CLOKAVARTIKA,

277. Hyen inthe case of Verbal prefives and Nipatas,—though they are
always nsed with other words (Verbs, &e.) (and never by themselves; and
ag sucl appear to have no independoent significations of their own), yet—
these must be admitted to have a certain meaning (of their own), like
the different members of a compound, on the ground that a certain
meaning is cognised only when these prefixes ave present, and not other-
wigse— (as explained ahove with regard to Nityasamisa, &e.). :

278, Tt is no use discussing as to whether these (Verbal Prefixes, &e.)
are themselves distinetly denotative, or ouly serve to manifest a certain
shade of the signification of the root, DBecanse all that sve mean ig that
they have distinot functions of their own (in the signifieation of asentence);
—and this function may be either in the shape of direct independent deno-
tation, or in that of merely helping (to manifest certain chaungesin) an-
other (i.e., the signification of the root).

279-80. (As a matter of fact, we do find independent significations of
prefixes, &o.; e.g.) we find that the prefixes, expressing “slight,” &o., are
divectly connected with nouns; while others signify certain speeialities
throngh a Verb which is not nsed (but is suppressed) ; as for instance, the
words “apinga” (slightly yellowish) and “pravayah” (whose age is much
gone or advanced). '

980.281. Sometimes “excellence,’ &c., (as denoted by the prefix
“pra” in “pravoyasam pshobham dakshindm dadyat”) are comprehend-
ed and taken as forming part of the Process, &c., and as such qualifyiog the
Bhavani,

781-282. And though the “front divection” (signified by *“abhi” in
“ubhikraman’) is a property of the doer (performer), yet it conld belong to
Whe Bhivand, on account of its iuharence in one and the same object with
the Bhavand (both the Bhavani and the direcéion inheving in the performer

917 ¥ The root “hp” =take; while *Vihira” =enjoymont; which latter meaning re-
mains g0 long a8 the prefix “vi” remaing, and disappears with it. Therefore it must be
admitted thab the prefix has a certain signification which alters the signification of the
root,

#19.80 Tn “dpinga’’ we find tho menning of the prefix “5" (i, slightly) directly
qualifying the nonn “Pinga.” And in * pravayih’' we fiud that the prefix *‘pra” sig-
nifies “ mnoh gone or advanced,” and this throngh the agency of the root * gami,” which
however is suppressed in the compound * pravayih,” which is expounded as “ pragatam
vayo yasya ' (one whose age is much gone or ad vanoced ). y

230.8L Tn the example cited, excellence is reongnised as a part of the process of the

performance of the action in whioh sonnection such n dakshind is laid down ; and as
suoh it gnalifies the Blidvand of such an Iojanction. Another instance in this connection
is “abhikviman juhoti ;** and hers the prefix “ abhi” is distinobly cognized as signifying
“in front of (the sacrificer)” und as such as being part of the Prooess, and thereby

qualifying the Bhavana,
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of the action).  Because the direction cannot be taken as laying down
the form and character of the doer only (because this wonld serve no pur.
pose in the Bhavana; therefore it must bo admitted that the front-divection
qualifies the doer of the Bhavang, *and as such becomes the process of the
falfilment of the Bhavana).

982.983. And those (Prefices) that completely chauge the eXpressive
potentialities of the Root, and make it signify a menaning opposite to ita
original meaning (o.g., in the case of the Prefix “pra” added to the root
“gth@’),~—ave hold to be mere parts of the Root itself, inasmuch as they are
similar to any other parts of & Root (and as such they too have & connec-
tion in the sentence).

083.984,  As for instance, the Root *stha” becomes expressive of
“going,” when accompanied by the Prefis. “pra,” and (it cannob be said
that the prefix “pra” itself is expressive of going, becanse) when the prefix
“pra’ alone is uttered, we have no idea of “ going.”

084.985. A Verbal root (stha, f.i.) is at fivsb cognised as having s
generic gignificance, and this becomes apecialised by the addition of the
Prefixes, which have hoth (generic and specific significance),

285.286. And the specialisation that is brought about in the Root (by
the presence of the Prefix) is the appearance of & new significance. (And
even if the original significance be altogether rejected, it does not matbter,
boeause) unless it relinquished the goneric (significance) it could never be
specialised.

985.286. (Specialisations or qualifications are of two kinds) some are
qualifications of the signification or denotation itself (as in the case in
question, the qualification by “pra” is of the denotation of the root “sthd’)
and some are qualifications of the object denoted by a word (e.g., the word
“plue” qualifies the object denoted by the word “lotus’); therefore just as
(in the latter cage) we have & rejection of the meaning (of the word “Lotus,”
as unqualified by any colour), so too (in the former case) we would have
a rojection of the original potentiality (of the roob “gthi” as signifying
“to stay ). ’

987-288. In the same wmanner, burning, &c., may also be shown to .
have a connection with cooking; inasmuch as they form part of the Process
helping either the cooking itself or its Result (the rice).

089.289. When the result to be attained is the cooked rice, then cooking
is held to be its msans; and since the cooking too has no existence unless it
is performed, it stands in need of another means for itself.

. 989.290. And as such means, we have the burning or the fuel. And

831.883 This refntes the objection that the fuel, &o., can have no connection with
the cooking, through the actions of dburning, &eo.
68
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(we have the mnecesaity of the means for bol*h the »ice and the cooking,
bocause) the want of a Process appertains to all the Means (intervening be-
tween thefinal vesult, cooked rice, and the first action tawards its fulfilment).
1 290-291.  The Process too can be'a Means with reference to something
else; (therefore thongh burning id the Process with regard to Rice as necom-
plished by Means of Cooking, yeb it becomes-the Means with vegard fo Qooking;
and thus indirectly the burning becomes connected with the final Result, as
‘the Means of 1ts Means),  And through the burning, the Fuel too becomes
connpcted with the ecoking (inasmuch as it is only by means of the burning
of the Fnel that Cookiny can be accomplished).

291.202. That an action (coo?smg, fi.) should ‘be a.acomphsheﬂ by

means of another action (burning) is not impossible, in accordance with onr
theory, Becaunse wa hold an aciion to be the means of another (Action),
which (according to us) does not inhere in it.

