recognition of such collective denotability, this denial seems to bo unreasonable. 
The Kfti!k5 explains this seeming contradiction. It means that though the mutual 
relation among the meanings of words appears to exist, yet on careful enquiry, it is found 
that there is- no such relation, and hence no collective denotativeness of words in a 
sentence,

I ® I  <SL
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argument (just as the smell of the earth being unique in the earth alone, 
cannot prove anything with regard to any other thing).

102- 103. “ One who holds that the meaning of the sontenoe is the 
meaning of the component words taken collectively, will also have some 
syntactical meaning out of such a sentence as 1 Cow, Horse, Elephant, &c.’

103- 104. “ The meaning that the Word has when alone is not
abandoned when it appears with other words. For if a word were to 
abandon its original meaning, then we could never have any trust in any 
Word and meaning.

104- 105. “ And (inasmuch as words only denote classes, when two or 
three words are uttered together) all that we could get from them would 
be the idea of two or throe classes-, because even when many words are 
uttered, they canuot denote particular individuals.

1 0 5 - 107. “ If it be held that t he Sentence denotes its meaning directly, 
independently of the meanings of the component Words, —then there would 
bo no perceptible use for any cognition of the meaning of the Words. And 
hence even such people as have not understood the moaning of the Words 
would directly cognise the meaning of the Sentence (which is an impossi
bility). And if ( in order to avoid this you hold that) one stands in need of 
a cognition of these (meaninngs of words) then these would come to bo tho 
means (of the meaning of the Sentence), And this has already been ex
plained (to be impossible on the ground of the absence of any connected 
relation among the W ords). Thus then, we find that there is no possibility 
of any ground for the cognition of the meaning of a Sentence

108- 109. “ Thus then, it must be admitted that the cognition of the
meanings of human utterances could be brought about by a cognition of the 
relation of) objects denoted (by the component words)— (which relation of 
external objects is cognised by means of right notion, sense-perception, 
etc., than the Words); and the meaning of Vedio sentences cannot but 
be groundless (inasmuch as the objects talked of in the Veda are not 
amenable to the other means of right notion, and it lias been shown above 
that any cognition of the meanings of the component words alone cannot 
bring about a. cognition of the meaning of the Sentence). Or, the deno
tation of the Vedie sentences may be based upon connections laid down 
by men, like the (conventional) denotations of such words as ‘ Guna 
‘ Vrddhi,* &o., (laid down by Pan ini as signifying certain accents, &c.).
Or, lastly, it may be that the V’edic sentences have no meaning at ail—  
what they are made to signify is really non-existing,— being kept up by the 
sacrificial priests (for the sake of emoluments accruing to themselves, from  
the performance of sacrifices, said to be enjoined by the Veda).”

109- 110. “ And with reference to this (explanation of the meaning
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of V©die sentences being based upon Convention), it has been assarted (by 
Inference) that, in that ease, being a conglomeration (of facts), like any 
common story, the Veda (as based upon Convention) must be a human 
production, And (under tiro circumstances), since we do not know of any 
trustworthy person as being its author (i.e„ of the Veda), (as we find in 
the case of ordinary human assertions made by persons known to be trust
worthy), the Veda must be admitted to be invalid (groundless and false.)'’

Reply to the above :—
110-111. Though we have no other ground (for the cognition of the 

meaning of the Sentence), yet wo perceive that the meanings of the words 
(com posing the Sentence) are such grounds,— inasmuch as the cognition of 
the meaning of a Sentence appears only when there is a cognition of the 
meanings of the words.

111-112. It is true that it is not possible for the Sentence (as a whole, 
independently of the Words) to express any meaning ; because, inasmuch 
as the cognition of its meaning is otherwise explained (as being based 
upon the meanings of Words), it is altogether unwarrantable to assume 
an independent denotative capacity in the Sentence (as a whole, apart 
from the words composing it),

112-113. It is extremely difficult even to assume the denotativeness 
of the W ord to lie in its component Letters (though even this has been 
proved to be impossible). And as for the denotativeness of the Sentence 
lying in the Sentence, it would be much more difficult to assume this 
inasmuch as one word disappears (as soon as it is uttered, and does not 
continue till the whole Sentence has been uttered); and if we assume 
the denotativeness of the Sentence to he in the Letters composing the 
Words making up the Sentence, we would have to recall the innumerable 
Letters long disappeared (i.e., in recalling the past W ords of the sentence 
we would have to recall th© Letters composing these W ords).

1J4-115. And further (in thus assuming), we would have to assume 
a further function, (than the denotation of the meanings of words) of 
those (Letters) that have already had their use in (denoting) the meanings 
of words (composed by them). And by this we would also be rejecting

U0.111 With this begins the explanation of Sutra I— i—25 with which the Su tra  be
gins its reply to the above objections, detailed in Karikls I— 110.

1U.116 While there is this immediate sequence between the denotation of words 
and that of the sentence, the cognition of Letters composing the Word is followed first 
by the cognition of Words, which is then followed by that of the Sentence-moaning.
And as such it is quite unreasonable to assume the causality of the cognition of Letters 
which is one step removed, neglecting that of the words, which i3 followed immediately 
by the cognition of tho meaning of the Sentence,
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t}ie recognised capability of Words (to denote the meaning of the Sentence) 
and, as a matter of fact, the meaning of the Sentence cannot forego the 
causality of the Words, inasmuch as there is a denotation of the Words 
and also that of the Sentence (the cognition of the meaning of the 
Sentence following immediately after that of the Word meanings).

115-116. (I f  it be held that the denotation of the Sentence is 
cognised by means of the impressions left by the Letters composing the 
Words, then) How could a single impression (left by the Letters) bring

I
 about two effects (the cognition of the meaning of the Words, and that 

of the meaning of the Sentence) P Nor are we cognisant of any other 
impression (left by the Letters) than the previous one, which gives us 
the idea of the (Words and their meanings).

116-1.18. Nor is a review of the past Letters possible at the time 
of the utterance of the last Letter (of the Sentence); inasmuch ar such 
a review is rendered impossible by the intervention of the cognitions of the 
Words and their connection with the Sentence. Therefore the cognition 
of the Sentence, (and its meaning) as a single corporate whole cannot be of 
the form of the remembrance of the Letters (composing the Words of the 
Sentence) as previously heard (at the utterance of the W ords). Aud for 
the same reason it cannot bo held (as it is by the Vaiyakaranas) that the 
Sentence really is of the form of the Sentence itself (considered as a whole 
in itself, irrespective of the Words or Letters composing it).

118-119. By the idea of a “ Sentence” wo do not comprehend the 
specific form of the Sentence (irrespective of the meaning) ; nor can the 
idea of the meaning of the Sentence bring about the cognition of its 
specific form (irrespective of objects as actually existing in the externa* 
world);— both these facts having been shown to be impossible, under 
“  Qttnyavfida.”

119-120. Those theorists, who hold the Sentence and its denotation 
to consist in single wholes (in the shape of sphota) some of them hold
ing such sphota to have an external existence, and others confining it to the 
mental idea of these alone— , will have to assert, without any grounds, 
the falsity of the separate cognitions (that al! men have) of the sever
al component Darts (of the Sentence and its denotation® lie*, even if 
one were to assume the falsity (of certain well-known facts and objects, such 
as the idea of the parts of the Sentence, &o,), this (mere assumption

U«.U8 The Kaiaka. admits the statement made in the objection, that the Sentence 
as a whole is not denotative of the moaning of the Sentence, and also that it cannot 
be held that there is a Sphota of the Senteneo which is denotative of its meaning, this 
Sphota being irrespective of the Words and Letters and their mtttua relations, &o.
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witbaUfcftny rousons) could not reject the (actual) cognition (that people 
have) of the object itself,

121-122. The Words themselves, cognised as having only a slight 
capability (of denoting their own specific meanings), are capable of 
making u p an endless number of Sentences, through the inclusion (of some) 
and exclusion (of Others), and through fcho various combinations (of the 
Words). And when the matter (of Sentences and their denotations) can 
be explained on the ground of these olight capabilities (of the words), it 
is quite unreasonable to assume greater (and further)-capabilities (of the 
Sentences) (as would bo necessitated by those holding the signification of 
a Sentence to belong to the Sentence as a. whole, irrespective of the 
Words). And (since the denotation of the Sentence can be explained on 
the ground of the denotations of the W ords) therefore no Apparent Incon
sistency could authorise an endless number of Sentences and their deno
tations

123-124. It cannot be urged (as it is done by the Yaiyakaranas) that 
the idea of parts (in a Sentence) is a mistaken one, due to similarity (of the 
sounds manifesting the Sentences). Because, you do not recognise the 
primary parts of any Sentence, either apart from itself or in .any other 
Sentence, inasmuch aa you hold all Sentences to bo impartite wholes. And 
it is among such parts as have a reality of existence, that there could be 
similarity or dissimilarity. (And as you deny such reality you cannot 
base any ideas upon similarity of these).

123-120. In the case of Narasihha, (which is the instance cited by 
the Vaiyokarana) there is a partial similarity (with the man and the lion) 
because there are two such classes (of animals, aa Man and Lion). And  
hence iti this case, the parts perceived in the body of Harasinha have a 
previous and separate existence in the two classes,— some parts of each 
appearing (in the body of Narasihha) and others being absent (there
from ). The hands, Ac., are found to separately resemble those of the

i3J.23 Greater capabilities, SrcL— because suoh theorists will have fccf assume : 
distinct capability far each separate Sentence over anti above the capability of the Words,
A certain number of words can constitute many sentences; mid one who holds the 
capability of words alone will base nil denotations of the words as could bo made np by 
the various combinations of the words, on the capability of words alone. Whereas 
ore who admits the Sph-.ta will have to assume a separate capability for each separate 
sentence; because, for him, the denofcability of the Sentence is irrespective of the Words.

123.2* The Yaiyakaranas hold time the sound manifesting each sentence is distinct.
But in two sentences where certain words are pom‘non, tire sounds are much similar; and 
as such there arises a notion of the Sentences having certain parts similar to those of the 
other sentences, and certain dissimilar parts. This gives rise to the idea of a Sentence 
having parts.

f §  ■ ' '■  ■ <SL
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human body ; and we have a separate cognition of all these (parts, Lands 
&c.), in. the various human bodies we have seen.

127. Hence the idea of the sameness o f . these (as appearing in. the 
body of Narasinha, and in any ordinary human body) may be explainer! 
as being due either to similarity or to the sameness of the class to which 
these, hands, <fca, belong, And hence there is a likelihood of the recog
nition (of the hands, &c., of Narasinha as being those seen in a human 
body),

128. And then, if you hold the recognition of the similarity of the 
parts of Sentences to be like this (similarity of the limbs of Narasinha),—  
then the reality of the existence of parts being thereby established, the 
assumption of Sentences being without parts becomes false.

.129, The similarity, that one would assume, of a non-existent object 
with another non-existent object, would, be exactly like the similarity of 
the horns of the Hare with those of the Ass ! ! !

130. If you hold that here too (in the case of non-existent things), 
there is a similarity of non-existence (which is common to all non-existent 
things), then such similarity would exist among all Sentences; inasmuch 
as. according to you, the pails of all Sentences are equally non-existent 
and as such, no two Sentences would ever be dissimilar.

131. In the case of an object of variegated colour, we sec its various 
parts, as black, <&c., severally; and in the case of wine, (having the sweet as 
Well as the bitter taste) we cognise one part (the bitter) to be similar to other 
objects (which are altogether bitter),

132. In the ease of a mixed cognition, we are not cognisant of its 
parts. It is the object of that cognition which is variegated, and the object 
has parts also ( therefore the ease of the mixed cognition will not serve as an 
instance for you).

