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4‘2-4.‘]. Bufc'Uu:: fact is film; in the case of Pi.re and Smoke, tho Gxtim- 
si’om o f these teing limited, their ooiKsomifcanee ip, .well-known, and even in 
the absence of any idea of concomitance between their negations, the exis
tence of smoke is -enough for the recognition of the existence of fife. In 
the case in. question on the other hand, one of the concomitants (abacus© 
every where else) having an endless extension, even an idea of cotfcor.nitft.nce 
.if  not'possible- ■- */< " .*/' ,l 1

44. “ Brit the. recognition of another place withont Gaits a, is in this
w ise : ‘ Another place is -finch as Chaika is absent; from there,-— because
that place is other than the one where he is found to  exist,—-like another 
place before as (where be is found not to exist).5 ”  ’ "* li ' |

45. This argument is such as is also applicable to a contradictory con- 
elusion,— the process o f reasoning being ‘ another place is such as Oaifera 
is present there,— because it is a place other than the place before as
(where Caitra, does not exist),....like the place (before ns) where Oaitra-
'■h scon to exist.’

46-47. When the person, as a whole, is found to exist in one place,-..
this not bring otherwise explicable, w o naturalh conclude that h e  cannot 
biit be absent'from every where else, Therefore even the recognition of 
your invariable concomitance can only be arrived at by means o f “  A ppa
rent Inconsistency.”  So also in the case whore a sight of the effect leads 
to the notion of a potency, in the cause, of bringing about the effect.

48-49. I f  it  be urged that “  the effect may be made the M iddle 
Tern- (and thus the case may be proved to be one of In ference),”— (we 
rep ly ), n o ; because (the arriving at the.notion of the peculiar potency 
does not stand in need of any relation (o f invariable concomitance),
The Potency could be  recognised-(by means of Inference) only when, the 
fact of its being related (by concomitance) had been ascertained, and not 
otherwise. Butin the recognition erf this Potency, a ry  application of Sense- 
perception, (Inference, Word, Analogy and Negation) i,y im possible;

house with existence in the garden having Been ascertained,--•--the more inch of the non- 
recognition of any fact to the. contrary would lead us to the invariable concomitant:# 
o f  presence in ono place vyith absence from another; and thus tire road of Inference 
would be clear.

42.45 « Extension h -ing Umi-ed” —because the class “  Fire ” and the class “ Smoke ” 
inhere, in their entirety, in every individual lire ami smoke, and thus their scope being 
limited, the recognition of their concomitance if easily arrived a t ; and hence it is well 
known not to stand in any ip-gent need of the idea of I he concomitance of their ttega* 
tives.

49, 47 Thus then Anpnjrent Inconsistency has a distinct and" independent 'object of 
its own. Tn the ease of Cause And"Effect the .existence of the effect would not be.other
wise explicable ; hence it is by means of Apparent Inconsistency, that wo arc enabled 
to assume the existence of a> peculiar potency in the cause of bringing about the parti
cular effect..

*9-4? “ Potency ”  in not amenable to Sense-perception,
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ii-enco this can he cognised only by means of “ Apparent Inconsistency 
which is a correct means-of knowledge (even) in the abseuce of the three 
factors of Inference.

50. Tn the case of the snake and the mongoose, the idea of their res
pective, defeat and victory, .based upon the fact of their standing to each 
other in the relation o f the killed and the killer, is not cited (as «a  
instance of “ Apparent Inconsistency” )> because it does not differ from 
Inference.

51. On the hearing of (inch assertions as that “ being fat, a person 
does not eat during the day," we arrive at the idea of his eating in the 
n ig h t; and this is a case of Verbal “  Apparent Inconsistency."

52-53. Some people refer this to the. Moaning, and others to .the 
W ord; and they declare it t o . be identic? 1 with “ Verbal Authority." 
Because, they assert, it is by means of this (Verbal “ Apparent Incon
sistency ” ) that all Vudic -ifces are regulated ; hence if this were different 
from “  Verbal Authority ”  (and Scripture), such rites' would become 
non-scri plural,

5d. Others hold that the fact (o f the person eating 'at night) 
forms the actual denotation of the statement heard (that ‘ being fat, he 
eats not in the day’ ). While there are others who hold it to be the deno
tation of another Sentence, intermixed with the denotation of the said 
statement.

55. The fact of his eating at night cannot he held to be the deno
tation of the statement heard ; because a multifariousnosg of denotations 
is not proper (in words), and expressiveness does not belong t o ; the 
Sentence.

50, The meaning of a Sentence is recognised, only in the form of 
a (syntactical) connection among the meanings of the Words (constituting it ) . 
and, the denotation of ‘ night,’ &o., is not got at by means of the-Sentence 
containing th« word “  Day ”  ( i e . j  “ He eats not ia the d a y ” ),

60 Other commentators hare cited t!o\ as an instance of Apparent rnoom.isfcor.cv ; 
bnt the Bhasbya has not accepted it because it is only a process of Inference.

. Some people hold that the result in this case is the fact o f  his sating at
Mghx\[̂  Others assert that she result is confined only to the assort^, "ho eats at

“ Vedw Actions, #*©■” —The » Apf.rra ”  is assumed, because the Causal Efficiency of 
the {sacrifice itself towards the final result is not otherwise explioafe

. Even ,‘imoni' those wlio confine it merely to the word, there is a Ifernnee of 
opinion . bonn; hold that he eats at night forms part of the direct denotation of tin,
a88ertr  fat he eats not. lathe day.*' Others held that the denotation of t
assertion leads to another, m  : « He.eats at night." Arid the result 2  J !
p ; ’f ‘ “ y  "  “ > *» a *  lenotation of this l.tter Maerlion «  ^ 5  ' f e f f  . j
led to by, that of the former. 1 I f  Wlth* acd
; 6* Therefore the fact of his eating at night cannot form part of the direct denof a

tion of the Sentence “ he eats not in the day,” ' donota-
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57. “ Rating at night” cannot constitute the syntactical connection 
of the Sentence containing the Word «  Day.”  Nor are “ night, * o . ” parti
cular forms of “  Day, &c.,” whereby these latter would be expressive of

tho former. ,
58. And again, since the Sentence ( “ eats not m the day” ) has its full

function m the denotation of another meaning ( the denial of eating m  the 
day), therefore no second meaning (in the form of eating at night) can be 
attributed to it. And for this reason', this meaning (that, of eating at night) 
must be (held to be)'denoted by another Sentence ( “ H e eats at .night ”) 
present in the mind of the person (who has heard the assertion, “  Being 
fat, he eats not in the day ”).

59. Though, this Sentence (in the mind of the person, vis., “ He eats 
at night ” ) partakes of the character of “ Verbal testimony,”  yet, we have 
got, to assert what, from among “ Sense-perception ” and the rest, is the 
mo&tis of getting tin id oft :.oi fcfiftt oonfcoticOf

60. Tims then, to a Sentence not uttered, u Sense-perception ” oaiiout 
apply. Nor can Inference } because this (Sentence— “ Eats at n ig h t” ) has 
ne ■ nr been seen to be comcoraifcant with the other (Sentence— “ Fat, he 
eats not in. the day ” ).

61. Even when any relation (with the Sentence “ Eats not in the 
day” ) has not been, recognised, if it be accepted to be the Middle Term (in 
the Inference of. another Sentence, “ Eats at night,” which has not been 
found to be related to the other Sentence “ Eats not in the .day ” } — then 
the mere utterance of such a Sentence would bring about the idea of all

Sentences.
62. Nor are all Sentences, that are amenable to “  Apparent I.icansifr* 

tency,” found to be related to all Sort cnees ; and therefore there can be no 
Inference with regard to them.

63. Neither mere existence, nor any specific entity, can be recognised 
by means of Inference| in the present case, what is inferred (according to 
yon) is only the mere existence or a particular Sentence (“ Eats at

night” ). ,
64. And so, in the present case, the object of Inference is not (as it

ought to have been) an object, whose independent existence has been 
■previously ascertained, as specified by a property the independent existence 
of which also has been previously recognised

p
91 “ AU the Sentence*.” —When there is* no restriction as to the existence of the rela

tion of concomitance between the Sentences “  Eats at night”  and “ Eats not in the 
day,1' then, any and every Sentence could, be taken to bring about the idea of all other
Sentences in the world ; which is an absurdity.

68 T h e  object of Inference has been proved to be a “ Sani8nya” ; and heuaa mere 
existence, or any specific entity can never form its object.

M In the present case, it would only be the existence of a definite object that 
would form the subject matter of Inference.
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63. “ What we recognise (by means of Inference) is the Sentence that

is heard ( 1 Eata not in the day ’) m qualified by the other Sentence {* Eats 
at night’ ).” But in that case you would have a Minor Term such as has 
ars unknown qualification.

66. And again, if you hold this (“ the Sentence heard ” ) to he the 
Middle Term, because of the absence of any other characteristic Middle 
Term ; then you will have the Middle Term (Minor Premiss) forming a 
part of the conclusion, as in the case of the Word.

67. In the same manner, we can disprove the fact of the Sen* 
fences having the character of objects and properties ; If the 'Sen
tence “ Eats at-night ' has not been ascertained, it cannot qualify the other” 
Sentence; while if it has already been ascertained, it cannot be the 
object to be recognised by means of Inference.

68. In the absence of the particular relationship of action and agent, 
there can be no property ; and .since one Sentence is nob the denotation of, 
another, therefore it. cannot be its qualification, in the form of its object.

69. If it be urged tbafc “ inasmuch as one Sentence leads to the recog
nition of another, it must be held to be expressive of it,”— then in that 
case, we have the absurdity of a multiplicity of denotations. And the 
character of property, derived from Inference, would be useless.

70. Nor is that Sentence (•“ Eats at night' ” ) cognised by means of 
the meanings of words (contained in the Sentence “ Eats not in the day ” ) ; 
because it is not in any way connected with them. The character of 
words is such that they indicate the particular forms of their denofca- 
tions, because of the inconsistency of their general forms of these tin con
nection with the Sentence in which they occur).

flk “  Unknown qualification ’’---because the Sentence 11 Eats at night ”  can never be 
recognised as n qualification of the Sentence u He does not eat in the day.”

8<t That is to say, if the Middle Term be the same as the Minor Term,—viz., the 
Sentence that is heard. *• In the ease of the word ” —i.e., as in the argument brought 
forward to prove the fact of words having distinct denotations (see above).

«8 “ Since one Sentence, The relation subsisting between the object and its
Substrate is not possible; because one Sentence is not the object of another. This rela
tion would be possible only if one Sentence were the expressed denotation of another.

69 ‘ Derived from Inference, Ac.”-—1This anticipates the following objection: ' 'We 
grant that one Sentence is not the denotation of another; but one Sentence is clearly 
Buch as if inferred from another,—and hence the sentence Mats nor in the day, being the 
object of Inference based upon the other sentence as its Middle Term, itself becomes the 
Middle Term ; and as such could be laid down as the qualification of the other Sentence.’ *

The sense of the reply is that the Inference having been got at before hand, the 
subsequent ascertainment of one Sentence being the qualification of another is entirely 
useless.

I
10 “  The character of words, ^c.”—The word “ jar ” denotes the class; but inasmuch 
as this denotation is not consistent, with the particular Sentence “  bring the jar.”  it ja 
accepted to indicate an individual jar. There is no such relation of Class and ladivi- 
duai between the two Sentences in question.
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71. There is nothing in the words “  Fat, eats not in the day ”  that 
could not he compatible without the other Sentence ( “ Eats at night ” ).
Nor is there any other way in which the words “ Eats not at day ”  can be 
related to that particular Sentence ( “  Eats at night.-” ).

72-73. I f  it bo urged that “  we can assume a different Sentence 
denotative of the Sentence, ‘ Eats at night ’ ” — then (wo reply) that the 
same objection (of want of connection, &o.), would apply to this- assump
tion also ;,for any number of such assumptions cannot liberate it from the 
(objection o f) want of connection. .Hence it would be far better to 
accept its denotation by means of the first Sentence.

73. And farther, in the case of your Inference, both negative and 
positive coiScomicanoe would be denied to exist, as in the case of: the Word.

74. Nor is there any similarity between the Sentence heard ( “  Eats 
not in the day ” ) and that which is not heard ( ,f Eats at night ” ). Hence 
the case cannot he one of Analogy. Si.ni'iariy with .the meanings of the 
two Sentences.

75. Both similarity and the character of being the characteristic 
Muddle Term, having been precluded from belonging to the Sentence, the 
same would be the case with the meaning (of the Sentence) also ; hence 
the question cannot be included in either of the other Menus of flight 
Notion ( “ Sense-perception, Ac.).

76. The Sentence “  Eats at n igh t’ ’ is assumed, because without 
such a Sentence, the meaning denoted by the Sentence heard ( “  Ho is 
fat, and Eats not in the day” )  would, bo absolutely inconceivable.

77. “ (1) W hy should imt the abovo case be explained as— ‘ because

78.78 “ Want of connection—between the words of the assumed Sentence and 
the Sentenoo “  ho eats at- night.'' For the sake of that connection,; you Will have to 
assume another Scuteace,—and so on Sentence after Sem.cuoo, ad .njinitnm ; but not 
withstanding nil these endless assumptions, the want of commotion will continue-1 just 
the same; and in the end yon will have to aoc<pt the f&ot-pf a Sentence being recog
nise# by moans of an nnoonno-i d Setitem o ; and then the assumption of a new Sen
tence becomes useless And it has been already proved that there can ha no denotative 
relation between the two Sentences themsotves. Hence your theory falls to the ground.

If There is neither a positive invariable concomitance between" the two Sen
tences, nor any concomitance between the negatives of the'two Sentences, &0-, &c., &o., »s 
was explained in course of the refutation of the theory that meanings belongs to Words,

1* “  Similarity Since there is no similarity between the meanings of the two 
Sentences.

74 The Sentence beard is, on the very face of it, impossible, and its meaning con I'd 
never be conceived of as being in any way possible, unless we recognised the fact of 
his eating at night, which alone can render the meaning of tin Sentence possible, to a. 
certain extent. And thus, inasmuch as the new Sentence is cognised simply with a 
view to avoid the inconsistency of the Sentence hoard, it must bo admitted- to bo a case 
of Apparent Inconsistency, pm-o and simple.

71 This objection emanates from one who holds that the object of Apparent 
Inconsistency is the mivninff of the Sentence “ he outs at night’1 and not the Sentence ■■
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fche meaning of the .Sentence heard is not possible without that of the 
other Sentence, therefore it is this latter meaning that, is assumed ’ P And (2) 
tike the meaning of a • Sentence, why should not this also be included in 
“  Verbal testimony” p

78. .But all specially qualified cognitions are such that they pros up* 
pose the words (that give expression to such cognitions). When the Sen
tence has once fulfilled its purpose, anything other than that cannot he hold 
to form the object of “ Verbal testimony.”

79. “ 1 f there be no connection (between, the two Sentences * Eats 
not in the day’ and * fiats at night’ ), or even when existing, if it be not 
recognised,-™then (in that case), the Sentence ( ‘ fiats at night’) being 
recognised would not be true, as it would not bo based upon any 'iHeans of 
Right Notion.”