202293, (The buruning is not held to be an mdapendent Result by
itgelf brought about by the Huel, hecause) what is desired fo be accomplished
by meuny of the Fuel is not the meve burning, which appears only as a
necessary accompaniment of the Fuel (and Fire) &o., brought together for
the purpose of Cooking.

203-204, Though these (Fuel, &e¢.) are agonts (of the action of
burning, &o.), yet they become endowed with Instramentality, &e., with
regard to cooking; inasmuch as (though their original potentiality lies in
being the agent of hurning, &o., yet), with regard to other actious, other
potentialities (Instrumentality, &c.) appear in them.

294-295. With regard to burning, &o., they arve held to have, by them-
selves, the independent chavacter of the ageut; and it is only when the
agent (who cooks) is cognisant of this independence (of their nactive
functions), that he nses them (in cooking).

295-206. But when they thus come to be employed, they become de-
notative of Instrumentality, &e., on account of the suppression (of their
active functions) by the newly-appeaved prinoipal active function of

89188 In: agserting one Aotion to be the means of another, we do not mean that the
qng inheres in the other; 1.¢., tosay we do not hold an action to be the material gause of
another action, masmuuh ng it is only a subebance that can be a material canse, There
fore there is no harm in asaertmg an action to be & means (not & material canse) of an-
other action.

§92-895 Burning is only an accompaniment of the Means and can naver be an end de-
gired in itself.

268.84 Thig ghows that it is not imposgible for the same noun to have different char-
acters and cousequent case-endings. ]

294805 It ja only when the man kuows that the fael will burn, and the Vessel will
conlain the rice, that he uses these in the act of cooking.

QLORAVARTIEA.
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Dévadatta (who is the agent-in.chief in the sentence, being the agent of
Cooking which is the prmutpal Verh). )

206-297. However, in cases where there is no such suppreasmn (of
the active function of fuel, &e.), we have such expressions as ‘‘the
Fuels cook” (where the the active character of the Fuel is brought
to the fore, in order to show, that while all other circumstances were
against the accomplishment of the cooking, it was solely thvough the ex-
collent burning of the Fuel that it has been accomplished).

297.298. Kven though (the Active and the Instrumental characters
are) cognised by means of one and the same word, yet one is held to be more
predominant than the other (and there is no contradiction in this);——as we
find, in the case of Verbal affixes (the Imperative, d&o.), where the Bbhavana,
and the Number of the Nominative of the action wre both denoted by the
same (Vorbal affix) (and yot the Bhavani is its pr imary denotation, while
the other is only secondary). -

208-299. Therefore, it muast be admitted that thes Nominative Agent is
that whose action is primarily expressed by the Verbal roob:(i.e., one to
whom the action denoted by the root primarily belongs); while those that
have-their funetions snbsidiary to this (principal action) have the character
of the Instrnmental, &c.

299-300. Then all these (Fuel, Burnmg, &e.), having functions sub-
sidiary to the prineipal action (of cooking), are related to this principal
action, as forming parts of the Process of the Principal Action.

300-301. There is a contradiction of the real character of things by
either Negation or Dounbt; inasmuch ag what the negative denotes is ab+
sence at some particular time, the Present, f.i.

301-302. And further, the negative, when in contact with a Noun
or a Verb, denotes another (Noun and Verb, and not o Negation); and in
such cases what is denoted is one object, as differentiated from amother
object (tho latter being the one to which the negative is attached); and
thus (the former object) is a positive entity, and as sach, quite compatible
(with the affivmative character of the sentence).

91508 In the same manner; thera would ba the game comparative predominatice
or superiority in the varioas fauotions—Nominative, Instramental, &o., of the Fuel.

%9899 Ag in the case of “ the Fuels cook,” where greatest prominence being given to
the action of the Fnel, this appeara in the Nominative.

800-801 This refutes the objection that the negatives can have no connection in the
sentence, inasmnch as they express either Negation or Doubt, bothof which go against
the prindipal ‘Action. The sénse of this Kariki is that the sentence “the jar ig not”
doee not deny the existence of the Jar at all times (and only then could the objection
hﬂld); bab all that it signifies is the absence of the jar at the prdsent momdit aﬁd cer-
tainly this does not contradict anything. )
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302.303. And when the negative appears in conunection with Verbal
aflixes, what it denotes is the rejection of Tdeas that ave sither unknown, or
doubiful, or altogether mistaken (bemg contrary to what is really desired to
be conveyed),

803-304, As for instance, when there is a doubt as to whether a cer-
tain object exists or not, the negative (attached to the Verb “exists™) re-
jects its existence, which is one factor of the doubt ; or, it may be taken as
denoting non-ewistence, whioh is a real entily in 1tself (and not a negation
at all).

304-305. And one who has not understood (a previous assertion
of the negation of a certain object), comes to understand the non-existence
(of such an object) (when he finds the negative in contact with it) (thus the
negative having its function in the removal of Iynorance). While, one who
has all along understood the object to exist, has his mistaken idea removed
(by the negative, which, in this case, serves to bring about the rejection of
a mistaken idea).

305-306, Beoause, in this latter case, the Idea of existence disappears
of itself, on account of its being contradictory to the subsequent cognition
of non-eaistence (denoted by the Negative),—just ag onr previous cognition
of the Mirage (a8 being a sheef of water) (disappears of itself, when sub-
sequently we come to vealise its real non-existent character).

306-307. This is the case (with the denotation of the negative) even
in cages where the means of cognition is not meve “ Negation" (i.e., also in
cages of ‘‘Sense-perception,” &e.),~as for instance, in the case of the post
(perceived as & man); in all snch cages also, the Negative serves to reject
Ignorance, and doubtful and mistaken notions in the case of the post, the
subsequent negative-—‘‘this 18 not @ man'’—sgerving to remove the doubt, as
to whether the object seen by the eye is a post or a man.