133. Therefore the notion of similarity with regard to Words and 
betters cannot be based upon non-existence. Nor can thqre be, for you, 
any such similarity (based upon parts) in a Sentence, inasmuch as you 
do not admit of any parts (of Sentences, which in your opinion, form com
plete wholes in themselves, in the shape of 8'photo),

134. Even if the Sentences were similar to one another (even in the 
absence of any parts of these), there could not be a detaching of Letters

IBS The other side has urged as an instance that in the case of a mixed cognition,
We have an idea of parts, even though really it has no parts; in the same manner 
though the Sentence baH no parts in reality, yet it is cognised as having parts ; and as 
such this cannot serve as an instance for the case of the sentence.

f3# As a matter of fact wo know of such instances as the detaching of one Word 
from a sentence and the insertion of f.nothor.in its place. All this could not be if the

®  <SL
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and Word a (from Sentences). Hence tit ore could not be an inclusion and ex
clusion (of Words), (as laid down by the Vraiyaka.ranas themselves), inasmuch 
as there would be no substrates of these (since for you, there are no such 
things as parts of Sentences, in the shape of Words, Ac.)

13o. Nor, in the absence of Words and Letters as making up the 
Sentence, can you have any diversity of the manifesting (sounds of 
Sentences), on which diversity you could base the apparent notions of 
diversity in Sentences. Because Sounds (manifesting the Sphola of the 
Sentence according to you) are held to bo subtile (and hence imperceptible 
in themselves, and hence incapable of having their diversity perceptible).

136, (Being atomic themselves) the Sounds cannot produce any 
perceptible effects other than the atomic. Consequently, we could 
have cognitions only of the atomic factor of the Words (and we could 
never have any perception of Words as thoy are ordinarily known),

137. Even though there be diversity and sequence among the sounds, 
yet these sounds could no- bring about any such (diverse and sequential) 
manifestation,— on account of the absence (according to you) of these 
(diversity and sequence) in the objects to be manifested (in the Sentences, 
which you hold to he impart!te wholes),

138, (According to your theory) you could have either the simul
taneous cognition of the whole Sentence (as a whole) or no cognition at all. 
Because before the whole Sentence has been uttered, there is nothing for
yon to cognise (inasmuch as you do not hold words to form parts of the 
Sentences).

139. Anri (another difficulty that you will have is that) a single Sen
tence ( ‘ 'the cloth is '1) may be a complete sentence (at one time, by itself); 
ami the same, when standing in need of something else (such as the asser
tion of the redness of the cloth), would, bo deficient (as wanting the asser-

senfceuce were one bipartite whole. Because in your opinion the parts of sentences are 
non-existing; and there can be no insertion or exclusion of non-existent entities.

186 Iho 1 niyakaranas hold that the Sounds manifestive of the Sentences are diverse 
and are endowed with a certain order of sequence; and it is these that bring about the 
notion of parbiteness and sequence with regard to sentences which in reality have no parts 
and no sequence: The Karika shows that this cannot be; inasmuch as tho sounds 
hrid to be man (festive of the Sphola of sentences are subtile; and as such cannot 
ha , e any diversity perceptible. Honce the apparent diversity in the sentence cannot 
be due to the diversity of the sounds.

* hough as a matter of fact, even when a certain sense is left incomplete, we do 
not comprehend the words that may have been uttered till then.

18® 1 he opponent cannot assert that the Word expressing redness may be added to 
the Sentence because one who does not admit of parts of the Sentence cannot have 
these additions and subtractions, as shown above.
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tion of redness); and this would be a contradiction; inasmuch as the same 
Sentence cannot be both complete and incomplete (deficient).

MO. I f  it be assumed that the Sentence of three words, known to 
have a separate existence by itself, does not exist in the Sentence of four 
W ords,— then the tree could be said not to exist in the forest.

141. tf it be held that, “ the Sentence (of thfiee W ord s— ‘ Bring 
white cow’ ) is other (than the Sentence of four words, “ Devadatta, bring 
white c o w ") , because it is known to have a separate existence, and because 
it has a reality (by itself apart from the other Sentence,” — then W ords and 
Letters too would come to be other than the Sentence (composed of these) 
(inasmuch, as the words making up one Sentence are known to have an 
existence elsewhere also, and have a reality apart from the individual Sen
tence).

142. Therefore, just as the existence of smaller Sentences cannot be 
denied in a large Sentence (made up of these smaller Sentences),— so, in 
the same manner, the notions of W ords and. Letters cannot be said to be 
non-existent, in the cognition of Sentences (made up of these W ords 
and Letters).

143. I f  it be urged that, “ since these (W ords and Letters) are never 
used alone by themselves (but only in Sentences; and benee they may bo 
taken to be as good as non est),” — then the smaller Sentence too is used 
only in the bigger Sentence (and as such the former may also he non est).
If it be urged in reply that the smaller Sentence is used to denote its own 
small meaning,— then, (we reply,) the W ords too are used to denote their 
own meanings,

144. Though W ords and Letters by themselves are never found to 
form part of ordinary usage (i.e., though they are never used as such by 
themselves) yet they have an existence of their own (apart from any Sen
tence), when the speaker wishes to use a single werd.

145. When, on having cognised a certain specific fact, one wishes 
to express only the meaning of a word, he uses either the W ord singly or 
a single Letter with some meaning.

146. A t the time of studying (getting up) a certain book, one has re-

ii0 One who denies the fact of Words and Letters making up Sentences, must hold 
that the Sentence “ Bring white com' ” being a complete Sentence io itself, does not 
exist in the Sentence “ Devadatta, bring white cow." And i f  this were trno, then, 
nasmueh as the tree in the forest is complete in itself, it could not be said to exist in  

the forest. This is as absurd as the other.
11,6 On being ashed ‘ Who is coming p ’ the reply is simply 'the King;’ or on being 

asked ‘ Who is the husband of Laksktni P ’ the reply is ‘ A,’ i , e . Vishnu.
146 What the student fixes in his memory, first of nil, are the Words and Letters 

by themselves. The getting up of the Sentences comes next.
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course ch id lj to the ascertainment (and remembrance) of Words and 
Letters, apart (from the Sentences composed of them).

147. And when, in such cases, these ( Wordft and Letters) have been 
known to have an (independent) existence of their own,— such existence 
can never subsequently be denied; because the cognition of the denotation 
of the Sentence does not in any way contradict (he., is inconsistent with) 
the independent forms of these (W ords and Letters, as having an indepen
dent existence of their own).

148. Though these (W ords and Letters) singly have not the power 
to bring about the cognition of the denotation of the Sentence, yet their 
existence remains uncontroverted,— just as the existence of the wheel 
even when (apart from tho chariot and the horse) is by itself incapable of 
action (motion).

149. Thus then the fact of not being used by itself (which you nrjje 
sh a premiss to prove the non-existence of the W ord) Incomes inconclu
sive. 'The fact of those (wheel, &o.) being seen to exist even in the 
absence of the action (motion), lias been shown to apply to the case of
Words also (since these also are seen to exist apart from the Sentence). 

(S oon  this ground too, the eases of the Wheel and the Word are not 
dissimilar).

150. The counterblast (by the adversary) that,— “ if there be an 
existence of Words and Letters (as parts of the Sentence), then there

1*1 When the Words have been known to have an independent existence apart 
from the '"Sentence, the denotation of the Sentence cannot in any way reject their 
existence.

1** Though the wheel cannot move, yet it exists all the same. In the same manner, 
though the Words, by themselves, are incapable of giving the meaning of the Sentences, 
yet their independent existence continues all the same.

1*9 The argument advanced by • the opponent is— “ Words have no existence, be
cause t h e y  cannot be used by themselves,” and this argument is rendered doubtful 
and inconclusive—Incapable of giving the desired conclusion—with a view to the well- 
known fact of certain well-known objects— as the wheel &o., which are known to 1 •• 
incapable of action by themselves and yet have an independent existence of their own.

U0 Tha adversary's argument herein referred to is that, just as Words have an inde
pendent existence as parts of the Sentence, so too will tho Letters, as parts of the Word, 
have an independent existence of their own And ,:io with the parts of the Letters as 
w ell; so on and on, ad infinitum. And in order to avoid this endlessness, you will have 
to rest upon some impartite entity ; then when it does become necessary to admit of an 
impartite entity in the end, why not admit of it in the beginning, admitting the 
Sentence to be such an entity, thus doing away with the necessity of parts, Words, &e.?

“ As in the cane of atoms;’’—That is, in the ease of the jar, people go on assuming 
partite entities up to the atom where they rest; and those that oppose this thery of 
atoms assert that when you have to admit an impartite entity, why not admit the 
jar itself to be such an entity, thus doing away with all the series of parts over parts ?
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would also be an independent existence of the parts of these (W ords and 
Letters) also; and thus (going on ad infinitum) we would have to ac
cept the non-existence of all of these as'in the case of atom s,”— can only 
serve to frighten children.

151. Because, just as oven when there arc (such) ultimate (parts as) 
atoms (of tliocloth), the threads, <fce. (as intermediate parts of the cloth, 
to tho downward series of its parts up to atoms) have an established ex
istence,— so, in the same manner, even if there be parts (over parts of the 
Letters, So.), this fact does not militate against the existence of the Lot 
ters (as intermediate parts of W ords and Sentences).

152. And further, because a certain object is found to be partite, it 
does not necessarily follow that all its parts must also have parts; 
because though the jar is a partite object, yet the atom (of the jar) has no 
parts.

153. Thus then, the diversity of W ords and Letters (in a Sentence) 
having been held to be amenable to Sense-perception, the “ Apparent Incon
sistency'" (Impossibility) of the parts of Letters cannot reject it.

154. The adversary has cited tho case of “ Root-Form s” (original 
forms of W ords) and “ affixes” as instances proving the non-existence .(o f 
W ords and Letters independently of the Sentence). And these instan
ces are not sound, inasmuch as people are cognisant of the independent 
existence of these (Roots and Affixes).

155. It cannot be said that grammatieal words mention (Root-forms 
and Affixes by themselves only as showing) certain grammatical processes 
(and not as expressing the forms of these independently by themselves). 
Because the independent forms of these (Root-form s, Affixes, &c ) are 
directly perceptible (by the Senses); and so (perceptible) is also the 
denotation of these, just like any other denotations (of W ords or Senten
ces),

3.56 Because in a W ord ( “ vrkshena,”  f .i .)  the root-form ( “ vfk- 
slid” )  and the affix (the instrumental “ f t ” ) are recognised distinctly one

lf>4 The adversary’s syllogism is—*4 Words and Letters? have no existence,—because 
they can never be used by themselves,—just as Roots, Affixes, &c.” And the KSrika 
means that s ' iqe we are cognisant of the independent existence of Hoots, Ac tho exist
ence of these oanuofc prove the independent non-existence of >Vord-, and Letters. In 
fact, in rules' of grammar Roots and Affixes are very often mentioned by themselves.

J£8 When “ Vfkshena”  is uttered ve have first of all a cognition of the original 
simple word “  Yrksha”  as denoting the tree ; and then follows the cognition of the e a s e -  
ending td signifying singularity and instrumentality. Thins, as the two are perceived 
distinctly one after tho other, and their denotations too are cognised distinctly one after 
the other, they cannot hat he admitted to have distinct independent existences of their 
own.

