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. ON SENTENOE. e '
Objections against the eternality of the Veda :—

1. “Hyen though you have proved the Hternality of Words, of the
objects (in the form of Class) signified by words, and of the relations of
these,—yet that does not prove the validity (and eternality) of the Veda
with regard to the meanings of sentences, MR il

2.4, “ Would the meaning of a sentence he expressed by the
Words, individually, or collectively ? or, by a Word (in the shape of a
syntactical Sphota) altogether different (from the Sentence and the words
composing it) ? or, by the meanings of words as before (individnally or
collectively) ? or, by the means of cognising these (Meunings of Words) ?
or, sither 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 thege can be the means (of getting at the
meanings of Sentences), because none of these is known to have any
connection (with the meaning of the Sentence). ' -

4-5. “One thing (the Word, &e,) being totall y different from another
(the senfonce and its meaning), and being altogether unconnected with
1t, cannot bring about its comprehension, Because a relation (or connec-
tion) which is not cognised, is a8 good as non-existing. 1In fact, the exist-
euco too of that which is not cogniged by the ordinarily sccepted means
of. right notion, cannot be believed to be true, i N

6. “And again, the veality of the sentence and its meaning, ag dis-
tinet entities, is not possible ;—inasmuch as they 'cannot be explained fo
be either different or non-different from Words and their meanings.

7. “Because they (Sentence and its Meaning) are never cogmised

! Now beging the consideration of Sitra 24 which embodies an | ohjeotion
against the validity of the Veda. *Hven if (words and their relations) were eternal,
these would be incapable of expressing (the meaning of Vedic Santences), becaunse the
(cognition of tha} meaning (of Sentences) is not dua to those (words, &c.)” (I~~i-—24),

4.5 “ Because, §e."-—Even if thers be a relation hatwesn the words and the meaning
of the Sentence composed by them ; since wa are never cogrigant of any snch relation
{at the time of uttering a sentencs) we muy mccept it to be ag good aa uon-existing,
sinca being unknown, it is of no nge.

7 If all the words were heard wll at once, then alone conld the Sentence be paid
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apart from them (Words and Meanings). Nor can they be held to be
aggregates of these (i.., the sentence cannob be said to be the aggragata
of Words, and the Meamng of the BSentence cannot be said to be the
aggregate of the meaning of Wmda),—-—masmuch as there i8 no simul-
taneity in their comprehension (4.6, the words are heard and undarstood
one after the other, and not all at mce) . _

8. More simultaneity in existence (ihat is, the mere fact of the
Words having the common character of eaisting) can be of no help in the
usage (of Sentences). Otherwise, all ( Words) being eternally existents
(we wonld always have a cognition of all words together, and) there
would be no comprehension of any particular 'Words,

9. “And again, even thongh there is simultaneity of existence, yet,
since the cognitions (of the Words) ave gradval (appearing one after the
other), therefore there is no possib‘ility of a collective cognition.  And it
is for this reason that the meaning of the Sentence is not coguiged to be
an aggregate of these (meanings of Words). -

10-11, Tt s an established fuct that the Sentence and ite Meamng
aro (necessarily) preceded by (a cognition of) the relation (subsisting
among the Words composing the sentence, and between the complete sen-
tence and the meaning sought to be conveyed by it), And mutually in-.
dependent (uuconnected) Words (such as ‘ House, Hlephant, Cow, Grass,
Man’) are never known as a Sentence, And no Relat,ion is possibie where
there i8 no dependence.

11-12, “Hither Words or Letters do not, by themselves (4.e., inde-

endenﬂy of their meanings), stand in need of one another,—as we find
in the case of meaningless Words and Letters (whmh are never found to
be in need of one another).

12-18. “And again, so Jong as a Word has not been uttered, it can-
not stand in weed of another. And as for simultaneity (of utterance of
two words one of which would require another), it iz not possible. And
when the Word has been uttered, it instantly disappears (since its after-
ance does not continue for any length of time) (and as such even after bo-
ing uttered, the Word does nobt continue long enongh to stand in need
of another Word).

to be an aggregate of these. Because in the nbgence of such simulbtaneity the words
canuot ba recogniged as forming a single component whole.

1011 ¢ No yelation, §¢'=i.0., unless, among the words forming a Sentence, it be
shown that one word reciui.res apother, there cau be no relation between them. And
nnless there be some relition among the Words, they cannot form a Sentence. Asa
matter of fact, the Word in itsell cannot bave any need of another word, and as soch
independently in themselves, the words cannot be said to have any relation among
themaelves; heuce they cannot be said to form a Seutence. (Seo next Karika),
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13-14, “Mven i theve be a dependeuce, there can be no Relation
in any of the generally known forms of Cause and Ijfect or Gonjunction ot
Inherence. it '

14.15, “If it he 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 Akdga (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 nttered or not ubbered,
and whether they be capable or incapable (of such connection),

15-17. “And as for the (common) relation of being engaged in one
and bhe same action (of bringing about a comprehension of the Sentence),—
such action conld ouly be wibth rogard to that which is manifested, or to
that which is prodnced (by the Words). As for the objects mantfested
by the Words, these are differeut (in each Word), on acconn of the differ-
ence of the Words themselves. Consequently these (words) canuot bring
about any one collective Tdea (with regard to all the objects, denoted by
the various words vomposing & sentence, considered s forming a single
conglomerated whole). And as for the idea of the objects taken indivi-
dually, they differ with each individual Word.

1719, “Nor is it possiblo for any single Idea to be produced by
these (Words), differing, as they do, among themselves, and appearing
one after the other, And if (in the mauner explained by you) 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 raeaning, as a single whole in itself. And, in the absence of any
contradictory fact rejecting it, we cannob 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 uotion of the singleness and impartite
character (of the Sentence)? o ;

19.20. “Lither mutual intimate relation (Sadsarge) or mutual

18.1% None of these relations could muke afl the words into a single gorporate
whole.

17.19 ¢ For how could, §e.’~The only notion that conld contradict and rejeot
the cognition of the parts of a Sentence is the idea of the senfence ag & single impartite
whole. Buab inasmuch ag the cognition of the parts of a sentence id direotly per:
ceptible, aud that of the gentence s & whole, at/best, only inferable; therefore there can
bo no doubt as to which of the two is to be accepted ag correot. Therefore the idea
of the sentence u& one and impartite being contradicted by the perceptible faot of the
cognition of the parta of the Sentence severally, must be held to be wrong, and it can
nover be the other way. _

19.30 Tt has been shown that in the abgence of any relstion bthe sords canmot be
Leld to form a Sentence, Tt is now shown that for the same reason of want of relation tho
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exclusion is not posmble for Ifienﬂ,mbeeause cach of these has only &
mOmvntm'y existence; therefore cither Mnbimate Relation or Mutual Exelu-
sion (of the meaning of Words composing a Sentence) cannot be acoepted
to constitute the meaning (of the Sentence), '

20-21, 4 Xf the notion of the word ‘ Cow ' continned to exist at the
moment of the appearance of the notion of ¢ White, —then only could
the notion of the *Oow' be excluded, by the nation of ¢ White,’ from
others (black cows, &o.), or be associated (in intimabe relation) with it.

21.28,  ““ And of notiong there ean be no association,—because it is
impossible for them to have auy such relation as Conjanction, &e.  And
a8 for the fact of their inhering in the same Sonl (that of the speakor or
hearer ) (which you may urge as a ground of the association or intimate
relation of the motion of the *Cow' and ‘ White’),—this (relation) is
common to the notions of the ‘ Horse,' the ‘ Klephaut,” &c. (and as such you
wonld have to admit such u-t-tre.nances as SHorse, Elephant, Camel, Grass,
&o.’ to be properly expressive, which is an absardity)., The same may
be said with vegavd to contiguous appearanse (o entrance) (which too yon
may urge ag the gronnd of intimate relation between ¢ White” and “Cow,”
but thia too is equally applicable to the Sentence ¢ Horss Blophant '), ' Noy
ig thore any mmtual dependence (or requirement, between the notions of
“White' and ‘Clow’), just as (it has been shown that there is no mutnal
dependence) among Words; becanse the notions being all only momen-
tary, theve is. no s1mnlbane1ty in their existence; and as such, what notion
could depend npon (stand in need of) another notion ¢

28-24. ““And it ig for this rveason that the wotions of the worda
‘White’ and “Cow’ canmot bring about a single collective notion of

meaning of the Words cannot make no the meaning of the Bentence. The Mimansaka
holds the meaning of the Sentence to consist of the mutual intimate relation among
the meanings of  Words, According to them the word *cow’ denotes only the
class cow, and ig indifferent with regard to the individngl cow. And when the word
“White" comes t0 be added, this only serves bo oxpross a relation of the class caw with
a. partioulay property. whiteness, And when this relation has been duly comprehended
there followa the implication of the axclusion of all cows other than those that are
white.  Thas then, according to thege people, the meening of the Sentence White Cow ”
congists of the relation between the class Cow and the property whitenass., Those whe
hold the denotation of the word (o be'in individuals explain the meaning of sentence.
in the same manner. This theory is objected to on the following gromunds: Do these
Intimate Relation and Bxclusion balong to the Words or fo tiie notions'of Words, or to
the nieami'nga of Words, or to the notion of these meanings? None of these ig possible.
Becanse they cannot belong to the Words ; norcan they belong to the notions of Words;
hecause the nobios of the word cannot continne long enongh to become related: to that
of the word H%White.” | This is what is shown in the following Ka&rika,

4021 Bub, as a mntter of fact, each of these notions is only momentary and cannot

covtinue for any length of time,
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the * White Cow’),~which (eocllective notion) alone conld justify, for its
own sake, the assumption of the mutual intimate relation among all the
notions (of the individual words ‘Cow’ and * White' severally).

24-25. ‘“‘Inasmuch as such mutual intimate rolation and exclusion
appear internally (in the mind of the hearer),~—if they were to appear
ewternally 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, ‘“As a matter of fact, no cognition is possible, in the absence
of any external cbject (for its substrate) existing at any of the three
poiuts of time (past, present or future). And, in the present insbance
(of the cognition of Mutual Association and Bxclusion of the notions of
words) there is no possibility of any external object (smch as Agsocia-
tion or Execlusion, that could be asserted to be tlve substrate of the ssud
coguition).

26-27, “Thus then, the fact is thab, even in the absence of ﬁhe ap-
pearance oE 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 (s.e, the Association
really belonging to external objects is wrongly attributed to Cognitions).

27-28. “Thus then, the relation of the qualification and the gnali-
fied (4., Association) eannot belong to the Notions (of the Word and its
meaning). Similarly, with the Word and the notion thereof, sinee there
is no difference produced (in the Word either by Association or Exclusion,
by any other Word) therefore even the Word and the notion thereof could
not be held to constitute the Sentence.

28-29. “For even after the addition of the word ¢ White,' the word
‘Cow ' remains just the same (as it was before). Iiven if the word
‘White’ be uttered before the word *Cow,’ this latter remnins the same ;
similarly with the notions of the Word also (the notion of the word
‘Cow’ is not ehanged by the addition of the word ‘ White’).

29-30. “Nor counld there be any qualification between Whiteness and
the glass ¢ Qow’ (forming the meanings of the word ‘White’ and ‘Cow’

i #4.%5 This meets the avgument that the mntual intimate relation of the words
“White” and “Cow” actnally appear in the mind of the hearer, The sense of the
Karika is that, even if this do appear, it can only resemble & dresm in anbhenticity.

W1.38 “No specification”—~The Word “Cow” remaing theé same oven after the
wmd “ White” is added ; the word “ White” produces no change in the word * Uow,"”

9-80 1t has been proved that the notion of the meanings of words camnot have
any, Assoela.tlon or Exclusion, and ag guch the notion of the meaning of the word * Qow?’
canuot 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 quali-
fying effect upon ancther-—and as such these cannot constitute the sentence.
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roapecbwdy), because hatween thege there cannof be exthor Assocmhon
or Exclusion. -

30-31, “Because neither the class Whiteness is aifocted (associated)
by the class ‘ Cow,” nor is the class ‘Cow’ affected by the ‘class Whiteness,
Beoause these classes do mot belong to (inhere in) one auother; inasmuch
a3 each of them inheres in the individuals (contained in it).

31.32. “Hven if Individual weve affected by them (i.e., even if the in-
dividua Cow wore affected by the individual Whiteness), this fact could
not constitute any relation between the words (‘White” and ‘Cow’)
inasmuch as these (words) do not refer to Individuals (but to Classes).

32-83.  “And when the Individuals (Whiteness and Cow) are not
denoted by the Words,—even thongh they happen to consist in & single
substrate (the white Cow), 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) d&e., co-exist
in o single substrate (the jar, fi.), there is no relation among these
(Colour, &e.) themselves.

34-85. “And (as a matter of fact) there are no gronnds even for as-
serting the fact of the Class ‘Uow’ and the propevty ‘ Whiteness’ inhering
in a single individual (the white cow); because this fact of the singleness
of the individual (in which these would inhere) could only be based on the
ground of an inberent relation (between the denotations' of the two

80.81 Mhe Olass “ Whiteness” inheres in the individual “ White,” and cunnot
inhere in the clags ** Cow.”

#8.88 This moeets tho objection that, “even though the Individual Cow is not denoted
by the word, yet there is sach a single individaal Cow as in which the clags *‘ Cow "’
and the property  Whiteness” both co-exiat. And thus this fact of a single individual
being the Cow and having the property of whifeness leads to the conclusion that the
Seutence * White Cow ” is one and has o single dennbatlon (in the shape of the white
Cow}, -

 And even, &e.’-—This meets the objection that we do not hold mere singleness
of gubstrate (as in the case of the Cow and the Horge) toconstitute the meaning of
% sentence; what we mean is that the meaning of a sentence iy 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 white Cow, The sense
of the Kiriki is that even the fact of {inheriug in a single snbstrate does not. consti-
tute a ‘ground of any relation between the inhering factors; because we find that in
a single ohject, jar, smell and ocolourinhere, while there is no relation between these.
Thevefore even though the denotatious of the words “ White” and " Cow ”” happen toin-
herein a single individual cow, yet this fact alone cannot authorise any relation among
the two words, on the gronnd of which relation we could hold the fiwo words to form a
single sentence, and the denotations of these words to form the single denotation of the
gentence as a whale,
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words, if such relation exist at all), amd this 1uherent Lelatwn too has
been shown to be based on the smgleness of the individual (in whmh tlsay_
would inliere); and as such you have mutual interdependence. 0

35-36. “Nor in there smy such (third) Word as would bring abons
the notion of the singleness of the individual. (Even if there did exish
such a Word) nor is the singleness of the individual capable of being ex-
pressed by the word. Hven if the individual were so exprcﬂslble, itg
singleness conld not be (denobed),

56-87. “If you assume the relation (between the danota.tlona of the

two \mrds ‘White’ and ‘Cow’) on the ground of the singleness of the
object as conceived by us, then why could mot we have the relation
between the Jar aud the Lree, in both of which we have a congeption of
the single indentical class ‘Earthy (1.e,, both are equally mada of the
Harth) ? : _
0 37-88. *“The mention of ‘White’ d_o'es not serve t‘q. --excl'nd'e th'e
Class “Cow’ from the black Cow, &ec. And hence the denotation of
these (latter) (by the word ‘(}‘ow’) being natural, is never seb amde by
the mere mention of ‘White,’

38-39.  ‘‘Hven if the negation of the black, &0 be the denotatwn of the
word ‘ White,’~still the only ground for the mherence of this Whiteness
in the Cow is meve prowimaty (of the word ‘White’ with the word ‘Cow’ in
the sentenco)~nand this is not.a sufficiently strong preof (of the relation).