307-309. And, as a matber of fact, inasmnoh as we have already (nn-
munder ¢ Negation™) established “Non-existence” to be a real entity, it is
similar (in all respects) to the jar, &e. And itisnot at all negative in its chor-
acter; because, so long as the negative does not appear in contact with a
certain positive declaration, it is not a proper negative at all. And (it is not
necessary that the negative should always appear in contact with some
positive declaration, because) it is not necessary that a negation must al-
ways be preceded by a previous affirmation (and even when it is so pre-
ceded, the signification of the Negative lies in the removal of Ignorance,
Doubt and Wrong Ideas, as explained above).

309-310. And, as a mattor of fact, a word (“Jar” f.i.) does not denote

- 540 QLOKAVARTIK A,

899,810 If the word “jar” itself signified existonce, then the addition of ig” wonld
be ueeless,
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the ewisfence of such an object; inasmuch as what a word denotes is only the
class (“Jar"), irrespective of existence (or non-existence) &c¢. And itis oo
account of this alone that the use of the word “is” hecomes possible (in
connection with the word “Jar'’).

311-312, No one ever wishes to spealk of either the existence or

the non-existence of the Olass, (because this is eternal and as such ever
exigtent). These two (existence and non-exisbence) arve the qualifications

of the individual which is indicated by the Class. Therefore there can
be no contradiction between the negative and the directly denoted
meanings of words (inasmuch as this latter is the Ulass, while the non-
éuistence signified by the negative belongs to the individual).

 312.313.  Even in cases (as “the jar exists not”) where having used
the word “exists” (signifying ewistence), one uses thu negative (signifying
non-existence), (there is mno contradiction, inasmuch as) the latter
constitutes a epecification of the former, and heunce (the idea produced
by the latter) serves to set aside that previously produced by the former
(and there would be a contradiction only if both were cognised to be true
at the same time). !

313-814.  Or, the word “ exists " may be taken as bringing about the
remembrance of a previously-cognised existence (of the object); and
when the negative specification is added, it gives rige to the idea that
that which emisted previously does not exist now (and there is no self-contra-
diction in this).

314-315. And as for the negative appearing in connection with an
injanction—as in “ Do no¢ kill,” “ do not drink,”— such a negative Las not
a negative signification,—all that it does is to prevent people from doing
such and such an act (and there is no contradiction in this).

315-317. The ideas of negation, as those of aflirmation, appear in
quite another manner—inasmuch -as they bring about the specification
(in the shape of negation) of a certain definite external object. While,
on the other hand, the functions of Injunction and Prohibition lead to

813.18 Thug then there can be no contradiotion in the sentence ' the jar {s not”
Because just ag the additon of '‘is’” to the word “ jar” siguifies the existence of an
individual jar (apart from the elass denoted by the word); so the addition of “ig not”
denotes the non-emistence of the individual jar (apmrt from the cluss denoted Ly the
word jar”).

818818 ““ Do not kill”” does not mean the negative of killing, but it serves to prevent
people from killing to which they may have been tempted by avarice, &o,

818.817 In the case of ordinary negations—such as *the jar iy not ’—the negative
gives the idea of the non.existence of the jar, which is an esternal object ; whereas
" When the negative appears with an Injunction—thereby constituting a Prohibition~—
all that it does is to bring about an internal determination on the part of the heayer,
Therefore there can he no similarity between the two, '

G
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a certein determination in: the mind (of the person: addressed)==inas-
mueh ag they: respectively server to wrge and prevent m certain Bhavand
(of the mentioned results) which is yet to be produced, and has had neo
previous existence.

317-818.  Option (vikalpa) too has its object in the two objects of these
{Injunction and Prohibition), If it (the option) be with regard to such
canses of action as have been previously enjoined, then it implies
prohibitions (of one of them) ; and such an option has its end in prohibition ;
while if it be with regard to those thatare not recognised as enjoived,
then it implies the fack of their being an object’ of Injunction (and such
an opbion has its end in Injunction).

318-819. Tt is impossible for us to have any cognition of two contra.
di¢tories (Injanction and Prohibition, £i.) simultaneously, (at one and the
same time), (even when they are mentioned as alternatives). What is
possible is that there may be an operation of these (confradictories) by
alternation (and in this there can be no contradicton, which is possible only
if there be one idea of two contradictories at one and the same time).

819-321. Aund—either in the Veda, orin ordinary parlance—there can
be no option with regard to those (contradictories) of which one is known
(as enjoined) while the other is unknown. And where the two alternative
factors are different objects—as in the cases of “Is this'a post or a man P
and “Is he going or staying ?"'-—the word “or” signifies, not option but
doubt; inasmuch as with regard to defiuite objects there can be no option
(which is possible only with regard to alfernative courses of conduot).

321-322, As a matter of fact, Prohibition, &c., are possible only with
regard to external objects; and nothing such is possible with regard to an
Idea which is all in itself. j

322.323, Because (in the cage of “Jar is not”) the Idea (of existence)

81776 iy now showt that there’ is mo‘contradiotion inthe use of words expressing
option—guoh as ‘“or,” &e.

819881 * And whers, &' —Up to this it has been proved that there is contradiction
in an option with regard to canses of comduct. It is now shown that with regard to
definite objacts, there cun be no option.

88182 T¢ has beon urged by the Bauddha that the contradictions aboverefuted ap-
ply to one who holds the external reality of objects, and not to the Bauddha Idealish. It
i now shown that the fact is to the contrary, the impossibility lying only when the denor
tations of words are held to consist of Idess and not of any external objects, And it has
been just shown that there is no contradiotion if the denotations of words be exterual
objects.

#9998 Acoording to ns what is set aside by the negative is the mistaken cognition of
objéots.” A for the Idealist, what can it be thatisrejected by the negative? Rejection
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which has been produced (by the word "is") camnot be theld to be
not produced at the same time (aund it is this non-production of the Idea
alone, that can, sccording to you, be the denotation of the ‘not’) (and
‘hence a negative sentence involves a contradiction only when the signifi-
cations of words ave made to lie in Ideas alome). If it be held that the
negative serves to destroy the previous idea (of existence), then, we roply,
that) as for destruction, this would apply equally to 4rue and false
Tdeas.

823-324. On the other hand, for one who holda the external weulity
of objects, an Tdoa, which is contrary to the true state of (eaternal) things
(as perceived by the eye, &c.), is said tobe false; (and since he has this
standavd of falsity), there is every possibility of the rejection of a previous
Idea (f4., that of existence brought about by the word “is").