■ , ■ •111
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after the other (sinoe at first we have an idea of tlie simple nowi uvrksha:‘ 
and then of tho instrumental and singular affix ), And the ch aotafcions of 
these too, appearing on their own appearance, are also cognised distinct

ly, one after the other.
157-159. The denotations of these (basic nouns and affixes) are cog

nised distinctly also through affirmative and negative concomitance; inas
much as we find that while the affixes— am and the rest— appear and 
disappear {Le., oven when the affixes are being changed) the denotation 
of the basic noun ( “ vrksha ”  fa .) continues the same. A s for instance, 
in the two words “ vflcsham”  and “ vrkshBna”  the class “ vrfoha"  (be
ing the denotation of the simple basic noun “ vfksha " )  remains the 
same, while the accusative character (cenoted by the am in the former 
word) disappears (in the latter), and in its place appears the instru
mentality (denoted by the id in “ wkuhtna"). (So much for the distinct 
cognition of the denotation of the Affixes apart from the basic noun ; 
now as regards that of the denotation of the basic noun, apart h ’oin 
that of the Affixes). In the same manner, in the two words “ vrJcsham” 
and “ ghatam”  tho accusative character (denoted by the am present in 
both words) continues the same, while the denotation (of the Word  
‘ vrhsha” disappears (in the latter |  and that of the word 'ghat a '  appears

in its place. ,
160. Hence (it must be admitted that) tho denotation (of a word or

affix or a sentence) is that which always accompanies (is invariably con
comitant with) these (W ord, &c.). And in order to explain this otherwise 
inexplicable fact, we conclude the existence of such potentiality (of denota

tion) in them (t.e., W ord, &c.}. f ,
161, Though in the case of such W ords as kvpa, Ac., the

particle “ flpa” is common, yet there is no distinct denotation (of this com
mon particle) which would be common to both words (as the “ vrksha 
is in the words “ vrkham”  and ^vrksUna” )-, and that this is so does 
not militate against Words (and as such the above fact cannot militate 
against the partite character of words).

,6 'j.lte  'Phis sh ow s t h a t  w e  are co g n isa n t of th e  d en o ta tio n s  o f affixes a p art fro m

th ose  o f th e  basm  n ou n s, a n d  vice versa,
18i T h e  objection  a n sw ered  in this K avika is t h i s :— ; i I f  th o  W o r d  V jk s h a  b e in g  

co m m o n  to  th e  tw o w o rd s “ V r k sh a m ,”  aud| “  T r k a h e n a ,’'h a s  a  d istin ct d en o ta tio n  o f  its  

o w n - t h e  particle  upa b e in g  com m on  to  th e  tw o w ords w ou ld  a lso  h ave a d is tin c t  s ig n i

fication o f Its ow n : an d  in a sm u ch  as th is  is  n ot tho ca se , th e d istin ct sign ification  o f th e  

w o rd  ‘ T rk sh ft ’ Bbould a lso  b o  rejected  j and  hence a lso  th e fa c t  of W o rd s and  S e n te n .  
ces b e in g  p a rtite .”  T h e  sen se o f th e re p ly  is th a t th e  m e re  fa c t  o f a n y  co m m o n  p a rtic le  
n o t g iv in g  »  d istin ct m e a n in g  cannot s tr ik e  a ga in st th e d en o ta tiv en o ss an d  p a rtite  ch u rn c-

te r  o f  a ll w ords.
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162, Because move concomitance— ebber affirmative qv negative-— 
oauuot Wring about, the cognition of any altogether new denotation (never 
known W fo re), M l  that is  done by these (affirmative and negative con
comitances) is that, when a certain number of denotations 'apnoar to bo 
connected (with a Word), they serve to restrict the (denotative) poten
tiality (o f the W ord) to one of them.

165;. Thus then, a W ord ( “  w'fahSm,”  f .i.) being of a variegated form  
(containing the basic noun “ vrksha”  and the instrumental case-ending 
and as such, signifying a variegated meaning (the tree and instrumentality) 
that meaning which is cognised at the appearance of a certain factor of 
such a word, is ascertained to be the specific denotation of that motor (f.i., 
■instrumentality being cognised only on the appearance of the affix fS, this 
affix is ascertained to have instrumentality for its specific denotation).

1 6 4  Though the dust, really appearing and disappearing on the ap
pearance and disappearance of herds of cows and horses, Ac., may, for once* 
be found to be accompanied by (concomitant with) a line of ants (which may 
be passing by at that tim e),— yet it (the dust) is not the denotation thereof 
(of the line of ants); inasmuch as this has not the potentiality (of such 
denotation).

165, Am ong all big animals, such as elephants, horses, Ac., we find 
a c o m m o n  cause of (throwing) dust, in the shape of their being hard bodied 
animals,— characterised by combination and distribution (producing an 
increase and decrease respectively in the quantity of dust thrown out).

1W If the meanings of words wore to be produced by saoh concomitance, then the 
presence of upa in yiipa and ktlpa would lead to the conclusion, that it has a meaning.
B a t  as a m a tte r  o f fa c t  c o n c o m ita n c e  is  in c a p a b le  o f  p ro d u c in g  m e a n in g s . T h e  o n ly  

use o f c o n c o m ita n c e  lies  in  th is  th a t, as fo r  in sta n c e , on  h e a r in g  th e  w o rd  “  Y r k s h e n a ,'1 

w e fin d  th a t  th e  W o r d  “  V jrk sh a ”  m a y  d e n o te  th e tree o r instrumentality ; a n d  t hen  

su b se q u e n tly  fin d in g  th e  w o rd  “  Y y k s h a ”  to  b e  p r e s e n t  in  “  V r k sh u m ,’ * a n d  k n o w in g  

th a t th is  w o r d  is  th e  a cc u sa tiv e  fo r m  o f  “  V y k sh a ,”  a n d  th e  fo rm e r  is  th e  in s tr u m e n ta l  

fo r m —>ancl a g a in  fin d in g  th a t  In  “  G -h aten a ,”  th o u g h  th e  in s tr u m e n ta l a ffix  is th e  sa m e , 

th e  n o u n  ‘‘ V f k a h a ”  is a b s e n t ,— w e c o n c lu d e  th a t  instrumentality m u s t  b e  th e  d e n o 

ta tio n  o f  th e  affix id;j a n d  th e  tree o n ly  th e  d e n o ta tio n  o f  th e  w o rd  “ V r k s h a . "

t®S C o n c o m ita n c e  o n ly  se r v e s  to  r e g u la te  th e  p o te n tia lity  o f  w o r d s , & o ., a m o n g  a l 

read y  e x is t in g  m e a n in g s ,

I f  m e re  c o n c o m ita n c e  w e re  th o  g ro u n d  o f  d e n o ta tio n , th an  in  a  o a so  w h e r e  dust; 

h as been  th r o w n  b y  th e  m o v e m e n t  o f  c o w s , & o ., i f  a  lin e  o f  a n ts  h a p p e n  to  p a ss  b y ,  

w e oon ld  h a v e  th e  lin e  o f  a n ts  d e n o ta tiv e  o f  th e d u st , w h ioh  is  a b su rd .

186 i t  c a n n o t  b e  o b je c te d  th a t , sin ce d o s t  is seen  to  b e  th ro w n  o u t b y  e le p h a n ts  a ls o ,  

cow s, & o ., c a n n o t  b e  th e  ca u se  o f  th e  d u s t . B e c a u se  it is n o t  o n ly  c e r ta in  a n im a ls  

th at are i ts  c a u s e ; b u t  a ll h a r d -b o d ie d  a n im a ls — c o w s , h o rses , e le p h a n t s  a l l— a re  

the ca u se  o f  d u s t -s to r m s , in a sm u c h  a s  t h e y  a re  a ll  h a r d -b o d ie d ; a n d  a n o th e r  g ro u n d  

for a sse rtin g  th e se  a n im a ls  to  b e  th e  o an so  o f d u st  is th a t  an in c r e a se  in  th e  n u m b e r  

o f  a n im a ls  m o v in g  a b o u t b r in g s  a b o u t  a n  in crea se  in  th e  q u a n tify  o f  d u s t  th ro w n

65
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166, And further, as a matter of fact, we find the ’line of amts even 
without any dust;— heuoe even though it (the line of ants) ttmy exist 
together with the elephants, <fec., (causes of the dust), yet it cannot be 
the cause of it (the dust).

167. Basic Nouns and Affixes never being used separately by them
selves (apart from one another),— just as their (separate) denotations are 
never seen, so also their non-ffenofcability (separately, each b y  itself) can 
never be seen (lienee it is as reasonable to assert their denotability as non* 
denotability),

IBS, Objection : — In the case of Nouns and Verbs, we find, in certain 
eases (exemplified below in K. 169— 178 ), flint when they are taken in 
their complete forms they do not invariably and necessarily give the 
desired meaning only, and when taken in their deficient forms (or even 
when these Wo.t*ds themselves are absent) (then too the desired meaning’ 
is expressed all the same); (and hence), it is found that their denotabilifcy 
of an. invariable definite meaning is impossible,— this impossibility being 
basod upon the fact of the (denotations really belonging to) other Words 
and Sentences (i.e., the impartito Words and 'sentences, in the shape of 
the Sjphota of these).

169. “ As instances of - the. incapability of words to express any defi
nite meaning, when they are taken in their complete forms, we have

o u t ' an d  so  w ith  d ecrease  a lso . A n d  i t  is a co m m o n ly  •acknowledged fact th a t a 

decrease o r  in crease  in a n y  effect-, is brought- about o n ly  b y  decrease or increase in  its 
cause. A n d  as th e  q u a n tity  o f  d o st  th ro w n  a b ou t is  seen to  in crease and  decrease, 

a cco rd in g  a s  th e n u m b er  o f anim als in creases a n d  d ecreases fa s  co m b in in g  tog eth er or 
b e c o m in g  d isp ersed ),— th erefo re  th ese  an im als m u s t  b e - a d m itted  to  be the cause  
o f  the d o st , [ f t  is to  be rioted th a t  th e  a n t is h ot a  b a rd -b o d ied  a n im a l] .

f t  is  o n ly  an  in v a ria b le  a n d  necessary  a n te c e d e n t th a t is a oarise; and since 
th e  a n t is seen, even w ith o u t th e d u st, a n d  tiro dust is seen  w itb o n t th e  a n ts , th ese  latter  
can  n ev er  b e  th e  cau se o f  th e  d u st.

1ST W e  see th e  ante in th e  absen ce of th e  d u s t . B u t  w e n ever see e ith e r  th e basic- 

n ou n  u sed w ith o u t th e  affix. or th e  affix used w ith o u t th e  b a sic  n o u n ; hen ce it is as 
reason able to  assert th a t th e y  h ave sep arate  m e a n in g s, as to  hold th a t  th ey  have no 

su ch  m e an in g . B u t  w o find th a t  th ey  h ave d istin ct d en otation s, a s show n, in K  fink as 
157 et. aeq. T h erefore  th ere  can he no ground fo r  a ssertin g  their sep a rate  non-denota*  
tiv e n e ss ,— -while fo r  a ssertin g  th eir  separata d e n o ta tiv e n e ss , there are m any grounds, 
a s  d eta iled  in K&rifea 1 5 7 , A c . H en ce  it m u st ha a d m itte d  th a t even  b asic  nouns and 
affixes h a v e  d istin ct den otation s o f  th e ir  o w n .

I&i F ro m  h ere up to  K .  181 th e  Sphotavadi se e k s  to  prove on th e  ground o f th e  
a b se n ce  o f  concernita-noe— affirm ative an d  n egative— th a t w ords and th eir  parts hove no 

ex p ressiv en ess. T h e w ord “  Bhimasena i! d en otes A r ju n a ’a b ro th er, w h o  is also denoted 
b y  th e  w ord ' Bhhna" a lon e.

199 “  V ip ra ,”  & o ., are explain ed  in  K arikaa 1 7 0 -1 7 7 ;  an d  <!E a jn a ,”  &o., in K arika  17 8

! g t  ■  ̂ <SL
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the words ‘ F ip raV  \pacats,' ‘ ySlamj 1TidjaliastinyagUi.* And
(as instances of the meanings of words being expressed even when the 
Words themselves are either deficient or altogether absent, we have)
“ Bnjna Dadhyatra GSm”  where the W ord (expressing the meaning)—  
appears in an entirely different form, and as snob, (sounding) like another 
Word altogether.