39-40. ' And 80 long as it has not been distinetly expressed by the
word that it denotes such and such an object,~—if one were to determine
its denotation of his own accord, all that he would fix upon as being the
denotation of the Word would be such as is nov at ail connected with the
Word. ) - | \ et
40-42. ¢ And if such a denotation (as that ¢ white’ means the white
cow) were to be inferred from the proximity of the words ¢ White’ and
‘Cow,’—even then (since this inferrved relation could only refer to
whitoness and cow tn general) the fact of the word (‘white’) referring to
this. particular object (before the speaker) could only be inferred from
prowimity (of the speaker and the hearer to the particular cow before
them); and thus then, if we wete to assume the denotation of the word
(‘ white’) to extend so far (as the pa,t tioular cow),—then there would be

83.69 Because syntactival oonnection is very much weaker than direct asser tion.

2048 “ Boing apart from sip, §o—The divect assertion of the Word refers onuly
to the class eow; hence by making the word refer to the pa.rtma'[ar cow Froximiby
goos -against Direct Assertion, and a8 such cannob be included iu verbal ’l‘eqbnmony i
nor oan it be included in any other means of Right Notion, Therefore it becomes
groundless and invalid, and ag such cannot gerve as a proof of any relation of whiteness
with the particular cow.
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no end (to these assumed donotations). Hence, being apart fvom the
six Means of Right Notion, Proximity remaing without any footing (of
validify) (as a grownd of the volation of whiteness with the particalar
cow). bR e iy : |

42-43.  “Nor do we perceive, in the word ‘eow’ (in the expression
‘white eow ')y the genitive affix, which counld point to a relation (of the
cow with. whiteness.)  And, as a matber of fact, even if there were such
a genitive affix, the velation (between whitensss and the particulor cow)
could not be directly denoted; bocause the fact (of such velation being
direetly denoted by the Words) has been rejected above (on the ground
that the direch denotation of the word " Cow’ refors to the claszs, and nob
to any parbicular individual Cow ). _ i _

43-4d. " (The word ‘white’ cannot be held to qualify the parti-
oular ¢ow, which is indicated, though not divectl y denoted, by the word
‘Cow’; becanse) An object (the particular cow) which is iudicated (and
not direotly demoted) (by someshing, fi., by the wotd, ‘cow’) is never
found to be qualified by another word (such as ¢ white’), or by affixes
(atitached to the word ‘Cow’),~—as for instance, in “Dhitmo'yam
Jvalati’ ( Hire is indicated, through inference, by the smoke, and it cannop
be held to be gualified, in the aforesaid Suntence, by the action of burning,
or by the affix iu | dhwmah’).

44-45.  “Hven if (mutual) connection ov ewclusion (of others) be
assumed 6o be the meaning of the sentence,—thon too, inasmuch as
this (Connection or Bxclusion) extends ouly so far asg the object denoted
by the Words, the connection, &o., of the different words can never
coustitute a Senteuce (as a complote whole in itself),

43-46. ““Because the Connection and Fxclusion ave nothing apart
from the Meanings of the Words. Nor can the words be said to produce a
new entity (in the shape of the Sentencs), by the help of these (Conuee-
tion and Exclusion). -

4647, “ For the Olass and Property (us denoted by the words ‘sow’
and ‘white’ respectively) do mot produce any new object in the external
World,  And in the absence of any such object, if there be a notion of
ity i6 can only be false, like a dream.

47-48. ! One,~who holds that the object denoted by the seutenee
aonsists of the nlveady existing particular objects (the particular cow as
qualified by whetensss), manifested (or implied, by the Words, *cow’ and
“ white,” which divectly express the class and the property) through prop.
vmity (of the Words, as appearing in the Sentence),—even for him, this
(denotation of the Sentence) cannoét be one (beomuse each word of the
Sentence has a distinct connection with the rest, and as auch in a single
Sentence, the connevtions of Words would be many and not one ,
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43-49. “ And further, there is no g*round for belxev:ng in the previous
existence (of the particular objects), in the absence of any recogunition
of these; for the actual objective reality of these (particular objects) are
not the cause of the Hxistence of the Words (inasmuch as the Words
denote classes and not particular individuals). -

49-50.  * 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 the
Sentence), —even then the Words cannot be said to form the Sentenee,
inasmuch ag there is no mutual help among the Words,

B0-52. o, if the first Word of the Sentence were spacially affected
(qualified or specified), by the other Words (of the Sentence), then this
(first) Word alone wounld constitute the Sentence, the other words being
ouly secondary qualifications (valy 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 impossibiliby, becnuse) we mnever re-
cognise any single Word independently (of other Words) as a Sentence.

62:63, ¢ And the fact of the existence of such a class as the * Sphota '
(of & Sentence as a whole) is to be rejocted like (i.e., on the same grounds
as) the Sphota of the Word; and the fact of the sequence of Words
consbituting the Senbtence on the same gronnds as the fach of the Sequence
of Letters constituting the Word. -

53:64. ““The sequence caunot he comprehanded a.pm‘t (from the
Worde) (as explained with regard to the Sequence of Lietters in Words);
inasmuch asit is always the Words themselves that are cognised as having
that order of sequence,—like an anditory cognition (which is a.Iwa.ys
cognised as endowed with a certain order of sequence)

54-55. “ We find that the Words remaining the same, the order
of the words is now oue, 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 weve 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 case, (in
certain cases) there conld be no relation between the Verb and the Nowns
—as they really exist in the exbernal World. And as a matter of fact,
we are not cognisant of any relation among the actions themselves, or the

Nouns themselves.

+ 6456 If the order of words constituted the Sentence then the meaning of *gauh

guklah’ would be different from that of “ ¢uklo gauh,” which is not the cage.
85.57 Now begins the atiack on the theory that the meaning of the Sentence lies in

the meauing of the Vexrh. This theory is that the principal weaning of the Sentence
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57.60. ‘“In such an atterance as ‘in a vesgel vice by means of fuels
Devadatta may cook,” there ix no mutual connection among the objects
(expressed by the Words); inasmuch as, firstly, they are totally different
from one another ; sacondly, every one of them is an accomplished
object in itself (there being no causal relation between any two objects
denotedt) ; and, thirdly, there is no genitive (indicating any relation among
them ) ;~-aund as sugh they are independent of one another (and hence
cannob form a Sentence, which consists only of snuch Words as have their
denotations dependent upon and velated to one another), And the pre-
sence of the Instrnmental case (in ‘kdshthaih’) removes all possibility
of (the velation of) prowimity (between the objects denoted). And as for
the objects—Fuel, ete.,~themselves, they can be related (to the action
of cooking) only by means of their action (of burning, and) not by their
mere  existence ;— inasmuch 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 eanse (of
their mutnal relations),~-then inasmuch as these (capabilities) ares
by themselves, immaterial (incorporeal), they cannot, themselves, have
any actions ; and (in bthe 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
(i.e,, until the fuel becomes active, and burns, it cannot accomplish the
cooking), : A
ig the Bhavand ; wnd this Bhavand is expresed by the Verbal affix ; and hence inasmuch
a8 the primary element of the meaning of the Sentence is expressed by the Verb, it
ig this Intter that constitutes the Sentence; the other words gerving only as qualifica-
tiona to the verbal affix, and ag guch being only secondary elements in the Sentence.
This theory is rojected on the ground that éven though Words may serve to give us an
idea of the velation between the action and agents (denoted by the verb and the
nouns in the Bentence) yet they do not point out any relation between snch action and
agents ag really exist in the outer world. For in certain cases we only have linked
together in a Sentence, a certain verb, and some nonuns, which may quite reasonably
bave a Verbal relation; but which can have no relation in the actual existing state of
things ag exemplified in the following Karika,

51.80 ¢ Promimity '~ Proximity congists of Sequence, and ss such is weaker that
Direot Assertion. In the present case the Direct Assertion of the Instrumental rojeots
the prowimity. '

“As for the objects themselves, &o.’—The geuse is thug explained in the Kagika :—
The mere fact of the words being heard together does not establish any relation among
the objects denoted by them, because gnch ubterances as, “ wet with fire, &e.,”’ cannot
establish any relation botween fire and wetness, And so in the instance in guestion
Juel by itself is not capable of having any relation with the eooling ; consequently the
relation between the action and objects accomplishing the object cannot be based

apon the passive forms of the objects themselves but upon the active capacities of
these objects,



49 _ ' qnoxaﬂm KA.

61-62,  “ Hven if there be a connection of these (ff'uel &c) thh the
cooking, through . their (action of) burning, &e.--then too, inasmuch as
an action (sooking f.i.) is not wapabie of being accomplished by another
action (of burming, £i.), it (the connection, that of being the muterml canse
between the fucl and cooking ) remaing as maccesslble as ever.

62-63. “ Nor is any relation (such as that of an immaterial eausc
with its effeob) possible, inasmuch as they (the 'c‘oaking, and the burning)
where in differeut subbvates (the ooking inhering in the rice, and the
burning iu the fuel). (Nor enn buring ov the fuel being the [nsivamental
Canse of cooking, because) that (cooking) which is produced by another
cange or means (the action of Deva.da,tha., &e. ) camnot be said to. haw
another eause (in the shape of burning, &o.). ; L

63-64. Those (F'uel, Vessel, &o.), thab perform the a.ctlons of burning,
&e. (and as such have independeut effects of their own), conld never
he the means (Cause proper) of the cooking ; and hence, how ecould thers
be any connection between cooking and such objects (Fuel, &c.) as are
not the canse of it? (Lit.—How could they form any single sentence ?),

64-65.  “If it be held that the capabilities contained in the burming
&e., arve indirectly (or secondarily) applied to the cooking (and this would
constitube a velation between the ftwo),—then (since the fuel, &e., ave
the agents of the burming, &c., and it ig the capability of the buen-
ing that is applied to the cooking), the Fusl, &e., would come to be
the agents of the action of ecooking, and it would be impossible for
them to be dnstruments (as they reauy are, the real agents being
Davadatta ). _ :

65-66. ‘ Because in the burning, we are never cognisant of various
primary capabilities; and as such, how could any such (sapablllty be
found to be applying secondarily af the time of cooking ?

66-67. ¢ Because with the reference to their own a.otlons (of which
they are nominative ageuts), the Fuael, &c‘, cannot be nmtl'umelbhb. And

-61.82 The sensge of the latter half is that the fnel eould ' be fha uausa of the
cooking, through burning—only if the barning were the canse of the cooking, But us a
matter of fact the eooking not inhering in the burning this latter is not. ity cause.

83.8% “How could, &c.—~Since there is no direct relation between them how
can they form a Sentence? Because words that denobte unconnected objects: cannoh
compose a sentence, the necesgary element whereof is that each word must bear some
direct relstion with another word in the sentence, -

6685 All secondary application is based npon some primary capability. = Aund
as a matter of fact, we know that the Fuael, &e., are not possessed of such diverse
capabilities primarily, a3 those of the Nominative, the Locative and the Instrumental,
And ag they are already cognised in their Tnstramental capacity, they can haye no
other in the shape of Nominative agency; and hence no such capability conld be
secondarily applied to the cooking, |



G,

ON SENTENOE. 499

we find the actions of softening, burning, holding ( belonging vespectively to
the rice, fuel, and vessel) (and hence these cannot be the agents of
caoking). !

67-68.  “Nor can theso (collectively) haye any other action (than those
enumerated), at the time of the cooking—justas singly each of them has
only one action (and no other). Hence (if they be held to have any
aotfon towards cooking) it mmst be ag Nominative agents (which has
been ghown to be impossible). | i

68-69, “And further, inasmuch as burning, &o,, are not express-
od by the root ‘paci’ (=to cook), there can be no relation (through
burning, &e., between the Fuel, &e., and Cooking). Because the mere fact
of the existence of these (burning, &o.) cannot make them the means of
any relation (between Fuel, &ec., and Cooking). - _

69.70. “Nor are these (burning &ec.) expressed by any other Worde
(such as fuel, in the Sentence). (onsequently the root ‘paci’ must be
admitted to be denotative of Davadatta’s action, and as gach, could not
have any connection with the Fuel, &e. _

| M071. 0 “Tf the roob ¢ puci’ itself be held to dentoe all the actions
(of cooking as well as those of burning, &c.) then, like Devadatta, the Fuel,
&e., would also come to be agents (of the cooking ). :

W1.72. ¢ Boocause that case is held to be the Nominative, whose action
is denoted by the root. (In the present case the root pact denoting the
ackions of burning, &e., belonging to Fuel and the rest, these latter could
not but be accepted to be Nominatives). And since the relation with
“ Bhawand® (the conception denoted by’ the verbal affixes) too is equally
applicable to all (uel, &o.), there can be no other definition of the Nomina-
tive (that would not apply to Fuel, &e.). -

79.73. At times we do come across such assertions as ‘the fuels
cook’ (where, 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 Nominative other than the
one given above (vis., that whose action is denoted by the Verb).

81.68 Just ay for fuel, &o., singly, there is no other action than the one of burning,
&o., so collectively too they can haye no other action than those mentioned in the last
Kariki, And hence if their actions are secondarily applied to the cooking, they can
only be nominatives and inslrnments (as they really are).

. 8380 Fyen if there be such a relation, it could not be through burning, &c.; since
these are not even indicated by any of the words in the sentence, whioh therefore can~
not express any relation based npon burning, &e.

1.8 The latter half suticipates the objection that we will define the Nominative
as being that which is related to the Bhavand, The sense of the Kirika is that even
this definition will not meet the difference urged in the former half of the Kérika.

63
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W3-, Aronig ! a,ctmus ‘exprossed by a amglc root (ag caakmg,
bub*mng, &e., beld to ba denoted by the root pacs), thern can be no differ-
ence of predommance and subordination (all actions being oqually donot-
od); and eonsequently we eannob deflne the N’om manbwe a9 that whﬁﬂe action

is sove predominantly denoted.

7475, Thas then; eithor denotation or nomdenobaﬁmn of &11 these
actions being equally predominant, it is net proper for the agents of the’&"«.
actions (B‘uel &e.) to have, at one time, diiferent cage-terminations (as in :
pe b’fﬁsmyam, Jecishthaih, Dévadattak paeati'), and, at others, one and the
sithe case-tepmination (viz., the Neminative, ss in 4 Kdshthang pacants ).

7596, “Nov can burming, &ec., be held to be denoted by the \a,ﬁx
(the #pin pnmh) ‘boeause thig (afix) can only denote either the Nomina«
tive agent (us held by the Vaiyikaranss), ov the action of the agent (a8
held by thé Mimansaka). Consequently the Verb ! pacuta cmmuh have
ahy connection with the ‘fuel 780 : : i

7779, “The denotation of ‘the root (;vmz;) too is not alwmy& 00K~
nected w1t‘: the denofation of the affix. Because that which is denoted by
thie affix ds the Bhavend (conception); and ' with rogard to this, the root
caimol hive any such denotation as will gerve for either the object or the
meass (of the Bharand),~inasmuch as ob‘;echvltv i denoted (by the
Acoupative &s) in ¢ Pakam,’ and instramentality (by the Insh*umonta,l)
it ‘P&fréna, and none of these is denobed by the simple root: torm * pac.’