824-325. Kven in this case, it ig not the form of the previeus cogmi-
tion that is either rejocted or expressed (by the subsequent cognition).
What is done by the subsequeut coguition (brought about by the negative)
is that the previous cognition is deprived of it fraits, in the shape of the
abandonment (or acceptance) of objects.

325-326. Though for different people, different eonceptions are pro-
duced by a single sentence, yet we hold that of conception, as also of the
gentence, the object must be external (since the conception too is of some
object, and this cannot but be external).

g either in the shape of nen-production or in that of destruction, The former is
not possible; beoause one that has heen produoed, cannot he non-produced. And as
for deatraction, if such rejeotion be admitted, then trne and falge Ideas wounld all he
aqually liable to rejection, inasmuoch as according to.the Bauddha all Ideas nre being
destroyed every moment, And when ail Ideas thus bocome equally rejeotible, there
ean be no gtandard whereby to judge the truth or falsity of Ideas, inssmuch ag the
only such standard is sapplied by the fact that true Ideas are never rejected, while
false ones alweya are,

62435 8o long ag the negative has not been added, we have the cognition that the
jar evists, and 8o we set pboub taking hold of it in that place, and abandon its seavol
elsewhere. As soou a8 the negative is added, the coguition prodaced by this sots aside
the former cognition, and our condnot ecases to be regulated by the previous eognition
wihich thua becomes deprived of its result (the resolt of sentences being the regula-
torg of the conduet of the hearer).

846,38 This refers to the view that the meaning of the sentence ig the counception
(or mental image) in the mind of the heaver,~ag otherwise, from a single sentence, differ-
ent people could not understend different things; this conld not be possible if exter.
nal objects formed the meaniugs of sentences, bocause all external objects are perceived
alike by ull people. The senseof the reply as embodied inthis Karika i that though the

 mental eonception prodnced by one sentence is diverse in differont persons, yot wa hold
‘that both of the sentences nnd of the ooncephan the ebject exists in the a;tu-.l
world, ,
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1826-327. It by conception being the object of w sentence, you meau
that conception is either the purpose or effect of the sentence,—then that
does not in any way go against us, ;

927-328. The real denotation (of the sentencs) consists of that exter-
nal object, which is referred to by the ideas produced by the Words (com-
posing the sentence)-~ideas which are incapable of hayiug themselves for
their objects (and as such standing in need of external substrates).

328.829. We have already explained that the cognition (produced by
words and sentences) is other than *“sense-perception,” and vefers to ob-
jeots past, present and future; and ag such non-proximiby (of the external
object) cannot constitute a discrepanocy. 4

320.330. And as for the diversity of the cognitions (produced by a
gontence, £1., “there is a tiger on the road ") of cowards and brave persons
(the former construing the sentence to be & warning, while the latter tak-
es it to be an enconragement) is due to (the difference in) their previons
impressions (and ohavecter),—just as the ideas of fuul muss (lovely woman,
and food, produced, with regard to a single woman, in the minds of an
ascetio, an amorcus person, and in ¢arnivorous cannihals, respectively).

330-381. Innsmuch as it is always denoted by the Verbal affix, (and
as such is present either clearly or otherwise in every sentence), the deno-
tation of a sentence must be admitted to consist in the Bhavana, tinged by
the denotations of varions nouns expressing properties, classes, &c.

CLOKAVIRTIKA,

838.97 Wo also admit that a sentence is utteved with a view to—and for the purpose
of—producing & conception (of its meaning) in the mind of the hearer. %

8971.888 The incapability of Tdeas to have themselves for their objects has been proved
nnder ““Nird lambanavida,” This Kirika shows that aoccording to our theory the
purpose of the sentence in the idea produced by the words; but since the idea too
eannot but be without substrates in the external world, the existence of such exbernal
objects must be admitted. ) :

838.890 Thia refars to the following objection: It is not posaible for objects that
are past to be of any use in the ideas produced by words; bacause you hold these objects
to be tho canse of the ideas; and it is a well-known fact that, when the caugeis not ab
hand, the effect is not possible. Therefore it must be admitted that the denotation of
the sentence consists of the conception independently of ary external objeats.”
The sense of the reply is that the proximity of the onuse iy nevessary ouly in semse-
perception, and not in other means of right cogmition, all of which latter refer to all ob-
jeots, past, present and fature. And since verbal cognition ig something other thau
gense-peroeption, non.proximity of objects cannot be any discrepanoy.

519.880 Just as with regard to a single object, there is a diversity of ideas, 8o too in
& single sontence different sorta of people will have different ideas.

' $30.81 Having proved that nothing elge can form the denntation of the sentence, the
anthor declares that it is the Bhiivana that torms snoh denotation. Because it ig to
this that the nouns, &o., becoms related on account of the Bhivani being always recog*
nised ae the principal factor in the sentemce. And even when the denofation of the
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331 332. And this Bhavana is the ob;aci: of & single cognition, which
is of 4 mmegawd charactor, and which is bronght about by a variegated
couglomeration of the impressions left by the meanings of the words (com-
posing fhe sentence).

232-833, Thus then, the connection among the words and their
meanings 18 for the salke of this (Bhavana, which has beon showa to be the
principal fagtor in a sentencs), Nor can the intervention of a word (be-
tween the meaning of one word and that of another) bea bar to the connee-
tion (of the meanings of words).

333-334. Beeanse a (real and successful) infervener is said to be that
alone, which is of equal strength (with the two factors sought to be cone
nected), and which has no connection (with them); whilein the case in ques-
ﬁi:m,'ina.emuch as the words are subsidiary to their meanings, they could
not in I:arrapt; any connection among their primaries, the meanings of words.

B34-335, Becauss when one meaning has been comprehended (by
means of a word), the other meaning too requires a means (in the shape of
the word denoting it) by which it conld be comprehended (and as such
the intervention, of this latter word between these two weanings, is w
necessity, and hence it does not interrupt, but only helps, the eonnection
betweon them)., Aud thus, inasmuch as the meanings stand in need of the
words, these latter too acquire a cevtain relation (with the meanings; and as
such being themselves related, the words cannot interrupt any connection
among their meanings).