170-175, “ The word ‘ Vipra* may be taken ns consisting of ; v i ’ and 
‘ pra/ two verbal prefixes expressing their meanings as such; and it may 
also be taken as forming a single word ‘ Vipra ’ denoting the class ! Brah
ma had (Therefore there can be no invariable concomitance between the 
word ‘ V ip ra / and the expression of any one of these two meanings). 
Similarly, the word * agvah’ .may be a norm (denoting the horse) as well 
as a verbal form of the First Preterite..( Second Person Singular, of the root 
‘ {wax’ to breathe). The word 'pacatif”  may be a. verbal form (Present 
Tense, Third Person Singular); or it may be taken as two w o rd sp a c t** 
and HSj in which latter case too ‘ IS ’ may be taken as the dual form of the 
Feminine Pronoun, or the Plural form of the Masculine Pronoun, or the 
Singular Dative or Genitive of the latter; or the complete word ‘ vacate 1 
may be the form in the Dative Singular of ‘ Paean’ (the root Pacu), 
ending in the affix fat)' (the Present Participle). Again * y<3fW ’ 
may be the verbal form (of the root *ya})  in the Imperative Mood 
Second Person Dual,— or it may be read as ‘ ay at am’ (when preceded by 
‘pacate’), in which case, it would be a form of the same root in the First 
Preterite, (Second Person Singular); or the word ; y<Uam ’ may bo taken 
as a Past Participle (ending in Ma, and qualifying a noun), in which case, 
it may be taken as Accusative Singular in the Masculine, or Nominative 
Singular (in the Neuter). And K ajahasti’ may be taken as a com
pound (meaning the K ing’s elephant), or the word ‘ B a ja ’ may be taken 
as (a separate word) a form of the root Baja in the Imperative Second 
Person. And in ‘ Eastinyagdtj ‘ HastinV may be taken as the form (of 
the noun ‘ Iiasti ’) in the Locative Singular (when taken as ending in the 
short *), or (when taken as ending in the long t) it may be taken as a Fe
minine form (in the Nominative Singular). And, lastly, ‘ ay at ’ may be 
taken as a form of the root ‘ gam ’ in the Third P'reterite (Third Person 
Singular), or as a form of the noun ‘ aga ’ (mountain) in the Ablative 
(Singular); or again *agHty may be taken as a compound, ending in the 
kvip affix, and signifying one who eats ( ‘ atti'j mountains ( ‘ agSn’ ) .

176. “ Thus then, there being a doubt as to the real meaning (of
words,) no definite ascertainment of the meaning of particular words in 
possible. On the other baud, if an impartite sentence, in the shape of 
Sphota be held to be expressive of meanings (independently of the W ords)

> <SL
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then there i» a definite &sc«rfcaramen£ of the meaning1, through the sentence 
as a'com plots whole in itself (in the shape of Sphota.)

177. “ Then the meaning that is once found to accompany (be ex
pressed by) a word, cannot he said to always constitute the only denotation 
of the w ord ; inasmuch as the same form (of the word, ‘ Vipra,’ f  v) 
when taken as a different word (i.e., when interpreted as the two verbal 
prefixes m and pro,) is seen to be without any meaning at all.

178. “ In the same manner, what is known to be significant (of the 
King) is the word'  M ijn ; * and this word is not found in the word * liajna, ’ 
(which too signifies the K ing). Similarly,the forms of the words 1 Dnrlhi 
and ‘ Q<mh 1' (originally known to be significant of tlie mrd and the cow) 
do not exist in the expression 4 Dadhyatra * and in ‘ QSm ‘ (though in 
both these we have the signification of the same objects).

179. “  And when the relation of a certain meaning (the King, f .i .) has
been recognised, with a certain particular word ( ‘ f . i ) , ' no other
words ( ‘ Majnti ’ or 1 Bdjnah,’ &c.,) can be held to he expressive (of that 
meaning). Nor is it possible for ns to be cognisant of the relation (of the 
meaning) with all the modifications (o f the original word known to be 
significant of the meaning),— inasmuch as these modifications are end
less.

180-181. “ Therefore (the fact of the sentence being impartite.having
been proved) it must be admitted that the complete qualified meaning (of 
the sentence) is signified by the Sentence, independently by itself— which is 
devoid of any meanings (of Words or Letters) on account of the noii-iugni- 
fi cat ion (by it) of any relations between classes and generic properties (which  
form the denotations of Words, the denotations of sentences refering to in
dividuals)),— and which is also devoid (independent) of Words and its parts, 
in the shape of the basic nouns, arid affixes, &e., & c .;— such independent 
signification by the Sentence being through the supposed agency of its suppos
ed parts, assumed and laid, down as such in grammatical works, for the pur
pose of explaining the signification of the sentence to weak-minded persons

m  T h is  explains th e in  s t a n c e s "  Raj na ”  & o. (u rg ed  in  th e se e o n d h a l?  o f  K a r ik a  109)  
w hich a re  m e a n t to show  t h a t  even  n eg ative  co n co m ita n ce  c a n n o t ex p la in  the e x p re ss iv e 

ness o f w o rd s , inasm uch a s in the cases c ite d , th e  m e a n in g  co n tin u e s  to  b o  exp ressed  
even w h e n  th e  word k n o w n  to be ex p re ssiv e  o f  it  has c e a se d  to exist, e.g., th e  word 

“  R a ja ”  is  know n to s ig n ify  th e  .K in g ; a n d  th e  K in g  co n tin u e s  to bo sign ified  even  

i f  th e  w o rd  “  R a j a "  h as b e e n  replaced b y  “  R a j n i .”
liO “  Modifications—such as “  Raj nil ” “  Bajnah,”  “  Eajnl ’ ’ “  Rujakiya,” &c,,— of the

Word “ Raja." .
1B0.191 The sentence is independent of the Words, &o., and the meaning ot e

sen ten ce fs  indep endent o f  th e  m ean in gs o f  th e  w o r d s ; fiftsm u o h  as w o rd s s ig n ify  

fdd«8es, w h ile  aontencee refer to  individuals.
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incapable of corapeehen<Jin|j' itfhe meaning of the sentence as a complete im- 
p'artifce whole in itself/’

382. To all this, we make the following reply : In all the above- 
cited instances (of ' Vipru,* ‘ Afvct.,’ <fee.) tho real word is different in each 
case (the word “ ISpra ” as signifying the Brahmana being different from 
the same word a,ft made up of the verbal prefixes vi and pro),— this differ
ence 'being based upon tho difference of some property (characteristic) or 
other,— e.g.y in the case of the words Java ” and “ Raja ”  the difference is 
based upon the difference in the order of the Letters ( which are exactly the 
same in the two words.)

183. And as for the purpose of ascertaining the real forms of words, 
learned people have recourse to many means,— such as Order, Deficiency, 
Rxce'ss, A exent, Sentence, Ttemem 'brance, and Direct Assertion, &c.

184-185. 'The meanings of certain parts of the sentence having bc( n 
definitely cognised in their true forms, the others are ascertained as denot
ing meanings iu keeping with the former. As for instance, in the case of a 
word which can be taken both as a noun and a verb,— those, who have 
already got at the noun hy means of other words in the sentence, stand in 
need of a verb, and. hence conclude the doubtful word to be a verb ; while 
those who have got the verb elsewhere conclude it to be a noun.

186-187. And again, the human shape being the same in any two 
persons, the fact of their being a Brahmana, &c., is ascertained by the lit - 
membranes of their parentage ( l i t .  Father and. Mother). In the same 
manner, the ascertainment of the fact of words being a noun or a verb is 
due to the Remembrance (sm rti) of the rules (laid down by Papini) men
tioning the basic norms and their affixes (as also verbs and their affixes),

188, Objection; “ Blit those who are not acquainted with these

In the case' of .the word “ paoate ”—which can be both a w b  and a 
noun (the Dative Singular of “ paoan when it is* found in the sentence u B h o k t u -

kdmnh p a m t i  ”  there is « doubt aa to whether it is to be taken as a noun or a verb then 
comes the cognition of tho preceding word as a noun, and then in order to complete 
the sentence the other word is ascertained to be a verb. While iri the sentence 

paeatg- dateshiyuim  (HIh  V the verb being recognised in ‘ deh i,’ the ‘ pacattV  is ascertained 
to bo a noun {properly aa qualifying a noun). This is an instance of the ascertainment 
°f the meaning of words through Sentence,

1 8 8 .. lsi I’pia i8 aft, instance of the ascertainment of the meanings of words through 
Remmbrmce or Smirti. Whether the word p a c u ti is a noun or a verb can also be as
certained by knowing whether it is made up of the root pete + , which are called
veriud root and verbal affix respectively by Panini), or by the basic noun p a e a n  +- 
xhe dative termination (called noun and case affix, by Panini),

183 The fact of the non-discrimination of Brahmanahood by those not knowing 
the person’s parentage, cannot prove that iBrshmanahood is not based upon parentage.
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{grammatical) rules could never thus distinguish (between nouns and 
verbs).” B e p ly : T ru e ; but this objection applies equally to the ..discri
mination of the Brahmana, &c., by those v/bo are not acquainted with 
the parentage of the person concerned.

189. Similarly, sometimes a doubtful word is ascertained (in its ap
plication) by means oh .'Jireot Assertion by those persons to whom the foot 
of certain words being nauus and others being verbs is already well-known;
— this ascertainment being due to co-ordination.

190. Oby : “ But there could be no such discrimination (of verbs and 
norm®, specially when the form is the same, as in ‘ pacatS’), according to one 
who does not admit of classes of words {such as the class ‘ noun3 &c.* 
And (hence) the same word (‘ pacate/ f . f )  eoald never be cognised as both 
a noun and verb.”

Lbl. I tep ly : True: but who is such as does not admit of such (distinct) 
classes, as the four kinds of words (“ JSfoiiu” “ Verb,” “  Verbal Affixes ” and 
“ Irregular Forms” )?  In fact (even among parts of words’) we have the 
classes “ Declensional Affix,” “ Conjugational Affix,” “  Nominal A ffix ,”  and 
“ Taddhita Affix,” as also the classes Verbal R oot,” &o. (“ Basic IToun” 
and the like).

192. Even if the word be a single (impartite whole) (in the shape of 
the; class “ verb,” &e ) ,  even then, this fact does not militate against the

In the same maimer the fact of the non-discrimination of nouns and verbs by those 
not acquainted with grammatical rules, cannot prove that the grammatical rules do not 
regulate the discrimination of nouns and verba.

f®* C o -o r d i n a t i o n —People whoare learned have never any doubts as to whether 
a word ia a verb or a noun. All the doubt that such people have is with regard to 
the exact meaning of words-—®//,, in the passage “ u d b h id a  y a j e t i i” people have doubts 
as to whether “ V d h h id ,”  is th a t  w h ich  sp r o u t#  u p , or it ia the name of a certain sacrifice 
And then they perceive that the word “ u d b h id a  ” qualifies—and as anoh is co-ordinate 
with—the sacrifice which ia comprehended in the said passage as being the means of the 
conception ( Bhavaca) of cattle—which is d ir e c t ly  asserted by the above passage, to 
be attainable by moane of the " u d b h id 1' sa crifice . Thus through Direct Assertion it 
oomes to be ascertained that “ udbhid” ia tiie name of a certain sacrifice which brings 
about the acquirement of cattle.

JS ) T ie sense of the objection is that, “ in the case of Brahmanas we are cognisant of 
such different classes; whereas we are not cognisant of any such classes an * Noun ’ and 

Verb,’ &o., hence how could the same word bo said to be both noun and verb; since all 
that we are cognisant of is the form of the word, which remains the same; how could it 
be both noun and verb of which, as classes, we are never cognisant ?w

The objection, that this K&rika has in view is this; “ The Mtmdnsaka holds 
the word to be a partite object made up of the Letters; while in postulating 
such a class as ‘ Verb/ for instance, ha admits the singularity of these since the 
class Verb is one only; and since words too, as being individuals of these classes, 
would be cognised as being indentioal with,the class, these would be one only; and as
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class “ Word,” which does not; entirely differ (from the Letters composing 
the word). Wnafc is meant by the Bhaehya— “ Letters themselves ire the 
word”— is - the denial of any absolute difference (of the word from the 
constituent Letters),

193. And like the class “ walking,” this (class “ noun,” ) too is 
manifested (made perceptible) by means of its various parts appearing in a 
certain order of sequence. Or, the manifestation thereof maybe duo to the 
last Letter only, as helped by the impressions left by the preceding .Letters.