79.81. “Tuasmioh as the Injunction and the Bhavand, arc both
denoted by the affix, the former becomes connpoted with the Bhavana,
before it comes to ke connected wibth the denotation of the root. And
thus, when the Injanction bas found its haven in the shape of the Bhavand,
oven when the denotation of the roob comes to he conneeted mth the
&entenee, it does mot become the vbjact of the in Junctmn ' -

‘81-82, ¢ Though the demotation of the root is directly asaerted
\by the root), ‘et 1t could neyer he (cogmsed ans;) At ob;ech of performance;

4.6 If all a.cst.mns m:e L0 'mlly aeuobﬂbla l:n- the root ptm, then all Fuel; &o., must
have always one and the same case- -termination, the Nominative.

1179 Having showu the nupussibtli'l,y of any velation between the Verb and tho olher
mﬁmbem of, the Sentvnoa it is now Hhown that there (sa.n he 1o mlatmn betwuen the
meaning of the root und that of the affix, :

The Bhavani requires only three factors—the object; the means, and the process;
and yone of these being capable of being denoted by the root ‘pact, this labiey (the
root) eaninot have any relation with {he Bhavand which is denobted by the affix,

“99.81 Tt i now shown that the Injunction can have ng connection with Vedic sen-
tepces.  The Iujumetion heing more closoly velated to the Bhavana, naturally becomes
sonrmcted with it and not with the subsequently appenring denotation of the root.

8L T ig oniy that which id enjoined that can be performed ; and ns the meaning
of the roob yaji hns boon ghown to be nmabls of bmng the objeot eu;omeﬂ the ydaqa

. ~I'
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since activity (or performance) depends upon the . Injunction which hasg
been shown not to have the denotation of the root for its ohjeet), In the
same manner we conld show the impossibility of other objests (named in
a Sentence), the anxiliaries vz : or subordinate Sacrifices being the objeets
of Injunction, M L e - : e
8283,  Consequently, we should reject the fact of the Praydyas, &o:
being anxiliarvies to the Injanction (of the Jyotishioma); becatse they
have no conneetion with it (the Injunction), And this want of connection
betweon these may be shown as hetween ‘ White” and ¢ Cow’ (shown above):
83.84, 4In th'tl_\,'b'. case (of the ‘Co-w’ and ‘White”) however, there
may be a connection, in, the shape of fhe object (the white cow); but (in
the case of the Praydjas) there can be no relation between these (and
the Injunction), inasmnoh as thess are coguisable only by meauns of the
varions Vedio sentences, which have no eonnection with one another,

. 84-85.  “Thus then, since none of the two (neither connection armong
the objects denoted by the Words, nor that among the words themselves)
are found to have any other grounds, we would have mubual interdepen
dence (if wo held that the connection between the varions objects denoted
by the words oecurring in any enjoining passage is based uwpon and author.
igsed by the Word alone). And thus, inasmuch as the Injunction is de-
void of the three factors (necessary inthe Bhavand), it becoros devoid
of any object (since the Bhavana too cannot, under the circumsgtances, be
the object of the Injunction which is devoid of the three factors, and as

sueh incapable of any conneetion with the Bhavana),

could not be performed. And when the ydga, which is denotad by a pact of the snme word
“yajéta,”” of which the latter particle denctes the Tnjunction, oannot be the object of
the Injunction, nothing else that is foreign to it—such ag the soma, or the auxiliary
sacrifices, which are exprossed by abher words—-can never he the abjeot of Tnjunction,
And #s such Tujunction censes to have any velation with Vedic Sentences; and Sacri.
fices, &o, can never be recognised as being enjoined by the Veda. i
8.8¢ Tn the cage of the * White Clow,” swhen one hears bhis uttered by an old man
and sees n cow bronght by another man, one can come to recognise & conndetion b
bwoan whiteness and the cow ;' bubin this oase, the cognition of the connection is baged.
106 only dpon the Word but upon thig as aided by Sense-perception, Inference, &¢. In
the enga of flie Praydjas, however, thage are nob amenable to any other means of know-
ledge. but the Word; and the Word, by itself, has been shiown to be incapable of denot-
ing any velabion of these with the Injunetion, therefore there can ho no mea,nla_df" cog-
nising any ‘relation of the Praydjas with the Tnjunction. Specially ad the Beut'eneéd
mentioning the Prayajas with themsolves are various and have 1o connection among
thempel ves, ' :
83.85 ¥ Mutual interdopendonce?’ Booduse ko long ag the relation among the ohjects
8 not cognised, the meaning of the sentence eannot be cognised. - And wntil the mean-
Mg of the sentenee is cognised, the conneetion among the objects cannot be cognised ;
fince this connection has no other proof than the Vedio Sentence iteelf, | . --

is n
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85-86,  And this ( Injunction) eannot be connected directly (without
t he intervention of Bhivand) with the denotation of the root and the objects
named (in the sentence); becanse the Injunction being interrupted by
the Bhavana (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, &e.).

86-87. “Thns then, gince all verbal connections are based upon the
counection between actions and agents, d&e. (and these have been proved
to be imposible),~—therefore all other kinds of relation must be rejected.
And this rejection wonld' lead to the rejection of all such relationships as
those of master and servant, father and son, a man and his friends, &e.

87.88. ¢ Of Verbal prefixes and Nipatas 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. * Becanse, unless the particles (known as Verbal a.ﬁixes)
qualify the verb, they do not acquire the character of the ¢ Verbal affix.’
And as for the meaning of the Sentence, they (the Verbal aflixes) cannob
qualify it,—simply bocause the meaning of the Seutence does nob
exisb (i.e., nntil the relation of the various words composing the Sentence
have been ascertained, the meaning of the Sentence is not cogniged),
and as such, for all intents and purposes, i non est).

89.90. “If the relation of Verbal affixes, &ec., be held to be through
the Verb,—-then (wo reply) such velation with the Verb is not possible for
that which is not a Kdraka (that is, a noun having one of the six case-ter-
minations). And (Verbal affixes are not Karakas, because) a Noun
(or Karaka) cannob 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 aflixes; &e.) cannot have
a qualifying capacity, inasmuch as they do not, and cannot, produce any
positive effect npon the objects denoted by other words; because all that
the Verbal affix, &o., are capable of doing is either to be meaningless,
or change the original meaning (of the word to which they happen to be
prefixed), or establish a meaning conirary to the original meaning.

91-92, “In ‘pralambats,’ &c., the prefix (pra) is meaningless (the
meaning of pralambata being the same as that of lambate). In ¢ presida,’
the original meaning (of the root sad—to sif) is changed (into Favour,

CLOKAVARTIFAs |

86.88 The object engaged in must be the object enjoined; and the roob-deno-
tation cannot be such an object, on account of the Injunction having been interrnpted
and Jooated within itgelf by the Bhdvand, which has the strongest claim to it, on the
ground of both being denoted by the Verbal affiz, :
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Kindness, &c.). Aund the meaving of * pratishthate” (starts) is contrary
(to the meaning of tishthali—sits). ;

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 complately alters)
the original meaving (as the Verbal affixes do),

93.94. “Hven in the case of such prefixes as gignify such non-contra-
dictory qualifications as ‘direction towards’ aud the like (as in the case
of udgacchati, &e.), these specifications helong to the agent (becanse it is
the agent who is qualified by the Abhimulhya, and not the Verb); and as
such, they cannot be held to form part of (or beloug to) the denotation of
the Verh.

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

95-96. ‘“And further, in the case oE negative and alternative Verbal
prefixes and wipatas, any relation would only be a contradiction ~~hecanse
for those who hold the reality of external objects, such prefixes, &e., signify
objects eontrary (to those originally signified by the simple word without
the prefiz, &c.).

1 96-97.  “Because by its own significant word, an object 1s denoted in
its positive form; and as such, how can it be relegated to megativity by
means of the negative prefixes, &e.?

97-68, ¢ Because between the two direct assertions (‘jar’ and
‘non-jar') theve is a contradiction, as bebween ‘is’ and ‘is not.’ And
in the case of the alternative nipata (‘or,’ &c.) there is contradiction in n
single word (a single word ¢ o, siguifying two contradictory objocts).

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

95.98 Nogative prefixes, &o., signify an object contrary to the one signified by the
original word without such prefix; and ag such these prefixes eannot be gaid to be re-
lated bo bhe originally signified objeots—for such would bea mere contradiction, the
prefix “nob’ signifying the non-going and yet being related to yoing.

9897 1f it be not held to be related to the jar, then the very nature of this latber
would ba perverted; and this perversion of character cannot be held to be & case eithar
of gualification or rélation.

9198 [n the Assertion ““Jar or Cloth,” the “or’ helongs equnally to both; and as
such gimultaneously signifying two contrary objects, it is a contradiction in itself,

93.99 Prefixes have no meaning of their own, The meaning of a Sentence is held
b0 be made up of the meanings of the words composing it. Hence in the sentence
* White Oow,” the meaning of the sentence is that which is made up of the meaning and
of the two words. And inssmuch as both these words have meanings of their own,
each of them comes to have a certain relation with the Sentence ng a whole through their
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significations, as wé have of the words ‘cow’ and the like; and hence the
meaning of the Sentence could nof contain any gnch denotation (of the pre-
fixes independently), through which they (the prefixes, &c.) would be con-
nected in the Sentence. - : ' : i
99-100. “ Since, later on, the Bhashya denies the fact of all the words
of & Sentence collectively being the means (of cognising the meaning of the
Sentence),—therefore the assertion of the Bhashya that the moaning of
the sentence 1s cognised when all the words have been wultered—-must be
taken a8 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 denotability of Words is asserted to
be mon-existing, even though it seems to cxist—because (on being duly
considered) such collsetive denotabiliby is not cognised. :
101-102. “If each word inidvidually were fo constitute the meaning
of the sentence, then the ground (on which the meaning of the sentence is
sought to be based) becomes inconclusive (doubtful) (becanse any indivi-
dual word may be common to any mambor of sentences, and ag such it
conld not invariably point to the meaning of any one partiealar Sentence).
And if the meaning of the Sentence be held to be based upon the meaning
of the Words taken collectively, then, since any particnlar combinabion of
Words (forming a Sentence) is not perceived anywhero elge, (such eollec-
tive denotation canmot be sufficient ground (for the meaning of the Sen.
tonco), inasmuch as, being unique, it camnot serve as the bagis of any

B ; ' SN
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specific denotations, 'The prefixes, however, have no independent significations of
theiv own; and ag suoh there is no means by which they could become related to the
Sentence or its meaning. . '

99.100 Tn order to show bhe groundlessmess of the cognition of the meaning ov the
Sentence, the Bhishya hag asgerted thab in the sentence, “ Agnihotram juhuyat svarga-
Kkamah,” none of the words signify that Heaven follows from Agnihotra ; ‘and then again it
follows with the assertion that * this meaning is got pt when all the words of the Sentence
bave been uttored.” These two assertions appear mutually contradiclory. Beeanse
tho latter assertion shows that all the words are the ground for the idea of the meaning
of tho Sentence, which the former assertion seeks to prove to be groundless. It i this
contradiotion thab the Kiriki refers to and explains, The explanation is that the latter
is not a final assertion, bacause such collective demotability is rejected later on ; what
it means is simply that the words individually are incapable of denoting the mean-
ing of the Sentence. :

100.101 The Bhishya denies the collective function of words. Bub in face of indi-
vidasl recognition of such colleotive denotability, this denial seems fo be unreasonable.
The Karikd explaing this seeming contradiction. It means thab thongh the mutual
relation among the meanings of words appears to exist, yeb on caveful enguiry, ib is found
that there is mo guch relation, and hence no collective denctativencss of words in &

gentence.
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a.rgument (juei: as the mm}ll of the earth hemg unigne in the earth alone,
cmmoﬁ prove amythmg mth regard to any obher thing).

1.0;5-103 “One wh.o holds that the meaning of the sentenae is the
meaning of the component words taken collectively, will also have some
syntactical meaning out of such a sentence as ‘ Cow, Horse, Elephant, &e.’

103-104. “The meaning that the Word has when alone is nob
abandoned when it appears with other words., For if a word were to
abandon its or 1g111a,1 meaning, then we could never have any trust in any
Word and - meanmg

104 105 “And (inasmuch as words only denote elasses, when two or
thres words are ubtered fogether) all that we could geb from them wonld
be the ides of two or throe classes; besause even when many words are
uttered, they canuot denote particular individuals.

 105-107.  “If it be held that the Seutence denotes its meaning divectly,
independently of the meanings of the component Words, -~then there would
be no perceptible use for any cognition of the meaning of the Words. Aud
hence even such people ag have not understood the menning of the Words
woald directly cognise the meaning of the Sentence (which is an impossi-
bility). And if (10 order to avoid this you hold that) one stands in need of
& cognition of these (meaninngs of words) then these wonld come to be the
means (of the meaning of the Sentence). Aud this bas already been ex-
plained (to he impossible on the ground of the absence of any connected
relation among the Words), Thus then, we find that there is no possibility
of any ground for the coguifion of the meaning of a Senteucs.

108-109. “Thns then, it must be admitted that the cognition of the
meanings of human utterances conld be brought about by a cognition of the
relation of) objects denoted (by the componeunt words)—(which relation of
external object;s is cogniged by rmeans of right nobion, sense-perception,
&e., than the Words); and the meaning of Vedic 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 has been shown above
that any cognition of the meanings of the component words alone eannot
 bring about a cognition of the meaning of the Sentence). Or, the deno-
tation of the Vedic sentences may be based upon connections laid down
by men, like the (conventional) denotations of such words as ‘ Guna
‘ Veddhs, &o., (laid down by Panini as signifying cectain accents, &e.).
Or, lastly, it may be that the Vedic sentences have no meaning at all—
what they are made to signify is really non-existing,—being kept up by ths
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 meauing
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of Vedic sentences being based upon Conyention), it has been ssserted (by
Inference) that, in that case, being aconglomeration (of facts), like any
common story, the Veda (as based npon Convention) must be a human
production. And (under the circumstances), since we do not kuow of any
trustworthy person ag being ity 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 inyalid (groundless and falge.)”

504 | | QUORAVARTIKA.

Reply to the above 1——
110-111. Though we have no other ground (for the cognition of the

meaning of the Bentence), yet we perceive that the meanings of the words
( composmg 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. Tt is true that it is not possible for the Sentence (as & whole,
independently of the Words) to express any meaning ; becaunse, inasmuch
as the cognition of its meaning is otherwise explained (as being based
upon the meganings of V%rds), it 18 a,ltngether anwarrantable to assume
an independent denotative capacity in the Sentence (as a whole, apart
from the words composing it), .

0 112-113. 1t is extremely difficult even to assume the denotativeness
of the Word to lie in its component Lotters (thongh even this has been
proved to be impossible). And as for the denotativeness of the Sentenco
lying in fthe Sentence, it would be mnch more difficult to assume this
inasmuach as one word disappears (as soon as it is uttered, and does not
continue till the whole Sentence has been uttered); and if we assnme
the denotativeness of the Sentence to lie 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 Words of the sentence
we would have to recall the Letters composing these Words).