336-836. Thus it becomes established that words too have a certain
counection in the denotation of sentences; hence it must be admitted as sot-
tled that the deunotation of the sentence is always preceded (and brought
about) by the denotation of the words (composing if),

336-337. We do not accept the sentence itself as evolving into the

Bhivani, is not complete, on nccount of the absence of any Verb clearly mentioned, even
then it iy always present, baing deuoted by Verbal affixes, without which no sentence is
complete, and which is always vnderstood,

B21.822 Tho Bhivana as tinged by the denotations of nouns, &o., is cognised by means
of a cognition which is brought ahout by a simultanoous remembrauce of the meanings
of previous words~~which beiug thua remembered simulisneously form by themselves
& composite whole, which, on aceount of its being made ap of the impressiona left by
varions words, is of a variegated character. And inasmuch as the Bhavand is cognised
by menns of snch o variegated cognition, i6 is only natural that it should have a variegas
ted charaoter.

838.88¢ The veal ¢ intervener’ is explained in the Second Adhyiya, Being subsidiary
they are wenker, and as subsidiavies they are not devoid of all connection with the

meanings, &o,
838.51 With this begins the refutation of the theory that it is the impartite sentence
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form of a denotation of the (same) senteunce; because we have already
proved (under *Seuse-perception”) that the denotation of a sentence is
ever cognised as identical with the sentence. |

337-340, And further (the sentence being 1mpart1te, its denotation
would also be impartite, and consequently) we could not properly have
the oceasional facts (of the supplying of ellipses, &e.), which are based upon
the meanings of the words (composing the sentences); and we have, in ordi-
nary parlance, instances (1) where there is u requnirement [of only one fac-
tor of the sentence: as when one says *‘close,” the person addressed desires
to know what is to be closed, and then the other adds *the door,”-~thus
the two factors of the sentence “close the door” are separately uttered and
comprehended] and (2) when there ave questions with regard to ankunown
woeds ¢ Pike,” &e., [as on heariug certain people talk of the euckoo, one
who does not know what is meani by the word “cuckoo,” asks *what isa
cuckoo? " where'it is only oue factor of the sentence that has to be knowr,
apart from the others]; and all this would become false (if the sentence and
its meaning were impavtite wholes). Nor ean such usages be explained by
assuming (parts of the sentence and its meaning, which have no real exis-
tence, butare'agsumed for the sake of explaining the above usage); because
we do not find the meanings of sentences brought about by the as-
sumption of the ‘hare’'s horne’; and, further, we have already explained
that there can be no reality in a denotation comprehended by unreal (and
non-existing) means. (Hence if the denotation of sentences were compre-
hended by means of unreal parts assamed for the purposes of explanation,
such denotations could not be real). And, as a matter of fact, we have
never fouad that which is itself unreal and non-existing to be a proper
means of anything.

CLOKAYVARTIKA,

340-341. The Sutra declaves the incapability of the sentence to
denote meanings, which ave all denoted by the words; and the reason (for

itself as a whole which evolves itself into Vedantic denotation, which, thas, is nothing
Beyond the senteunce itself. '

B87.840 Yn fact, that which itself has no existence oan never be the means of suy
thing, If there conld be the assumption of an unreal factor of nresl thing (as of parts
of sentences according fo you) then we conid as reasonably assnme horns for the hare
of which thy hare is real, and we assume as unreal only @ part of it in the shape of the
horns.

540.841 Thig explains the Sutra I-—i—26. A word can be held to denote something
odly when it denotes something not denoted by some other word, And inasmuech &3
the denctation of the sentence is got at by means of the words, it is useless and gronnd-
less to aysume the denotative cnpaclty of sentences (independently of the words com-

posing it).
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agserting this incapability) ia the fact of the meaning of the sentence be-
ing due to those of the Words. Or, the sitéra may be taken as asserting
the fact of the meanings of sentences being based upon valid grounds,—
(the meaning of the sufra being that) inasmuch as the denotation of the
sentence is based upon the meanings of words, it cannot be said. to be
mistaken (as urged by the objector). :

842-843. Though the letters (composing.a word) directly denote fthe
meanings of words only, yet they do not end in these alone, which, by
themselves (i.c., when not forming parts of sentences), have no use. Hence
for the purpose of bringing abont the comprehension of the meanings of
gentences, the fanotioning of these (Letters) is necessarily accompanied
by the denotation of the meanings of words (composing thab sentence), (in-
asmuch as without a comprehension of the latter, there could be no com.-
prehension of the sentence, the words are as necessary for the seutence as
for anything alse),—~just as the burning is A neccessary accompaniment of
the Fuel, for the purpose of accomplishing the cooking. :

344, Ttis as the end or purpose (of the sentence) that Bhavand is
held to be its meaning; inasmuch as by the expression “‘Kriydréhana’
(in.the sitra) is meant the * purpose of utterance” (of the sentence).

345, The exprossion “white cow’! is an instance cited (in the Bha-
shya) only for the purpose of showing the relation subgisting between &
sentence and its meaning,~-and it is not fo be taken as a real sentence
(which must have & Verb, expressing the “Bhavana” as the purpose of
the sentence). :

346. Becanse a sentence is never nttered, apart from its purpose (1.,
it is always nttered with a certain purpose); nor is any word—excepting
the Verb--capable of expressing the purpose.. ' W

347-348. But (as a mapter of fact, there is no eontradiction in agsert-
ing the expression “ white Cow” to be a sentence), it is in such expressions

B48.48 This refera to the objection that when words denote their own individual
meanings, how can they be said to be necessary factors of the Veda—which is ' mads up
of sentences ? - e

844 This anticipates the objection that, if the denotation of the meanings of words
algo constitute that of the sentence, the Bhivani cannot be the latter. The sense of
the reply is that in saying that Bhivani is the meaning of the seutence, by meaning we
mean purpose, i.2., it is for the purpose of expressing the Bhivani that a sentence is