194. Or, Letters would be capable of bringing about, the cognition of 
the verb and noun, <fce.,)— even if the form of the word were the same as 
in the case of pdeoM,— by means of that property of theirs, whereby they 
are capable of manifesting another class (i.e., “W ord” ).

anch this would be nothing more than the Yyafcarana theory of Sphota." The eanse of 
the reply as embodied in the Korilca is that even though the word be identical with 
the classes “  Verb,” &c.. yet this cannot reject the class “ W o r d a n d  this does not con 
tradiot our own previous assertions, inasmuch as what we have denied under Sphota is that 
form of a Word from which all distinction of Letters, Ac., has been r emoved ; and hence 
if the word be held to he a class not absolutely differing from, and based upon, the real 
Letters (composing the words), then too the passage “ Letters themselves are words,” 
would only mean that a word is .the Letters belonging to (having the shape and 
character of) the class “ word,” This passage denies the fact of words being different 
totally from Letters; hence If the word be held to be a class, not excluding (or totally 
differing from) the Letters, then the above passage is not contradicted.

Such is the interpretation, of the Kffgika which is also followed in the translation 
The N. B. however explains thus; The Karika anticipates the objection that if the word 
be held to bo one with the component Letters, as laid down in the Bhashyn—
“ Letters are words”-—then this means a denial of everything else besides Letters; and 
hence how could there fce any such classes as Verb,”  &o. consistently with the asset* 
tion of the Bhashyi. The sense of the Karika in reply ia, that what the 
Bhashra. means is only the denial of such a tiling as Sphota which is held by Vaivnka* 
ra.nay to be something totally different from the Letters (and this is what is meant by 
the Bhashyn assorting that word is the Letters themselves and not-a sphota). But the 
classes “ Verb,” “ Noun,”  &o.., are such as are not totally different from the Letters, just 
like the class “ Sound;” and as snoh these cannot be said to be denied by the passage which 
only denies an entity—like the Sphota—totally different from, md having no connection 
with Letters, inasmuch as the class Verb, Ao., as hold by us is based upon Letters ; and 
as snoh is not absolutely different from and unconnected with thorn.

MS ,'ust as “ Walking”  is manifested by the various motions of the body appear
ing one after the other, so the class “ Noun” is manifested by the various Letters 
composing it appearing one after the other in a certain order of sequence. In this 
view all the Letters are held to be the in imifesters. In the view propounded in the 
second half of the Karikh it ia the last Letter of the word which is the manifesto!', the 
preceding ones only acting as its auxiliaries.

Having shown the possibility of such classes as “ Verb,” Ac., the author now 
giveanp this position, on account of the uselessness of such an assumption; inasmuch



G°5x .. 1 „ ’’ \ 1 >' *■ ■’ , 1 i' ' '

IP " , ■ <Sl
520 <$,0KAvJimKA.

195. Though of these (vel'b, noufo, &c.) there are no well-defined 
groups, like a Forest or a Line, yet it is possible to have .distinct usages of 
the verb, Ac., as classes.

196. The same explanation holds good with the idea of the "V erbal 
'Roots, Affixes, and their Denotations, as • forming so many classes. And 
these cannot be said to be conventional and as such non-eternal; because 
the forms of Taddhitas, verbs, and words ending in nominal and verbal 
affixes, are all recognised (remembered) by learned people to he eternal 
(inasmuch as we come across such words and expressions in the Veda also),

197. Nor can it be held that, like the affix “ $ap’ (which is a coir 
jugational sign assumed by Ran ini to lie between the root and the termina
tion for the purpose of the pronunciation of the vowel ‘ a ’), this division 
into nouns, verbs, &e.,is merely optionally assumed, for the purpose of giving 
an optional name to words by which we could mention certain words toge
ther. (This cannot he held) because that (word), of which a distinct form 
(in the shape of individual nouns and verbs, &e.) is used (by persons, as well

as the cognition of these, “ Noun,”  “  V erb,” &o., is-explained.oven without postulating any 
auoli classes as “ Norm,” Ac., as being brought about by the Letters themselves, and the 
property whereby Letters are held to manifest tiie class ‘ Word” is only the capa
bility of expressing some meaning j find as this is applicable also to the case of verbs and 
noons, &o., we can quite reasonably hold that the idea of these—Noun and Verb, &o. is 
due to the Letters as expressive of a certain meaning, helped by the impressions left by 
grammatical rules, regulating the application of these names (Noun. &o.) to certain defi
nite words. Tims then, it is proved that (Noun, &o.) are real entities, and the idea of 
these is not devoid of a real substrate.

• 96 In the case of a forest we find that it is a group of trees, and a Line to be 
group of living beings—elephants, f.i; and this leads us to discriminate between the For
est and the Line. In the case of Nouns, Verbs, &c., on the other hand, there are no well- 
defined groups of these wherein they are separately enunciated—as that these words 
are Verbs, and these Nonna. Even though there is no such distinct enunciation and 
grouping of these, yet we can always definitely a s c e r t a in —whether a word is a "Verb 
or a Noun—by means of their significations, with the help of the rules and nomen- 
claim, a laid down in grammatical works. And we oan regulate the usage nt these 
accordingly, The grammatical roles lay down distinct characteristics common to all 
Verbs, f.i., by which we could even use the name “ Verb,” as a class including all wards 
having those characteristics,

19s The notion of Verb as a class including all Verbs is based upon the fact of all 
words known as Verbs denoting certain actions of some objects, which arc hereby in
cluded in the common name V Noun,” because such is the character laid down in gra 
metical words as being common to all Verbs. In the same manner, In the ease of t he 
common name “ Root "th e commonality is based upon the fact of all that are known 
as ‘ 'roots” denoting actions.

The second half means that though the common names “ Root,”  “ Verb,”  Ac.,-are 
based on grammatical rules, yet the individual Verb, &c., cannot be said to be non-eter
nal, as being based upon these human conventions; since the fact is that the individual
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m hi the Veda, as related to certain actions and objects) cannot be a mere 
menus (optionally) assumed, only for the purpose of fulfilling some second
ary object, as the pronunciation of the ‘ a ’ in the middle of words, (as in the 
case of the affixes ‘ 'pap,” <&c,).

.198, And our theory is not affected by the uncertainty of the 
limits (of Bases and Affixes) due to the difference (of opinion) among those 
laying down these (Bases and Affixes.)

199, Because (this discrepancy can be set aside on. the ground that) 
that lo m  (and limit) is correct which is authorised by trustworthy persons 
(like Fauini, &c,). Or, where there is an equal authority (for both forms), 
we must admit both to be correct, the acceptance of one or the other being 
optional.

200. In fact, (even though there be a difference of opinion, yet it is 
only in the details of the form of the Base or the Affix, as to whether it is 
to end in ti or a ; and) there is no difference of opinion as to a certain part 
of a word being the Base and. the other the Affix, And as for the remain
ing, optional ‘ yap’ or conjugationalsign ‘ a* inserted between the Root and 
its termination for the sake of pronunciation, these may be optionally 
regarded to be subsidiary (either to the Base or the Affix) (and since these

words are always recognised to bo eternal; and all that the rules do is to lay down 
certain properties that are common tc all words signifying action (tin instance) which 
on this ground, come to he Inoluded in the common name "Verb.”

198 This anticipates the following objection: “ If the division of words into
Noons, Verbs, Affixes, &c., be real and eternal, then there could be no difference of opinion 
as to the limits of those, while as a matter of fact, we find that there is such difference— 
e.g., some people call the same affix “  afci,”  while others call it “  ti ” ; some people 
name the root ( ®oopk), as “ paoa,”  while others name it “  pacati.”  Thus, since there 
is this discrepancy, the division into Verb, Noun, Ac., must be admitted to be merely 
conventional, based upon the assertions of different persons."

Why this discrepancy does not effect our theory is shown in the following 
Kfirika.

199 The difference of opinion among ar, horities—admitted in the second Karika 
—refers only to accents, &c,, (with regard to which certain acknowledged authorities 
differ) and not with regard to w e ll-ascertained definite entities—like Nouns, Verbs, Ac., 
with regard to which there is, or can be, no difference among recognised authorities.

8iuco the Base has o. distinct signification of its own, apart from that of the 
affix—there can be no difference of opinion as to a certain part of the word being a 
Base, and tire rest an Affix. The only differreuoe possible referring to minordetaila 
cannot affect our position,

“ Optional Affixes.”— In certain instances it happens that when a certain affix is 
added to a certain Base, the resultant word becomes unpronounoable— ami then, for the 
sake of pronunciation, people assume the presence of certain snpernumary affixes 
which bring about the addition of certain vowels enabling us to pronounce the word 
“ 9&p ’’ is one such affix.

66
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are optional, any difference of opinion with regard to those cannot affect 
our position).

201. Just as in the ease of smoke, it is only a certain part of it ( the 
fact of its belonging to the class “ smoke ” ) which leads to the Inference of 
Fire ; while its other parts (the fact of the smoke being dusty, vapoury, &o.) 
are common, to many other objects, (and as such do not help to bring about 
the inference of Fire) ;— so,, the same may be said to be the case in the 
present instance (of option;).! Affixes )

202. And just as in that case (of smoke), (even though the factor of 
its colour is of no use in the Inference, yet) that factor (of colour, &c.) 
belonging to the smoke eternally, is not rejected (or removed from the 
smoke),— so, too, in the present instance, even though a part of the word 
(in the Optional Affix) is not expressive (being added only for the sake of 
the facility of pronunciation, and as such having no meaning), yet it con
tinues to exist as eternal.

202-204. In cases when the Affix being eliminated, the Base alone 
remains— as in the case of words ending in the affix kvip,—  or, when the 
Base itself being eliminated, the Affix, pure and simple, remains,— as hi 
the case of the word “ adhunS *’ (=-.«ou*),™ we must admit that the single 
factor remaining has the potentialities of both (Base and Affix), through 
the natural capability of words (which is diverse) ; as for instance, in a 
sentence the capabilities of words ending in nominal affixes are various and diverse.

205. Some people assert that in the above instances the simple Base 
or Affix expresses the double meaning (of both), because the presence of 
the ono part (Base or Affix) leads to the inference of another (Affix or 
Base respectively). Others declare that the one part of the meaning 
(of both) (denoted by one factor) indirectly indicates that of the other 
(factor).

206. But, this latter explanation is incorrect j because in the cogni
tion (of the double meaning expressed by the single factor) there is not

fn case of a word within which an optional affix has been inserted, we could 
(1H iSasonahly explain tool in the case of such a word it is only Certain parts of it (such 
as the real Base and the real Affix) that bring about the cognition of the denotation 
n hilo the other part {consisting of the optional affix) ia of no vise in that oognitiou— 
just ns the colour of the smoke is of no use in the inference of Fire.

s°8.*<H Tho word “ Agnicit” is made up of »  agni” + “ c5”  + “ kvip; ” but the re- 
sulfunt form is ‘ 'a g n ic ito n ly , there being no trace of the affix. Similarly “  adhnna ” 
"  “ 1{!rim ”  + “  “ dhuna”  where there is no trace of the Base, “  Idam.”  Words ending in 
nommal affixes, Ac.—as li '„  tho simple word “  Aupagava”  which merely looks like the 
word “ Upagn ”  Slightly transferred, denotes so much as (l the son of Upagu from his 
own lawful wife,"
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ike slightest lingo of mdirocLness or Indication ; inasmuch as in the .caso 
of' words ending iu kvip f.i.> the moaning that wo cognise is wholly in its 
primary and direct form.

207. And further (there can he no indirect Indication, iu the above 
cases, because) the ,science of grammar does not treat of such indirect 
functions of words, as Indication, e tc .; inasmuch as what the science does 
ia to ascertain the direct denotation of the directly expressive word, when, 
in any word, there happens to be a commixture of tho Indirect functions 
(of Indication, etc., with those of Direct Denotation).