80. la there any heavenly ordinance declaring the fact of such comae •_ 
tion being a Means of Right Notion ? In that case, how can the character 
of such Means of Right Notion belong to “ Sense-perception,” which is 
devoid of any such connection (or relation of concomitance) ?

81. If it be urged that 1 in the case of Sense-perception there is 
connection between tho object and the .Sense-organ,” then (we reply 
that.) at the time of the perception by the Sense, such connection ( between 
tho object and the Sense-organ) is not recognised by all persons.

82. Even one who recoguises such connection does so only after he 
uas had the Sense-perception ; and hence this connection, cannot form 
part of the means of fight knowledge (“ Sense-perception,”) itself ; since 
80 a« the functioning of Sense-perception is concerned, the connection is 
as good as non-existent.

itself. (2) Just as, because tho connection of the meanings of words is not possible 
therefore even though it i, not denoted by words, yet the meaning of . tho Sentence is 
assumed, and ir accepted to ho amenable to Verbal Testimony -in the same manner* 
iu the ease in question, the meaning of the assumed Sentence “  He eats at night ”  being 
recognised in order b > avoid the inconsistency of the m-ruing of the other Sentence* 
jouti be accepted as an instance of Verbal Testimony.

H 1 ho first half of this Karika meets the (1) and the second the (2) objection of the 
list Kfu-ikii, 1 ho object of Apparent Inconsistency—tbe cognition of the new Sen
tence--m a specified cognition, and as suoli, presupposes the existence of words (consti
tuting the assumed Sentence) ; and since the meaning will have been signified by these 
woids. it could not be the object of Apparent Inconsistency. “ When the Sentence, ,pc.”

.so long as the Sentence has not attained its object, whatever may bo signified by h, 
musfc he accepted to be its denotation; and hence, tho moaning of a Sentence becomes the 
to i i of Verbal Testimony. So long .a the words constituting it have not been construed 
WlU‘ 011,1 ano®or, the Sentence remains with its object unfulfilled. And as soon at the 
covihi,ruction of the Sentence has been got at, it attains its object j and when this has 
Wen fulfilled, ff anything else happens to he implied by that'Sentence, such subsequent 
implication cannot bo accepted an the object of the Verbal Authority of that Sentence.

As good as, -Roeauao it does nobin anyway help the cognition of the
v >jcot, coming, us it does, only after such cognition lias been arrived at.

81
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S3. Some people (the Baudtlhas) hold the “  Eye ” and the “ Ear ” to 
be such as to lead to- the cognition of their various objects, without 
coming in contact with them ; and just as these people hold the fact of the 
cognition by means of these (Eye and Ear) to be true (as being cases of 
Sense-perception), so wo would also have in the case in question.

84. Therefore in the existence, or non-existence of connection! 
whatever cognition we have— provided that it be permanent (i.e., not con
tradicted by any subsequent correct cognition)— must be valid.

85. No one denies the fact of this $| Apparent Inconsistency ” ) being 
a valid means of right knowledge. The only difference of opinion rs on 
the point of its difference or non-difference (from other means ol rig i 
knowledge, Inference, Ac.) And on this point we have arrived at a oom c - 
conclusion ( that “ Apparent Inconsistency ” is distint from all r,he otior 
five means of right knowledge; and as such must be accepted as a distinct
and independent means of right knowledge). ,

86 In a place where, in the absence of connection, no cognition is 
produced, there is no help. But even in that case the connection does
not constitute the ground (or cause) of validity. . ,

87 It. the “  Mimansa-fastra ” (I )  Wherever a £ruti is assumed
on the ground of another prilti, (2) W hen a passage is assumed to apply 
to a definite sacrifice through “  Power, Ac.,” and (3) Where the reau ,
Ac. (of a sacrifice) arc assumed from outside,~m  all these oases we have 
no conception of any (inferential) connection.

as E ve-and Ear— cocnition is held to bo trne even in the absence of any contact 
between these organa and the object (as held by the Banddfaas) 5 and hence past as want 
of connection does not in any way affect the validity, of these cognition*, bo too m 
every other case, wo coaid not allow the validity of any cognition to bo domed on the
only ground of the absence of connection. .

8* The existence or absence of connection docs not in any way determine the vah-
(lit v* of a cognition.

86 '<* There is no help ' ’—U., wo must admit the presence of connection to bo a neces
sary concomitant of the validity of that particular cognition. “  Ground of validity. —
The only such ground that we admit of is the absence of any cognition to the contrary.

87 AH those hre cases of the application of Apparent Inoonsiateiu-y. p - ’®
absence of a certain Qmti,* Smriti passage appears irrelevant or inconsistent j and 
with a view to this a <JmH Is assumed by means of Apparent Inconsistency, e.g., m 
the case of the Stnritis treating of the Aehtaha, whoso basis m the Qrut i is only assumed.
(2) A certain sacrifice is enjoined; hat its deity is not named there? and m iw .t W a  
Deity, the sacrifice itself would be impossible j and with, a view to remove this moon. 
eiater.oy, we get at the name of the Deity through the force of a certain word in the 
mantra mentioned in connection with the sneriiico. (3; In the same manner, m the 
case of the Vipwajit sacrifice, the result is not .mentioned, and as the injunction re
mains i n c o m p l e t e  and inconsistent in the absence of a result, wo assume a reset, ra 
the shape of the attainment to Heaven. And in nil those three cases, him only way of 
.mtting at a satisfactory conclusion is by means of Apparent Inconsistency. . -nt 
though in all those oases, no commotion is recognised, yet no one can deny the va u y  
and correctness of the assumptions.

m  <sl
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88. All these and such like cases would he inexplicable, if Ap- 
pawnfc Inconsistency*! were n ot different from ‘‘ Inference.” If, ©ven 
vr.cn having such- a distinct form and character, the name Infeicucc 
h given to it, then you may have your wish,

IThus ends the Chapter on “  Apparent Inconsistency.

(S ection 9 ).

ON “ N E G A T IO N .”

1 -  2. In the case or an object where the aforesaid five means of 
knowledge do not function towards the comprehension of the existence of 
that object, we have Negation as the sole moans of cognition. 1 he ascer
tainment of the non-contact (nph-existence) of an object depends upon 
the validity of this (Negation) as a means of cognition.

2 -  4. The non-existence of curd in milk is called “  Prior Negation”
( Pragabhava) (1) ; the non-existence of milk in the curd is called. "  Des
truction ”  (Dh wausa) (2) ; the negation of the horse, &e., in the cow, and 
vice versa is known as “ Mutual Negation ”  ( Anyonyabhava) (3) j the lower 
portions of the hare’s head, being devoid of hardness and a supernu
merary growth in the form of horns, is called ‘ Absolute Negation
( A lyantabhava) (4 ).

5 -6. If Negation were not accepted as a (distinct) means of cogni
tion, then we would have the existence of curd in milk, of mi-k in curd, 
of the jar in a piece of cloth, of horns in the hare, of intelligence in the 
earth, &c., of shape in the Soul, of odour in water, of taste in fire, of form 
together with these two in the Air, and of tangibility and those three in 
the Akciya.

7-8. Nor again could we have any usage with regard to the 
differentiation of causes and effects, &c., if Negation were not classified into

S3 A ll that we want to prove is'that the form and character of Apparent Inconsis
tency are distinct from those of Inference. This having been satisfactorily proved, i 
even then, you persist In calling it “  Inference,”  you may do so. The word may ho 
explained as th a t w h ich  i s  th e  m ea n s  o f  s o m e th in g  c o g n is e d  a f t e r  ( o r  in  th e  w a k e  o j )  s o m e 

th in g  e ls e  (Anu — pagcirt, m iy a te  a n e n a ) ; and when thus explained, the name Auuma.ua 
js applicable to all the moans of right notion. And as such, o have no objection to 
the name being given to Apparent Inconsistency.

1-2 Says.the Bhashyn: “ Negation too, being an absence of all other means of 
notion, gives rise to -the notion' it exists not with regard to a remote object. io  
this an objection is raised : “ That which, consists of the absenco of the means ol
right notion can n ot itself be the means of right notion ”  s and with a view to this 
objection, wo explain the word “ Pramanabhfiva1’ (absence of the means of right notion)

I
 as the absence (or nou-application) of the aforesaid five Pramanas. By moans of 

these five objects as cognised as existing, while by means of Negation they are cognised 
as non-existing.

1-8 This Karika ia levelled against those who hold that Negation being a non-entity 
van never be a means of right notion ; the card does not exist while the milk lists, it
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those of (ililtVireni. kinds, suoh ns Fvior NogftWon, &<s. Nor again is )ueh 
classification possible with regard to a non-eutifcy, Therefore Negaion 
■must bo an entity, For what is the negation of an effect, other than tit* 
existence (eonlintuin.ee) of the cause?

0. Or again, Negation must be an entity, like the cow, & c ., because it 
is capable of forming the object of: the notions of collective affirmation 
and differentiation ; and also, because it is an object of cogni tion.

10. Nor can it be asserted at will (without any grounds for so doing) 
that such a notion is only an (incorrect) imposition, or that it is a mis
taken no: ion; therefore the fact of the character of general and 
particular belonging to Negation cannot bo said to he false.

.1.1. By moans of the word “ PramSnabhSva” (in the Bhashya) is 'meant 
th e  rum-appearance' o f  “ Sem e-perception ” and the rest. And this is either 
a particular modification of the Boat, or the cognition of another object.

12. W ith  regard to an object, w hich is ever both extant and non

in only this prior negation of the curd wherein lies its character as a« effect. N o  sooner 
chies fcho card ooino into the existence t han the milk ceases to exist; and it if in this 
subsequent destruction of the milk that, lies its character as the cause. The other 
examples .of negation bIiowii above would be impossible if we did not admit of the 
aforesaid classification of negation. And since no classification is possible for a non 
entity, therefore we conclude Negation to be an entity 5 the more so, because the ne'gfd- 
f io n  o f  an effect consists only in the existence of the cause, •».<?., sb long as the cause 
continues to exist there is a negation of the effect.

It If Negation be accepted to be a particular modification of the Son!,— i e. (iri the 
present case), tho negation of the particular modification of the Soul in the shape of 1 ho 
sensuous perception of the jar, - then, such negation cannot hut be accepted as a means 
of right notion ; inasmuch as it brings about .the cognition of the i. n-exi cenon of the 
jar } and the effect of this means is the knowledge that the jar does not exist. If however, 
this cognition of non-existence, arising with regard to a distinct object in the shape of 
the absence of the jar, be called “ Negation,” then the effect thereof would be the 
acceptance or abandoning of the object, Ac., Ac. The meaning of the aforesaid 
Bhashya passage would thus come to bo this s ‘ The absence of Sense-perception 
unci the rest giving rise to the idea that it is not, constitutes 1 Negation,’ which is a 
distinct (the sixth) moans of right cognition.”

J* Every objeot has a double character : with regard to its own form, it exists ( i . e . ,  

as jar, ajar exists) j while with regard to the form of another object, it does riot exist (i.e. 
awl us doth the jnr does not exist). 116th forms are equally entities ; sometimes people 
cognise the ono and- sometimes the other. This is levelled against the objection that, 
inasmuch as there is no such independent entity as Negation, apart from the bare 
condition of the ground (i.e., as the non-existence of the jar in a particular place is 
none other than the place devoid of the jar), and this latter is amenable to Son so - 
perception, there id no room left for any other independent means of cognition in the 
shape of Negation. The sense of the reply is that the fact of the non-existence of the 
cloth in the jar simply means that the Cloth in its non-existent form inhe res in another 
object, the jar, and us such, produces the cognition of its non-extant form in 
the jar. And certainly this non-existent form of the cloth 000 Id never be cognisable 
by means of Sense-perception, &c. Hence we obtain a distinct find independent 
object for Negation, as a distinct means of cognition.

m) f <SL
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cxhivl with reference to its own form and that of another object respec
tively, some people cognise only certain forms at certain times.

US. Wo have the comprehension of the cognition of that form, 
which has come into existence, and with regard to which there is a desire 
(on tho part of the agent) for comprehension, and it is by this that the 
cognition is named.

14. But during all this time tho other form continues (Intent) 
helping the cognition of its counter-entity. Because in the cognition of 
each of those we nlwaye have the touch of the other.

15. The ascertained definite notion of positive existence— such as 
“ this is (the jar) and nothing else -is not possible, without a tinge of 
tiie cognition of the absence of everything else.

16. Nor is the cognition “ it (jar) does not exist” possible, without 
a notion of the object itse lf; for there can be no cognition without an 
objeetive substratu in.

17. “ Sense-perception ” and the rest apply to such cases where there 
is a comprehension of the positive (extant) form of an object; where, 
however, the object of comprehension is the negative form, the only 
action of these (Seine-perception) consists in their non-appearance.

18. The idea that “  this is not”  is never brought about by means of 
the Senso organs; because the Sense-organs are capable of having 
contact with positive forms only.

19. “ Well, you have asserted that * non-existence ’ is non-drlferent 
from 1 existence ’ ; hence the Sense-organs could have contact even with 
non-existence.” Not so ; because wo d - not admit of an absolute identity 
between the two (what we do admit of is only comparative non-diilcrenco); 
as in tlie case of colour, &o.

20. Even when there is an identity of the object fas in the case of a 
fruit, which is only one), wo admit of a certain difference among its 
properties, colour, taste, odour , Sfc. And the comprehension of these exia-

,a When the jot has appeared in its extant form ifc becomes■ cognised, and tho cog- 
nition ia called the “ cognition of tho jar.” When, on tho other band, it is tho 
non-existent fov u of the jar that has appeared in connection with a particular place, 
we hare a cognition of this non-existent form ; and this cognition is called the “  cog
nition of tho absence of the jar ” j and this latter cognition ia the object of Negation.

16 in the cognition of the jar, an idea of the absence of the jar ever continnea 
latent, helping (by its negation) the cognition of tho jar itself, and the cognition of the 
absence of the jar is adnnttedly’accompanied by an idea of the jar itself.

19 ^aHi. rt- Colour, Taste. Ac a r e  each different by themselves, but are considered 
nou-diff•■■©h.t, as co-horing in the same substance.

Juki as in the case of Colour, (to., there is difference in reality (though there is 
also a seeming identity), so also in ih< case of existence and non-existence; though 
they are really different, yet they Ream to he identical inasmuch as both of them inhere 
ui the s.uvio object, The difference between the two is also proved by the fact that 
oik e them (ex isten c e) is comprehended when it has appeared and the other (new- 
e ciHtence} has disappeared, and v ic e  v e n d ,

.
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fence non-existence depends upon tbe) (appearance of the one) and 
disappearance (of the .other).

2 1 . The ground of difference, too, is found to be this : In the compre
hension of existence wo have contact of thi souses as the means, white 
that of non-earislence is independent of such contact.

22 . O f colour, fro., too, some people explain in the difference to he 
based upon the difference in the means of their (respective) comprehen
sion ;— just as in the case of one and the same person having the character 
of Son (with regard to his father) and father (with regard to his Son).

23. (According to us) the difference among colour, fro., is always 
based on mere cognition. They cannot be hold to form a composite whole 
on the ground of the identity of their location.

24. Colour, Taste, frc., ate held to be one, on the grounds of their 
being entities end. properties,— and as being both identical with the 
substance and each of these again is held to be different from the other, 
when considered individually in its own specific character.