. nsed, whereas ‘the asgertion of the meaning of the sentence consisting of those of the
words refers to denotation pnve and simple. By saying that the sentence is *‘ Kriyartha 'y
‘we mean that the implied meaning of the gentence—Bhivani~~ig the end or purpose of
the mbterance of the sentence; though the direct meaning of the sentences is that swhich
is made up of the meanings of the individual words composing the sentence. This being
the direct meaning, and Bhavanvi the indirect meaning of the msentence, there i mo
contradiction in our theory, :
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‘a8 “fcow horae, —-whera, _wha,t are denoted by these words are the
classes “cow” and “horge’’—that, if there be no cognition of particalar
individuals, there is a contradiction of the directly denoted (meaning of the
aforesaid sentence) [inasmuch as the denotation of the sentence consists of
individuals, while the sentence ‘‘cow horse” denotes ouly classes and there
is no gpecial purpose sorved by the company of the two words]; when
however (as in the case of the expression “white cow”) we comprelend
both the Class and the Individual as indicated by the words (“white—cow "),
(there is a special purpose served in thut) we give up theideas of “black,”
&e. (with regard to the individual cow), and hence there is no contradm-
tion of the directly denoted meaning of the eent&moe (“whxte cow,’’
which must be aceepted to be a sentence),

349. The Individual having been indicoted (by the word "cow”)
there is a doubt (as to the property of this individual); and when this
donbt isset aside by the meuntion of the word,” white,” what (direct
meaning) can be contradicted P

350. As a matter of fact, the directly denoted meanings (of words)
would be contradicted, in your theory (and not in mine),—inasmuch as,
in accordance with your theory, you can have no idea of “whiteness” (at
the time of comprehending the fentence ¢ white cow”),~holding, as you
do, the sentence to have no connection (with the component words and
their meanings) and (as such) to have no Specml purpose (in the colleca-
tion of the particular words).

351, The Bhashya passage “it may be the meaning of the sentence,
&o.,” i an assertion made jokingly; and the assortion ‘‘not everywhere'
means that it is nowhere (go).

--an‘winﬂm. :

849 If the word “cow ™ ouly denoted the Class, then thers would be a contradiction
in the addition of “white,” which ecannot helong to the (flass. When however we have
the word “‘cow” denoting the Cluss and indicating the individual, then the word
“white ” serves the purpose of specifyivg the property of the individual cow ; and as
snch there ig no contradiction, :

86l The Bhishya passage referrer] to is this: " In a case where we conclude that
the meaning of words having no specinl purpose, in the shape of the signification of the
meaning of the sentence, becomes nseless (without any denotation), it may be a
meaning of the sentence, as consisting of the qualified meanings of words; but this no-
tion of the qualified meanings of sentences iy not everywhere” Here the Bhashya
accepts the contradiction of divect denotations, only ag a joke against the other party,
inasmuch as this contradiction has been explained above,

The expression it is not so everywhere’ menns that it is not always the case that
the acceptance of the individuals to be denoted by worda iy contradictory to their direct
denotation (whioh is in the shape of classes);=snch is not always the case, becanse, 68
shown below, in some cases the generic denvtation is not cognised at all, the ouly cogni-
tion being that of partionlar individuals, '
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852, ' Or, inasmuch a8 acousativeness, &o., fall in with the cognibion of
the basic noun (to which the accusative and other affixes are attached),—
they acquire specific characters (and lose their generic character); and as
such where would remain the direct denotation (that would be contra-
dicted by the specific denotation of sentences) ? '

353, Neither the basic noun nor the affix is ever used by itself
(withonb the other)—and it could be then alone (if they were used by
themselves) that there could be a cognition of generic denotations, as de-
gired by you. ' ' :

354. Bven in cases where these (Affixes and Bases) are formed by
themselves, as in * Adhuna,” &e., (“Adhund” being only an affix), they
are always accompanied (and specified) by the denotation of another,—as
has been shown above (K'. 203).

855-857, Initact this is the only difference between Word and Sentence
on one hand, and Base and Aflix on ‘the other,—though all of them
have their parts expressive (of some meaning):—As for Words, we
find them used by themselves when they are in need of some factor to
complete their meaning [as when it it is said “ close,” only one word uttered
in haste, thie question is **what,” the only word enquiving what is to be
closed, and then the final reply too is only in ono word, “ door,”—in all
these cases, the word used standing in need of something to complete its
signification], when they are all comprehended independently by them-
selves, a8 having some specific signification ; on the other hand, the Base
aud the Affix are never found to be used in this manner (by them-
selves); inasmuch as the signification of the Aflix is always cognised as
coloured by that of the Base (and vice versa).

852 Tt has been shown that there is no contradiction. T6 is now shewn that at the
time of the ntterance of the word “gém,” the acensativeness falls in with the signifion-
tion of the “ cow ;" and we ars not cognisant of the pure generic denotation of the affix
alone, as apart from the basic noun “gd.” And thus there is no geveric denctation of
the affix which could be contradicted by the cognition of its being specialised with re.
gard to the ‘eow.’

858 If either the basic nomn or the affix were nsed by itself then alone could there
bé & generio denotation; but as there is no such separate use, the latter too cannot be
cognised. Whenever the noan or the affix is nsed, it is always the one with the other;
and as such the generic denotation of each is specified by that of the other; and
hence even though real, the generic denotation is never cognised.

84 The meaning of the affix is always specified by that of ‘the Base, and vice
versa,

856.57 Just as words are expressive &0 are Bases and Affixes also ; the only differenco
48 that while words can be used by themselves alone, Bases and Affixes can nevor be so
used, IF the latter were ulso ko used, then there wounld be no difference between these
and words; since these too would bave all the oharacter and functions of words.
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'358-359. When one sees the wiite colour, and hears the neighing and
the clatter of hoofs, we find that he has the iden that “a white horse is
ranning,” even in the absence of any such sentence; while, in the absence
of some iden of the meanings of words we can never have any such idea
(as the above). Therefore the assertion of the non-pereception of the sen-
tence does not offer any veply to the assertion (of the Bhashya) beginning
with “on account of some mental discrepancy,’ &e., (explained in the next
Karikd). !