114-115, And further (in thus agsuming), we would have to assume
a further funetion (than the denotation of the meanings of words) of
thoso (Letters) that have already had their use in (denoting) the meanings
of words (composed by thiem). And by this we would also be rejecting

110,111 With this beging the explanation of S#tra I—i—25 with which the S#tra be-
gins its reply to the above objections, detailed in Karikis I-—110.

lig.116 While there ig 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-meaning.
And ag such it 18 quite unrensonable to assume the causality of the cognition of Letters
whigch is one step removed, neglecting that of the words, which is followed immediately
by the cognition of the meaning of the Sentence, :
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the recognised capability of Words (to denote the meaning of the Sentence)
and, as a matter of fact, the meaning of the Sentence eannot forego the
cansolity 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. (If it be held that the demotation of the Sentence is
cognised by means of the impressions left by the Letters composing the
Words, then) How could & single impression (left by the Letters) bring
about two effects (the cognition of the meaning of the Words, and that
of the meaning of the Sentence)f Nor are we cognisant of any other
impression (lgft by the Letters) than the previows one, which gives us
the idea of the (Words and their meanings).

116-118. Nor is a review of the past Letters possible at the time
of the utbterance of the last Letter (of the Sentence); inasmuch ag 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) s previously heard (at the ntterance of the Words). And for
the same reason it cannot be held (as it is by the Vaiyakaranas) that the
Sentence really is of the form of the Sentenco itself (considered as & whole
in itself, irreﬁpec'tiva of the Words or Letters composing it).

118-119. By tho idea of a “Sentence” we do nob comprehend the
spocific form of the Sentence (irrespective of the meaning); nor can the
iden of the meaning of the Sentence bring about the cognition of its
specific form (irrespective of objects as actually existing in the external
world);—both these facts having been shown to be impossible, under
“ Qanyavida.”

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 snch sphota to have an external existence, and others confining it to the
montal idea of these alone—, will have to assert, without any grounds,
the falsity of the separate cognitions (that all meun have) of the sever-
al component, parts (of the Sentence and its denotation). o, even if
oue were to assume the falsity (of certain well-known facts and objects, such
as the idea of the parts of the Seutence, &e.), this (mere assumption

L6118 The Kiriki admits the statement made in the objection, that the Bentence
a8 & whole is not demotative of the meaning of the Sentonce, and also that if cannot
be held that there is a Sphota of the Sentence which is denotative of its meaning, this
8phota being irrospective of the Words and Letters and their mutua! relations, o,

64 :
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withoub amy reasong) could not ve]eab the (actual) cogmtum (tlla.t paople-
have) of the object itself.

121-122. The Words themselves, cogmsed ag having only a slight
capahility (of denoting their own specific meanings), are cnpable of
making up an endless number of Bontences, thmugh the inclusion (of some)
and exclusion (of others), and through the various combinations (of the
words). Aud when the mabter (of Senbonces and their denotations) ean
be explained on the ground of these slight ' capabilities (of the words), it
is quite unreasouable to assume greater (aund further) capabilities (of the
Sentences) (s would be necessitated by those holding the signifieation of
o Sentence to belong to the Sentence as a whole, irrespective of the
Words), And (since the denotation of the Sentence ean be explained on
the ground of the denotations of the Words) therefore no Apparent Lugon-
sistency could authorise an endless number of Sent.anees and their deno-
tations. :

123-124. It cannot be urg'ed (as it is done by the meaknmuas) that
the idea of parts (in a Sentence) is a mistaken one, dae to similarity (of the
sounds manifesting the Seuntences). Becange, you do not recoguise the
primary parts of any Senteuce, either apart from itself or in any other
Sentence, inasmueh as you hold all Sentences to be impartite wholes, And
it iy among such parts as have a vealily of existence, that there could be
similarity or dissimilavity, (And as you deny such reality you cannob

i base any ideas npon similavity of these). ;

; 125-126. In the case of Narasinha, (swhich is the instance cited by
the Vaiyiakarana) there is a partial similarity (with the man and the lion)
bocanse there ave two such classes (of animals, as Man and Lion). And
hence in this case, the parts perceived in the body of Narasitiba have a
previous and separate existence in the two clagses,—some parts of each
appearing (in the body of Navasinha) and others being absent (there-
from), The hands, &e., are found to separately resemble those of the

131.28 ¥ Qraater capabilities, &e)’~-beoause such theorists will have to assume a
disbinet capability for each separato Sentence aver and above the enpability of the Words.
A certain number of words can constitnte many sentences; und one who holds the
cnpability of words alone will base all denotatious of the words as conld be made np by
the various combinations of the words, on the capability of words alone. Whereas
ore who admits the Sphota will have to assume a separate capability for each separate
sentence; because, for him, the denotability of the Sentence is irrespective of the Words.

128.2¢ The Vaiyikaranpas hold that the sound manifesting each sentence is digtinoct.
Bat in two sentences where certain words are commion, the sounds are much similar; and
as such there arises a notion of the Sentences having cortain parts similar to those of the
other sentences, and certain disgimilar parts. Thig gives rise to the iden of a Sentence
having parbe.
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human body; and we have a separate cognition of all these (parts, h&nds
&o.), in the varions human bodies we have seon.

127, Houce the idea of the sameness of theso (as appearing in the
boﬁy of Naraginha, and in any ovdinary human body) may be explained
ag being due either to similarity ov to the sameness of the class {o which
these, hands, d&e., belong, And hence fthere is a likelihood of the recog-
nition (of the ha.nds, &e., of Narasinha as being thoge seen in a bhuman
body).

128. And then, i you hold the recognition of the similarity of the
parts of Sentences to bu like this (similarity of the limbs of Narasinha),—
then the renlity of tho existence of parts being thereby cstablished, the
assumption of Sentences being without parts becomes false,

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

130. I youm hold that here tao (in the case of non-existent things),
there in a similarity of non-ezistence (which is common to all non-existent
things), then such similarity would exist among . .all Sentences ; inasmuch
as, according to yon, the parts of all Senteuces 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 see its various
parts, as black, &o., severally; and in the case of wine, (having the sweet as
well as the bitter tagte) we cognise one part (the bitter) to be similar to other
objects (which are altogether bitter).

132. 1In the case of a mixed cogmition, we are not cognisanb of its
parts. It is the object of that coguition which is variegated, and the object
has parts also (therefore the case of the mixed cognition will not serve as an
ingtanoe for you).

133. Therefore the notion of similarity with vegard to Words and
Letters cannot be based upon non.existence. Nor can thepe be, for you,
any such similarity (based upon parts) in a Sentence, Tnasmuch as you
do not admit of any parts (of Sentences, which in your opinion, form com.
plete wholes in thomselves, in the shape of Sphofa).

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

184 The other side has urged et an instance that in the case of & mixed cognition,
we have an idea of parts, eyen shongh really it has no parts; in the same manner
though the Sentence has no parts in reality, yob it is cognised as having parts; and as
such this cannot serve as an instance for the oase of the sentence.

184 Ag a matter of fact we know of suoh instances as the detaching of one Word
from & gentenco mnd the insertion of wnother in its place, Al thig could not bo if thy
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and Words (from Senfences). Hence there could not be an inclusion and ex-
clugion (of Words), (as laid down by the Vaiyakiranas themsolves), inasmuch
as there wonld be no substrates of these (singe for yon, there are no such
things as party of Sentences, in the shape of Words, &e.)

135. Nor, in the absence of Words and Lettors 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. Becanse Sounds (manifesting the Sphota 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
haye cognitions only of the atomic factor of the Words (and we could
never have any perception of Words as they are ordinarily known).

137.  Even thongh there he diversity and sequence among the sounds,
yet these sounds could not bring about any such (diverse and sequential)
manifestation,—on account of the absonce (according to you) of these
(diversity and sequence) in the objects to he manifested (in the Seutences,
which you hold to be impartite wholes).

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

139. And (another difficulty that you will have is that) a single Sen-
tence (“the cloth is") may be a complete sentence (at one time, by itself);
and the same, when standing in need of somethin g else (such as the asser.
tion of the redness of the oloth), would be deficient (as wanting the asser-
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sentence were one inpartite whole, Becanse in your opinion the parts of gentencos are
non-existing; and there can be uo insertion or exelasion of non-existent entities,

180 The Vaiyikaranas hold that the Sounds manifesbive of the Sentences are diverse
and are endowed with o certain order of sequence s aud it is these thas brisg about the
notion of partiteness and sequence with regard to sentences which in reality have no paris
and no sequence: The Karikd shows that this cannot be; inasmuch ag the sounds
hold to be manifestive of the Sphota of sentences are subtile; and as such cannot
have any diversity perceptible. Honce the apparent divergity in the sentence cannot
be due to the diversity of the sonnds,

188 Though as a matter of fact, even when a certain gense is left incomplete, we do
not comprehend the words that may have been uttered till then,

189 The opponent cannot assert that the Word expressing redness may be added to
the Sentence—because one who does not admit of parte of the Sentence cannob have
these additions and subtractions, ag shown above,




L,

ON SENTENCE. 509

tion of redness); and thig would be a contradiction; inasmuch as the same
Sentence cannot be both complete and incomplete (deficient).

140. 1f it be assumed that the Sentence of three words, known to
have n separate existence by itself, does not exist in the Sentence of four
Words,~~then the tree could be said not to exist in the forest.

141, Tf it be held that, “the Sentence (of three Words—*Bring
white cow’) is other (than the Sentence of four words, * Devadatta, bring
white cow” ), becans¢ it is known to have a separate existence, and because
it has a veality (by itself apart from the other Sentence,”’~—then Words 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 elsewhero also, and have a veality apart from the individual Sen-
tence ), ' !

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

143, Tf it be urged that, “since these (Words and Letters) are never
uged alone by themselves (but only in Seutences; and hence they may be
taken to be a8 good as mon est),”—then the smaller Sentence too is used
only in the bigger Sentence (and as such the former may also be non est).
It it be urged in reply that the smaller Sentence is used to denote its own

| small meaning,-~then, (we reply,) the Words too are used to denote their
Own meanings.

144. Though Words and Letters by themselves are never found to
form part of ordinary nsage (7.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 Word singly or
& single Letter with some meaning.

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

1% One who denies the fact of Words and Letters muking up SBentences, must hold
that the Sentence ‘Bring white cow” being a complete Sentence in itaelf, does not
exist in the Sentence ‘‘ Devadatta, bring white cow.” And if this were true, then,
nagmuch as the tree in the forestis complete in itself, it could not be said to exisk in
the forest. This is ag absurd ag the other,

146 On being agked ' Who is coming ?’ the reply is simply ‘the King;’ oron being
asked ¢ Who is the husband of Lakshmi?’ the reply is ‘A, j.e. Vishna.

148 What the student fixes in his memory, first of all, are the Words and Letters
by themsolves. The getting up of the Sentences comes next,
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course chicfly to the ascertainment (and remembrance) of Words and
 Letters, apart (from the Sentences composed of them). i oL
147, And when, in gach cases, these (Words and Lietters) have been
known to have an (independent) existenve of their own,—such existence
ecats never subsequently be denied; because the cognition of the denotation
of the Sentence does not in any way contradict (i.e., i3 inconsistent with)
the independent forms of these (Words and Letters, as having an indepen-
dent existence of their own). . '
148. Though these (Words and TLetters) singly have not the power
to bring about the cognition of the denotation of the Sentence, yet their
existenco remains uncontroverted,—just as the existence of the wheel
even when (apart from the chariob and the horse) is by itself incapable of
action (motion). : i | i
149.  Thus then the fact of not being used by itself (which yon urge
a8 a premiss to prove the non-existence of the Word) becomes ineonclu-
sive. The fact of those (wheel, &o.) being seen to exist oven in the
absence of the action (motion), Las been shown to apply to the case of
Words aleo (since these also are seen to exist apart from the Sentence).
(So on this ground too, the cages of the Wheel and the Word are not
dissimilar),
150. The counterblast (by the adversary) thab,~“if thers be an
existence of Words and Letters (as parts of the Sentence), then there

147 When the Words have been known to bhaye an independent existonco apart
from the fentence, the denotation of the Sentence caunot in any way reject their
exisbence, Bk

183 Thongh the wheel cannot move, yetit exists all the same, In the game manner,
though the Words, by themselves, are incapable of giving the meaning of the Bentences,
yet their independent exigtence continues all the same.

149 The argument advanced by the opponent ig—* Words have no existence, bo-
cauge they cannot be uged by themselves,” and thiz argument is rendered doubiful
and inconclusive—incapable of giving the desired conclusion—with a view to the well-
known fact of certain well-known objects— ng the wheel &o., which are knowa to he
inmpajale of action by themselves and yet have an independent existence of their own,

150 The adversary’s argument herein referred to is that, just s Words have an inde-
pendent existence as parts of the Sentence, so too will the Letters, ag parts of the Wor_d,
have an independent existence of their own. And so with the parts of the Letters as
well s 8o on and ov, ad infinitum. And in order to avoid this endlegsness, you will bave
to rest npon gome impartite entity ; then when it does become necessary to admi‘t of an
impartite entity in the end, why not admit of it in the beginning, admitbing the
Sentence tobe such an entity, thus doing away with the necessity of parts, Words, &o.?

“ As in the case of atoms”—Thatis, in the case 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 itgelf to be such an entity, thus doing away with all the series of parts over ports ?
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/| would also be an independent existence of the parte of these (Words and
Letters) also; and thuy (going on ad infinitum ) we would have to ac-
cept the non-existence of all of these a8 in the case of atoms,”-—can only
serve to frighten children.

151,  Becanse, just as oven whoen there are (such) ultimate (parts as)
atoms (of the eloth), the threads, &o. (as intermediate parts of the cloth,
to the downward geries of its parts up ‘to atoms) have an established ex.
istence,~—g0, in the same manner, even if there be parts (over parts of the
Letters, &e.), this fact does not militate against the existence of the Liet-
ters (as intermedinte parts of Words and Sentences). ‘

1:)2 And farther, because a certain object is found to be partite, it
does mob mecessavily follow that all its parts must also have parts;
because though the ]t\.I’ is a partite ob]acb yet the atom (of the jar) has no
parts.

153, Thus then, the diversity of Words and Letters (m a Sentence)
having been held to be amennble to Jense- -perception, the “Apparent Tncon-
mstency” (Impossibility) of the parts of Letters cannot reject it,

154, The adversary has cited the case of *Roob-Forma” (original
forms of Wuxds) and “afhixes ” as instances proving the non-existence.(of
Words and Letters independently of the Sentence). And these instan-
ces are not sound, inasmuch ag peop]e are cognisant of the independent
existence of these (Roots and Affixes).