2G8. [Nor can the double meaning be due to I nference as asserted in 
Karika 205 ; because] we are never cognisant of any concomitance between 
the denotation of the Base and that of: the Affix (and without such con
comitance tho presence of one eanimt lead to (he Inference of another). 
[Nor can it be urged that at tho time that the compound, “ agnic-it ’ is 
being expounded—-as “ dgnina oinoti”— there is a concomitance between the 
meaning of the Base, the root “ t i t "  and that of the affix ktip in the 
aha,pe of the ‘ nominativity ” to tho present action denoted by the Up iu 
‘ t im ti ; ’ and this concomitance of meanings would lead to the Inference 
of tho meaning of one factor from the presence of that of another factor, 
because] the only means that there is of comprehending mo meaning of. 
a sentence; lies in the meaning of the words (composing tho sentence), as 
they are need by persons, (and in the case in question, people always uso 
the word .** agmtil and as such for tho comprehension of the word wo 
cannot reasonably have recourse to such words a,a have not been used).

209. And further, inasmuch as the root “  tit ” is also found to be 
accompanied (at times) fay verbal, affixes (Imperative) (just as it is found 
to be accompanied by kvip in “  agnicit the presence of the simple 
root (“  tit "  in “ agmeit ” ) would also bo free to load to the cognition, 
by Inference, of the denotations of those (verbalaffixes) ; (and there would)

801 The sole purpose of the science of grammar is to Show what words are directly 
denotative o f what meanings: in order to distinguish these front the meanings in* 
directly indicated or suggested. Hence a word—‘-such as the one ending in favip 
which grammatically is always in the form of the Base alone, can, never he said to partake 
of any indirect expressiveness ; because in that case such a word would never have a 
pare direct denotation, and hence we would have, in grammar, an affix which oan 
give sense only whoa recourse is had to the indirect functions of words.

808 Another reason why snch concomitance cannot lead to Inference is that tho 
meaning of the affix ,l kvip is not always accompanied by that o f the root ' l cit; ’ m c 
is the latter always accompanied by the former, inasmuch as the affix kmp may be 
added to any root; and any other affixes may bo added to the roof. cit;” there
fore there being no invariable concomitance between the two, the most necessary ele
ment of Inference fails ; and consequently no Inference ia over possible. This ia shown 
in the following Karika,
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be no ground for explaining “  cignicit ”  as “  agnina cinoti”  since it would 
be as reasonable to explain it as ”  agnincimti”  etc.

210, Nor is it proper to assume the presence of both the Base and 
the Affix in the single factor (Base or Affix left after the elimination of 
the other* factor) ; because, (rather than have recourse to such a complex 
and unreasonable assumption) it would be very much better (and simpler)
.to assume the presence of the dual potentiality (in the single factor).

211. Because knowing the exact extent of the word (be it  either in 
the form of the Base alone, or in that of the Affix alone)— how, in the 
first place, could wo, in the absence of any such directions laid down in 
grammatical works, assume its multiplicity (f.e., the fact of its containing 
both the Base and the Affix)? and then the potentiality (of the two factors 
thus assumed to exist in a single factor, which latter assumption is still 
moth difficult to make, as shown in the last KSrika),

212-213. There remains the case of Dadhyatra”  where tf|e word 
(denotative of the Dadhi) is not like the one originally kno wn (to be de
notative of it). In this some people hold that the word (denotative of Dadhi, 
in “ Dadhyatra ” ) is the same word (as originally known to he denotative of 
it), only affected by the immediate sequence of a vowel (the a in s< atra ”) ; 
and inasmuch as the same word ( “ Dadhi '•) is recognised (in “ Dadhtjr 
atra” ), the meaning too as cognised (by “ Dadhi”  in “  Dadhyatra■”) is the 
same (as that cognised in “ Dadhi ”) ; the only difference that there is, is 
the cognition of the “ i ”  (of “ Dadhi " )  as u ya ”  (in “ Dadhyatra ” ), which 
is due to the immediate sequence of the “ a ”  (in “  atra ” ).

214. Or, the explanation of tin's, according to our own theory, is 
that even though (iu “ Dadhyatra ” ) we have “ y a ,"— yet its potentiality

210 Because it is always simpler and more reasonable to assume new potentialities 
which are imperceptible forces, than to assume new objects, which are always percep
tible, and as such, any assumptions of such as are nob to be perceived, look absurd on 
their very face.

We know exactly how far the root “ Git ” extends ; and then it is altogether un
reasonable to assume that it  contains both the root ait and the affix kvip; and thus it 
becomes far more unreasonable to make the further assumption of those assumed factors 
having potentialities of their own, It is much more reasonable to assume a multiplicity 
of potentialities j because as a matter of ordinary experience, many words actually have 
various meanings based upon various potentialities; and as such i t  is not unreasonable 
to assume a multiplicity of potentialities in the root and “ cit.”

S18.2I8 J’or the difficulty with regard to this, sea Kn/.ika 178.
814 The word m “ Dadhyatra ” is actually different from “ D a d h istill the mean

ing denoted by the one is the same as that denoted by the other; because the Sutra 
“  Iko yctnaci ” lays down that when ‘ i ’ is followed by * a ’ &c., one ought to pronounce 
‘ y a ’ In its place; and this means that the meaning of such a word ending in * ya
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of denoting the denotation of the word “ Dadhi,” is recognised, in accord
ance with the specific definition (of «ya ’ as laid down by Pauini in the sutra 
“ Iko yanaci ” ).

215. And farther, we find that one who has never heard the word 
“ Dadhyatra”  and who has never realised the definition (laid down in tho 
sutra “ Iko yanaci11)  does not comprehend the expression, “  Do. " vrtru" 
even though he knows the meaning of the word “ Dadhi ”  (and „ . .a shows 
that the word contained in “ Dadhyatra ” is not identical with “  Dadhi” ),

216. And the fact of the impossibility,— of the cognition of the rela
tion (of all the transformations of a word, A Dadhi” f.%., with the single 
denotation of the original word “ Dadhi ” ) on account of the endlessness- (of 
the number of transformations) (as urged in K . 179),— can be explained 
on the ground that it would not be very difficult to cognise such a relation,
%n accordance with the specific definitions (of the various transformations, 
as laid down in Panini’s siitras), or with the explanations (of the relations) 
supplied by (learned) people knowing it (the relation) fully (i.e,. in all its 
bearings).

217. O h j But, (in the case of ‘ Dadhyatra’) wo have no definite 
cognition as to tho extent of tho word (signifying the curd)— as to 
whether it ends in, a vowel (*i ) or in a consonant ( ‘ y a ’) ;  and in the absence 
of such cognition (of the word) wo cannot have any definite idea of its 
§ig||l3|^aticms.”

218. To this we reply that if we were to analyse the expression.
(“ Dadhyatra”  separating tho word signifying the curd), the word (as 
ending in ' y a ’) would become incorrect (inasmuch as there is no such 
word as “ Dadhya ” ) j while, so long as its form ( “ Padhya” ) remains in 
close contact {i.e., not separated from the following word), it is correct 
in accordance with the dictum (of Pan ini— viz: “ Iko yanaci"')

219 And hence in this condition (of contact) we comprehend tho 
meaning of the word (signifying the curd), even though its limit is not 
ascertained. And hence, even when the words are not separated, they are 
cognised to be two different words, on account of the difference in their 
significations (distinctly recognised, one apart from that of the other).

220. Or, tr a matter of fact, in this case, we do recognise the limit of

(aa t( D a d h y a  ” ) Is tho same as that of the word ending in * i * (when the ‘ ya ’ is such as 
is pronounced in the place of ‘ i ’ followed by ‘ a’).

The sense of this objection ia that if the word (signifying the curd) as con
tained in “ Dadhyatra ” be held to bo other than tho original word 11 Dadhi,” then it 
wonM be impossible to realise the form of snob a word; and hence it could not have 
any meaning; because unless the exact form of the word is cognised, its meaning can- 
not be comprehended.

®10 la “ Dadhyatra" it is always cognised that the former word ends in a
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the word, knowing it to eud in the consonant ( " y a " ) ; bat wo are uuablo W 
mention it (separately) (because in that ease it would become incorrect) .
(It is so) since it is that (word ending in “ y a ")  alone which is always 
comprehensible (in analysis) only as the word “ B adhi”— as in the case of
a uNityasamfisa."

2 2 1 The above (explanation of the case of “ Dadhyatra") supplies 
the an,. -  to the] (objections with regard to the) words **■ BSjft ” and 
“ ttftjnd,”  &-o., (as urged in JL 169). Because (in “ Etijufi,”  as in “ Da* 
dhyatra") a certain part (that part which signifies the King apart 
from irntriimentality) is similar to, and sytionyraous with, the other won-!
(“ B aja” ), though the two are different words altogether (like “ JDudhi ”  and 
“ Dadhya” ).

222-223. The fact of the non-cognition of the meaning of the word 
“ Brahmana,” iu the word “ Br&kmana-vastrd,1 (which is the technical 
name of a certain kind of cloth), is explained on the ground of the latter 
word being an altogether new word, and as such, having a limit alto* 
gehher different (from that of the word “ Brahmana’ ’ ). For, who ia there 
that does not admit the fact of the general being set aside by the particular ? 
And hence, the word “ Brahma-pa’ ’ being the general word, is neglected 
when appearing in a word which has another limit (i.e., in the word 
“ Brflhmana~v(i$tra ” which ends iu ( Vastra,’ and restricts the meaning of 
the word “ Brahmana,”  signifying as it does, a particular kind of cloth),

224. When, however, the word ‘ Brahmana” is pronounced as a

consonant; and thus as we have a cognition of such a word distinct from the other word, 
the cognition of the different significations of the two words follows, The fact of one 
being tumble to separate the words in so many words cannot bar our cognition of their 
different significations. As for instance in n “ Nityammasa” (“ Kutnbhakdra ”  /.*•) 
the fact of our being unable to mention the two words f 1 Kumbha ”  and “ Kara” ) 
separately, does not stop the distinct comprehension of the meanings of the two words.
And again, just as the word “  Kutnbhakdra” is always analysed as nEumhham Karoti/ ’ 
when the BTOf otfin tho analysis is another word th in the Kara in the compound, though 
the two are synonymous and in analysis, the “ Kara must always be comprehensible uu 
“ Karoti” ),—- so exactly iu tho same manner “ Dadhyatra” is always analysablo into 
u Dadhi'’ and " atra” whore “ Dadhi” is a word other than ‘ Dddhya” though tho 
two are synonymous, and the word “ Daihyu ” must be comprehended, in analysis aa 
“ J)ndhi.”

233-S3 The souse of this is that the word ;t Brihmaiya-vastra ”  has no connection  
with the word “ B r a h m a n a a n d  as such it ia only proper that the meaning of the 
latter should not be cognised in connection with the former! and hence tbits want of 
oogeition cannot affect the partite character of words, Ac. Beoanso the word “  Bran* 
mana-vastra ” is au altogether different word having an altogether different significa
tion.

When the word 1 Devdatta is pronounced as a whole, as a name, people do not
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disiitocfc word, apart (from the word “ Brnhma^a-mstra), then, who can 
deny (or neglect) its own specific meaning,— as in the case of the words 
“ Devadatta ” and the like r

225. Similarly, in fcho case of tho word £‘ aqvakarna”  since the whole 
is known to be an independent word, having an independent signification 
of its own, in the shape of a particular plant,— the meanings of its parts 
( “ tfva"  and “ harm ” ) are completely neglected.

226, Though the parts (of the word “ aQvakariid) have their signifi
cations sometimes neglected, on account of the compound appearing in a 
context which allows only of the distinct signification of the whole (as one 
independent word),— yet at times, even  as members of a compound, as well 
as separate words, their own specific meanings are distinctly comprehended,

227, At, for the words u g5”  (cow), “ fukla” (white) and the like, we 
never find their specific significations neglected,— whether they appear in 
compounds or singly by themselves; and as such, where could they be said 
to be meaningless ?