360. Those who, on account of their mental (intellectual) discre-
paney, do not comprehend the meanings of wovds, never comprehend the
mesning of the sentence (coraposed of these words), even though they hear
the gentence (distinetly uttered),

861, Therefore it must be admitted that the meaning of the sentence
is not denoted by the sentence,—firstly, becanse it (the meaning) is com-
prehended by means of others (z e, meanings of words), and secondly, because
even when the gentence is clearly heard its meaning is not comprehended
(so long as the meanings of words ave mof kunown),—just as the generic
character of the “tree” is not denoted by the word “ Pald¢a.”

362. Hven Letters eannot be held to denote t-his_(meaniu-g.of the Sen-
tonce)~firstly, becanse they demote the meanings of those (ie., of
words) which are related (in the relation of the denoter) to the meaning
of the sentence; and secondly, because even while these (Letters) are pre-
sent, they do not bring about any comprehension (of the meaning of the

368.869 The Bhashya hag cited this ingtance, with a view fo ghow that, inasmiich
as we havean idea of the signification of sentences, even in the absence of gentences, the
signification of ventences must be admitted to be hased, not upon sentences, but upon the
signification of the words composing the sentence. And in order to show that we have no
idea of the monning of the sentence in the nbsence of an iden of the meanings of words,
it hag nrged the cage where people that do not underetand the words nsed—on acconnt
of some deficiency in their intellect or mind-—~have no idea whatever of the meaning
of the sentence. .And in the face of these indisputable facts, it ia altogether useless and
unreasonable to assert that the absemnce of the cognition of the meaning of a sentence
iz due to the absence of the cognition of the sentence itself. Thig has been showa to
be false, inasmuach ag in the instance cited, we have an idea of the meaning of the sen-
tence, “the white horse i8 ronning,” even without any idea of this sentence., Thus
both by negative and positive concomitance it is proved that the cognition of the mean-
ing of the sentence is based upon the uogmt.mn of the meanings of words composing
the sentence.

881 The character of the tree ig common to trees other than the “Paliga? and
is expressed by the word “ Tree ;” and even when one hears the word “ Palaga,” this gives
him no idea of the  tree” unless he knows that characteristios of the éree balong to the
Pﬂ!&\‘!i. g

883 The letters denote the meanings of worde, which denote the meaning of the
sontence, :
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Sentence) (unless the Letters be recognisod as forming certain words, the
meanings of which are known to the hearer),~~jnst as the word “¢inagapa”
does not signify the class “tree.” [When “gidugapi’ denotes a particu-
lar tree, which is velated to' the olass “tree,” and even while the word
“miagapa’ is present, we have no ides of the class ““ tree,” unless we know
that the gitgapa is the name of a particular tree].

363-364. It is the meaning of the words that denotes the meaning of
the gentence,~—/irstly becanse, while the meaning of the sentence is doubtful
each word is comprehended singly, and it becomes dofinitely ascertained
when all the words are (heard and comprehended) together,~just like the
uprightness and the presence of the crow with regard to the post [when,
though one of the two facts leaves the matter doubtfal, when both are con-
sidered together, they lead to the definite conclusion that the object must
be u post]; and secondly, becaunse the meaning of the sentence is not
comprehended in the absence of the comprehension of the meaning of
words,—therefore (for this reason too) the former must be admitted to be
compeehensible by means of the latter,—just as people hold Sound to be
anditory (i.e, perceptible by the lar), becanse it is not perceived when
the sense of andition is absent (as in the deaf).

864-366. The eternality of sentences is to be proved in the same
manner as the eternality of the Relation (between words and their mean-
ings) (as shown under *Sambandbakshépaparibara’). And as for the
argument (purporting to disprove the eternality of the senteunce) based
upon the fact of the sentence being a composite whole,—we ought fo urge
the following counter-argument against it: - The study of the Veda is al-
ways preceded by its study by one’s Teacher,—becanse it is mentioned by
the expression “Vedio study,”—like the Vedic Stady of the present time
(which is invariably found to be preceded by its study by one’s Teacher.

867. This argument would apply to the Mahabhavata also; but it is
countermanded by the distinet declaration of an author for it (in the person
of Vyasa). As for the mention of names in the Veda (as being those of
the composers), these must be explained as *arthavada’ (purporting to
show the excellent character of a certain Mantra or rite by conpling with
it the name of some Rshi known to be great).

B#5.394 Those that singly leave a certain matter doubtful and definitely ascertain
it when considered together, must be accepted to be the means of the cognition there-
of.

396808 The stady of each person being preceded by that of ancther person, this
backward series would go on ad infinitum to eternity, making the Veds (and the
sentences composing it) eternal.
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368. Beecause no students of the Veda have any idea of its anthor;
and as for the aforesaid “Arthavadas,” they too cannot be taken as pointe
ing to an author (as will be shown below); hence any idea of an author of
the Veda caunot but be mistaken, as will be explained below.

369. So loug as these Arthavadas continue to exist in the V'edu,
there can be no assumption of any other grounds (for declaving the fact of
the Veda having an author) (because, in the preseuce of a ground seemingly
afforded by the Veda, no other can be assumed); as we find that even
the people of the present day devive their notions of au author of the Veda

from these (Arthavadas).
889 The sense of this is that in presence of these Arthavidas, no obher ground

oan be assumed, and as the Arthavids is proved below to be incapable of rightly
pointing to an author for the Veda, !l notions of such an anthor must lm admitted to

be groundless, mistaken and false.

End of the Chapter on Sentence.
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APHORISMS XXVII to X XXII.
ON THE VEDA }H'ING WITHOUT AN AUTHOR |

:1. Obj ——"Flndmg the Vedm agsertions to be mmllur to ordmary
ssserhons, we have a geneml iden, of the Veda having an au.bhor and
this besomes specitied by the names ‘Katha,’ &c., given to the dxfferant
seat:ton_a of the b A

il e In the 21st Sitra it has been. shown (in the Bhﬁahy&) t‘hat the
fact of words being caused enfitios is based upon their having ! forms; and
this is equally applwa.ble to the Veda also, inasmuch as ib, makes mention,
of caused cntities (such as the nawmes of certain persons, &e., whloh can
never be eternal).” :

3. Reply :—Inasmuch as we have neither any vememberance of o
author nor any need of any. guch,~no anthor is wanted for the Veda (as
shown in K, 366); and since the ideas of particular authorship (as of
Katha, &o.) depend upon the general notion (of such anthorshi p), no nameg
(such as *Katha " and the like) can point to any anthors of the Veda.