25. In the same manner, if, in the case in question, we had not the 
difference based upon a similar consideration of the individual specific 
character of each (existence and non-existence'), then in other places we could 
not have any idea of the positive and negative characters of a cognition.

26. When there is a contact (of the Sense) with the object, then we 
have a cognition of its form and the notion that it is. On the other hand, 
the notion it is not is due to the absence of such contact.

•

S3 Some people hold that colour te cognised by the eye and odour by the nose'; 
and in this lies the difference of colour from odour. Just as t he charac ter of the Son 
is cognised with reference to the Father, and that of the Fattier with reference to th 
Son, bo, in the same manner, we could have the difference between existence and non
existence (as correlative entities).

S3 They are 'different simply because they are cognised to be different. “ They cannot.
This is levelled against the objection that “  if stioh.be the case, then we would 

have an eternal difference between colour and taste, and between existence and non
existence ; and the idea of identity could be explained as being due to the fact of their 
existing in one and the same place ; and thus forming a single composite whole, which 
is cognised aw the object ( fruit, f.i.) ” The sense of the reply is that this is not correct, 
inasmuch as an independent object forming the substratum of properties has been 
proved to have an independent existence apart from its properties (ride Chapter on 
'* Sense-perception ” ).

86 if between etistenco and non-existence wo do not accept both difference and non
difference, in accord moo with the aforesaid considerations, then, with regard to one 
and the same object (jar f.i.), we could not have the cognitions of both its existence and 
non-existence, aa based respectively upon its positive and negative forms.

S3 The form of the place, being in contact, with the sense, is at onoe comprehended ; 
and the same place being (in the shape endowed with the presence of the jar) not in 
such contact, we have the notion that the ylo c is devoid of the jar, and soon. The 
Nyaya-ratnakara enters into a lengthy discussion as to the various relationships of 
this non-existence.
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27. After the object; (the place where the jar is n o t) has been perceived 
{by the B ye), and the counter-entity (the jar) has been remembered, 
then follows the notion, that it (theyor) is not, which Is purely mental (and 
as such) independent of the Sense-organs.

28. 1 laving (at first) seen the more form (of a place), and latterly 
happening to remember a little of it, if one is asked as to the non-presence, 
in that place, of another object, he at once becomes cognisant of such non- 
presence (by means of “ Negation ” pure and simple).

29. Nor (in the case of Negation) do - wo find the character of Infer
ence ; because there is no Middle Terra. If it be urged that “  we 
have for such term, the positive form (of the object whoso existence is 
denied),” then (we reply) this cannot be, because the positive form 
drop not form an object' of cognition at that time,

30. There is an appearance of the cognition of the negative form 
only when the positive form does not form an object of cognition. When,

S' This anticipates the following objection : “  The Eye perceives the place, find
Negation brings about the idea of the non êrietenee of the jar• bow, then, could we 
have the no lieu of this non-existence as qualifying, or residing in, the particular place r' ”
Tho 3enge of the reply is that the process may be thus explained : (1) The place is seen 
by the Eye; (2) She jar (which has boon seen before, and which could have been soon 
if it hod been present) is remembered j (o) then there follows a purely Mental process 
which gives rise to the notion of the non-cm*tence of the jar. The qualified notion of 
such non-existence In a place cnti bo explained as having been brought about by the 
collective action of all the aforesaid three processes.

*8 A person lias passed the morning at a certain place ; and all along ho notices 
only the bare place, and nothing else enters into hi# mind. And in the afternoon ho is 
asked if a tiger had been to that place in tho morning. He calls up the place in he; 
mind, and at onoe becomes cognisant of the fact that no tiger had been to the place • 
and he replies to the same effect, Here wo find that the hon vistenoe of the tiger 
hud not been cognised while he was at tho place ; in fact, no idea of the tiger had 
entered his head, so he oonlrl not have realised its absence at that time. Nor is the 
place before My eyes, when the question is put to him. Therefore the idea 
of 'he non-existence of tho tiger that he now has cannot be said to be due 
*0 the action of the senses; nor can it be said to be due solely to the non
perception of something that could have been perceived if it were present (it is spe
cially against this alternative of the ■Naiyaylka that the present Karika is levelled) • 
because tin's would be the cause of snob notion of the tiger’ s absence as would appear 
at the time the person was at the place. As a matter of fact, however, in the above 
instance, we find that so lung sho was there the idea of tho tiger never entered his 
head; and so the non-perception of the perceptible cannot be the cause of his subse
quent cognisance of the tiger’s absence, whioh must, therefore, bo admitted to have 
beer, the resale of “ Negation.”  pare and simple, as aided by tho for met perception 
of the place and the slight remembrance of it in tho afternoon.

29 “  At that time—i.c., when its non-existence was cognised. That which is not 
cognised cannot constitute tho Middle Term.

I
s" At the time that the object is cognised to exist, it cannot be cognised to be 
non-extant.
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on the otlior hand, the positive form has been cognised, then there can be 
ijo cognition of the negative form,

31. Nor can this ( positive form) be the predicate of the Minor pre
miss, as in the case of the Word. And, again, no positivity is held to 
bo concomitant with all negativity.

32. Even if wo come across such ■% case as where the existence of 
one-tiling (place) is accompanied by that- of another- - (jar), even thou, wo 
may also come across a case wherein, the same case (of the existence of 
the place) we find the non-existence of another (jar).

33. In  a case where the non-existence of an object has never before 
been cognised, even in fcb. at caou, wo find that tho comprehension- of its 
non-existence is independent of any conception of invariable concomitance.

34. I f  there bo a cognition of the relation of invariable concomitance 
of tho existence of any object with the non-existence of another object, 
then we would have the comprehension of everything in the world 
by moans of such invariable concomitance.

35. Even when the existence of one object has l>oen comprehended 
all people do not necessarily have art idea of the non-existence of 
every other object ; and thus, this being a case of non-ooncontitanco, the 
Cognition of existence cannot serve as the Middle Term.

33. When any relation is comprehended, it is necessary that the 
members related should be cognised. And by what means would you have 
the cognition of non-existence (which yon assert to be related by invariable 
concomitance, to existence) ?

37 . A t that time (».e., prior to the comprehension of the relation)7 
the cognition of the member related could not be due to the Middle Term 
(because it has not yet been recognised as such). Hence the cognition 
of non-existence must be asserted to be due to some other means of know
ledge (besides Sense-perception, Inference, Ac.).

St Tiiis is levelled against the view that the existence of the place (and nOfc that of 
the jar) may bo accepted to bo the Middle Town. The sense or the reply is that it has 
boon already shown (in tho chapter on “ W ord ” ) that the Word cannot bo the property of 
its denotation ; and the same process of reasoning may be employed to show that so 
Ions as the non- ■juisten.re of the jar has not beau cognised, the existence of the place can 
not be cognised as qualifying it. Because in the absence of the substratum 
where won Id the qualification subsist f

62 Though the presence of the place may be found in ono case to bo concomitant 
with tho absence of the jar, yet at another time wo could find the jar existing in the 
same plaoo. No invariable concomitance between the two is possible.

8i If, without any restrictions, tho concomitance of the existence of the cloth 
with the non-existence of the horse wore to be accepted ns a moans of obtaining a 
notion of the non-existence of the jar, then sueh an uncontrolled premiss would be 
an universal solvent, bringing about tho notion of everything in tho world.

86 Whenever W0 perceive a place it is not necessary that wo must directly become 
cognisant of the absence of .everything else. Thus, then, wo find that no case of exis
tence is invariably concomitant with non-ex isttuoo in general, j
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38*39, " The non-appearance of Sense-perception anti the rest, would
constitute the Middle Term.” There can b? no relation between this (non- 
appearance) and any particular case of non-existence. Then, there would 
be a distinct relation between this and non-existence in general, Bat non
existence in general is not capable of bringing about any cognition. And 
inasmuch as there is non-concomitance of this (non-appearance) with 
the particular cases, how could these be comprehended by moans of that 
non-appearance) ?

B8.89 This objection emanates ftlom the Bauddha, and his position is thus outlined 
in the Nydya-ratn-ikara: ** tf that which is capable of being seen at a place happens to
be uot seen, then it cannot be existing in the place; and since I do not see a jar hero 
(which 1 should bare seen if it had existed), therefore it does not exist here at this 
time. This is only a natural inference. Non-perception is nothing more than the per
ception of one of the two objects of a relation ,* as, in the case of the -place and the 
jar, we see the place alono ; and this constitutes the absence of the jar. Thus then 
this non-perception being only a. phase of perception, we cannot have the endless 
series of negations urged above ; because the perception of one of the two members of 
a relation is cognisable by means of the deuse-organs ; and this is held to be identical 
with the absence of the other member (the jar ) ; for the sake of each usages as have 
been shown above. For these reasons, the noti-nppearanoe of Sense-perception can very 
wall serve a3 the Middle Term, in the case of Negation, Or the inferential process may 
be otherwise explained. The existence of a visible objeofc is always accompanied by its 
perception ; consequently, the absence of perception rnnst mean the denial of exis
tence. ”  '.'uo sense of tho reply is thus explained : The absence of the jar cannot bo
rightly inferred from the mere negation of Sense-perception, &a. Because such a pre
miss could only lead to the inference of a general non-existence. While as a matter of 
fact, there never is any notion of such non-existence in general (which could be pos
sible only at the time of the Universal Dissolution); the cognition of non-existence 
rIw&js rests in some particular case of non-existence; and this cannot be inferred from 
a general negation, &o., inasmuch as even when the jar exists, wo have a general form 
of negation (in the negat ion of the cloth). Then the non-perception of tho jar may be the 
Middle Term. But we ask —what is this non-perception of the jar? If it is, as you 
say, only the perception of the bare place, then this latter is a general assertion, 
aud is possible during the existence us well as the non-existence of the jar ; and as 
such cannot lead to the inference of the absence of the jar. Then, the perception of 
one of the two members cannot serve as the Middle Term ; because we have such 
perception of one member, also when both tha members are perceived. If the 
existence of the jar be explained as the non-perception of the jar,—then, at the 
lime of the inference of such negation, and also at tho time of the compre
hension of the affirmative prem:ss, we would stand in need of a series of non- 
perceptions, one after the other, ad infinitum j and as in the cognition of the 
Middle Term, so aiso in that of tho Minor Term, we would have the same endless
ness ; because you seek to prove the absence of the visible object by means of the 
absence of.its perception ; this absence of perception also, being an absence, could be 
cognised (according to you) only by means of another absence ; and so on, ad infinitum.
For these reasons, we must admit that the non-appearance oj Sense-perception, &o.t is t he 
moans of the cognition of Negation, by itself, and not by being made the Middle 
Term of an inferential argument ; and when this has onoe been admitted, then upon 
this basis you can raise any am cant of inferential fabric.

<SL
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40-42. Anything that is not fully kuown cannot serve as the Middle 
Term, If it he urged that this (non-appearance) is well known,— then (we 
reply that) this too, being a negative entity, could have been cognised only 
by means of another negative entity another non-appearance), as the 
Middle Term ; this latter Middle Term too would have been compre
hended by means of another,— for nothing that is uncognised could ever 
be the Middle Term ; and this cognition too could only be by means of 
another Middle Term ;— i.e., the Middle Term and so on, we would have an 
endless series (of Middle Terras). In the case of the ‘Negation of the 
Minor Term too, we would have the same endless series. Therefore (in  
order o avoid, this endlessness) you will ho forced to admit of a resting- 
place where this (non-appearance, a negation) itself would be the means e ' 
cognition, even in the absence of a Middle Term,

45-44. An effect, in the shape of the notion ‘ it is n ot/ is seen to 
proceed directly from the non-appearance of Sense-perception, Ac. ; and 
it is for this reason that we accept the fact of this non-appearance being the 
means of the cognition, because of its immediate (and invariable) prece- 
euce. You (the Bauddha) hold that cognition to he inferential which is 
brought about by means of the threefold relation (the two causal, and one 
natural) ; and certainly a case of non-appearance (a negation) does not 
stand in need of a cause (and heuee no causal relation is possible in the 
case in question).

45. If it be asked “  how can negation he a. means of cognition P ”  
(we reply) of what form is the object thereof r Just as the object is 
negative, so would the means of cognising it be also negative.

46. Just as in the case of a positive entity, nothing negative can be 
the means of its cognition; so in the case of a negative object, nothing 
positive could he the means of its cognition.

47. There is no royal command to the effect that only a positive 
entity can be the means of cognition. The character of being the means of 
cognition would, in the case of both (positive and negative entities), rest 
upon the fact of their bringing about definite concrete cognitions of their 
respective objects.

48-49. I f  you deny the fact of negation being a means of cognition, 
simply on the ground of its being a negative entity, taking your stand on 
the belief that in all cases it is only a positive entity that has been seen 
to be the cause,— then, in that case, a negative entity (non-appearance) 
could not bo either a Middle Term, or an object of any cognition. And 
under such circumstances, yon could not explain the common usages shown 
above.

50. Neither the non-appearances of other means of cognition, nor a

<( Threefold relation—Tho Banddhaa hold that all Inference is based upon 
only three relations : (1) that of the cause with the effect, (2) that of the effect with 
t he cause, and (3) that based upon the specific nature of the things concerned.

50 “ The jplaw, Ac.,” because the place is seen, and is amenable to visual perception.

l®| <SL
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negation, can bo the property (or predicate of any tiling). The place, 
where we have the negation (of the jar), is not related to this (non- 
appearance).

51. The non-appearance may be related to something else, that is 
not near (us at that time). But this something else cannot bo the object 
of cognition,— because it is devoid of the character of predicate as well as 
that of the subject.

52. There would be a relation of this (non-appearance) with Nega
tion, inasmuch as it has a negation for its object. But this fact of nega
tion being an object depends upon a comprehension of the negation ; and 
when this (negation) has been comprehended, nothing ia left that could 
be the object of the Inference (having the 1 non-appearance ” as the 
Middle Term).

53. Between the two there is no other relation, such as conjunction 
or Inference, Thus wc see that so long as Negation ia not comprehended, 
the character of the predicate cannot belong (to ‘ non-appearance, Ac.’) ; 
and when this has been comprehended, then your inference would become 
redundant (as proving what has already been comprehended, even before 
the comprehension of the premises).

54-55. ( I )  The absence of Ike other five means of cognition differs
from these, “  Sense-perception,” &>c.,— because it is denoled by the Word 
“  Negation,” — just as among the objects of cognition (by the six means of 
cognition), the object of h. Negation ”  is negative, while those of the other 
five arc positive entities. (2) Negation (or non-existence) is cognised by 
a means similar to itself (he., Negative),— because it ia an object of cogni
tion,— just as positive entities. Therefore “ Negation” must be distinct 
from all things positive.

56. That all actions do not becomo related to all the results, that all 
sacrifices do not become related to all the subsidiaries, and that all these 
subsidiaries do not become related to one another,— all this is cognised by 
means of this (Negation),

57. Thus, by means of arguments, as well as by Verbal testimony, 
the six means of cognition have been differentiated and defined in the 
Bhasliya. Besides these (six) two other means of cognition are accepted 
by some people. But these are included in the aforesaid six. Hence the 
sixfoldness of the means of cognition is established.