155, It cannot be snid that grammatical words mention (Root-forms
and Affixes by themselves only as showing) certain grammatical processes
(and nob a8 expressing the forms of these independently by themselves).
Because the independent forms of these (Root-forms, Affixes, &c ) are
divectly perceptible (by the Senses); and so (perceptible) is also the
denotation of these, just like any other denotations (of Words or Senten-
ces ),

156. Because in a Word (“wprkshéna,” f£.i.) the root-form (“ork-
sha''y and the affix (the instramental “ti”) are recognised distinctly one

164 The advéraary’a sylogism ia—“Words and Letters have no existence,~becansge
they can never be nsed by themselves,—just as Roots, Affixes, &o.” And the Kiriki
means that since we are cognisant of the independent existence of Roote, &c., the exist.
ence of these cannot prove the independent non-existence of Words and Letters. In
fagt, in rules of grammar Roots and Affixes are very often mentioned by thomselves,

168 When “Vrkshéna' is ubtered we have fivat of all & coguition of the original
simple word * Vrksha” as denoting the tree ; and bhen follows the coguition of the case—
ending ta signifying singularity and wstrumentality, Thus, as the two ‘are pereceived
distinetly one after the other, and their denolations too are cognised distinctly one after
the other, they cannot but be admitted to have distinet independent existences of their
own,
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ofter the other (since at first we have au iden of the simple noun ‘vrksha,”
and then of the instrumental and singular affix). Aund the denotations of
these too, appearing on their own appearance, are also cogniged distinet~
ly, one after the other. :

157-159. The denotations of these (basic nouns and aflixes) are cog-
nised digbinotly also throngh affirmative and negative concomitance; inas-
much as we find that while the affixes—am nnd the rest—appear and
disappenr (i.e., even when the affixes ave being changed) the denotation
of the basic noun (% wrksha” £i.) continues the same. As for instance,
in the two words “wvrksham" and “vrkshéna,”’ the class “vrksha’ (be-
ing the denotation of the sicople basic nonn * wksha ) remaing the
same, while the ucousative character (denoted by the am in the former
word) disappears (in the latter), and in its place appears the dnstru-
mentality (denoted by the fd in “ypkshena’). (So much for the distinot
cognition of the denotation of the Affixes apart from the basic mnoun ;
now as regards that of the denotation of the basic noun, apart from
that of the Affixes). In the same manner, in the two words “orksham”’
and “ghatam,” the aceusative character (denoted by the am present in
both words) coutinues the same, while the = denotation jof the Word
wrksha” disappears (in the latter), and that of the word “ghate’ appears
in its place.

160. Hence (it must be admitted that) the denotation (of & word or
affix, or a sentence) is thab which always accompanies (is invariably con-
comitant with) these (Word, &e.), Andin order to explain this otherwise
inesplicable fact, we conclude the existence of such potentiality (of denota~
tion) in them (i.e., Word, &e.).

161. Though in the case of such Words as “oiipa,” “kilpa,” &e., the
is common, yeb there is no distinct denotation (of this com-
' mmon to both words (as the *wvrksha”
a”); and that this is so does
the above fact cannot militate
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particle *ipa”
mon particle) which would be co
is in the words “workham’” and “orkshén
not militate against Words (and as such
against the partite character of words),

{§1.169 This shows that we are cognisant of the denotations of affixes apart from
those of the basi nouns, and vice versa,

161 The objection answered in this Karika is thig 1~ If the Word ¢ Vyksha’' being

common to the two words ** Vrksham,” and; ‘‘ Vrkshépa,” has a distinot denvtation of its
own-the particle @pa being common to the two words would slso have a distinot gigni-
fioation of its own ; and inasmuch ag this is not the eage, the distinet signification of the

word ‘ Vrksha ' shonld also be rejected ; and hence algo the fact of Words and Senten.
cos being partite,” The sense of the reply is that the mere fact of any common particle
not giving a distinct meaning cannot strike againstthe denotativeness and partite charac-

tor of all words,
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'-lﬂé‘,‘ ‘Beeause meve concomitance-—either affirmative or negative—
onmot hiring abont the cognition of any altogether new denobation (never
known before), All that is done by these (affirmative and negative con-
comita.ncées) is that, when a certain number of denotations appear to be
conneched (with a Word), they serve to restrict the (denotative) poten-
tiality (of the Word) to one of them.

163, Thus then, a Word (* vrkshgna,” £1.) being of & variegated form
(containing the basic noun “opksha’” and the instrumental case-ending “#d"),
and as sush, signifying a variegated meaning (the tree and ingérwmentality)
tthmeamng whioh is cognised at the appearance of a certain factor of

St aueh a wmd is agoertained to be the specific denotation of that factor (f.1.,
ingbrumentality being cogniged only on the appea.rzmce of the affix fa, this
affix is ascertained to have instrumentality for its gpecific denotation).

164. Though the dust, really appearing and disappearing on the ap-
pearance and disappearance of herds of cows and horses, &e., may, for onces
be found to be accompanied by (concomitant with) a line of ante (which may
be passing by at that time),—yet it (the dust) is not the denotation thereof
(of the line of ants); inasmuch as this has not the potenha,hty (of such
denotation).

165. Amoug all big animals, such as elephants, horses, &o., we f‘ nd
a common canse of (throwing) dust, in the shape of their being hardbhodied
animals,~—charactorised by combination and distribution (proaumnn’ an
increase and decrease vespectively in the quantity of dust thrown out).

18% If the meanings of words were to be produced by sach congowitance, then the
presence of wpd in yipéd and kipe wounld lead to the conclugion that it has a meaning.
Bat as a matter of faot concomitance is incapable of producing meanings. The only
use of eoncomitance lios in this that, as for instance, on hearing the word “ Vrkshéna,”
we find that the Word “Vyksha” may denofe the tree or instrumentality ; and then
gubsegqnently finding the word ‘' Vyksha’ to be present in * Vrksham,” and knowing
that this word is the aceusative form of ¥ Vyksha,” and the former is the instrumental
form==and again finding that in '* Ghatéua,” thongh the ingtrumental affix is the same,
the noun “Vrksha’ ig absent,—~we conclude that instrumentality must be the deno-
tation of the affix {d; and the ¢tree only the denotation of the word ‘ Vrksha,”

1688 Congomitance only serves to regalate the potentiality of words, &o., among al-
ready existing meanings,

18 Tf mere concomitance were the ground of denotation, then in & case where dust
has been thrown by the movement of gows, &e., if a line of anis happen to pass by,
we gonld have the line of anty denotative of the dust, which is absurd.

185 |t cannot be objected that, since dast i seen to be thrown out by elephants also,
cows, &o., cannot be the cause of the dust. Becande it is not only certain animaly
that are ita cause; bub all hard-bodied animals~—cows, horses, elephants all—are
the cause of dust-storms, inssmuch as they are all hard-bodied; and ancther ground
for asserting these animals to be the canse of dust is that an increase in the number
of animals moving about brings abont an increase in the quantity of dagt thrown

65
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166, And further, as a nmtﬁer of fuct we find the ‘lme of amts oven
without any dust;—hence even thongh it (the line of ants) nsmy exist
together with the elephants, &e., (cmmes of the dust), yet it eannot be
the cause of it (the dust), |

167. Basic Nonng and Affixes never hemg nsed sepmtely by them.-
selves (apart from one another),—just as their (separate) denotations are
never seen, 80 also their non-denotability (separately, each by itself) can
never be geen (hence if i¢ as reusona’ble to assert thezr denotability 8§ non-
denota.blhty) ' - -

168.  Objection :—*In the case of Nouns and Verbs, we find, in cerbain
cases (exemplified below in K. 169—178), (that when they are taken in
their complete forms they do not mmrxably ond mnecessarily give the
desired meaning ouly, and when taken in their deficient forms (o even
when these Words thomselves are absent) (tl:en too the desired meaning
is expressed all the same); (and hence), it s found that their denotability
of an invariable definite meaning is impossible,—~thig impossibility being
based upon the fact of the (denotations really belonging to) other Words
and Sentences (i.e., the impartite Words and Sentences, in the shape of
the Sphota of these). :

~169. . “Ag ingtances of the mca.pab:hty of words to express any defi-
nite meaning, when they are taken in th_en' complete forms, we have

cont, and so with decrease also, And it i & commonly acknowledget fact that a

decrease or increase in any effeot, is brooght about only by deoreanse or increase iu its
oause. And as the yoantity of dust thiown abont is seen bomcrease and deorehse,
agoording as the number of animals increases and decreases (as combining tugethm or
becoming dmpersed},—-therefnra thege animals mugy be admitted fo be the canse
of the dust, [It is to be uoted that the ant is not a hard-bodied animal].

188 Tt i only an invariable and necessary sutecedent bhat is a oanse; and since
the ant is seon even without the dust, and the dust is seen withont the ants, these latter
oan never be the canse of the dust.

187 We see the ants in the absence of the dust. But we n_ever gee either the basic
noun uged withont the affiz, or the affix nused without the basie noun; hence if is as
reagonable to asgert that they have geparate meanings, asg to hold that they have no
such meaving. But wo find that they have distinet denotations, as shown in Karikas
167 et. seq. 'Therefore thove van he no ground for asserting their separate non-devota-
tiveness,~—while for asserting their separate denobativeness, there are many grounds,
as detailed in Kavika 157, &. Hence it must be admitted that even bamn nounns and
afiixes have distinot denotations of their own,

182 From here up to K. 181 the Sphotavidi seeks to prove on the ground of the
absence of concomitange—aflicmative and negative—that words and their parts have no
expressiveness. The word “ Bhimaséna” denotes Arjana’s brother, who is also denoted
by the word * Bhkima” alone. : ;

189 “Vipra,” &o., are oxplained in Karikis 170-177 ; and ““Rijad,” &o., in Kirikd 178
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the words ‘Veprak’ *Agwah, ‘pacate,’ ‘yatam,’ ‘Raya?aastmyagﬂ.t.’ And
(as instances of the meanings of words being expressed even when the
Words themselves are either deficient or altogether absent, we have)
“ Ragni Dadhyatra Gam,"” where the Word (expressing the meaning)-—
appears in an entirely different form, and as such, (sounding) like another
Word altogether, :

170-175.  “The word ‘ Vipra’ may be taken as consisting of ‘vi’ and
‘pra,’ two verbal prefixes expressing their meanings as such; and it may
also be taken ay forming a single word ‘ Vipra’ denoting the class ‘Brah-
mana.’ (’l‘herefore there can be no invariable concomitance between the
word ‘Vipra,’ and the expression of any one of these two meanings).
Similarly, the word ‘agvah’ may be @ noun (dencting the horse) as well
as a verbé\l form of the First Preterite (Second Person Singular, of the root
‘guas’ to breathe). The word ‘pacaté’ may be a verbal forra (Pre«aeuti
Tense, Third Person Singular); or it may be taken as two words  paca’
and ‘f8,’ in which latter case too f /8’ may be taken as the dual form ot the
Feminine Pronoun, or. the Plural form of the Masculine Pronoun, or the
Singunlar Dative or (Geuitive of the latter; or the complete word ‘pacats’
may be the form in the Dative Sipngular of ‘Pacan’ (the root Pava),
ending in the affix gafy (the Present Participle), Again ¢yafom’
may be the verbal form (of the root ‘ya’) in the Imperative Mood
Second Person Dual,—or it may be vead as ‘ayatam’ (when preceded by
‘pacate’), in which cage, it would be & form of the same root in the First
Pretevite, (Second Person Singunlar); or the word ‘yadfam’ may beo taken
as a Past Participle (ending in kfa, and gualifying & noun), in which case,
it may be taken as Accusative Singular in the Masculine, or Nominative
Singular (in the Neuter), Aund ‘Rajahasti’ may be taken as a com-
pound (meaning the King’s elephant), or the word ‘Raja’ may be taken
as (a separate word) a form of the root Raja in the Imperative Second
Person. And in ‘Hastinyagat, ¢ Fastini’ may be taken as the form (of
the noun ‘Hasti ') in the Liocative Singular (when taken as ending in the
short 7), or (when taken as ending in the long i) it may be taken as a Fe-
minine form (in the Nominative Singular). And, lastly, ‘agdé’ may be
taken as a form of the root ‘gam’ in the Third Preterite (Third Person
Singular), or as a form of the noun ‘age’ (mountain) in the Ablative
(Singula.r)_; or agnin ‘agat’ may be taken as e compound, ending in the
kvip aflix, and signifying one who eafs (‘ atti”) mountains (‘agan’).

176.  “Thus then, there being a doubt as to the real meaning (of
words,) no definite ascertainment of the meaning of particular words is
Possible,  On the other band, if an impartite sentence, in the shape of
Sphota he held to be expressive of meanings (independently of the Wopds)
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flien théve i o definite dscertninment of the meaning, through the sentence
ng arcomplete whole in itself (in the shape of Sphota.) e
177.  “Then the meaning thaf is once found to accompany (be ex-
prossed by) a word, cannot be said to always constibute the unly denotation
of the word; inasmuch as the same form (of the word, ¢ Vipra, £i.)
when taken as a different word (i.e., when interpreted as the two verbal
prefixes v and pro,) is seen o be without any neaning at all. '
178,  “TIn the same manner, what is known to be significant (of the
Hing) is the word ¢ Raja;’ and this word is not found in the word *Rajna’
(which too signifies the King). Similarly,the forms of the words ‘ Dadhi’
and ¢ @Gaagh ' (originally known to be significant of the owrd and the cow)
do ot exist in the expression ¢ Dadhyatrn’ and in ¢ Gam' (though in
both these we liave the sigunification of the same objects ). )
179, “Andwhen the relation of acertain meaning (the ng,f! ) has
beon vecognised, with a certain partionlar word (* Rapay’ £.i.), no other
words (“Ragna’ or ¢ Ragneh, &o.,) can be held to be expressive (of that
mieaning).  Nor is it possible for us to be cognisant of the relation (of the
moaning) with all the modifications (of the original word known o be
significant of the meaning)—inasmnch as these modifications ave end-
lesg. - :

groRAvARTTEL,

 180:181. *“Thevefore (the fact of the sentence being impartite having
boen proved) it must be admitted that the complete gualified meaning (of
the sentence ) is kignified by the Sentence, independently by itself—- which is
devoid of any meanings (of Words or Letters) on account of the nons-signi-
fication (by it) of any relations between classes and generic properties {whioch
Torm the denotations of Words, the denotations of sentences refering fo in-
dividuals),—and which is also devoid (independent) of Words and its parts,
in the shape of the basic nouns, and affixes, &o., &e. j-~such independoent
sigitication by the Sentence being throngh the supposed agency of its suppos-
ed parts, nssamed aud laid down as such in grammatioal works, for the pur-
pose of explaining the signification of the sentence to weak-minded persons

I8 This explains the instances ' Rijna” &o. (urged in the secondhalf of Karika 169)
which are meand to show that even negative concomitance cannot explain the expressive-
ness of words, inasmuch ag in the cases cited, the meaning confinues to be expresged
éven when the word known to be expressive of it hag ceased to exigh, ¢.g., the word
“ Raji ' is known to signify the King; and the King continues to be signified even
if the word *“ Raj&" has been replaced by ¢ Rajnd.” ; A

119 ¢ Modifioations-snch as* Rajnia " ¢ Rajnah,” ¢ Rijni ™ Rijakiya,” &o.,—-of the
word “ Raja.” : ' R P

M08 The sentence is indepéndent of tha words, &e., and the meaning of the
gentence e .independent of the meanings of the words; inasmnoh an wordy signify
clusses, while sentences refer to individuals. |
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mea.pa,b‘ra of comptehendmg t‘.ﬁe meammg ‘of ﬂha aentence a8 complefa inm-
partite whole in itself.”

b

182. Wo all this, we make the following veply : In all the above-
cited instances (of ¢ Vipra,” f Agva, &o.) the real word is different in each
cage (the word  Vipra "’ as signifying the Brahmana being different from
the same word as made up of the verbal prefixes vi and pra),—this differ-
once being based upon the difference of some property (characteristic) or
other,——e.g., in the case of the words ¢ Jurd " and “ Raja”’ the difforence is
baged upon the difference in the ovder of the Letters (which are exactly the
same in the two words.)

183, And as for the purpose of agcertaining the reatl forms of words,
learned people have reconrse to mauny means,—such as Order, Deficrency,
Bgess, Accent, 6enteface, Remambmnce, and Direct dssartion, &e.