228. And inasmuch as the meaning of a sentence is always compre
hended in accordance with tho meaning of the words (composing the Sen
tence),— the fact of tho sentence having a qualified (particular) signification 
cannot point to the fact of the sentence being independent (of the words).

229, For us, even in the signification of the sentence, the words 
(composing it) do not lose their significance (potentiality); and it is only

mind the significations of the words ‘ Deva”  and “ Datta.” When, however, tho word 
“ Deva” ia pronounced apart, one cognises its own particular signification. What leads 
to the neglect of the meaning of the word—**Br5hmana”  in “  Brahmana-vastra ” is only 
the presence of another limit (Vast**)—when this presenoo is removed, the cognition 
of the meaning of tho word “ Brfihtnaija”  ia clear and unavoidable,

S7*'- When tho word. “ A^vafeurna”  ocouvs in a context where plants are enumerated, 
there can be no cognition of the meanings of “  A§va ”  and “  Karna." But when a 
rider says “ Bring tho Aqvn ” we comprehend the meaning of 1 A^va * as a horse ; simi
larly when one says “ pierce the Karna,”  this word is comprehended as denoting tho ear }
.and also in a compound such as in tho chapter on ‘ Aijvamedha*—it is said “ aijvakarnam 
sammaxahti ”  where we cannot- hut comprehend the sentence as signifying “ washes, the 
ear of the horse,”

**7 Thus all words must bo admitted to have distinct significations of their own.
*88 Since the sentence only signifies the connection of the meanings s ig n if ie d  by the 

words composing it ; therefore it can have no significance apart from the words; and as 
such it cannot be an entity apart from, and independent of, the component words. 
(Note that the author of the "Vartika is an “  Abhihitanvayavadi' as contrasted with 
Prabhakara who is ;m “  Aimfcabhidh&navMi.” }

859 This anticipates tho objection that if the meaning of the sentence be derived 
from the meaning of tha sentence, then this latter loses ail direct significance. The sense 
of tho rep ly  is that the signification of tho sentence is not entirely devoid of the poten
tiality of the words. And though the expression of the individual meanings of words
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because the direct ''unction of the words ends in the signification of their 
own individual denotations, that we hold the meaning of the sentence 
to bo deduced from the meanings of the words (and not from the words 
directly).

230. Even if the signification of the sentence be not directly Verbal, 
yet the significations of the words cannot hut be directly Verbal. Because 
in the case of these (latter) there is no possibility of any intervening 
agency between the word itself and its meaning,— as there is in the ease of 
the signification of the sentence (between which and the words, the agency 
of the meanings of the words intervene; ).

231. And these (words through their meanings) (as composing a sen
tence) signify a connected meaning, (which comes to be recognised as the 
meaning of the sentence) and which is necessarily concomitant with 
them; inasmuch as the existence of a generic entity (the meaning of the 
word, which denotes only a generic ‘ class’) is not possible without particu
lar entities (the generic denotations of the individual words, as qualified 
and specified by the connection of one another).

232. Nor can the mere presence of such concomitance make the cog
nition (of the meaning of the sentence from that of the words) an inferen
tial one. Because inasmuch as the meanings of the words would form 
part of the conclusion, they could never constitute the inferential indi
cative,

233. The meaning of the sentence is always cognised as colored by

happens to intervene between the word and the meaning of the sentence,—-yet, this is 
only because the words themselves can improperly e x p re ss  their own meanings; and 
;i.nce the erepression of these alone (unconnected among themselves) cannot serve any 
purpose in the sentence, we deduce from these the meaning of the sentence, which is 
thtt; cine to words alone ; and as such is as directly Verbal as anything can bo.

» t  This is in reply to the objection urged above (in K. 4.) that the words cannot 
signify the meaning of the sentence, because the words signify something different 
from toe meaning of the sentence. The sense of the reply is that the meaning of the 
sentence is nothing more than the relation subsisting between the meanings of the 
words composing it. And as the generic denotation of each word is only specified by 
its relation with another word, the meaning of the sentence is nothing more than 
the specified forms of the denotations of the words, And as the specified form is 
necessarily concomitant with the generic forms, the common fact of invariable concomi
tance points to the agency of the words in the signification, of sentences.

SS3 The conclusion sought to be proved is that the meaning of the sentence is the 
meauing of the words specified by tlieir mutual connection (which connection' consti
tutes the meaning of the sentence). And in ordor to prove this, by Inference, if the 
premiss be 'because this connection is concomitant with the meaning of words,’—then 
the premiss becomes a part of the conclusion. And since this is so, the cognition cannot 
be said to be an inferential one..

238 This means that in an Inference the major term (“ fiery ” ) is something entirely



(i,e., In the shape of) the meaning of the words* (connected together) ; and 
these latter (meanings of words) do not signify the former (the meaning of 
the sentence) Independently of them selves;—as the smoke signifies the 
'presence of fire (which is totally different from the smoke itself).

234-235, Nor is it possible for these (the meanings of words) to qua
lify the meaning of the sentence (as the Fire qualifies the particular place, 
mountain); because, the latter is not cognised previously to the cognition 
of the former, an the place (mountain,) f.i. is (previously to, and apart 
from the Fire). Because, as a matter of fact, we obtain the cognition of 
the mean ing of the Sen Bence, which is in itself non-existent (as an 
independent entity by itself), from (the meanings of words only); or else, 
how could it (the meaning of the sentence),— consisting, as it does, of the 
relations of nouns and verbs, &c.,— be cognised previously (to the cogni
tion of the meanings of the component words) P

236 So long as the object (the meaning of the sentence) itself is not 
cognised, it is not possible to have any idea of its qualification; and pre
viously (to the cognition of the meanings of the words) there is no means of 
comprehending the meaning of the sentence. (Therefore the meaning of 
the words can never be cognised to be the qualification of the meaning of 
the sentence).

237. A nd if (the meaning of the words be at all cognised to be 
the qualifications (of the meaning of the sentence), after this meaning of 
the sentence has been duly comprehended,— then, the meaning (of the 
sentence) having already been known, what would be left (unknown) to 
be known (by Inference) r

238. Even invariable concomitance of the meaning of words, the 
meanings of sentences do not stand in need of, (That is to say, in bring
ing about a cognition of the meaning of the sentence, the meaning of words 
do not require invariable concomitance). Nor is this (invariable concomi
tance) easily cognisable, with regard to all the words at one and the same

distinct from the middle term (smoke); while in the present case the meaning of the 
sentence Is not so different from the meanings of the words. This shows that the minor 
premiss of the syllogism would not be possible.

W*-W6 The mountain is known previously, aud apart from, the Fire: hence the 
latter is latterly cognised as existing in, and as such qualifying the mountain. In the 
huso iu question, however, the meaning of the sentence is never known, either previous
ly to, or apart from, the meanings of the words composing it; hence it can never be 

n̂idified by them,
881 7 !i0 Inference is sought to bring about the meaning of the sentence; but no 

premisses are possible until the meaning of the sentence has been duty oognised; conse
quently the meaning of the sentence can never be said to be cognised by Inference.

868 The words are not heard simultaneously { hence them can never be the cogni
tion and the concomitance o f  a l l  these; s im p ly  because they are never concomitant.
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time, inasmuch as (at any time during the utterance of the sentence) some 
words have already gone before, some are yet to come, and some art yet 
hidden.

d-d* Xor is it possible to infer the meaning of one sentence from the 
relation (concomitance) of the meanings at the words (composing that 
sentence) with the meaning of another sentence,—-because the meanings 
of words are different (in the two sentences). Or, if these (meanings of 
words) were exactly the same,, the sentences could never be cognised as 
different O.e., the words and their meanings being the same, the sentences 
would be identical; and the difficulty of a proper and timely cognition of 
invariable concomitance would remain the same).

240. If it be held that we are cognisant of the relation (concomi
tance) of words in general with sentences in general (and this concomitance 
would lead to the inference of the meaning of tho sentence),—  then (we 
reply that), in that case there would be no cognition of the meaning of any 
particular sentence; and all the cognition that we havo, of the meanings 
of sentences, refers to particulars (and not to generalities) (and as such it 
con id never be brought about by any Inference based upon the relation 
of generalities, as held above).

541. It has been proved above that, even in the absence of any cog
nition of relations, we have the validity of the means of cognition (as in 
the case of Apparent Inconsistency, &e., where we have no cognition of any 
relations). And, as for a comprehension (of the meaning of the sentence), 
it is explicitly known to all men.

242. For, even when the meanings of the words (i .e ., the objects de
noted by them) have been cognised elsewhere, (i.e., in places other than 
the one talked of),— as in the case of the description of events in 
remote countries,— if the assertion comes from a trustworthy source, our 
comprehension (of the meaning of the sentence) is not in any way retarded.

2 13. If it be urged tbafc, “ this would bo a case of inference from the fact 
of noncontradiction of trustworthy assertion (as the premiss)”— ( we reply 
that) such a premiss would only establish the certainty (of the truthfulness

■*
sl>'9 This is in reply to the objection that concomitance may be recognised by the 

sentence, and may serve as the ground of inference of the meaning of another sentence.
The sense of the second half is that, even in the case of Inference the validity of 

the conclusion is not based upon any cognition of relations; since a conclusion is valid 
only as not denied by any contradictory fact known to be true; and this non-contra
diction of a well-recognised fact is also common to the case of the comprehension of the 
meaning of a sentence, when too we have a comprehension which is not opposed to any 
well-established fact; and hence the comprehension of the meanings of sentences, ns 
cognised by ail people, cannot but he valid,—even in the absence of any cognition of

f l)| <SL
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of the assertion) and, as for,the appearance of the comprehension itself, it 
could never be brought about by the aforesaid premiss.

24 t, And the truthfulness of the assertion, as ascertained by the 
fact oE its coming from, a trustworthy source, is one thing; while the 
meaning of the sentence is quite another thing, comprehended long before 
the former truthfulness, which is ascertained long after the compre
hension of the meaning of the sentence, when a doubt has arisen as to the 
truthfulness or otherwise of the assertion contained in the sentence).

245. And, as such, even if you have an inference of truthfulness front 
the fact of the assertion coming from a trustworthy source,— how could the 
Inference apply to the comprehension of the meaning of the sentence 
(which has been shown to be a totally different th in g)?

246. The appearance (or production) of the comprehension (of the 
meaning of the sentence), on the hearing (of the sentence), is equal,— 
whether the assertion come from a trustworthy source or otherwise.
And the three factors of Inference cannot be of any use with regard to any
thing further than the appearance (of cognition; inasmuch as all the Infer
ence, we have, is in the shape of a cognition produced by the premiss).

247. Now we proceed to explain how, for the purpose of the ascertain
ment of the validity of “  Verbal T e s t i m o n y , o b t a i n  a comprehension 
of the previously-unperceived meaning of the Sentence, from the meaning 
of the words (composing the sentence).

248*250, (In a sentence, “ svargahamo ’y a js ta f  f.i.) the word signi
fying the Bhavana reminds us (gives us an idea) of the Bhavana, just as 
in ordinary parlance. And, through positive and negative concomitance, 
some people hold that this (Bhavana is the denotation of the affix) in 
“ yaf eta ’ ’ • others hold it to be the denotation of the verbal root ( “ yaji ’) 
as aided by the proximity of the affix ; others again bold it to be the denota
tion of both (root and affix) together, inasmuch as lb is by means of both 
together that we comprehend the Bhavana ; and because, just as we have 
no comprehension of the Bhavana by means of fcbe words “ PfiJcaf etc., so

*** Since the two are totally different the Inference of truthfulness cannot mean 
the Inference of the meaning of the sentence.

848 And as such, inasmuch aa the appearance of the cognition of the meaning of 
the sentence hue been shown to be brought about by means other than Inference— i.e., 
by the meanings of words, this cognition cannot in any way be bsnefitted by Inference.