58. The notion of “ hundred ” as existing in the “  thousand ” — ex
plained as being due to “ Probability ”— is only brought about by the fact 
of the invariable concomitance (of a hundred with a thousand) ; and as

■ t A positive entity cannot f.e a subject having a negative entity for its predicate 
nor can it be the predicate of a negative subject; because the two are mutually con
tradictory.

61 " Verbal testimony,”—i.e., on the authority of Jaimini, who has enunciated 
ot»!y six nioaua of right cognition.

\*2~— i^y ■■ - ■ ■■
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such, ft is identical with Inference, And much of what, is known in the 
world ns “  Tradition ” is not always true ; and whatever happens to be 
true that does not differ from “ Valid Testimony,”

Thus ends the Chapter on Negation,

S ection 10. ilt’
C IT R A K SH E P A .

1, In the first instance, our opponents (the Bauddhas, Ac.), had 
objected to the Vodic passages appertaining to supernatural results (ns 
Heaven and the like ) ; whereas in the present passage it is passages ap
pertaining to worldly results (acquirement of cattle, &o.), that are 
objected to,— and this too by the author of the Sutra,.

2-3. “ f l ) Passages, treating of the Citra sacrifice, Ac., as leading to
such results as the acquirement of cattle, are false,— because, though 
they treat of perceptible objects, yet no such objects are actually perceptible.
And again, that which is bo (treating of perceptible objects, and found 
to be devoid of any such objects) is always found to be false,— just as 
the assertion of a liar t h a t ‘ there are fruits on the river bank,’ when no 
such fruits are found to exist.

4-5 , “  (2) And again, the Citra nacrifice cannot lead to the acquirement
of cattle,— because it does not bring about such a result at the time of its 
performance, as do bath and feeding, Ac. Or, (3) the acquirement of cattle 
cannot be the result of the Citra sacrifice,— because it is not seen to 
exist at tho time that the sacrifice is performed,— like Heaven, and too 
pleasures of satisfaction. As a negative instance for both these syllogisms 
we may have pleasure attending upon shampooing.

6 . “  I f  it be urged that immediate sequence if not mentioned (in
the passage Citraytl yajBta pnfukdmah),’— we deny this, because such im 
mediate consequence is clearly implied by the assertion ; and it is also 
signified by implication, which also forms part of the Word.

t “ At first,*’— when the validity of the Veda was questioned. {Vide su<prct).
This refers to tho Bfaashya passage— Sense-perception and the rest are the means 
of right cognition ; bni how is the Word, &<)., &0." Tho former objection was aimed 
nt the passages mentioning snperphysieal results, and emanated from oppone -te.
The present objection however is aimed at tho passages speaking of worldly results, 
and is made by the author of the Vritti to proceed from the aphorism itself.

S~3 “ Absence, ^ c .,” —ie., cattles are not seen to follow immediately after tho 
sacrifice.

4-t> Bath and Feeding produce results at the time of their accomplishment. 
Heaven, &«., are not found to exist when the ‘ Citra’ sacrifice is performed; and as 
snch cannot be said to be its effects. The same may be said also of such results as 
the acquisition of cattle, &c, ' Pleasure is felt at the time that the shampooing is done.
Hut such is not the case with the Citra sacrifice and the acquisition of Cattle.

* The sense of the objection to the objections ia that the above arguments fall
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7. “ Because no other time is specified, and because bucIi is the 
character of actions in general, therefore immediate sequence must belong 
to the case of each enjoined sacrifices as the Citra and the like.

8 . “ In the above instance we have non-agreement with ordinary 
perception ; in another case we have utter contradiction ; because we see 
with our eyes, the body being burnt to ashes, which is contrary to a 
journey to Heaven.

9. “ The passage mentioning * yajndyurlki,’ &o., is false,— because of 
its contradiction by Senso-perception. As an affirmative instance (of simi
larity in this syllogism) we have the stone-passage (“ Stone is floating X  ; 
and as a negative instance (of dissimilarity) the assertion of a trustworthy 
person.

10. “ If the sacritieor bo said to be something apart from the 
body (that is burnt) then, in that case, that something could not hold the 
sacrificial implements (and hence could not be called ‘ Yajnayudhi ’ ).
Nor again, could the character of yajamSna belong to this something. In  
fact the very fact of the existence of any such thing (apart from the body) 
can hardly be believed.

11. “  If this (passage of heaven-going) were a direct injunction (like 
the Citra passage), then there would have been no difference between this 
and the instance of non-perception (instanced in the Citra passage) ; and 
as such it would not have been mentioned separately.

12. “  And again, if the passage were an injunction, then the contra
diction could have been removed, by assuming the result to follow at 
some future time. As a matter of fact, however, the passage is only an 
assertion of an event affirmed to happen at the present tim e; and as such 
it does not admit of any such explanation of the contradiction.

to the ground, because the passage does not lay down that the acquisition oi cattle is 
to follow immediately after the performance of the sacrifice. But the original objec
tor replies that though such immediate sequence is not directly mentioned, yet it is 
distinctly implied by indication, which is only a particular form of verbal denota
tion.

8 Another case,”—i.e., the passage "  Eslia yajnayudhi yajamanah anjasa swargam 
lokamyati,"—referring to the saorificer, who is dead, and is placed upon the funeral 
pyre with all the sacrificial implements in hla hands,—lays down that such a saorificer 
proceeds directly to Heaven. The sense of the objection is that inasmuch as the 
body which bears the implements, is seen to be burnt to ashes, the mention of its 
journey to Heaven is contradictory to direct Sense-perception.

9 The assertion of a trustworthy person is always in keeping with facts of Sense- 
perception ; anti it; is only as such that it Is true. The present case is not so ; hence it 
must be false.

U This Ketrikd refers to the Bhashya passage “ na ca na ydtiti, An.” and is with 
reference to an objection that such an assertion of tho Bhashya is superbaous; because 
whether the passage is a Yidhi or not, it makes no difference in the above arguments,
The sense of the Hiirika is that the f3hashya adds this in order to differentiate the pre
sent, passage from the Citra passage.

f®) <SL
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13. “ Though, aa a mat tor of fact, the body being burnt, the as
serted result could not belong to it, oven if the passage were an injunc
tion,—yet on the strength of (snob) an injunction there could be an an 
sumption (of something apart from the body, to which the result, Journey 
to Heaven, would appertain) ; and it is such an assumption that is sot 
aside by the Sentence ( ‘Na c<t na yatiti vidhih ’ ).

14. “ Such (coutra,diction of facts of Sense-perception) is found to 
be the case with almost all ArthavBdas and Mantras; hence all these may 
be made the subject of the above proposition (i.e., asserting the falsity of 
such vedic passages as those above cited 1 Tisha yajnHyudhi, Ac., Ac.)

15. “  Such being the case, falsity would also belong to the passages 
laying dowu the Agnihotra, &o. ;—because they ore parts of the Veda,— 
like the Citra passage, &o.”

Thus ends the Chapter on CitraJcshepa.

Sbotiost 11.
SAMBANDHAKSH.EPA.

1-2. The argument proving the theory of the author is this ; (1) 
Vedic assertions arc not false,—because in regard to their own significa
tions, they arc independent of the speaker,—like the notions of the word 
and its denotation. (2) Or, Ideas originating in the Veda are true,— because 
they arise from sentences that are eternal,—like the signification of a Son- 
tenco. And in this case we also have the support of the arguments shown 
before (under Apb. 2).

3- 4. Taking bis stand upou the fact of the relation between word 
and its meaning being eternal, the author of the Bhashya has set aside) 
the invalidity of the Veda, in order to establish its self-evidential charac
ter. And after this has been done, the objector declares its falsity on the 
ground of its originating in the absence of any relation (between word 
and its meaning).

4- 5. That there is a relation, and that it is eternal have boon declared, 
by the assertion “  Autpattikasiu, Ac.," with a view to set aside the falsity 
(of tlio Veda). Both of these facts are denied by the objector; of thesa 
two, that there is no relation between Word and Meaning is here consider
ed ; and 1 hat it is non-eternal will be considered later on. ( KariMs, 45, 46).

14 That is to say, since the condition of oontradiotion is the samo, such Mantras 
may also ho held to ba false, on the sole ground of their being contrary to Sense- 
porception.

*-* Tn the Bhashya, wo have “ a upattikastu, 8fc., ’’ which proves the theory of the 
trustworthiness of the Veda, &o., and loavoa for a while tho objections urged in the 
“ Oitrabsljc pa " ; because when the authenticity of the Yodn has boon once established, 
on the strength of that, we would have all objections answered.

Says the BhSshya : “ The word has no relation wit;, its meaning, whence
could it be due to human origin ; ” The meaning of this is that when the relation
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: 6-10. Since no other relation is possible, contact or connection alone 
remains behind. And it is in this relation alone that we have l ire sure cog
nisance of ordinary people. Consequently it is the presence of this relation 
(between word and tho object denoted) that is darned (by the objector) in 
the followiug manner : “  The word is not related to the object denoted,— be
cause it is not found to exist simultaneously in tho same place with the 
other,—like the Vindhya ia not related with the Himalaya. ” In tho 
same manner non-relation may bo pro red with regard to the object denoted, 
or with regard to both of them. In order to establish the minor 
Premiss of tho above argument (that they ara not found to exist in the 
same place), the instance of the ‘ razor,’ Ac., has been brought forward 
(by tho objector in the Bbashya). Men of the other party (that of tho 
author himself), taking thoir stand upon tho relation of denotafcivness 
(expressiveness ), say: I f  the objector seek to disprove tho existence of 
the relation of contact, then your effort is superfluous (because wo also 
deny this in the case of the word and its meaning) S if, on the other 
hand, you seek to disprove the existence of all relation, then your 
argument is contradicted by such cases as those of the words “  Father ”  
an<l “  S on "  Ac. Similarly (if  all relation he denied) then the predicate 
(absence of all relation) of the conclusion fails, in the case of the instance 
of the Vindhya and tho Himalaya, which bear to each other, tho relation 
of existing on the same Earth.

11-12. If the relation of expressiveness be denied, then there is con
tradiction to ordinary usage; and contradiction also to tho objector's own 
declaration,—because it is not possible, by means of words devoid of all 
relation (with their meanings), to explain one’s theories to the other 
party.

between the Word and its meaning has been ascertained to be eternal, it would also 
imply the eternalifcy of tho members related! and being eternal, these could not 
have any discrepancies, in the shape of falsity and the like,—and these having 
been set aside, tho self-sufficient authority of tho Veda would become established. 
Consequently, in order to strike at the very root of this reasoning, the objector ia 
made, in the Bhiishya. to deny all relationship between the Word and the Meaning

6-l'1 Says the Bhiishya s “ If there wore any relation between the word and tho 
meaning, tho utterance of the words ‘ 11,anr ’ and ‘ Sweet Cake’ would bring about a 
cal in the face and its filling with meets respectively.” It may be objected to thia 
assertion on the part of the objeotor that there is no sneh rule ns that the two mem
bers related should always oo-exist in the same place. With a view to tin's it has been 
declared that no other relation save that of Conjunction or Contact is possible, between 
the Word ami its meaning j and henoo whenever one of them wonid exist, the other 
would sorely oatot. “ The other party, Sf c."~says the Bhashya : “  That relationship 
which can be hero pointed oat, &c.”

6.10 “ Father and Son. In tho oane of those words, there is certainly a relation 
between thoir denotations,—and as anch a total denial of the relationship between the 
denotations of all words is not true.

U-U “ Devoid, -)'c. "—as declared by tho objector.
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1 2 4 3 .  T hen , as a  m atter o f  fa ct , in  th e  action  o f  d en ota tion  ( o r  e x 
p ression ) th e  o b je c t iv e  ch aracter  b e lo n g s  to  th e  o b je c t  d enoted , and  that 
o f  in s tru m en ta lity  o r  a g e n cy  to the W o r d  ;

1 3 - 14 . S in ce  b o th  (w o rd  and m e a n in g ) a re  p re d ica te s  in  th e  com -” 
p reh en sion  ( o f  a ssertion s), and as su ch  both  are accep ted  to  be  c o n c o m i
tant ; and  the r e la tio n  o f  th e  w o rd  a n d  its  m ea n in g  consists in  th e  fa c t  
o f  both  o f  them  b e in g  res tr ic ted  to  on e  com p reh en s ion .

1 4 -  15. T h o u g h  th e re  can  b e  n o  r e la t io n  be tw een  th e  d iffe re n t  cases, 
y e t  in  th e  case o f  an action , w e  h a v e  th e  fa c t  o f  one th in g  b e in g  th e  
h e lp e r  a n d  an oth er  th e  h e lp ed , c o g n is e d  th rou g h  th e  con n e ctio n  o f  th a t  
a ct io n  ; and  it  is th is  ( fa c t  o f  the m e a n in g  b e in g  th e  helped o,nd the  w ord  
the helper) th a t  c o n st itu te s  th e  p a rticu la r  r e la t io n  b e tw een  W o r d  and  
M eaning.

12,IS The action of denotation, belonging bo the Word, lias for, its result, the com* 
prehension of the moaning ; and this is none other chan a knowledge of the Word 
which, when considered in relation to its result in the Bliape of the comprehension of 
the object denoted, is known as the action of denotation. And. in snob a case, that 
which is the object of comprehension, is accepted to bo tlie object denoted by that Word ; 
and the Word is either the means of comprehension, or the agent that makes the 
moaning comprehended by the person j the consideration of these two alternatives is 
reserved for a future occasion.

13.1* This anticipates the following objection : "  Bren if the abovo facts bo accepted, 
all that they can prove is that the Word and the Meaning belong to a single action 
of denotation, and not that they ore in any way related to one another. ” The sense 
of the reply is that in the oase of the predicates of propositions (as both the Word and 
the Moaning are in the present case), the fact is that by the force of the action 
in which they cohere, they are made concomitant, and therefrom results the relation 
of mutual restriction. Even between the Snbject and the Predicate, there is this con
comitance. The subject draws the action to itself, and the action reverts to it only 
after it has taken with itself the Predicate which forms a part of its own. In the case 
in question, the predominant factor is the object denoted; and this, with a view 
to the aceomplishmoub of its comprehension, takes to the action of Denotation j 
this latter, in its tarn, takes to the Word. And thus, between the Word and its 
Meaning, there is the relation of being restricted to the same action (of Denotation).
This rule of restriction is thns explained : That action of Denotation which haa the
word “  Cow ” for its instrument has for its objective, the object cote; and conversely, 
that whioh has the object cotu for its objective bag the word “  Cow ” for its instrument. 
Though this restriction could not apply to the case of words with many meanings, or 
when the same object is denoted by many words,—yet as a rule, wo do not admit of 
such words and synonyms j as this would make the signification of the words in a 
particular context doubtful. However in a case where we do qome across such words, 
authorised by the scriptures, we are forced to accept the chance of doubtfulness. But the 
relation above explained remains intact, in the generality of cases, the other cases 
being only exceptions to it.

14.IB The Word being the instrument and the meaning the objective. The Word 
helps to make the meaning comprehended and thns capable of usage; and thus, 
there is between the Word and its Meaning, this relation of the helper and the helped, 
which is the same as that of the expressor and the expressed, ||
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10. It lias already been proved (above) that invariable concomitance
is not the means (of signification).