184-185. Mhe mea.nmgs of certain parts of the sentence having been
deﬁnitety eognised in their true forms, the others are ascertained as denot-
ing meanings in keeping with the former. As for instance, in the case of a
word which can be taken both as a noun and & verb,—those, who have
already got at' the noun hy means of other words in the sentence, stand in
need of a verh, and hence conclude the doubtful word to be a verb: while
those who have got the verb eisewhere conelude 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 Brihmana, &c., 1s ascertained by the Re-
membrance of theiv parentage (/if. Father and Mother). In the same
manner, the ascertainment of the fact of words being & noun or a verb is
due to the Remembrance (smyti) of the rules (laid dewn by Papini) men-
tioning the basic nonuns and their affixes (as also verbs and their affixes),

188, Objection : ' But those who are not acquainted with these

134.086 T the case of the word “pmont®''~which can be both 4 verh and a
nou (bhe Dative Singalar of “‘pacan”)~when it is found in the sentence *‘ Bhok fu-
kimah pacaté” there is & doubt as towhebher it is o be taken ne & noun or g vorb 4 then
comes the cognition of fhe preceding word as a moun, snd then in order to complete
the sentende’ tho other word is sscertained to be o verh. While in the wentence
“ pacaté daks hindnv déhi * the verb beingregognised in * déki,’ the ‘ pacatd’ iy recertained
to'be'n noun (properly as qualifying a noun), Thid is an insmnce of the ascerbainment
of thie meaning of worde through Sentence.

188.181  Phig is s ingtance of the ascortainment ai’ the meanings of words through
Remembyance ov Smyti. Whether the word paceté is a nonu or & verb oan aleo be as-
certained by knowing whether it is' made up of the root pae + 3 (which are called
verbal root and verbsl affix vespectively by Piuini), or by the basic noun pacma +
*hn daﬁw‘a termination (ealled noun and case atfix, by Pinini), ; :

The faot of the nom-diserimination of Brilmanahood by those not knm‘mfg-
tho persan g pa.rentage, cannot prove that Brihmanahood is not based npon parentage.
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(grammatlcal) rules could never thus dxsbmgmah (between nouns and
verbs).”  Reply: True: bub this objection applies equally to the diseri-
mination of the Brahmam, &e., by those who are not acquamted with
the parentage of the person goncerned.

189. Similarly, sometimes a doubtful word is ascertained (in ifs ap-
plication) by means of Direct Assertion by those persons to whom the frot
of certain words being nauns aud others being verbs is ‘already well known;
—thig ascertainment being dune to co-ordivation. |

190.  Obj : “But there conld be no such dxscmmma,bmn (of Verbs and
noune, specially when the forn is the same, as in ‘pacata’), a.oaordmg to one
who does not admit of  classes of words (such as the class ‘noun’ &e.’
And (hence) the same word (¢ pzma.te f. 1.) could never be cogmaed. as both
& noun and verb.”

191, Reply: Trae: but wha is auch ags does not admit of such (dlstmct)
clagses, a8 the fonr kinds of words (*f Noun,” “ Verh,” * Verbal Affixes " and
“Irregular Forms”)? In fact (even among parts of words) we have the
classes ** Declensional Affix,” “Conjugational Affix,” ¢ Nominal Affix,” and
“Taddbita Aflix,” as also the classes *Verbal Root,” &e. ( Basic Noun”
and the like),

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

| 518 . qx,exgvimxn.' i

In the same manner the faot of the non-dicoriminstion of nonng and verbs by thoss
not apquainted with grammatical rules, cannot prove that the grammatioal rules donot
regulate the discrimination of nounsand verbs.

189 Y Qo-ordination”—People whoare learned have never any doubts as to whether
a word is a verb or a noun. All the doubt that such people have is with regard to
the exact meaning of words-—e.g,, in the pasgage “ udbhidé yajéta” people have doubts
ng to whother “ Udbhid,’ 18 that which sproute up, or it iy the name of a certein sacrifice
And then they perceive that the word “udbhidd” qualifies——and as such is co-ordinate
with—the sacrifice whioh is comprahended in the suid passage a8 being the means of the
conception (Bhavana) of cafile—whioh ia directly asserted by the above passage, to
be attwinable by means of the “wdblid” sacrifice, Thus throngh Diveect Assertion it
comes G0 be asvertained that * udbhid” is the name of & certain sacrifice which b::ings
abont bhe acquirement of cattle.

i%0 The senge of the objection i that, ‘in the oade of Brahmanas Wwa are cognmant of
such different classes; whereas we are not coguisant of any such ¢lasses ag * Noan’and
‘ Verb,’ &c,, hence how counld the same word be said to be both noun and verb; since all
that we are cogaisant of is the form of the word, which remaing the game; how could it
be both noun and verh of which, as elusses, we are never coguigant P

198 The objection that this Karika has in view ig thigs ‘‘The Mimansake holds
the word to be a partite object made up of the Letters; while in postnlating

, such a class as ‘Verb,’ for instence, he admits the singularity of these singe the
olags Verb is one only; and since words too, as being individuals of these classes,
would be coguised as being indentical with the clags, these would be oue only ; and as
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':-Zass @ “Word, " which doas not entirely dlﬁer (from tha Letters composing

the word). What'is meant by the Bhashya— Letters themsolves are the
word'~~is the denial of any absolute difference (of the word from the
conshbueut. Latters).

193, And like the cluss “ walkmg,” thia (class * noun,'’) too is
manifested (made perceptible) by means of ity various parts appearing in a
certain order of sequence. Or, the manifestation thereof may be due to the
last Lotter only, as helped by the impressions left by the p:ecsdmg Lietters,

194. Or, Letters would be capable of brmgmg abont the cognition of

~ the verb and noun, &¢.,)~~even if the form of the word were the same as

in the case of pacate,—by weans of that properiy of theirs, wherchby they
are mp&'bla of manifesting another class (i.e., ‘Word")

such this would be nothing more than the Vyikarana theory o Sphnta ' The sense of
tha raply a8 embodied in the Kariki is that even thnuqh the word be identical with
the classes  Verb,” &c yet this cannot reject the elags ¢ Word ;” and this does ot con
tradict our own previous assgertions, inasmuch as what we have denied under Sphota is that
form of a Word from which all distinetion of Letters, &c., hag been removed ; and henge
if the word be held to be & clags not abrolutely differing from, and based upon, the real
Letters (composing the words), thon too the passage * Letters themselves are words,”
would only wmedan that a word is the Letters belonging fo (having the shape and
character of) the class ‘“ word.”! This passage denies the fact of words being different
tokally from Letters; hence if the word be held to be a class, not excluding (or totally
differing from) the Letfers, then the above passage ig not contradicted.
Such is the interpretation of the Kigiké which ig algo followed in the translation.

The N, R. however explains thus: The Kariki anticipates the objection that if the word

be held to be one with the component Lebters, as laid down in the Bhighyn—

“lLetters are wordg "~~then this means a denial of everyihing else besides Lettovs; hnd
henoe how conld there be any sush clagwes as ¢ Verh! &o. consistently with the agser-
tion: 'of i the 'Bhaghyd. ' The pense of ‘the Kiriki in reply 'is, that what the
Bhishyd means is only the denial of such a thing ag Sphota which is held by Vaiyika-
ranas to be something fotally diffevent from the Letters (and this is what is meaut by
the Bhaghya assorting that word is the Letters themselves and mof @ sphota). Bat the
olasses ' Verh," *Noun,” &o., are such ag are not totally differeat from the Letters, jnst
like the class “*Sound;” and as such these cannot be said to be denied by the passage which
only denies au entity—like the Sphota—totally different from, aud haying no connection
with Letters, inagmuoeh a9 the elags Verb, &o., as held by ug is baged upon Letters ; and
as stioh 1§ nob abrolutely diffeventi from and nnconnected with then.

198 Just as “Walking " is manifested by the varions motiona of the body appear.
ing ome after the other, so the class “Noun " is manifested by the various Letters
compoging it appearing one after tho other in & certain ovrder of sequence. TIn this
visw all the Letters ave held to be the manifesters. In fhe view propounded in the
second half of the Karika ib ig the lagt Letter of the word which i the manifester; the
Preceding ones only acbing as its anxiliaries.

9 Having shown the possibility of such clagses as “Verh,” &o, the author npw
gives np tlig position, on aceount of the uselesgness of anch an agsnmption ; inasmnch

i
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195, Thongh of thest (verb, noun, &o.) there are no well-defined
groups, like a Forest or a Liue, yot it is. posmble 1o hxwe dmtmct usages of
the wverb, &e., as classes. =

196. The same expla.na,tlon ho]ds good mlh the 1dea of the Verba.l
Roots, Affixes, and tlieir Denotations, as- forming so many classes. And
theie eannot he said to be conventional sud as such non-eternal; because
the forms of Taddhitas, verbs, and words ending in nominal and verbel
affixes, nre all recognised (rememibered) by learned people to bhe eternal
(inasmuch ag we come across such words and expr essmns in the Veda also).

1,

197.  Nor can it be held that, like the aflix “c¢ap’ (which is a con*

jugational sign assnmed by Péanini to Jie between the root and the texmina-
tion for the purpose of the pronunciation of the vowel ‘a’),—this division

into nouns, verbs, dic., is merely optionally assumed, for the purposeof giving -

an optional name to words by which we could mention certain ~words tog?a-
ther, (This cannot be beld) because that (word), of which a distinet form
(in the shape of mdlmdua]. nouns and verbs, &c.) is need (by persons, as_well

as the cognition of these, ¥ Noun,” “ Verb,” &o., is explmned-pven without pustulut.mg any
auch classps ag* Noun,” &o., as being brought about by the Letters themselves, and the
property whereby Letters are held to mnnifest the clags * Word” is only the capa-

bility of expressing some meaning; and as this is applicable algo to the case of verbs and
nouns, &o., we can quite reagonably hold that the idea of these—-Noun and Verb, &o.~—in
due to the Letters as expressive of a certain meaning, helped by the impressions left by
grammatica) rules, regulating the applioation of thess nawes (Noun, &rc.) to certain defi-
nite words. Thus then, it is proved that (Noun, &o.) are real entities, and the idea of
these i not devoid of a redl suhatrats, :

195 ¥n the cnse of a forest we find that it is & group of troes, and a Line to be
group of living bemgs—elep}mnts, f.i.; and thie leads ns to diseriminate between the For-
‘est and the Line, In the cage of Noung, Verbs, &o., on the other hand, theye are no well-
defined groupe of thess wherein they are separately enunciated-—as that thege words
are Verbs, and those Nonns. Kven though there is no such distinot enuneiation snd
grouping of these, yet we enn always definitely ascertain—whether a word ig a Verb
or a Noun—by means of their significations, with the help of the vnles and nomen-
clatures laid down in grammatical works. And we oan regnlate the usage of these
wccordingly, The grammationl rales lay down digtinet characteristics common to all
Verbs, £.i., by which we could even use the name © Verb,” as a class inoluding all words
having those characteristios. :

198 The notion of Verb as a oluss incinding all Verbs is based upon the fact of all
words known as Verbs denoting certain notions of some objects, which are hersby in«
cluded in the common name * Noan,” becanse such is the character laid down in gra -
matieal words ag being common to 21l Verbs, In the same manner, in the case of the
common name “ Root” the commonaliby is based upon the fact of ali that are kuown
as “roots” denoting actions, : '

The second half meaus that though the common names “ Root,” “ Verb,” &e., are
based on grammaticnl rules, yet the individnal Verb, &o., cannot be said to be non-eter-
nal, as being based upon these human conventious; since the fachk is that the individnal
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as in the Veda, as related to certain actions and objects) cannot be a mere
meaug (optionally) assumed, only for the purpose of fullilling some second-
ary object, as the pronunciation of the ‘a’ in the middle of words, (as iu the
case of the aflixes “gap,” &c.).

198, And our theory is mnot affected by the uncer’ca,mty of the
limits (of Bages and Affixes) dne to the difference (of opinion) among those
laying down these (Bases and Affixes.)

199. Becauge (this diserepancy can be sel aside on the n‘rounc! that)
thab form (and limit) is corveet which is authorised by trustworthy persons
(like Panini, &e.).  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, (aven though there be a difference of opmmn yeb it is
ouly in the details of the form of the Base or the Affix, as to whether it is
to eud in # or a ; and) theve is no difference of opinion as to a cevtain part
of & word being the Base and the other the Affix. And as for the remain-
ing, optional ‘¢ap’or conjugationalsign ‘a’ inserted between the Root and
ite termination for the sake of pronuneiation, these may he Optionally
regarded to be submdmry (either to the Base or the Aﬂ:tx) (and since these

wordg are always recoguised to be ebternal; and all that the riles do is to lay down
certain properties that are common to all wordy eignifying action (for instavce) which
on this ground, come to be included in the common name “Verb.”

188 This anticipates the following objection: *If the division of words inte
Nonng, Verbs, Atfixes, &c., be real and efternal, then there coald he no difference of opinion
ag to 5ha limits of these, while ps a matter of fact, we find that there is such difference-—
€l gome people call the same a ““ati,” while others call it * #i"'; some people
name the ¥oot (=cook), as *paca,” while others name it *“ pacati.,” Thug, since there
is this digorepancy, the division into Verb, Noun, &c., mugt be admitied to be merely
conyentioual, buged upon the assersions of different persons.”

Why thig disorepancy does not effect our theory ig shown in fthe following
Kirika,

159 The difference of opinion among authorities—admitted in the second Kan ik
—uefers only to accents, &o., (with regard to whick certain acknowledged anthoritios
differ) and not with regard to well-ascertained definite entities—like Nouns, Verbs, &c.,
with regard to which there is, or can be, no difference among recognised authorities.

W0 Since the Bage has o distinot signifioatiou of 368 own, apart from that of the
affix—there can ba no difference of opinion as to a certain part of ‘the word being a
Bugo, and the rest ap Afiix. The only differrence possible referring to minordeiails
cannot nffect our position.

ek Optional Affizes.”—~TIn certain instances it happeng that when a cerfain affix is
added to a certain Base, the resultant word becomes unpronovneable—and then, for the
snke of pronunciation, people assume the presence of certain supernumary affixes
wlueh bring about the addition of certain vowels enabling us to pronounce the word is—

cap " ig one such aflix,

66
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are optional, any difference of opinion with regard to theso caunot affect
our pogition). AR by i e

201, Just as in the case 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
ive ; while its other parts (the fact of the smoke heing dusty, vapoury, &ec.)
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 optional Affixes). _ : '

202.  And just as in that cage (of smoke), (even though the factor of
its colour is of no use in the Inforence, yet) that factor (of colour, &ec.)
belonging to the smoke eternally, is not rejected (or removed from the
smoke),—#0, too, in the present instance, even though a part of the word
(in the Ophional Affix) is not expressive (being added only for the sake of
bhe facility of pronanciation, and as sneh having no meaning), yeb it con-
tinues to exist as eternnl. : _ R

| 203-204. In cages when tho Affix being eli-ninated, tho Bage alone
remains—as in the cage of words ending in the affix [Jevipy— or, when the
Base itself being eliminated, the Afiz, pure and simple, remains,—as in
the case of the word “ adhuna ” (=mnow),~— 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. | Bowms people assert that in the above ingtances the simple Base
or Affix expresses the double meaning (of both), because the prosence of
the one part (Base or Affix) leads to the inference of another (Afiix or
Base vespectively). Others declare that the one part of the meaning
(of both) (denoted by one factor) indirectly indicates that of the other
(factor ). ; Al

208.  But, this latber explanation is incorrect; because in the cogui-
tion (of the double meaning expressed by the single factor) there is not

201 Tn the case of a word within which an optional affix hag been ingerted, we conld
as reasonably explain that in the cape of such a word it ig only certain parta of it (such
as the real Baso and the real Affix) thab bring about bhe cognition of the denotation
while the other part (cousisting of the optional affix) ig of no use in that cognition—
just ag the colouy of the smoke ia of no use in the inference of Fire.