848.850 "V ery  little use allthat we want so the signification of the BMVaai, 
Without which the meaning of the sentence cannot be complete. And it does not 
matter whether this Bhavana be signified by one factor of the word or by both; so 
long as we have the signification of the Bhavana it does not matter whence we got at it,
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too, wo have none by the verbal affix in “  pacatifi etc, Bat, as a matter 
of fact, since it ia very little use to differentiate (as to which special factor 
signifies the Bhavana), we may hold whatever we liko with regard to the 
(signification of the Bhavana by the) words “ pacati"  etc., (be it either by 
the root alone or by the affix alone, or by the two together).

251-252. And inasmuch as this (BhSyanS) only signifies the End, the 
Means and tiie Process, in general,— it stands in need of a particularization 
(of these generic entities), which can be got at by means of other words 
(!i syargafi f.i.). And, on the other hand, the svarga (Heaven) , having 
been cognised (by means of the word “ kamah ' =r desiring) as the object (of 
desire) stands in need of the Bhavana (for its accomplishment). Hence, 
on the ground of proximity of the affix in “ yog eta ” as signifying the 
Bhavana, and the word “ svarga” as signifying the end or object and 
capability (based upon mutual requirement, as show n above), we conclude 
that there is a certain relation between the two.

258. Having its relation (with the end) thus ascertained* the Bhavana 
farther requires the means (by which to attain that end). And, as a 
matter of fact, there can be no such action (or performance) as has not its 
means such as is denoted by the Verbal root.

2 5 4  And the denotation of the root, in the shape of the “  yaga ”  or 
sacrifice— even though not ending in the Instrumental affix, yet, being in 
contact with the Bhavana-—stands in need of an end (for which it would 
be the means).

255. And on the ground of extreme proximity between the root yafi, 
in “ yajeta as signifying the sacrifice as the means, and the word “ svarga ” 
as signifying the Heaven as the end, we conclude that there is a connec
tion between these two. And in order to show this clearly the aforesaid 
sentenco is explained as “  yfig&na svargam -bhdvaij&t ”  (clearly pointing 
out the fact of the “ yliga ” being the means, by means of the Instru
mental ending).

256, (This explanation is not improper, since) just as the word “ aupa- 
gava is explained as “ the child of Upagu "  (ITpagoh upaty&m) where the 
genitive is not present in connection with the word “ Upagu ”  in the ori
ginal word (hut is added in order to clearly point out the relation between 
Upagu and the child), (so in the present case also).

2.5 7. As a matter of fact, the character of heinq the means is not 
imparted by the instrumental alone ; inasmuch as even if such oharaoter 
be denoted by other men. s, such denotation cannot be, in any way, 
contradicted (and set aside) Jby it (the Instrumental).

258, Even though the Root is recognised as signifying the means, yet

**■' There can be no Bhavana whose means is not denoted by the Root,
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it cannot have the Instrumental ending, because it is not a noun, as the 
word “ yflga ” is.

259. Therefore the instrumentality of the root “ ya ji,”  which is com- 
prehended through the (expressive) potentiality of words, is explained by 
means of the word u yUgSna,”  inasmuch as the root could not be used, 
alone by itself (to show its instrumental character).

260-261. Similarly, standing in need of the manner (of its fulfilment) 
the Bhavana refers only to the Process. And. the Process too, standing in 
need of something to bo fulfilled, is restricted (related to the particular 
Bhavana), through capability and proximity, on the ground of the impossi
bility of any other explanation (of the character of the Process add the 
Bhavana, and the relation between these). And the Process is such as 
may be obtained, from the same sentence (as in which the Bhavana 
appears) or from other sentences.

262. (And there is no incongruity in this, because) just as the Base 
and the affix stand in need of one another, and just as one vvo.d stands in 
need of another word,— so, in the same manner, would a sentence stand in 
need of another sentence.

263. W ithout a process, the means do not accomplish any results. 
Otherwise (i.e,, if the Bhavana of the Jyoiishtoma and the means, in the 
shape of the particular sacrifice did not require a statement of the process, 
then) the declaration of the minor sacrifices the ‘ P rayaja ’ and the rest 
(which make up the Jyotishtoma sacrifice) would be fruitless.

264. Because, rather than make these minor sacrifices have any other 
use, it is far better to make their use lie iu the help that they impart to the 
means of the Bhavana of a certain definite result,— inasmuch as the means 
stand in need of such help, and the proximity (of the declaration of the 
Prayajas to the dyoiishtoMa) leads to the same conclusion (that the 
Pi ay aj as constitute the process whereby the ‘ Jyotishtoma* is to be per
formed).

265. The three factors (Means, Process, and Result) mentioned in 
connection with the same Bhavana, subsequently, come to stand, with re
gard to one another, in the relation of mutual auxilliaries (the one fulfill
ing the requirements of the other and so on, amongst all the three).

266. The Bhavana requires (to know) the m eans that would bring 
about its result, and also what (process) would help the Means,— thus re
quiring all the three factors intertwined with one another.

2*0.281 jror the Process it is not absolutely necessary to be mentioned in the same 
sentence with the Bhavana, &o.

2*2 it  cannot be said that the Bhavana appearing in one sentence could not stand 
in need of the Process mentioned in another sentence.

■■ e° ^ x
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267. Similarly in the case of such sentences an “ bring the white 
cow,” there is mutual requirement based upon inseparability. A M  the 
mutual relation (between the class “ cow” and the property “ white” ) is 
due to the fact of their being connected with the same action (of bring
ing ).

268. And the fact of the property qualifying the class io based upon 
the individual object (white cow) ; as the one (class) inheres m  the object 
which is qualified by another (the property of whiteness), with reference to 

the -same action (of bringing).
269. And the fact of both inhering in the same object as their sub

strate, is due to the fact of their being taken up by an action, which does 
not stand in need of any other object. And, as such., there is no mutual 
interdependence (between the tact of both having the same substrate and 
that of one being the qualification, of another).

270 And the mutual effect produced by one upon the other (on ac
count of their inhering in the same substrate) is naturally of help (in ascer
taining their relation). And as for the exclusion of the cows of other 
colours, this indirectly follows (from the relation ascertained, for the time 
being, as subsisting between whiteness and cow). And bonce (it must be 
admitted that) there is no discrepancy in the relation (among Noons and 
Verbs, &e., as appearing in a sentence).

271. Though the noun “ ootc” and the adjective iwhite' by them
s e l v e s  separately, having unlimited general applications, render many sen
tences possible, yet ou account of their mutual exclusions (when appearing 
in the same sentence) we have the idea of that single sentence.

»81 “ I n s e p a r a b i l i t y  ” — i s ., th e  c la s s  “  C o w ”  d e n o te d  b y  th e  w o r d  “ C o w ”  sta n d s  in  
n e e d  o f  a  s p e c if ica t io n , in a s m u ch  a s  th e  a c t io n  o f  “  b r in g in g  "  is in s e p a ra b le  fr o m  in d i 
v id u a l c o w s  (o n  a c c o u n t  o f  th e  im p o s s ib i l ity  o f  it s  b e lo n g in g  t o  t h e  class)', e n d  th e  
p r o p e r t y  “ w h i t e ”  s u p p lie s  th is  n e e d . S im ila r ly , th e  p r o p e r t y  “  w h ite  ”  s ta n d s  in  n e e d  
o f  s o m e th in g  to  w h ic h  it  w o u ld  b e lo n g , in a s m u ch  ns th e  p r o p e r t y  con lc l h a v e  n o  e x is t e n c e  
s e p a r a te ly  fr o m  a  c e r ta in  c la s s  o f  in d iv id u a ls ; a n d  th is  n e e d  is s u p p l ie d  b y  th e  w o r d  
«• c a w  »t T h u s , ju s t  as in  V e d i c  s e n te n c e s , so in o r d in a r y  se n te n ce s , th e  c o n n e c t io n  a m o n g  
t h o  v ariou s w o r d s  ( c o m p o s in g  th e  s e n te n c e )  is  d u e  t o  m u tu a l r e q u ir e m e n t , th e  c la s s  
w a n t in g  th e  p r o p e r ty  a n d  th e  p r o p e r t y  w a n tin g  th e  c la s s  f o r  its  su b s tr a te .

gflq T 'his r e fe r s  t o  th e  o b je c t io n  th a t  th e  r e la t io n  o f  t h e  q u a lifie r  a n d  q u a lifie d  m a y  
b e  d u e  t o  th e ir  in h e r in g  in  th e  sa m e  s u b s tr a te . B u t  w h e n c e  th is  in h e r e n c e  P I f  it  be  
s a id  t o  b e  d u e  t o  th e  a fo r e s a id  r e la t io n  th a n  th e r e  is n u u u n i in te r d e p e n d e n c e .

ITO “  E x c lu s io n  11— T h is  is in  r e p ly  to  th e  o b je c t io n  u r g e d  in & . 3 7 .
SU In  th e  s e n te n c e  “ b r in g  th e  w h ite  c o w , ”  th e  w o r d  “ b r i n g ”  d e n o te s  th e  c la s s  

«  b r in g in g ,”  a n d  in d ic a t e s  in d iv id u a l b r in g in g s , b e lo n g in g  c o m m o n ly  t o  a ll cows— b la c k  
r e d ,  i o .  T h e  w o r d  “ c o w ”  t o o  (e n d in g  in  th e  a c c u s a t iv e , d e n o te s  a c c u s a t iv e s  in g e n e r a l  
a n d n a  sn o b  in d ic a te s  a n y  a c t io n  in  g e n e r a l o f  w h ich  it  w o u ld  be  th e  o b j e c t ) .  S o  a lso  th e  
w o r d  “ w h i t s ’ in  th e  a c c u s a t iv e . B u t  w h e n  a ll th o s e  w o r d s  are  ta k e n  to g e th e r ,  a n d

* __
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27*2. Therefore even though this (cognition of a single sentence) is 
not a case of Inference based upon positive and negative concomitance,—  
yet the fact of the sentence having only one meaning exclusively (which 
would have been the sole result of the Inference) is got at by other means 
(i.e.y by the close proximity of the words).

273. Injunctions as well as Prohibitions function properly when i hey 
have got at the fully-equipped B ha van a (io ., a Bhavana endowed with all 
its three factors), as signified by a conglomeration of wot Is (composing the 
sentence) and of sentences (such as serve to lay down the processes help
ing its means),

274. Though the Injunction refers properly to the Bhavana untouch
ed by anything else, yet, on account of sheer incapability (of pointing to a 
Bhavana entirely by itself, without any of its factors), it does not 
end in that (Bhavana) alone (but also points to its other factors, inasmuch 
as there can be no idea of the Bhavana without that of its factors also 
cropping up at the same tim e).

275. The Injunctions serve to urge persons towards certain actions 
to be performed; and people do not perform the Bhavana, alone, apart 
from its factors.

276. Therefore, even though the Injunction has its function and 
form well started, yet it continues to stand in need of something until the 
Bhavana reaches its full capacity and has no requirement# (i.e., when it 
has been fully equipped with all its factors, and as such has no require
ments unfulfilled).

forming one sun hence, the action of bringing signified by the root comes to be cognised 
as the same which is signified by the accusative “ cow,”  as also the word “ white.*’ 
Thus all words corne to indicate a single particular case; ami the action becomes ex
cluded from classes and properties other than the “ o o w” and “  white;”  and the class 
“ cow” too com os to bo excluded from other actions and properties; and the property 
“ whiteness”  becomes excluded from other classes and actions; and this brings as 
to the cognition of the one sentence, “ Bring the white oow.”

ST* The previous K. having set aside the objection urged in Ft. 101-102, the present 
Karika meets the objection urged in the first half of K. 4.

S18 And since au Inj unction stands in need of all the factors of the Bhavana, it 
cannot be said that the Injanction refers to the Bhavana alone, and not to its means— 
the sacrifice, &C.

*16 This explains the “ incapability.”  It is only whan the Bhavana is realised in 
all its parts— i.<?., when people come to know that each and such a remit will bo 
attained by such and such means as aided by such and such a process,—-that,We come to 
know all its factors.

*19 Though the Injunction begins with referring to the Bhavana pure and simple, 
yet t has not its function fully complete, until the Bhavana has appeared with all its 
factors.
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