16-18. “  If by the W ord ‘ Hanjna ’ (name) be meant the fact of its
being the means of comprehension, then it could not be the integral 
part of denotation. The name is postulated by usage according as the 
Word is found loading to. the comprehension (of the meaning) ; and 
the name itself does not signify the meaning, so long as the relation 
(of the name with, the meaning) lias not been ascertained. Therefore 
the expressiveness of the name follows subsequently, as in the case of 
smoke (which leads to the inference of fire, after the invariable coucomi- 
ts.nce of the two has been as ertained), And hence, like the smoke, it 
(game) would not form the integral part of denotation.'’

18-21. This (Sanjna) is not of the same character as smoke, <£c. 
Because in the case of these la,tier, the inference (of fire from smoke) 
results after the invariable concomitance {of fire and smoke) lias been 
ascertained, before which there is no idea of the smoke as being the 
means of comprehending (the existence of fire); whereas in the present 
case (of Verbal denotation) there is no idea, of invariable concomitance 
before that of the denotativeness (of the Word). Whenever the relation.
(of the Word and the Object denoted) is recognised through the asser
tions of old. (knowing) people, there— and in no other form —at once follows 
the idea that the W ord is the means of the comprehension (of the said 
meaning).

21-24. In some places old people assert that ‘ such and such a 
ueuning is to be understood by such and such a W o rd ;’ in other placea 
they say ‘ this is the expressive (W ord) and that the expressed (mean
in g );’ while in other cases, younger people find that there is an action (of 
the middleaged person following the Verbal utterance (of an old person 
directing him to a certain course of action), and thereby they infer that 
the middleaged man must have comprehended the meaning (of the older 
man’s utterance), and decides that 4 because the middleaged man has 
understood the Word to denote such a meaning, therefore ordinary people 
know these to have the characters of being the expressive and the 
expressed respectively.’ IS

IS The concomitance is recognised only after tfie denotation has been accomplished, 
and never before that.

IS.31 In the case of smoke, the comprehension 19 preceded by the idea of invari
able concomitance, whereas in the case in question, it is quite the reverse.

St if? This anticipates the following objection : “  Inasmuch as it is only a Sen-
tehee ottered by the old man that is found to express a moaning, denotativeness most 
bel« ng to the Sentence, and not to the Word.” The sense of the reply is that though 
at iu‘si there is snob a mixed up comprehension, when the Sentence 1 bring the covr 1

(
is pronounced, yet when it is followed by another direction—! take away the horse,' 
and the other person acts accordingly,—then the boy looking upon the scene comes to 
comprehend the meanings o f the words “ cow ” and “ horse,”  apart from the .Sentences.

' Goi x  • 1

33
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24- 25. Thns, though, in the beginning, the denotativencss (of a Word) 
is found to bo mixed up (in the Sentence), yet, subsequently, by means of 
Affirmative and negative concomitance, the meaning of the Word is asser-. 
tained apart from the Sentence.

25- 26. On account of the presence of snob multifarious denotations, 
partaking of snob diverse factors as class, property, substance, action, and the 
manifold sub-divisions of these, quickly brought about both directly and 
indirectly (by indication),— ordinary people bare no cause to enquire into 
a definite ascertainment of tho one spec!fie object of denotation.

27-22. People versed in Syntax (the Mlmahsakas) however only dis
criminate it in order to get at the comparative strength and weakness (among 
the diverse significations of a Word). (For instance) a word denotative 
of the class is weak when expressing a particular individual through 
indication, because such indication (of the particular individual by a 
word denotative of the class) is intervened by the class (intervening 
between the word and the individual indicated). Therefore it is necessary 
that some discrimination be made as to how much forms the (direct) 
denotation of a Word, and how mock is indicated by means of the denota
tion, through an eternal relation.

29-81. Since when the general, word ( ‘ cow ’ ) is used, and there is 
no mention of any particular kind (of cows), we find the former (general 
name) applying to the particular (kind of cow) also; and again since 
when a higher genus is named (f.i. ‘ living beings’), if the particular

When tte word “ cow ”  is uttered, the person brings a particular animal, which is not 
brought when that particular is not used. Such are the affirmative and negative • pro
cesses by which the denotations of individual words come to be ascertained,

81-89 The sumnum genus is the class ‘ substance/ and as. tho species included 
therein, we have the classes, 1 Earth/ ' living beings/ ’ oow ’— the one following being 
a species under the preceding class, “  Earth ”  is a specific of tho class substance/ and 
generic with i ngard to ' living beings.’ hTow, if the word * Earth ' be made to express 
'he specific class of ‘ living beiugB/  it cun do so only by directly denoting the class 
‘ Earth/and thereby indicating the class ' living beings’ as included within itself; 
this indication being necessarily intervened by the denotation of the class ‘ Earth/ 
and thereby lining a little weakened in the process. We have a Sentence in tho 
Veda—“ Ahavnnhje j d h o t i here tho word ‘ jnhati1 directly denotes the homa in 
general, end indicates, through that, the particular Homa, the “ Patnisanyaja,” for 
instance Another sentence is—“ Garhapatye patnitanyajdn, ”  ; which directly denotes 
the particular ITomas as to be performed In tho Gih-hapatya fire ; and hence wo find 
that the relation of the Patmsanydja to the O/irhapotya is much closer than that with 
the Ahavaniyas; and accordingly this latter is set aside in favour of the former. If 
tho comparative strength of denotation, &a., were not determined, then we would have 
no standard by which to arrive at, a definite conclusion in the case cited.

*9.81 When the word “  Cow ”  is uttered, even if the particular “  red ”  kind of cow 
bo not mentioned, the former generic name “  Cow ” is found to apply to all the 
different kinds of cows ; and thus we see that wherever we have the class‘ cow ’ we 
have the name “ Cow.1 On the other hand, when a higher Genus—“ Substance”  or 
“ livings being*"—is named, even if there is no mention of any other species than the
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fspemes of this (‘ cow ’ ) be not named, the former name (4 living* beings’ ) 
does not give any idea of (the particular ‘ class cow ) ; therefore from 
such ndirraafcive and negative concomitance, there arises' the idea that 
Ue word 1 cow ’ denotes only that object which has the dewlap &c,

31-82. Thus we find that at first we have (in the word ‘ cow ’) the 
character of signifying (the object cow) ; and based upon this is its deno- 
ta liven ess (or expressiveness) : and this is the relation, of the name and 
the named, which is here spoken of as a restricted particular relation, 1 inva
riable conc07tiitance.'

33, “ Inasmuch as, prior to the recognition of the relation (between 
the word and its meaning),, the words ‘ cow ,’ &e., do not signify the 
object,— such words c abbot have any denotative power,— like the words 
‘ Devadatta ’ and the like.”

84, Just as it is by usage alone that a word is cognised as signifying 
an object, so it is in the same manner that we have the cognition of its 
Denotative power, which is recognised to be the means of that sig
nification.

35, Just as the cognition pf the form  of the word helps the final 
result (in the shape of the recognition of the meaning of the word), so 
also does recognition of the relation (between the word and meaning) j 
and this does not take away the denotative power of the word.

row, we do not have the word “ cow M applying, in the absence of tlu* definite class 
* Ouw.V Thus we find that when the cow exists, the name “ Cow ”  applies to it j and 
\v!r a it does not exist, the name does not apply,—and accordingly wo conclude that 
the object cow, as characterized by the presence of the dewlap, &o., is denoted by the 
word “  Cow. ”

i.1-88 Tbo particular means of signification are threefold : (1) the senses, which, 
by their mere presence, give rise to the idea of the object, as being in contact with 
themselves ; (2) the Inferential Middle Term, which gives an idea of the conclusion 
through the premisesi (8) the expressive power' of Words, which gives an idea of the 
object, immediately after it has been ascertained tint snob a word signifies such, an 
object. In the case cited, we find that as soon as the more fact of the word “  Oow ’ 1 
signifying the object cow has been ascertained,—even if no other relation between them 
is recognised—, wo at once obtain an idea of the signification of the word “ Cow, ” 
whenever it happens to be pronounced j and front this we couclrule that snob a signi
fication', in the absence of any other relation, must be based upon a relation other than 
those of the Sense-organs and the Middle Term j and to this particular relation, wo give 
the name “ Denotative" or “ Expressive ”  j and it, is this relation that has been called 
"  invariable concomitance”  above ; because in the case of the Word and its meaning 
we eaunot have the ordinary invariable concomitance based upon the identities of 
location or duration.

83 The objector has been made to urge, in the Rhasbya, that “  if the word is ex
pressive of the object, wherefore does it not signify it the first time that it is heard by 
a f rson ’’ P This argument is explained in the Karika ; just as the word § Pevadattn "  
can have no inherent deuotativeuess, &c.> Ao,

8i “ Means ” —i,e , the process whereby the object is signified by the word. This 
aet_docs not strike at the denotative power of the word.
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36, In fact, -whatever is known to be the mcaius of the accomplish-' 
ment of anything*, it always stands in need of auxiliary causes ; but this 
does not destroy the power (or capability) of the former accepted cause.

37- 38. There is no cause, either in the ordinary world or in the 
V eda, which does not stand in need of an accessory aid, afforded by a 
knowledge of the process (of the causal action), which latter is .necessary 
for the accomplishment of a full idea of every caufial relationship.

38- 39, The cause is distinguished from the process, by means of a 
discrimination of the intimate (cognate) from the foreign (heterogenous) ■; 
and sometimes the said distinguishing depends upon the option of the 
speaker ; for when one is much troubled by darkness, he is found to ex
claim ‘ what is the use of my eyes, when my seeing has to bo 'brought 
about by the aid of the lamp * P

40. But as a general rale, we find that, since a blind man cannot 
see even by means of hundreds of lamps, therefore in the case of the 
perception of colour, Ac., the only manifesting cause is the-eye (and not
the lanlp).

41. The eye is accepted to be the cause, (1 ) because it is cognised 
to be stronger (in the case of the specific visual perception) than the con 
nection of the body, soul and mind, on the ground of (these latter being 
common to all perception, and the eye itself) having a specific relation 
(to  the perception in question), and (2) because it is found to be in closer 
proximity to the seat of visual perception (than the accessories, lamp, Ac.)

42. In the same manner, in the casein question, the cognition of 
the relation (between word and meaning) is only an accessory. I f  you

89 I t  is  n o t t h e  W o r d  a lo n e  th a t  s t a n d s  in  n e e d  o f  a n  a cc e sso ry  in  th e  sh a p e  o f  

t h e  c o g n itio n  o f t h e  re la tio n  b e tw e e n  t h e  w o rd  a n d  i t s  m e a n in g ? s u c h  is  th e  c a s e  

w ith  e v e r y th in g  t h a t  is  k n o w n  bo b o  a  c a u s e .
81 E ven  in  t h e  c a s e  o f  v isu a l p e r c e p t io n  w e h a v e  t h e  n eed o f  l i g h t ;  b u t  th is  

d o e s  n o t  in a n y  w a y  a f fe c t  th e  fa c t  o f  t h e  e y e  h a v in g  t h e  fa c u lty  o f  v is i o n . I n  fa c t ,  

a  k n o w le d g e  o f th e  p r o c e s s  o f  th e  o p e r a t io n  o f  th e  c a u s e s ,—of th e  Eye f o r  in s ta n c e ,—  

is  n e c e s s a r y  fo r  t h e  f u l l  re c o g n itio n  o f  i t s  co n su l e ffic ie n c y .

T h is  a n t ic ip a t e s  th e  fo llo w in g  o b je c t io n  : “  W h e n  b o th  th e  cau se ( t h e  d e n o ta 

t iv e  p o w e r  o f  th e  w o rd .) a n d  th e  process (th e  c o g n it io n  o f  th e r e la tio n  b e tw e e n  th e  

w o r d  an d  m e a n in g )  a r e  e x p re sse d  b y  th e  w o rd , w h a t  sta n d a rd  h a v e  y o u  g o t  to  

d iffe r e n tia te  th e  cause f r o m  th e  procedures”  ? T h e  r e p ly  is  t h a t  th a t  w h ic h  is  m o r e  

c o g n a t e  is th e cause, a n d  that; w h ic h  is  le a s  s o  is  th e  p r o c e s s .

*1 T h is  a n t ic ip a te s  th e  fo llo w in g  o b je c t io n  : “ W e  d o  n o t  see e v e n  w h e n  th e e y e  

is  f u l ly  a c tiv e , i f  th e r e  ib n o  re la tio n  b e t w e e n  the S o u l a n d  th e  B o d y , a n d  th e  S o u i  
a n d  t h e  M ind ( i .e ,, i f  th e r e  i6  a b s e n t -m in d e d  n e s s ) ,  t h e r e fo r e  i t  i s  th is  la t t e r  c o n n e c tio n  

t h a t  m u s t  b e  a c c e p te d  a s  th e c a u se  o f  p e r c e p t io n .’5 T h e  s e n s e  o f  t h e  r e p l y  is  th a t  

th o  s a id  con n ection  is  a  fa c to r  c o m m o n  t o  a ll  p e rc e p tio n s , a n d  ns such , can t, o t  b e  a c c e p 

te d  a s  th o  specific  c a u s e  o f  a  p a r tic u la r  p e r c e p tio n ,— th a t  o f  th e  ey e  fo r  in s t a n c e .

* *  T h e  rout c a u s a  i s  th e  w o rd , on  acco u n t- o f  its  c lo s e  p r o x im ity  to  t h e  d e n o ta tio n .

I f  e v e n  th en  y o u  p e r s is t  in  h o ld in g  h e  c o g n itio n  o f  t h o  r e la t io n  to bo t h e  c a u se , y ou  

a r e  w e lc o m e  to  it  j a n d  w e w ill n o t  t r y  to  p e rsu a d e  y o u  a n y  fa r th e r .

®  <SL
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bold it to be the cause, on the ground of Birnplicitj, then wherefore 
should anyone dissuade yon from such a course ?

43, The passage of the Bhashya beginning with e< just as the eye,
Ac., ” points out the contradiction ( involved in the argument brought for
ward by the objector, in Karika 33). And, as a matter of fact, even, in the 
case of ‘ Devadatta ’ (cited as an instance, in the same K3rik&), people 
accept the presence of a latent (denotative power).

44, Inasmuch as even in the presence of external lights in the 
shape of lamps, colour, Ac., are not perceived by the blind, and because of 
the immediate sequence of the final result (visual perception) (to the action 
of the eye), the Eye is accepted to be the cause (*.e., the means of visual 
perception).

45, “ The relation of the name and the named (i.e., the denotative 
relation) has its recognition dependent upon human agency ; and as such 
it does not exist prior to the existence of men. If such relation be desired, 
then it cannot but be caused (i.e,, not eternal).

40. “ Since the two are located in different places and time, 
therefore, there is no similarity between these two ( Name and the Named),
— just as between the ja r  ami a piece of rope, and hence there cannot he 
any natural relationship between them.”

Thus ends the chapter on “ Sambandhilkshepa.

S ection lg|

OTs “  BPHOTA.”
1. When the substrate has been recognised, the comprehension of 

the object of which it is the substrate becomes an easy matter. And 
because the enquiry deals with the relation, therefore the Bhashya has said 
“ now, in the word * cow,’ Ac.”

4'° ** latent, ”  i.e . ,— b ro u g h t a b o u t in  f u l l  fo r c e , a s  soon  as th e  n a m e  is  g iv en  t o  
a  p a r tic u la r  in d iv id u a l— ( Vide eh. on “  S e n se -p e r c e p tio n  ” ) .