40804 The word * Agnicit” it made up of “agni "+“éi,”+"'kvip';"’-’.'bub the re-
sultant form s “ agnicit ” only, thers being no trace of the affix. Similarly ¢ adhaod ?
=t Idnm 7 + “ adhund,” where there is no trace of the Bage, “ Idam.” Words ending in
noviinal affiwes, &e~~as £, the simple word ¢ Anpagava,” which merely looks like the

¢ word © Upagu” slightly transforred, denotes so much as © the son of Upagu. from his
own lawful wife,” '
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the 311g11t0s£ hnga of mdlmul.ncss or Indieation ; masmuch a8 iu the case
of words ending in kvip £.i,the meaning that wo cognise is wholly in its
primary and direct forai,

207, And fuether (there can be no mfhrec,t Indication in the above
cases, becauae) the science of grammar does nobt treat of such indirect
functions of wards, as Tndication, oto. ; inasmnch as what the science does
ig to ascertain the direct denotation of the divectly expressive word, when,
in any word, there happens to be a commixture of tho Indirect functions
{of Iudwahon, ete., with those of Direct Denotation). -

208. [_Nor can the double meaning be due fo Inference as assert ed in
Karika 205 ; becanse] we are never cognisant of any concomitance between
the denotation of the Bage aud that of the Affix (and without such con-
comitance tho presence of one cannot lead to the Inference of another).
[ Nor can it be urged that ab the time that the compound, ¢ agnicit” is
being expounded—as * agnind ginoti "~—there is a concomitance between the
meaning of the Base, the voot “cif,”’ and that of the affix keip in the
Shape of the ‘nominativity ’ to the present aclion denoted by the #ip in

‘ ¢imobi ;" and this concomitance of mennings would lead to the Inference
of tho meaning of one factor from the prescuce of that of another factor,
beca.use] tho only means that there is of comprehending the meaning of

senhencc-, lies in the meaning of the worda (composing the sentence), as
they are nsed by persons, (and in the case in quesbion, people always use
the word “ agndcit™; and as snch for the comprohension of the word we
caunot reasonably have reconrse to such words ag have not been used).

909, And further, inasmnch as the root “¢it” is also found to be
accompanied (at times) by verbal affixes (Imperative) (just as it is found
to be a.ccompa.med by kvip in “ agnieit "), ~the presence of the simple
root (“eit ” in * agnicit’?) would also be free to lead to the cognition,
by Inference, of the denotations of those (verbal affixes) ; (and there would)

Wl The sole pnrpose of the science of grammar is to ghow what words are directly
denotative of what mosnings: in order to distinguish these from fhe meanings in-
dirgotly indicated or suggested. Hence a word—-gnoh as the one ending in kvip— '
which grammatically is always in the form of the Bage alone, can never he said to partake
of any indirect oxpressiveness ; becnuse in that case such s word would never have a
pure direot denotabion, and hence we would have, in grammar, an affix which can
give sense only whon recourse is had to the indirect functions of words.

208 Another reason why snch concomitance ocanuot lead o Inference in that the
meaning of the afiix ¢ kvip is not always accompanied by that of the root it ;" nex
is the latter always accompenied by the former, inasmuch as the affix kiwp may be
added to any root; and any other affixes may be added to the root “eit;” there-
fore there heing no invariable soncomitance between the two, ihe most necessary ele-
ment of Inference fails; and congequently no Inference iy ever possible,  Thix is shown
in the following Kariki,
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be no ground for explaining ‘ agmcz# il " e aqmna cmota, gince it would
be as reasonable to explain it as * agnincinoti,” eto.

210. Nor is it proper to agsume the presence of both the Bage and
the Affix in the single factor (Base or Affix left after the elimination of
the other factor) ; becanse, (rather than have recoursge to snch a complex
and unreasonable assumption) it wonld be very much better (and simpler)
to assume the presence of the dual potentiality (in the single factor).

211. Because knowirg 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 we, in the absence of any such divections laid down in
grammatical works, asgume its multiplicity (i.e., the fact of ibs conbaining
both the Bise and the Aﬁlx)? and thon the potentiality (of the two factors
thus assumed to exist in a single factor, which latter assumption is still
more difficult to make, as shown in the last Kavika), b R

W

212-213. Thare yomains the case of “Dcr.:m yatra,” where the word
(denotative of the Dadhi) is not like the one originally known (to be de-
notative of it). In thissome people hold that the word (denotative of Dadhi,

n “ Dadhyatra’’) is the same word (as originally known to be denotative of
it), ouly affected by the immediate sequence of a vowel (the @ in ' atra”) ;
and inasmuch as the same word (*Dadhi’) is recognised (in “Dadhy-
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 “ya’ (in % Dadhyatra ™), which
18 due fo the immodiate sequence of the *“a” (in “atra”). '

214. Or, the explanation of this, according to our own theory, is
that oven thongh (in “ Dadhyaira ) we have f ya,”—yet ity potentiality

210 Bacanse it i always simpler and more reasonable to agsame new potentialities
which are imperceptible forces, than to assume new objects, whick are alwaya pervcep-
tible, and as snch, any ussumptions of gach ag / are not to be percewad look absurd on
their very face.

%11 We know exactly how far the root *“ Cii" oxtands and then it is altogether un-
reasonable to assume thal it containg both tho root ¢if and the affix kvip; and thug it
becomes far more unreasonahble to make the farther assnmption of thoge assumed fagtors
having potentialities of their own, It is much more reagonable to assume o multiplicity
of potentialities; hecanse ag a mattor of ordinary experience, many words actaally have
vavious meanings baged npon various potentialities ; und as gach it is not unreasonable
to assume & multiplicity of potentialities in the root and * ¢it.”

812.818 For the difficulty with regard to this, ses Karika 178.

814 The word in * Dadhyatra® is actually different; from % Dadhs ;" sbill the mean-
iing denoted by the one is the same as thabt denofed by the other; becanse the Sutra
‘“Iko yanaci” Inys down that when ‘i’ is followed by ‘a’ &c., one ought to pronounca

‘ya’ in its place; and this means that the meaning of anch & word endmg in *ya.
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of denoting the denotation of the word ¢ Dadhiy” is recognised, in accord-
ance with the spemﬁc daﬁmtmn (of ‘ya’ ap lald down by Panini in the sutra
% Tko yanacs ).

215, And farther, wo find thet one who has never heeud the word
“ Dadhyatra,” and who has never realised the definition (laid down in the
sitra * Tko yanaci”') does nob comp1 ghend the expredsion. ** Dol vatra,”
even thongh he knows the meaning of the word “ Dadhi” (and ....s shows
that the word contained in'* Dadhyatra " is not identical with “ Dadhi i

216, And the fact of the impossibility,~—of the cognition of the rela-
tion (of all the transformations of & word, “ Dadhi” fi., with the single
denotation of bhe 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 wonld not be very diffioult to cognise guch a relation,
in necordance with the specific definitions (of the various transformations,
as laid down in Panini’s sitras), or with the explanations (of the ral&tmns)
supplied by (learned) people knowmg it (hhe rvelation) fully (¢.e., in all its
bearings).

217, 0b !---“But (in the case of ‘Dadhyatm’) we have 1o deﬁmte
cognition ay to the extent of the word (signifying the curd)—as to
whether it ends ina vowel (‘') or in a consonaut (‘ya’); and in the absence
of such cogmition (of the word) we cannot have any definite idea of its
significations.” :

218. To this we reply that if we were to analyse the expression
(" Dadhyatra,” separating the word signifying the ourd), the word (as
ending in ‘ya’) wounld become incorrect (inasmuch as there is no such
word as ‘‘ Dadhya™') ; while, so long as its form ( “Dadhya’) remains in
close contact (i.e., mnofseparated from the following word), it is correct
n a.ccovdance with the dictum (of Panini—wviz: “Tko yanaci.”)

219. And hence in this condition (of contact) we comprehend the
meaning of the word (signifying the curd), even though its limit is not
aseertained.  And hence, even when the words are nob separated; they are
cogniged to be two different words, on account of the difference in their
significations (distinctly recogmsed ono aparb from that of the other).

280 Or, ag a matter of fact, in this case, we do recognise the limit of .

(as ““ Dadhya™) is the same as that of the word ending in “i’ (whon the ‘ya’ is such an
is pronounced in the place of ¢ i’ followed by ‘a’).

81T The sense of this objection is that if the word (signifying the curd) as con-
tained in "“Dadhyatra’ be held to be other than the original word ‘ Dadhi,” then it
Would be impossible to realise the form of snch a word; and hence it could not have
any meaning ; because nnless the exact form of the word is cognised, its meaning can-
not be comprehended.

B0 In * 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 (*ya™); but ‘we are wuabls td

mention it (separately) (becanss in that case it wonld become incorrect).

(It is s0) since it is that (word ending in “ya’) alone which is always

t,mnprehenazhle (m analysis) ouly ag the word * Dudhsa”—ﬂla in the cose of
‘ Nityasamasa,”’

22) ' The above (exPlunabxon of the case df “Dadkyatm”) supplxes
the an. - to the] (objections with regard to the) words * Raja” and
“Hagna” &o, (a3 urged in K. 169). Because (in “Rdjnd,” as in *Du-
dhyalra’) a certain pm'b (that part which signifies the King apart
from dnsirumentality) is similar to, and sytnonymons with, the other word
(““ Raja”)y, though the two ave different words altogether (hko “ Dadhi ” and
“ Dadahya'”). :

292.223. The fact of the non-cognition of the meaning of the word
“ Brahmana,” in the word *“Brahmana-vostra' (which ig the technical
name of a certain kind of eloth), is explained on the grouund of the latter
word being an altogether new word, and as such, having a limit alto-
gether different (from that of the word “ Brahmana'), For, who is there
that does nob admit the fact of the general being set aside by the particular ?
And hence, the word “Brahmana’ being the general word, is neglected
when, appearing in a word which has another limit (%.e, in the word
" Brahmana-vastra’ which ends in Vustra,” aud restriots the meaning of
the word *Brahmaga,” signifying as it does, & partienlar kind of eloth).

294, When, however, the word * Brahmana” is pronounced as &

congonant; and thus as we have a coguition of such & word distinet from the other word,
the vognition of the different significations of the two words follows, MThe fact of one
being unable to separate the words in o many words cannot bar onr dognition of their
different significations. Ag for ingtance in a * Ni ityasamadsa (* Kumbhakara * fu.)
the fact of our being unable to mention the two words (“ Kumbha” und “Kira”)
geparately; does nob stop the diatinet comprehension of the meanings of the two words.
And again, just as the word ** Kumbhakdre ™ is always analysed as  Kumbham Karoti,”
when the Eurotifin the analysis i8 another word than the Kdra in the compound, though
the two are synonymons and in analysis, the ¢ Kara® must always be comprehensible ag
“ Karoti”),=-so exactly in the same manner * Dadhyatya® is always analysable into
“Dadhi” and “atra” whore “Dadhi’ is a word other than * Dadlye,” though the
two are synonymous, and the word “ Dadhya” must be compreheaded, in analysis as
% Dadhi.” :

#23.88 The sense of this is that the word “ BrAhmans-vastra” has no connection
with the word “Brihmanpa;’’ and as such it is only proper that the meaning of the
latter should nob be cognised in counection with the former ; and hence this waut of
cognition cannot affect the partite characier of words, &. Becanse the word ‘¢ Brah-
mana-vastes’ is an altogether different word having en altogether diffexent significa-
tion,

%% When the word ‘ Dévdatta’ is pronounced as a whole, as a name, people do not
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distinct word, apart (from the word “Brakmaua-vastm) " then, who san
deny (or neglect) its own specific meaning,~—s in the case of the words
‘“‘ Devadatta " aud the like ? .

225, Bimilarly, in the case of the word “ agvakarna,” since the whole
is known to be an independent word, hiaving an independent signification
of its own, in the shape of a particalar plant,—the meanings of its parts
(fagva’ and “karpa’) are completely neglected.

226, Though the parts (of the word “apvakernd) have their signifi-
cations sometimes neglected, on nccount of the compound appearing in a
context which allows only of the distinet gignification of the whole (as one
independent word),~-yet ab times, even as members of & compound, ag well
as separate words, their own specific meanings are distinetly comprehended.

227. As for the words ‘“ga” (cow), “gukla” (white) and the like, we
nover find their specific significations neglected,~whether they appear in
compounds or singly by themselves; and as such, where could they be said
to he meaningless P

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

220, .For us, even in the eignification of the sentence, the words
(composing it) do not lose their rignificance (potentiality); and it is only

mind the significations of the words **Déva' and “Datte.” When, however, the word
“Déva” iy pronounced apart, one vognises its own partwulsu- signification. . What leads
to the negleot of the meaning of the word—* Brihmava ’ in ¢ Brihmanasvastra ” is only
the presence of another limit (Vastra)—~when this presenoce is removed, the cognition
of the meaning of the word * Brihmana ig clear and unavoidable,

6 When the word *' Agvakaria’ ocours in a context where plants are enumerated,
there can be mo cognition of the meavings of “Agva” and “Karna.” Buat when a
rider 'eays_ “ Bring the A¢va” we comprehend the meaning of ‘ Agva’ as a horse ; simi.
larly when ome says ‘‘ pieree the Karna,” this word is comprehended as denoting the ear ;
and algo in a compound such as in the chapter on * Agvameédha ~~it is gaid “agvakarnam
sammarshti ” whera we cannot but comprehend the sentence as signifying * washes the
ear of the horse.”

837 Thus all words mnah bé admitted to have distinot significations of their own,

%8 Qince the sentence only signifies the connection of the meanings signified by the
words ecomposing +f ; therefore it can have no significance apart from the words; and as
snch it ganuot be an entity apart from, and independent of, the component words,
(Note that the author of the Virtika igan “ Abhihitdnvayavadi® as contrasted with
Prabhikava who is an ** Anvitdabhidhanavadi,”)

%9 Thig anticipates the objection that if the meaning of the sentence be derived
from the meaning of the sentence, then this latter loses all direct significance. The senge
of the reply is that the signification of the sentence is nob entirely devoid of the poten-
tiality of the words, And though the expression of the individusl meanings of words
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because the direct fanction of the words ends in the signification of their
own individual denotations, that we hold the meaning of fthe sentence
to be deduced from the meanings of the words (and nobt from the words

directly).

230. Hven if the signification of the sentence be not dirvectly Verba.l
yot tho significations of the words cannot but be directly Verbal, Because
in the oase of these (latter) theve is no possibiliby of any intervening
agency hetween the word itself and its meaning,—us there is in the case of
the signification of the sentence (between which and the words, the agency
of the meanings of the words intervenes).

231, And these (words through their meanings) (a8 composing a sen -
tence) signify a connected meaning, (which comes to be recoguised as tho
weaning of the sentence) and which is necessarily concomitant with
them; inagmuch as the existence of a genenc entity (the meaning of the
word, which denotes ouly a generic ‘class’) is not possible without particn-
lar entities (the generic denotations of the individual words, as qualified
and specified by the connection of one snother).