4. Inasmuch as the names “ Katha,” &c., may be explained as signi-
fying the fact of certain poetions of the Vcda. being explained by such
people,~these names cannot neoessamly point to an author; specially
as the affix (in the word “ Katha") is also laid down (by Pénini) as
denoting the fact of being empounded (by Katha).

5, And thus Name, being weaker than Direct Assettmu and
the rest, cannot set aside the facts based upon these latter. And further,
inasmuch as this (Name) is a part of the Veda, it ¢an never possibly set
aside the whole of the Veda (by pointing to the fact .of 1ts having . a.n
author).

- 1 The name‘ Katha’ inplies .that that portion of the Veda has been gompoged hy
Brahmanas of the * Katha” class, This is an explanation of Sitra 27, i

2 This is an explanation of Sitra 28,

8 This explaing Sitra 29.

& "T'his oxplains Siitra 30,

5 If there be an anthor of the Veda, Direct .A.saertmn. &, all ]aee t}aalr va.hd:ty
Henge we cannot, ‘base our notion of the snthor upon Nameg, which would thereby set
agide Direct Assertmm, &o,, which is axx impogsibility. :

”O / . | Sl b, . i

¥
2 ik



Q.

554 QLORAVARTIRA,

8. Or these (*Katha,” &e.) may be taken as conventional names,
given, without any reason, to particular sections of the Veda. And the
fact of these names (appearing with regard to certain sections of
the Vada) being only similar in sound, the same words (a8 signifying the
fact of being composed by Katha, &e.) is not to be denied on pain of any
punighment (4.e., there is no law which lays down that the two do not
resemble in sound ouly ).

7. Even though the explanation of the Veda is common to all persons
(and not restricted particularly to Katha alone), yet the name may be
given to certain sections of the Veda, simply on the ground of the possi-
bility (of its being explained by Katha); just as che Jyotishtoma is called
“ Vairlipasdma” (thongh many other Samas arve chanted in the Jyotish-
toma), simply becanse the particular Sima  Vairipa " also appears in it.

8. The names “Katha,” &e., indicating the fact of Katha, do., being
the explainers, are not such as to restrict the explicability of those sec-
tions of the Veda to those teachers alone, inasmuch as all that the name
does is to show that the section of the Veda has been explained by thab
particular teacher also among others,— just as the mother of Dittha and
Kapittha is called *“ Dittha’s mother " (which does not mean that the person
is not the mother of Kapittha, but that sheis also the mother of Dittha,
among others).

9. The fact that, oven though the relation of the section with all
teachers is the same, yob it is named after one of them only, is due to the
fact thatsuch naming is not a qualification of the agent (1.e., the Teacher)
and as such it is not necessary to repeat it with regard to all the Teachers);
hence the naming (in accordance with Teachers) being (a qualification) for
the sake of another (i.e. the Sections of the Veda), the mention of only
one of them is necessary. ‘

10.  Even if the name * Katha” were taken as implying the anthor.
ship of Ka¢bha with regard to the Veda, then too) it is only an already
oxisting cause (in the shape of Katha) that is signified (by the name
“ Kathe"); and it does not signify the production of something previously
nou-existent.

8 ¢Katha’as name of the Veda is not the same as the word which gignifies the
fact of being composed by Katha, but resembles it in gound only.

? Since the naming in accordance with all Teachers, gupplics the same qnalifica-
tion for the Veda, when this has been accomplished by the name of one Teacher, it is
not necessary to name other Teachers—~this is the reason why the names of these
sections are not in accordance with those of all Teachers of theory.

19 Wven the word * Katha as a namo is eternal, and rot created by us all that we
mean by calling the Veds by the name is that we interpret it as signifying the authorship
of Katha, which too is eternal, being signified by theword * Katha, ” which is eternsl.
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And (as for tho meaning of Vedio sections according to the name of
only one Teacher, it is similar to the case where) a certain sacred place,
thongh visited by many people, is named in accordance with only one of
its visitors (nuch as Somatirtha,” d&e.). _

11. And if the name “ Katha be not due to human agency, then it
cannot indicate noun-eternality; and if it be due to humau agency, then
how ean its trothfulness be ascertained ? ]

12, Or ‘Katha’ as a Olass (of Brahmanas) is held by us to be eter-
nal; and it is this Olass (as denoted by “Katha) which appears in the
name “ Kathaka” which (means that the particular section of the Veda
belongs to the particular Class of Brahmanas, called * Katha” and)
serves to distinguish that particular section from other sections of the
Veda.

13.14. The Veda natarally abandons the denotation of non-eternal
meanings,—inasmuch as snch denotation is found to be impossible with
regard to the Veda, by considering alternatives of eternality and non-
eternality with regard to it. Because if the Veda be eternal its denotation
cannot but be oternal; and if it be non-eternal (caused), then it can bave
no validity (which is not possible, as we have already proved the validity of
the Veda); and as for the theory that the Veda consists of assertions of
intoxicated (and senseless) people, this theory has been already rejected
above—(and as such the validity and hence the eternality of the Veda
cannot be doubted.)

15. Thus up to this place, we have established by arguments, the fact
of the Veda being the means of arriving at the right notion of “ Dharma.”

After this (in the succeeding three pddas), after having divided the
Veda into its three sections, we shall explain what is the meaning (and
purpose) of each of these sections.

e —

Thus ends the chapter on the fact of the Vedu not being com-
posed by any author.

ar—— b

Thus ends the * Mimansa-Clokavartika" of Cri Kumarila Bhatta.

1L f tho name be given by twan, it cannot be infallible, &c., and as snch this
Bame alone oannot authorige the assumption of an author for the Veda,

18.16 This explains Sitra 31,

16 The three seations of the Veda are Avthavada, Mantra,—8mriti and Names treatad
of in pidas 2nd, 8rd and 4th, respectively.
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