*6 "  Human Agency " — th e c o g n itio n  o f  th e  m e a n in g s  o f  w ord s h a s  b e e n  sh ow n  to  

b e  d epend en t, npon t h e  u tte ra n ce s  o f  e x p e rie n c e d  p jra o n a , A c .  T h is s h o w s  t h a t , prior to 
t h e  ex ieten ce  o f  t h e s e  p e o p le , th e  r e la t io n s h ip  b etw een  t h e  w o rd  an d  i t s  m e a n in g  d id  
n o t  e x is t . A n d  a s  s u c h  i t  c a n n o t b e  e te r n a l, as laid d o w n  in  th e  B h a s h y a ,

46 I t  Is a  f a c t  o f  o rd in a ry  e x p e r ie n c e  th a t  a r e la tio n  is  fou n d  to  s u b s is t  b e tw e e n  
t w o  o b je o ts  th a t  a re  in s o m e  w ay id e n tic a l . T h e  n a m e a n d  th e na?ned (i.e., th e  w ord  

a n d  its  m e a n in g ) h o w e v e r , are in n o  w a y  id e n tic a l, e ith e r  in  exten sion  o r  in  d u ra tio n , 
a s  sh o w n  b y  th e  B h a s h y a  : ■' The word is in the mouth, $ "c ,, Sfc.p. Just a s , th e r e  b e in g

tio n a tu ra l c o n n e ctio n  b e tw e e n  th e jar a n d  th e  rope, t h e ir  o n ly  c o n n e c tio n  is  b ro u g h t  

a b o u t  by hu m an  a g e n c y , - - bo , in th e  s a m e  m an n er, in t h e  c a se  o f  th e  w o r d  and its  
m e a n in g , th ere b e in g  no n a tu ra l r e la tio n sh ip , th e  d em otativen ees of w o r d s  c a n n o t b u t  
b e  a c c e p te d  to  be c r e a te d  b y  h u m an  a g e n c y  ; and a s  s u c h , it  c a n n o t b e  s a id  to  b e  
e t e r n a l .

1 S a y s  th e . B luish y a  “  N ow  th e n  in  th e  caBe o f  ‘ G a u h ,’ w h ich  is th e  w o r d " ?
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2. Who by hi nisei f would give any reply to snolt theorists as hold 
theories contrary to the facts of Sense-perception ? Consequently the 
Bhasbya cites the opinion of a revered person,

0. Those, who hold the cognition of the word to depend upon the 
comprehension of its meaning, may rest for the time being. At present: 
we consider the cognition of the word as (it appears) through Sense 
perception.

4. Our “ Sense-perception ” is not incapable (of giving rips to the 
cognition of the word) ; and when the object (the word) has been ascer
tained by means thereof, no. other more capable moans is possible) with 
reference to which (the cognition of word) could be considered.

fj. Therefore when the word has been cognised by the Ear, whether 
it denotes its meaning or not, it has the character of the Word; and it 
is only thus that the fact of common experience is not contradicted,

6. If the capacity of the word 1 Word 1 depend upon the compre
hension of the meaning, then an entity, other than the Word, will have to 
he postulated,— because the word ‘ Word v is not ordinarily known to be 
so dependent (upon the comprehension of meaning).

7. Because smoke, Ac., leading to the comprehension of the existence 
of fire, Ac., cannot be said to be words ; and again because they do not give 
any sense,— the name 11 Qiybd&>! could not ho denied to single letteis.

8. Even prior to the comprehension of the meaning, if a word be 
duly cognised by the Ear, the name ‘ Word ’ cannot he denied to it. Con
versely, even if a meaning he comprehended, the name * W* rd camr 1 aPPty 
to that which is not comprehended by the Ear.

The Karikii anticipates the objection that the opponent 1ms objected to the presence of 
any eternal relation between the word and its meaning; and hence what was necessary 
for the Bhashya to do was to prove the cteruaiity of atich relation. l ’Ue sense of the 
Karikii is that after the nature of the word itself has been ascertained, the considera
tion of its relations becomes an easy matter.

* Says the Bhasya : “ The word ‘ Qanh’ is nothing more than the letters ga,
and the Visarga~~as declared by the revered Upavarsha,” Tbe KSriki means that the 
name of Upavarsha is given, not with a view to show that the opinion is npt a 
greeable to the Author himself, but only tc cite the authority of a revered person j 
as the Author dare not contradict, by himself, the pet theories of suoh clever people 
ns the Vaiyikaranas, who hold the word to be something quite apart fiom the 
letters it is composed of,—»  theory that, is opposed to a directly perceptible fact.

8 The word “  Word ”  is known in the world to be that which  is perceived by the 
War j and the Ear only bears the letters; hence we conclude that word is nothing more 
than the component letters.

• “  Entity other than the Word, t.e., based upon tbe denotation of the moaning by 
the word, which could not be expressed by the word, “ W ord” ; because that would 
contradict all accepted usage.

7 I f the mere fact of bringing about the comprehension of something were the 
sole differentia of tho class “ Word,”  then smoke would also become included in that 
class; because it brings about the comprehension of the existence of fire, And again,

H I  .  ̂ <SL
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9. As a. bluffer of fact, we find that independently of one another, by 
v,w.\ux of auditory perception aro comprehended, in tlieii* respective forme, 
the letters (constituting a word), and not either a preceding or a subsequent 
object.

JO Even when the letter is uttered with the least effort, it is either 
clearly recognised as a Full letter, or it is not recognised at all.

JJ, Apart from the letter itself, its constituent parts are never cog
n i s e d  ; nor are these ( parts) ever found to be intermixed with the letter, 
as the threads are with the piece of cloth.

12. And since these parts are never cognised f by means of Sense- 
perception), they can have no oogniser in the shape of a Middle Terra. Nor 
is there any scripture laying down such cognition with regard to it. And 
since it Is not perceived (by the sense) Analogy cannot apply to it.

13. Nor would there be any inconsistency in the letter, if fcho 
existence of such parts be denied ; just as there is no inconsistency in the 
case of such parts (of binary compounds,as atoms) not having any further 
parts (of themselves).

14. Why too, should not the letter, devoid of any constituent parts, be 
cognisable by Sense-perception ? As -in the case of the Aka^a, so in the 
case in question also, we would have for the Middle Term (in an inferential 
process leading lo the cognition of such partless letters), an idea (of the 
letter) devoid of any notion of the parts.

15. Like A ka$«t too, even when there is difference of locality, there 
can be no real difference among the letters themselves. “ But then if they
if that were the solo differentia, then a single letter, not capable of giving any sense, 
would cease to be included in tho said class. Both these, tho inclusion as well aa the 
exclusion, are equally absurd.

* The letters ga, &o., are those that are heard by the Ear; nothing besides these 
can be so.lieard. By the phrase ‘ preceding object ’ are meant the constituent pa i ts of a 
letter, and by ‘ subsequent object' are meant the cinema 1 Gafcwa ’ 4 Aufcwa' and ‘ Gotyub- 
dafcwa, ’ the word ‘ (l*uh ’ considered as on© component whole apart from the letters, 
and such other assumptions as tho “ Sphota " and tho rest.

1° This Tcarikd proves that as a fact of Sense-perception, no constituent parts of 
letters are ever cognised. Silo intermediate course is possible. Even when the letter is 
only whispered, it is either fully recognised a8 tho letter, oi being not heard it is not 
cognised at all.

Is They are not cognised by means of Inference.
13 The atom which is a part of the binary compound, is accepted to be without 

any part s of its own , ami if there is no inconsistency in this, there can bo none in the 
denial of parts to letters. Therefore the cognition of any such parts of letters cannot 
be said to be due to Apparent Inconsistency.

l* “ Middle Verm ” ~The argument may be thus stated—“ Letters are without 
parts —because wo have a sensuous cognition of these as devoid of parts—just as wa 
have ono of Akiitja.”

13 Though the latter ga may be found in different places, yet it is tho same every
where, just as the I  kit;a is the same everywhere. With this Kfirika begins the denial of 
f'he ‘ *1**n'-t**t objects ’ —spoken of in K. 9, And the A uthor begins with the denial of 
t he class “ Gahva. ” The meaning is that all ‘ ga ’ is one and the same, the different
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wore all the same) there could be no idea of difference among them.”
( Reply). How then, have you the idea of singleness (of the class i Gafcw'a ’ ) ?

16. Question : “  W e have the idea of singleness with regard to the class 
( ‘ Gatwa ’ ), and that of diversity with regard to the individual go's. W e  
do not hold to the diversity (of the individuals) alone ; and therefore it 
is not impossible for us to have an idea of singleness (of the class)"

17. But in the ease of letters, apart from the class “  W ord ” Q (fab- 
dakoct*), we have no other class applying to them as distinct from the indivi
dual (letters). And if there is no other class (applying to the individual 
letter), it can only be a letter (and not a class).

18. The idea that it ia the same (letter) does not savour of similar
ity, because there is no similarity in the absence of a similarity of con
stituent parts, and there are no such parts in letters.

19. Because the letter ga is an object of Sense-perception, therefore 
the preclusion of its contraries can be of no use (in its cognition) ; nor, at the 
time (of the cognition of the letter ga), is any denotative word, or any 
Middle Term, cognised (and as such the cognition cannot he either verbal 
or inferential).

20. Question : “  Just as in the case of ga, &a., we postulate the class 
‘ W ord ’ ( 1 Cabdatwa’ ), and as in the case of the different species of 
cows, we have the class ‘ Gow,’—-so in the same manner, why could no<, we 
postulate the class 4 Gatwa' (as applying to ail ga’s) " ?

21-23. Answer; When the different individual cows, and the different 
ga’s, have been recognised in the fonu of individuals, they become, as such, 
incomprehensible by any idea of class; and it is for this reason that we 
admit of (such) classes (as ‘ Gatwa’ and ‘ pabdatwa ’ to admit of the com-

places where they occur not mating them distinct individuals. Hence as there is no 
multiplicity of individuals, there can be no such class as ‘hGatwa The objector urges 
that if there were no multiplicity of individuals, we could have no such notion as that 
* this ga is long and that ga ' is  short. ’ &o. The Author meets this by a counter- 
question.—" How can you have any idea of the singleness of the class ‘ Gatwa,' when 
you hold the individuals to be entirely distinct ?

IS That the ga is the same as the one seen elsewhere.
l'» The Bauddhas assert the preclusion of the contrary (ApQha) to bo the means of 

cognising an object. The Kiirika means to say that the cognition of a letter cannot 
be amenable to this negative means, because it is found to be perceptible by the 
senses ; nor do we know of any word that can denote the letter; therefore a cognition 
of this latter cannot he held to be Verbal; and as no proper Middle Term is possible, 
it cannot bo inferential.

SO It is proper for the Bauddba, who denies all class, to deny the class “ Gatwa also.
But the Mumnsaha admits of such classes as " qahdatwa” and “ Gotwa ” why then 
should he deny the class “  Gctwa ” which is similar to these ?

21.83 We deny the fact of “  Gahva” being a class, not without reasons; our chief 
reason for doing so is that we are not cognisant ai any such class, apart from the class 
“ qahdatwa ” ; among the many " ga’s ”  we ha ve an idea that ‘ this ga is a Qabda, 
and that ga is a g<tbda, ’ just as in the case of different kinds of torn, we conceive
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prehension of the individual -cows uu&gas). Whereas in the ease oi tho 
presence of sack diversity as the long- ga, the short ga,&c.. the one indivi
dual ga is not recognised as distinct from another individual ga. Therefore 
the letter (ga) being one only there can bo only one Idea (with regard, 
to it). The presence of such diverse specific cognitions (as the ‘ long ga, 
the ‘ short ga,' &c.), must be explained as being duo to the diversity 
of the manifesting cause (the uttering of the letter with different degrees 
of effort, &o., &o.)

24. dust as your class 5 (lahOa’ even when cognised y mca.u ot 
such particular instances as the long, &e., is accepted to bo one o n ly ,--
so would also be our individual letter. .

25. You accept the diversity (in the individual case of the long ga, too 
short ga, £t\), as caused by a diversity iu the specific characters ot the 
individuals constituting ((if. manifesting) the class; and wo could also 
explain tho diversity (in the case of the long ga, the shoit ga, «. c .), o it 
caused by the diversity in tho degrees of effort used in the utterance o

each of these. .
26. Therefore all that is necessary in cognition wo can get from the 

letter alone; and whatever is perceived (to be distinct) in different indi 
viduals is well explained as being due to the different degrees, of effoi ' in 
utterance, Hence such notions, as those of the class 1 Gain:a and the like 
must be rejected as useless.

27. Even if such a class as 4 Qatwa ’ wore subsequently assumed, it 
world be extremely difficult to prove the. .facts of ite being omnipresent,
eternal, and inhcreing in every individual (ga).

28-29. The individual letter, on the other hand, is accepted by 
both of us ; then, just as you attribute eternally, &e.» to tho assumed (<Jass 
1 Gat .in ’'), so you Catt attribute it to tho individual, which is an established 
entity for both us. Thus too there would be no difficulty m accept!ng its 
inherence in the individuals (because all the individuals being identical, the 
character of the letter ga must inhere equally in all).

that, ‘ ikis is a cow anil that is a cow, ’ &<s., &o. Snch notions of every 1 ga ’ being 
a Qabda would not bo possible, if there were no such class as Qabdatwa, which latter 
therefore w® cannot deny. In the case of such notions as the long ga, tho shot fc 
* r,a ’ and tho like, tho diversity is duo to the difference in the degrees of effort in the 
utterance of each letter ; and the diversity being thus explained, it i& not admissible 
to postulate a distinct class in tho shape o f “ Qatwa.” Tho. length, shortness, Ac., are 
the properties of the same individual1 ga,’ just as ‘ bravery ’ ‘cowardice, &c,, are those 
of the '.me individual Devadatta.

8« Ev' ii when you admit o.f the class ‘ Qatwa, ' yon cannot deny snob diversities as 
those of ih'5 long * ga the short ' ga, ’ Sco. You would explain this as being caused by

i
 tho diversity in the specific characters of the individual long ga’a, short go's, &o. lint

in onr case also, though we hold the letter to be oho only, we could explain the diver
sity as being based upon the different degrees of. effort in the utterance of the long 
and tho siiort ‘ga, ’ Sic.
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29- 30. In t'ho case of the consonants, we have no rmcb diversity 
(as the long, short, &o.),--which diversity is'recognised only on account o f  
tlie tinge of the vowel (accompanying each consonant) j and with regard 
to this diversity, we discriminate the fact, that it is not found to apply 
to the pare consonants (by themselves, apart from the accompanying- 
vowel).

81. Even in the case of the vowels, the notion of long, short, <fcc.f 
would only be due to extraneous influences (of the different degrees of 
effort in utterance),— because it belongs to the letter,— just as the notions 
of the class ‘ letter’ and the ‘ consonant' belong to the letter, and are 
due to extraneous influences.

82, The letter ‘ ga ’ ia nob recognised to be the substrate of the- 
class 1 Gatwa/ as abstracted (from the individual 1 gu because it is not 
comprehensible by any other idea save that of the individual ‘ ga ’— like 
the class ‘ Gatwa T which is assumed by others (Vai§esbikas).