232, Nor van the mere presence of such concomitance ma,ke the cog-
nition (of the meaning of the sentence from that of the words) an inferen-
tial one. Becanse inagmuch as the meanings of the words would form
parb of the conclusion, they could never constitute the inferential indi-

cative.
233. The meaning of the seutence 18 a!wa,ya cogmaed as colored by

happens to intervene between the word and the meaning of the sentence,—yet this is
only becanse the words themselves ean improperly express their own meaniogs; and
ginge the expression of these alone (unconnected among themselves) oaunot serve any
purpose in the sentence, we deduce from these the meaning of the sentence, which is
thas due to words alone ; and ag such ig as dirsctly Verbal as anything can be.

L Thig i in veply to the objection arged above (in K. 4.) that the words cannof
gignify the meaning of the sentence, becanse the words signify something different
from the meaning of the sentence. The sense of the reply is that the meaning of the
genteunce is nothing more than the relation subsisting between the meanings of the
words compoging it.  Aud as the generic denotation of each word is only specified by
ibs relation with anotber word, the meauing of the sentence is nothing more than
the specified forms of the denotations of the words. Aund as the specified form is
necessarily concomitant with the generio forms, the common fuob of invariable concomi-
tance points to the agenoy of the words in the signification of sentences.

43 The conclusion gought to bo proved iu that the meaning of the sentence is the
moauing of the words specified by their mutual connection (which connection' consti-
tutes the meaning of the sentence). And in order to prove this, by Inferénce, if the
premigs be ‘beoanss thig connection is concomitant with the meaning of words,’—Fthen

' the premiss becomes s part of the conclusion. And since this is 80, the cognition cannot
bo #nid to be an inferential one,

858 'Thils means that in sn [nforence the majov texm (* Fiery ") is something entirely
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(f.e in the shnpe of) the meaning of the words (connectad together) and
these latter (meanings of words) do not signify the former (the meaning of
the genterice) indopendently of themselves;—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-
lity the meaning of the sentence (as tho Fire qualifies the particular place,
monntain); becaunse, the latter is not cognised previously to the cognition
of the former, as the place (mountain,) £i. is (previously to, and apart
from the Fire). Beocanse, as a matter of fact, we obtain the cognition of
the meaning of the Sentence, which is in itself non-existent (as an
independent entity by ltaelf) , from (the meanings of words only); or else,
how could it (the meaning of the sentence),—consisting, as it does, of the
velations of nonns 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 iz not
cognised, it is not possible to have any iden of its qualification; and pre-
viously (to the cognition of the meanings of the words) there is no means of
comprehending the mesning of the sentence. (Therefore the meaning of
the words can never be cognised fo be the qualification of the meaning of
the sentence).

237, And if (the meaning of the words be at all cognised to be
the gualifications (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 kuown, what would be left (anknown) to
be known (by Inference)?

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 tho sentence, the meaning of words
do not reqmre invariable concomitance), Nor ig this (invariable concomi-
tance) easily coguisable, with regard to all the words at one and the same

distinet frora the middle term (smoke); while in the present case the meaning of the
sentence is not go different from the meaninge of the words. This shows that the minor
premisg of the syllogism would not be possible.

4.985 Tho mountain ig kuown previously, and apart from, the Fire: hence the
latter ig lattorly cogunised ag exisbing in, and ag such qualifying the mpuntain, In the
0aso in question, however, the meaning of the sentence is never known, either previons-
ly to, or é.part from, the meanings of the words composing it; hence it can never he
qunlified oy thewm.,

M The Infereuce is songht to bring about the meaning of the sentence; but no
Premisges are possible nntil the meaning of the sentence has been duly coguised ; conse-
quently the meaning of the sentence can never be gaid to be cogniged by Inference.

88 The words are not heard simultaneously; hence there can never be the cogni-
tion and the concomitance of all these : simply hecanse they are never concomitant.

67
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time, inasmuch s (at any time during the utterance of the sentence) some
words have already gone before, some are yet to come, and some are yet
hidden. :

239.  Naor is it possible to infer the meaning of one sentence from the
relation (concomitance) of the meanings of the words (composing that
sentence) with tho meaning of another sentence,—becanse the meanings
of words are different (in the two gentences), Ou, if these (meanings of
words) were exactly. the same, the sentences conld never be cognised as
different (i.e., the words and their meanings being the same, the sentences
would be identical; and the difficulty of a proper and timely cogvition of
invariable concomitance would remain the same),

240. 1If it be held that we are cognisaui of the relation (concomi-
tance) of words in general with senlences in general (and this concomitance
would lead to the inference of the meaning of the sentence),— then (we
reply that), in that case there wonld be no cognition of the meaning of any
partioular sentence; and all the cognition that we have, of the meanings
of sentences, rofers to particulars (and nob to genevalities) (and as such it
could neyer be brought about by any Inference based upon the relation
of generalities, as held aboye)., '

241. 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 Appareut Inconsistency, &e., where we have no counition of any
velations). And, as for a comprohension (of the meaning of the sentence),
it is explicitly known to all men.

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

243. 1fitbe urged that, ““this would be a case of inference from the fact
of non-contradiction of trustworthy assertion (as the premiss)’-—(we reply
that) such a premiss would only establish the certainty (of the truthfulness

%89 Thig ig in yeply 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.

441 The sense of the second half is that, even in the case of Inference the validity of
the conclugion is not baged upon any cognition of relations; since a conclusion is valid
only a8 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 onge of the comprehension of the
meaning of a sentence, when too we have a comprehension which ig uot opposed to any
well-established faoct; and hence the comprehension of the meanings of sentences, ag
cogniged: by all people, cannot but he valid,~—even in the absence of any cognition of
the relation of 'coﬁggqlitange among the words or their meanings (as held by ms).
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of the assertion) and, as for the appearance of the comprehension itself, it
conld never be brought about by the aforesaid premiss.

244, And the fruthfulness of the assertion, as ascortiined by the
fact of its coming from a trushworthy source, is one thing; while the
meaning of the sentenco i8 quite another thing, comprehended long hefore
the former (i.c., truthfulness, which is ascertained long after the compre-
hension of the meaning of the sentence, when o doubt has avisen as to the
tinthiulness or otherwise of the assevtion contained in the sentence).

245,  And, as such, even if you have an inference of truﬂ:fulness' from
the fact of the assertion coming from a trustworthy source,—how conld the
Inference apply to the comprehension of the weaning of the sentence
(which has been shown to be & totally different thing)? '

246. The appoarance (or production) of the comprehention (of the
meaning of the sentence), on the hearing (of the sentence), is eqnal, -
whether the assertion come from a ftrustworthy 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 promiss).

247, Now we proceed to explain how, for the purpose of the ageertain-
ment of the validity of * Verbal Testimony,”—-we obtain a comprehension
of the previously-unperceived meaning of the Kentence, from the meaning
of the words (composing the sentence).

248.250, (In a sentence, “svargakamo yajéia,” £.1.) the word signi-
fying the Bhavand 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 (Bhavand is the demotation of the affix) in
“yagéta ” ; others hold it to be the denotation of the verhal roof (“yasi’)
as aided by the proximity of the affix ; others again hold it fo be the denota-
tion of both (root and atfix) together, inasmuch as it is by means of hoth
together that we comprehend the Bhavand ; and because, just as we have
no comprehension of the Bhavana by means of the words * Pake,"” efe,, so

4 Sincs the two are totally different the Inference of truthfulness cannot mean
the Inference of the meaning of the sentence.

$48 And od'such, inasmuch as the appearance of the cognition of the meaning of
the sentence has been shown to be brought abont by means other than Tnference—i.e.,
by the meanings of words, this cognition cannot in any way be benefitted by Inference.

M8.950 ¢ Very little nse’'—all that we want is the signification of the Bhavana,
Without which the meaning of the sentence cannot be complete. And it doéa’ not
matter whether this Bhivani be signified by oue factor of the word or by both; so
long aa we haye the signification of the Bhivani it does not matter Whetoce we get at it,



too, we have none by the verbal affix in  pacats,” ete. But, as a matter
of fact, since it i3 very little use to differentiate (as to which special factor
signifies the Bhavana), we may hold whatever we like with regard to the
(signification of the Bhavand by the) words * pacats,” ete., (be it either by
the root alone or by the aflix alone, or by the two together). :

251-252.  And inasmuch as this (Bhivand) only signifies the Knd, the
Means and the Process, in general,~—it stands in need of a particularisation
(of these generic entitics ), which can be got at by means of other words
(* swarga,” f£i.), And, on the other hand, the svarga (Heaven), having
been cognised (by means of the word * kamah ~ = desiring) as the object (of
desire) stands in need of the Bhavand (for ibs accomplishment). Hence,
on the ground of proximity of the affix in “yajafa"” as signifying the
Bhavana, and the word “ sarga” as signifying the end or object and
capability (baged upon mutnal requirement, as shown above), we conclude
that there is a certain velation between the two. ' :

253, 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. .

254, Aud the denotation of the root, in the shape of the * yaga’ or
sacrifice—even though not ending in the Instrnmental affix, yet, being in
contact with the Bhavana—stands in need of an end (for which it wounld
be the means). §

255. And on the ground of extreme proximity between the root yajt,
in “‘yajéta ' 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
sentence is explained as ‘ yageéna svargam bhavayet” (clearly pointing
cut the fact of the * yaga” 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” (Upagol apatyam) where the
genitive is nob present in counection 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),

257. As a matter of fact, the character of being the means is not
imparted by the instrumental alone ; inasmuch as even if such character
be denoted by other meanrs, such denotation cannot be, in any way,
contradicted (and set aside) by it (the Instrumental).

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

532 - YLOKAVARIIKA,

%5 There can be no Bhavani whose means is not denoted by the Root,
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it sannob have the Instrumental ending, because it is not a noun, as the
word  ylga ' is. el : -

959.  Therefore the instrumentality of the root “ yaj7,” which is com-
prehended through the (expressive) potentiality of words, is explained by
weans of the word yagéna,” inasmuch as the root could not be used
alone by itself (to show its instrumental character).

1 960-261.  Similarly, standing in need of the manner (of its fulfilment)
the Bhavaui refers only to the Process. And the Process too, standing in
need of somothing to be fulfilled, is restricted (related fo the particular
Bhivana), through capability and proximity, on the gronnd of the impossi-
bility of any other explanation (of the character of the Process and the
Bhavand, and the relation between these). And the Process is such as
may be obtained from the same sentence (a8 in which the Bhavand
appears) or from other sentevces.

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

263. Without a process, the means do not accomplish any resulfs.
Otherwise (4.¢.,, if the Bhavani of the Jyotishtoma and the means, in the
shape of the partioular sacrifice did not require » statement of the process,
then) the declaration of the minor sacrifices the ‘Praydja’ and the rest
(which make up the Jyotishtoma sacrifice) would be fruitless.

264, Because, rather than mske these minor sacrifices have any other
use, it is far better to make their use lie in the help that they impart to the
means of the Bhivand 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 Jyotishtoma) leads to the same conclusion (thaf the
Prayijas 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 Bhavand, snbsequently, come to stand, with re-
gad to one another, in the relation of mutual auxilliaries (the one fulfill.
ing the requirements of the other and so on, amougst all the three).

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

280.36L For the Process it is not absolutely necessary to be mentioned in the same

sentence with the Bhavani, &o.
%% It canuot be said that the Bhavani appearing in one gentence could not stand

in need of the Process mentioned in another sentence,
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9267, Similarly in the ¢ase of snch sentences as “bring the white
cow,” there is mutual requirement based upon ingeparability. And the
mutual relation (between the class “cow” and the property * white'") 18
due 'to the faet of their being conneoted with the same action (of  bring-

g ).

SLORAVARITEA.

268. And the fact of the property qualifying the elass id based upon
the individual object (white cow); asthe one (¢clags) inheres in the object
which is qualified by auother (the property of whiteness), with reference to
the same action (of bringing).

9260. 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
vot stand in need of eny other object, And, as such, there is no muatual
interdependence (between the fact of both having the same substrate and
that of one being the qualification of another), -

970. And the mntual effect prodnced by one npon the other (on ac-
oount 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 hence (it must be
adwmitted that) there is no disorepancy in the relation (among Nonns and

Verbs, &e., as appearing in a sentence).
27]1. Though the noun ‘“cow” and the adjective ‘white’ by them-

selves separately, having unlimited general applications, render many sen-
tences possible, yet on account of their mutual exclusions (when appearing
in the same sentence) we have the idea of that single sentence. |

881 “ Jugeparability ¥—i.e., the class ' Cow” denoted by the word “Cow” stands in
need of a speoification, inasmuch ss the action of “bringing™ is inseparable from indi-
vidual cows (om account of the impossibility of its belonging to the cluss)’,:" and the
property ““ white’’ supplies thie need. Similarly, the property * white ”” stands in need
of something to which it wonld belong, inasmuch &a the property could have no existence
separately from o oertain class of individuals; and this need is supplied by the word
¢+gow.”” Thus, just asin Vedic sentences, soin ordinary sentences, the connection among
the varions words (composing the sentence)is due to mutual requirement, the class
wanting the property and the property wanting the class for its substrate.

969 This refers to the objection that the relation of the gnalifier and qualified may
be due to their inhering in the same substrate. But whence this inherence ? If it be
said to be dne to the aforesaid relation then there is mutual interdependence,

410  Eyclasion "—This is in reply to the objsction nrged in K, 87, :

%11 In the sentence  bring the white cow,” the word *bring ” denotfes the class
“ bringing,” and indicates individual bringings, belonging commonly to all cows—black
red, &0, The word “cow” too (ending in the sconsative, denotes accusatives in general
andas snch indicates any action ingeneral of which it would be the object). So also the
word ““white' in the acousative,  Bat wheu all these words are taken together, and

-~
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272. Therefore even though this (cognition of a single sentence) is
not o case of Inference based upon positive and negative concomibtance,—~—
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., by the close proximity of the words).

273. Injunctions as well as Prohibitions function properly when they
have got at the fully-equipped Bhavana (i.c, a Bhavana endowed with all
its three factors), as signified by a conglomeration of worls (composing the
sentence) and of sentences (smch as serve to lay down the processes help-
ing its means), :

274. Thongh the Injunction refers properly to the Bhivana 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 nob
end in that (Bhavand) alone (but also points to its other factors, inasmuch
as thers can be no ides of the Bhavand without that of its factors also
eropping up at the same time).

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

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

forming one senbtence, the ackion nf bringing signified by the root comes to be cognised
as the same which is signified by the accasative “cow,” as also the word “white.”
Thus atl words come fo indieate a single parbicular case; aud the action becomes ex-
olinded from classes and propertiés other than fthe “eow ” and * white;” and the clags
“oow" too comes to be excluded from other aotions and properties; and the property
“whiteness’’ becomes excinded from other classes and actions; and fhis brings us
to the cognibion of the one sentence, “ Bring the white cow.”

%12 The previous K. having set aside the objection urged in K, 101102, the present
Kirikia meets the objection urged in the first half of K. 4.

818, And since an Injunction stands in need of all the factors of the Bhdvana, it .
cannot ba said that the Injanction refers to the Bhivana alone, and not to its means-—
the sacrifice, &o.

%16 This explains the “ incapability.” It is only when the Bhivana is realised in
all its parts—i.e,, when people come fo know that gach and such a result will be
attained by such and such means as aided by snch and such A process,—that we come to
know all its factors.

878 Thoagh the Injunction begins with refercing to the Bhavani pure and simple,
yet it has not its fanotion fully complete, nntil the Bhivani has appeared with all its
factors,