83-34. Since our conclusion is a negative one, and since the two 
premises also are negative, the fact, of the instance being such as is 
not accepted Jby any one of the two parties concerned, does not in any 
w ay' affect our argument. Or, for the above conclusion (“ that the letter 
get is not recognised to be the substrate of the class 1 Gatwa ’ ” ), we can 
have another reason (Middle Term or minor premiss) based on the fact of 
its being a letter,— like the letter 1 dba,’ This conclusion is not contrary 
to Sense-perception, -because a contradictory proposition is never cog
nisable.

35. In denying the class 1 cow / on the other hand, there would be a 
decided contradiction of a fact of Sense*perception; because (ia the 
absence of such a class) there would he no such notion of the class ( ‘ cow'} 
and the individual cow (as belonging to it), which is a fact ordinarily 
perceived by the Sense.

30- 37, In this latter case (of the class ; cow ’), if the object wore 
one only (i.e., if a;l individuals were identical, as in the case of the letter go), 
then (in that case) we could not explain the diversity (of the ! black cow, *

*3-3* This anticipates the objection that inasmuch as the MimSnsakn himself does 
not admit of the class “ Gatwa/’ how could he cite it as an instance in his argument ?
The Sense of the reply ia plain. “ Contradictory proposition11—that there is a class 
“  Gatwa" which inheres in each individual “ ga.n The meaning of the Kiirika is that 
no such class being perceptible, our conclusion cannot be said to be contrary to Sense- 
perception.

W-OT lu the case of the letter* ga' we have proved that all the individuals are 
identical, because the letter “  ga ” is one only. In the case of the cow, on the other 
hand, wo have mac} distinct individual cows, such as the red cow, the black cow, &c., 
all of which have the common character of the “ cow,” consequently, inasmuch as the 
character of the “ cow " is found to inhere in many distinct- individuals, we cannot but 
admit of tho class i( cow,” in order to comprehend all the different kinds of cows, by a 
single word.

| ® r  vsl
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\ ]\e < rod cow,’ &o.\ as being due to the diversity in any manifesting agency. 
Because (in the case of the class ‘ cow ’) there is no other manifesting 
agency save the individual cow ; though in tho other case (of the letter 
‘ ga ’) we have the difference of degree in the tone of utterance. The 
class ‘ cov ’ is always found to be indicated by the individual cow ; hence 
it  is that among the different individuals we become cognisant of the 
single class ‘ cow.’

38. Question : “  One, to whom both are objects of auditory perception, 
could have the dual conception; for you, however the tone of utterance 
being sup’rseusuous, bow could any specific cognition (of individuals) be 
brought about by moans of these (tones of utterance/ P”

39. In reply to this, some people assert that when a sound is cognised 
by tho Ear, as affected by the difference in the degree of tone,— then it is 
that there is a comprehension of this degree of tone, brought about on 
account of its being mixed up with the letters.

40. Or, that there is no cognisance of these (dhwanis) ; it is the mere 
cognizance of Qabda that is brought about by means of dhwani, Even 
the Vaiyeshika becomes cognisant of the intensity, <fcc., of the Sound 
only through affection (of the ‘ dhwanV ).

SS The conceptions of the individual and the class are, in oar ©pinion, both objects 
o f auditory perception; and us such, it is quite possible for the objects of those con
ceptions themselves to be-pereoivod by the same organ of perception. Voar “ Nadu,' 
on tho other hand, consisting as it does ol' differences.in the intensity of the vibra
tion of the air particles, cannot be amenable to such perception ; and as saoh this con Id 
not bring about any conception of the letter “  ;;a," which is an object of auditory 
perception.

The degree of tone is neither airy, nor consisting of the conjunction and dis
junction of air-waves; it is only a property of the Air, a particular form of Sound 
known as * Dhwani5 or 1 Nads,’ &c. Sound is of two kinds—one being in an entirely 
undifferentiated state, and the other consisting of the various letter sounds; both of these 
equally belong to tho class !! Qahda.” Of the latter sort, are the letters ‘ ga,' &e., while 
the sotmd of the drum iw of tho former kind. Thus then, Qabdain the form of Dhwani is 
a property of the Air; and it is this that is the manifesting agency of tho letters 1 ga,’
Ac. Consequently, ns soon as the air-waves, in the form of Dhwani, have struck the 
tympanum, the JGur becomes affected by them ; and by means of the Ear thus affected, 
the Dhwani becomes perceived, and is comprehended, sometimes, as an undifforen- 
tinted sound, as in the case of tho dram, while at other times, it is found to manifest a 
certnin distinct letter—sound; and having thereby become mixed tip with the utter
ance of the letters, it comes to be cognised m thus mixed up. Even in the utterance of 
letters, we are cognisant of the mere sound, as apart from the letters, specially when we 
diiferentiate the distance of sounds, through a difference in their intensity. Therefore 
in our case also, Dhwani is an object of Sense-perception, being perceptible by the Ear; 
and bence even for ns, a dual conception is not an impossibility.

*0 This Karika presents another solution of tho difficulty raised in K 38. Even 
|| the Vai^Sshika, who admits of the class 1 Qatwa,’ accepts the presence of the different
B degrees of intensity—high, low, <fcc. But these he cannot represent as the properties
I of Sound, which according to him is itself a property (of Akaya) and as such

f ■)>) <SL
----- J^y



•A$r>----OV\ - .■■■■;■'■': ■ .. . ;■■ . ■ ■■ ,1-:;

f(g)t) (flT
208 pLOKAVAliTTKA,

41*41 (1). Those who have their minds aiteoted by the pewei’isiitief!
:,f bile, perceive ‘ sweet ’ to be * bitter,* ami ‘ white to be * yellow ’ . (2 ) 
similarly those who are running fast, or moving in a boat, mistake the 
fixed mountains, Ac., to be moving; (3 ) ami again those who have ap plied (he 
fat of the frog to their eyes, mistake a piece of bamboo to be a serpent, 
in the same manner people have an idea of the class ( ‘ Gatw-a') as having 
flu: properties of highness and lowness, by means of the highness and
lowness of individual letters ‘ ga,’ Ac..; just as in. the above cases, there is a 
mistaken cognition of the manifested bitterness, & o, even in the absence 
of any cognition of the element of mistake‘in the manifesting ageney ( pci - 
verted Sense of Taste. Ac.), brought about by the recognition of their true 
causes (the perversities of bile, Am).

45:46. Some people hole the short and long sounds of the same 
vowel (W ) to be distinct individual letter ); because, like the high and 
low sounds (o f consonants), the utterance (of the sound si) is not neces
sarily .concomitant ( with that of a). Arid thus they postulate a class 
1 A iw a ’ as belonging to the three individuals (a, a, and a),

incapable of having any property of its own. [The Mimansata holds Sound to be ft 
distinct substance]. Consequently,fho Voiijesbika holds that though (Ugliness or Low- 
nose cannot belong to the Sound, yet they are cognised by means- of a conception which 
is affected by the differences of-intensity of-the'tone of the utterance. In the same man
ner, in our case also, whoa the has Dhwani entered the Ear, and loaves it soon after, 
then, in that case, the affection of the Bar caused by this speedy striking and return 
continues for a very short time ; and thereby bbo Sound too cornea to be produced, at 
that very time, in accordance with the aforesaid affection of the Ear, and disappears 
soon a fte r; and this speetly appearance and disappearance constitutes what is known 
as the 'shortness or lowness of the Sound, its highness consisting of a longer stay in the 
Bar of the air waves (Dhunxni), and-honoo also of the Sound itself. And thus, though 
the shortness, $‘c,, really belongs to the manifesting agency of the Dhwttiii, yet through 
extrema proximity, they coma to bo attributed to the manifested /Sound; and the 
Dhwam only becomes the moans of rendering the Sound cognisable ; ami as such, it can 
bo the means of differentiating the individual letters, as short, long, &o.

*i.t* This anticipates the following objection-: “  When Dliwani, the cause of tho 
mistaken notions of shortness, &o., is Itself nuoognised, bow can the shortness, &c., b© 
cognised? ” In reply, the Author proceeds to cite a number of well-known examples, 
where people have mistaken notions even in the absence of any recognition of the 
agency that brings about snob misconceptions. People, with disordered bile, perceive 
the oonohsholl to bo yellow, even before they are cognisant Of their bilious disorder,
So too, in the case at issue, we can have mistaken notions of the shortness, <&o., of a 
letter, basod upon the said characteristics of the .Dhwam (that, precedes tho particular 
letter—sound), even iu the absence of any cognition of this .Dhwam itself.

46-15 Whether the consonant sound—of ‘ ga : for instance—bo high Or low, it in 
always accompanied by the same ga— sound, tn the case of the vowel however, we have 
tho long vowel expressing something entirely different from that afforded by the short,
— in tho word “ Agamana ” (coming) and “  Aganmna (not going) j this difference 
cannot be denied ; though both ’ a ’ and ‘ 6 ’ and the trip'ple ' a ' belong .to the same 
vowel-class ‘ atwa, ’

ill I
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46-48* Others however asftert, that the assumption-of axtpjii a class 
is not proper; because the name * Ation * could not apply, to the ana
the acute (wluoh are pronounced a, and 5 ) ;  in the same manner, the 
name ‘ Atwa ’ would not belong to the short and the acute; nor could the 
acute belong to the other tw o ; inasmuch as it cannot be recognised ao 
belonging to each of the three,— as wo have the name ‘ cow ' applying to 
all the cows— bo they black, or rod.

40. The word “  avarim- knla” may be explained as being based upon t b o 
identity of tlio location of the utterance in the body,— like the forest and the 
like. It is only an expression denoting a collection (of vowels), and it is not 
indicative of any such class (as ; Atwa ').

50. The distinction of the letter itself into long and short, would be 
contradictory to lit© theory of the eternal character of words : for, how 
can the letter, which is eternal, be said to be Measured (in its utterance) 
by duration (of its pronunciation) ?

51. Therefore it is : ho utterance of the vowel that depends upon the 
duration ( length or shortness) of pronunciation, as lasting for two or threp 
moments. The letter itself cannot ho affected by such duration.

52. Obj. ;i But in that case the length, Ac., of the vowels would (like 
highness,, 8fc.)> cease to form an integral part of the letters ; inasmuch as (ac
cording to you) it will have nothing to do with the expressive (letters and 
words).”  Mep. For us. the moans of denotation are the letters recognised 
as such (long, short, &c., by the specialities of pronunciation).

55. A  meaning is -got out of only such letters (either long or short 
or acute) as have previously been found to bo denotative of that particular 
meaning. If it be asked— “ bow can there be any (correct) comprehension 
of meaning by a mistaken m oan s?” (W o reply that) the mistake does 
not affect the comprehension of the meaning.

w This anticipates the following objection: “  I f there is no such class as * Atwa * 
how would you account for the presence (in tho M.tMb'lnhhya of Patanjali) of such an 
expression as; * Avurncthnla,' ns applied to all the rowels ? ” The sense of tho reply is 
that the said expression only serves to indicate all the vowels taken collectively; exactly 
as the word “ forest” indicates all the trees considered as one corporate wholes and 
tho comprehension of all the vowels by means of tho single expression “  Avarnakula " 
is due r,o the fact of all vowel-sounds proceeding from the threat.

w The meaning of 1 he expression •' a short vowel ” i s ‘ a vowel that lasts fora  
short time’ ; anrl this would bo contrary to tho theory of the eternalifcy of Letters,

61 The ‘ Hraswa ’ {short) is held to last for one moment, tho “  Ditfjha ” (Long) 
for two moments, and the “ Plata" (Extra Long) for three moments,

B The fruit, mango, is once found to bo expressed by the word “ Amra " ns ut
tered by an experienced person. Latterly the young man w ill comprehend the' fruit 
only os denoted by that particular combination of sounds which he has hoard from 
the older man, Thus though the length, .fco., arc the properties of tho pronunciation 
yet they are so ttmedtep with the Letters themselves that they aro mistaken to be 
the properties of these latter? and bonce they come to he accepted as formina 
integral parts of those,
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54-. ' ..TnsI S3 the speed of the horse, though a property of another 

vi;ho Loo se), may be indicative of the (dashing or urgent) business of the rider, 
so, for us, could the specialities of pronunciation be attributed to letters.

•55. “ But if length, &c., be not eternal, the expressive word would 
also become non-eternal.” This objection is to be set aside-in'a manner 
similar to the treatment of the order of letters forming a word.

56. In the same manner the comprehension of the accents, broad, &cr, 
depends entirely upon the speciality of pronunciation (and does not belong 
to the Letter), W o never recognise any difference based upon accents, af 
we do in the case of the length, fc .

57- 58. 10 we accept the accents to be forms of one and the same Letter,
then we could explain their difference (as broad, Ac.)., in the same manner 
as we do the highness, Ac. (of pronunciation). In this cc.se (of the differently 
accentuated vowels) we do not stand in need of any other wound, as we do 
in the case of another Letter. And it is these sounds (and not the vowels 
themselves) that have to be accepted as endowed with the characters os 
softness, acuteness, &e

58- 59. Even when the Letter is one, the sound is of two kinds,— one 
serving the purpose of indicating the forms of Letters, and another

“  Doe# not affect, &o.”—T h e .mistake lies only in the attribution of the properties 
oF length, Ac., to the Letters, and in nothing else beyond that. Hence though the moans 
of comprehension is a mistaken one, yet th at does net touch the truth of the comprehen
sion itself, fc’y., fcho notion of the redness of the crystal, which is a mistaken one, 
leads to the inference of the presence of a red object near it; from which we conclude 
that though the means may be a mistaken one, the effect may be quite true.

6t Therefore the vowel is only one; and the properties of length, i c ,  belong in 
reality to the duration of its utterance, and are only falsely attributed to itself.

&*> “  Became non-eternal ” —because the word depends for its denotation upon thu 
length or shortness of the vowels constituting it. Just as though the order, in 
which certain Letters appear in n word, is not everlasting, yet the word itself is eternal; 
so iu the same manner, though, the specialities of the pronunciation may be non-eternal, 
yet that does not affect the eternal ity of tho word bself.

W The length, &o., of a vowel are at times found to change tho meaning of words; 
and in this they are found to produce—though only as a mistake—tho notion of a differ
ence between the long vowel and the short j hut no each difference is found to e-.ist in 
the case of accents. So the claims of these latter are even much weaker than those 
of the properties of length, Ac,

H»J8 “ In this case, yc.”—This anticipates the following objection : “ In the case of 
the different accents, we cannot, but postulate so many different sounds as belonging 
to the hotter; and honce, wherefore should we not accept a difference among tho various 
phases of the same vowel, instead of assamiog so many distinct sounds " ? The sense 
of the reply is that, of any one Letter,—whatever its accent, Ac., might be—the sounds 
are always of one and the same kind; and as such we have not got to postulate many 
sounds. It is only in the case of another Letter, that a distinct sound has to be admitted-

&8„i>9 The sounds that oonjointly and simultaneously define the word are those 
that bring about the comprehension of tho Letters ; and those that define it gradually 
are those that follow at the heela of the comprehension.
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extending t hroughout the comprehension (of such forms) j—-these two being 
the means of bringing about the definition (of the Letters) immediately 
and gradually (respectively)

60. Tims then we have the comprehension of the long, <fco., when 
there happens to bo a ooglomoration of the sounds of the former sort. Since 
it is the Letter itself that is comprehended by means of these sounds, as 
lasting during the specified time.

61. And the recognition of the Broad and the rest is by means of 
these (sounds) aggregating simultaneously. On the aggregation of the 
others (f.e., those sounds that operate gradually) wo would have the differ
ence of pitch : viz : low, Ac.

62. Though the character of the Letter has been recognised (at the 
first moment), yet, the sounds gradually bring about a cognition of the same 
Letter, (during the subsequent moments) j and it is not any other Letter 
that is cognised.

63. Even if among Letters, there be an absolute difference, based upon 
the existence of individuals and the class,— then too, Jaimini’s theory (of 
the eternality of words) remains untouched.

64. Because, in that case, all the arguments, in favour of the eterna- 
Kty of the individual4 ga,’ would be transferred to that of the class ‘ Gat- 
w a’ ; and the mention (in the Bhashya) of the Letters 4 ga,’ ‘ au,; &c.T

80 “  Specified time -one raomoafc for the short vowel, two for the long, and three 
for the acute. The latter part of the Karika anticipates the following objection-:
“  The long vowel la comprehended only when the Bound is found to last for two mo- 
menta. The sound would, in, this case, extend .all along the comprehensions and 
as such, the long and the rest must be admitted to be Comprehensible by means 
of the sounds of the second sort.” The sense of the reply is that though, as a matter 
of fact these sounds ate those of the gradual sort, and as saoh, bring about the defini
tion of the vowel sound only gradually, and extend all along the comprehension, yet, 
even during the long time of 2 moments, it is only the letter that is oomprehe ;ded,
And as that alone which helps the denotation of the meaning is accepted to constitute 
the form of the Letter; it is only with regard to this denotation that its long form in 
comprehended ; consequently, even though this form may have been comprehended at 
the first moment, yet it is recalled to the mind only subsequently. For these reasons 
the sound must be admitted to tend to indicate the form of the Letter j and hence it 
is quite correct to m j  that the Long, &o., are implied by means of the sounds that 
help in the recognition of the forms of Letters.

91 Though the text roads “ L'rulddiJcuh ”  (High and the rest), yet masmuoh as in the 
case of the High the sonnd does not extend throughout the cognition, the Nyayarat- 
nakara explains the compound as "those that are proceeded by the Druta (High), Ac.”
— i.e,, the Medium and the Loir.

CS A vowel, either short or long, having been cognised, all that tho subsequent 
sounds (in deeper accents) do, is to help in the expression q f the same Letter; no other 
Letter is expressed.

Hence it should not be understood that we deny tho class ‘ Qahoa’ with any 
ulterior motive of favouring the theory of the eternality of words. Wo deny it simply 
because we do not find any good reasons for accepting it.
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would be explained as referring to the classes ‘Gatwa,1 1 Aukwa,' & e.; and as 
sue!I there would be no contradiction.

65. Tlio Letters cannot be said to bring about an aggregate word, 
because each, of the Letters is indicated by individually distinct efforts, and 
each of them is eternal and al 1 •pervading.

60. And when the word 4 go ’ is not thus brought about, bow could 
, we have any such class as 4 Goeabdutwa ’ P .Nor is an assumption of ary 

such class possible, just as a class of letter ( 4 Gahva ’ } (is not possible, aa 
.shown above),

67. The notion of the sameness of a word (as uttered yesterday and 
to-day) is to be explained as being dae to the identity of the Letters compos
ing the Word. In the same manner is to be set aside the asssampliou of 
any aggregate whole, apart from the component ‘Letters,

68. The assumption of an aggregate iden tical with the Letters how
ever, does not militate against (our theory of) the character of Letters. In
asmuch the Letters have the power to signify the meaning (and as such 
they arc capable of forming an aggregate word, which, however, can have 
no existence apart from these Letters),

69. Letters should be accepted as boing denotative of a meaning only 
according as they are known (conventionally and traditionally) to have 
the capability of expressing snob meaning,

70. With reference to these Letters, subsidiary as they are to the 
denotation of meanings, wo have also to admit of the facts of their collo
cation, and of thoir being uttered by a single person, and that too in a 
certain definite order.

71. The fact of the speaker of all the 'Letters being one and the . 
same, and that of their being uttered in a definite order, -being the means 
of the signification,— what determines such signification is that order 
of the Letter's, in which it has been previously found, by the present 
speaker, to have boon used by experienced persons,

72. The simultaneity of the utterance of the Letters being impossible) 
it is not accepted (as in any way aiding the denotative process). In that

w An aggregate' whole can be said to be brought about only by such constituent 
parts as happen to exist simultaneously. But the Letters art; not so perceived $ na each 
of them is brought about by a -distinct effort peculiar to itself. If the mere fact of 
all the Letters existing at the same time (oven though not so perceived at the some 
time) wero to bo tie  cause of the complete word being accomplished, then, inasmuch 
as all the Letters are eternal and omnipresent, every Letter—a combination of Letters— 
could be said to be the cause of any and every word.

89 This anticipates tbo objection that each individual letter cannot signify the 
moaning of the word, and the whole word cannot bo comprehended at any single 
moment.,—hot then can there be any signification of meanings ? The sense of the 
reply is that the denotations of Words are based upon Convention.

'* -Iny number.>1 letters could be uttered at one and the came time, only by 
different per so us ; 1m' as a matter of fact, we find in ordinary life, that a .word.--



f® | <SL
/;. V •  ̂ ■ '

S'MI OTA. 2 7 3

case (i.e,, in the case of such simultaneity) the only possible course would 
bo to have a multiplicity of speakers. But ivo <lo not find such multipli
city in the case of any denotation.

73, Those objects, that are capable of an action only when acting 
simultaneously, arc not able to do the net when they are not united ; just 
as those that aro capable of acting separately, one after the other, in a
certain order, are unable to act conjointly

74-75. In the case of the sacrifices ** PfirnamSsa ” and the rest 
(six sacrifices constituting the “ Dar^a-P&rnnmasa” ) we find that they 
have an order of action (three being performed on the Am4vasya and 
the remaining three on the Paurnani&si),-—-though they apt conjointly 
(in bringing about a common result, in the shape of heaven) ; aud in tho 
same manner, in the case of acquiring the Veda, we find that knurling 
(consists of a gradual process of learning a letter, then, a word, a Sen
tence, and so on,: and yet all these processes have a common result, in 
the shape of an acquirement of the Veda). In fact everywhere we find 
that the Means, &e. (the three factors of a Bhavana), though gradual m 
their function, yet lead up to an action at one and the same time. rl here . 
fore there can be no objection against the gradual (utterance ol Letters 
constituting a W ord).

76. All actions are recognised as complete in themselves, and any 
subtle differences among the actions themselves are never recognised.

77-78. When, however, the various parts of an action, though inher
ing in a single process (lit : means to an end), are separately recognised 
distinctly,—-then, in tlmt case, the idea of simultaneity is a mistaken one.
How then could there be any simultaneity in the case of many and dis
tinct actions, inhering in separate processes, ami oocmning in a gradual 
order of sequence ?

whoso component letters are pronounced, not by one, but by many persona—is incap. 
able of expressing any meaning.

1® The bearers ©airy a Falki conjointly, which they could not do if they went at it 
one after the other. In the same manner certain letters, combining in a definite way, 
are found to express a meaning, which they could not do, if all of them were uttered 
simultaneously {by different persons).

H.16 “  Throe factors,” viz.: the Kesulfc, the Means, and the Process.
78 All actions end in their respective results ; and when the result has been 

attained, then, atone is the Action realised in its complete form, and as such an 
Action is always recognised as complete, i.e., with its resalt duly accomplished. The 
joint action of letters is only through its result, in the shape of the full denotation of 
t he moaning j and as for the subtle functioning of each individual letter (comprising 
the word) towards this result, it is never cognised separately.

51 Even in the case of the single action of Homo,—where the different actions Of 
naming the Deity j pouring the libation, &o., are each separately noticed—there is no real 
notion of simultaneity. Hence there can be no each simultaneity in the case of the 
Dar^nPurnamfiaa sacrifices, which comprise many actions.

35
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79. In A. caso whore an action, from the commencement of its first 
functionings, to the final fulfilment, of its result, is recognised at one and 
the same time, as constituted by all the various functionings,—-with refer
ence to such an action wo have the use of the Present Tense.

80. Therefore iu the case in question (of the Word), we would have 
the present tense applicable to its action,— inasmuch as it is recognised 
in its entirety, as functioning from the very beginning in the shape of a 
desire to speak (on the part of the speaker), to the final result in the shape 
of the recognition of its meaning (by the listener).

81. The distinct actions of the individual letters (constituting the 
word) (though extant) could not be recognised in the absence of the ful
filment of the final result; but this fact (of non-recognition) does not 
prove the non-existence (of such individual functioning).

82. Thus then the action being inferable from the final result, the 
present tense becomes applicable to the action of the Means •( Words, fyc.), 
in accordance with its position with regard to the resul t

83. In the aforesaid action (of signification) the close proximity of 
something is necessary. But the mere fact of the others being to a certain 
degree removed from the final result, does not lead to any notion of* their 
not forming an integral part (of the Word).

84-85. With regard to the signification (of the object cow), due 
potency certainly belongs to both ga and a«, though the former is removed

10 This KSrlka anticipates the following objection : “  If there is no simultaneity 
liow do yon e xplain the use of the Present Tense ia connection with them ?”  The 
sense of the reply is that the Present Tense is used With regard to that action which ia 
seen from its beginning to the end, and as such no .simultaneity is necessary.

m Though the notion is to be inferred from tho result, yet when wo have onco seen 
that a number of letters, in a certain definite order, leads to the signification of a certain 
meaning, and from this signification, when wa have once inferred the action of the Let
ters,—then, at any future time, whenever we fin,, the same Letters arranged in the same 
order, we come to apply to it the Present Tense. This anticipates the following objec
tion : " At the time of the fulfilment of the result, in the shape of the signification, 
the functioning of the Letter4 will have ceased, and thus become past; how, then, 
could the Present be applicable to it ? ”  The sense of the reply is that the final result 
has already been once seen before, and the fnnotioniug of the Letters has also been 
inferred from that result ; hence latterly, whenever the Word is found, the functioning 
of the Letters is at once inferred and recognised as Present, as on the previous occasion.

S3 This anticipates the following objection : “ If all the Letters be accepted to be
the means of expression, then, it becomes necessary that we should assume « »  impression 
produced by the Word taken as a whole, which would be the direct means of the cog
nition of the meaning ; and this impression would, on account of its closer proximity, 
always belong to the last letter of the Word.” The sense of the Karikii is that, 
though it is so, yet the proximity of the other Letters is equally necessary, and hence 
these blotter3 should also be admitted to form integral parts of the Word.

In the case of all Words, it is necessary that certain Letters should come 
together in a certain definite order; otherwise they lose all thoir significance, anti be
come absolutely useless.
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by two steps (from the impression of the word as a whole), and the latter 
by only one ; because, it is only when t hey are located in this order that they 
can (conjointly) signify ( the object). Just as the V isarga has a significance) 
only when it is at a distance from the other letters composing the word, 
so, in the same manner, in the case of those (g and au) also, the signi
ficance doss not depend upon the immediate proximity of the one or tho 
other (to the final impression of the complete word'

80. And where one letter is in capable (of signifying mi object), it 
does not follow that all (taken together) are also incapable. Because wo 
seo that the parts of the cart are incapable of carrying corn, Ac. (and yet 
the cart as a whole is capable of ce crying them).

87-88. “  But in the caso of tho cart, each part of it has a certain 
capability of its own,— all these individual capacities conjoining towards 
the accomplishment of the carrying; whereas, in the case of Letters 
(composing a Word) the only capability (of signifying an object) belongs to 
their aggregate, while no such capability is found to belong to the indivi
dual letters; inasmuch as the Letters individually— each one by one—  
do not signify even tho least portion of tho object (denoted by the complete 
word composed of those Letters).”

89. But tho action of carrying paddy, tor instance, that is per
formed by the cart, is never found to be done by its constituent parts, 
as you would wish it.

90. If it be urged that the parts of the cart, too arc capable of carry
ing something (if not the whole cart load), then ( we gay) in the present 
case .too, we have, among individual Letters, the capability of bringing 
about a notion of themselves (if nob that of the object signified) ; and iu 
some cases single Letters are actually found to signify even objects (as in 
the case of the letter &a =  Prajapati).

91. Even he, who holds that an impartifce Sphota is implied by the 
ideas of the Letters, is not free from 'the. above, objection (urged against 
the Mimansnka).

92. For, in that case too the Sphotu of the word is not implied by

SI ** Above objection ”—against the theory that it is the Letters constituting a 
word that signify the object.

S3 Even in thecBBe of the sounds (of Letters) it is necessary to admit their proxi
mity, i ho fact of their being uttered by the same person, and also the fact of their 
occurring iu a particular order. And since those that occur in any order cannot be 
simultaneous, therefore we shall have to assume an impression produced by the whole 
word, over and above the assumption of the Sphota. And the objection against us,— 
viz • that if tho individuals have no power, then their aggregate can have none— 
applies to tho Spliota theory also ; because even in that tho Letters Individually are not 
held to signify the Sphota; for if anyone of the letters signified the complete 
Sphota, there would be no use for the othor letters. Hence the Sphota—theory 
would also stand in need of the assumption that the Sphota ia implied by all the Letters 
taken collectively, the Sphota itself signifying the impression that leads us to the
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each individual Letter (composing it). Nor is the fiphota indicated in 
parts ; and in'its absence we cannot have any cognition of it.

03, And those that are individually incapable, are incapable, also 
when taken collectively. And the arguments that yon (the upholder of 
8phota) would bring forward to meet these objections, would serve our 
purpose.

94. The existence (of Sphota), its distinctness (from the Letters), and
the denial of any parts (of the Sphota)....these three assumptions you
would require over and above what is necessary for our theory. And it is 
for this reason (of avoiding unnecessary assumptions) that we seek (to  
prove the fact of the Letters themselves) signifying.the meaning..

95. (Even if we do not admit of a residual effect Sahskara) there 
would be no inconsistency iu the cognition of the meaning. Because 
for this cognition wo will have, for the cause, that which immediately 
precedes it. j

96. ( “The cognition of the meaning) always appears sub. jquent to the 
cognition of the last letter of. the word, after the cognitions of the two 
(Setters' ga and- an) have gone before. Therefore it is such (cognition of 
the last letter) that we hold to he the cause (of the cognition of the 
meaning).

97. Even without any residual effect (Sahskara), this last Letter 
would come to signify the meaning,— being helped to this capability by 
the letters that immediately precede it (and through this precedence hedp 
it on to full significance).

98. And it is this (help) which some - people call “ 'residual effect” 
(Sauskara), Because it is only this that is found to be free from the 
assumption of any tiling unseen (and transcendental, or merely ideal).,

99. Or, it may be the Impression (produced by the letters) that is 
called the residual effect.”  Because all persons think that there is a 
“ residual effect ” in the case of all objects cognised by any definite 
cognition.

300. The only diversity of opinion lies in the fact of this fcfffa)
being the mean® of the cognition of the meaning (of words) ; and as a means 
of ascertaining this (causality) too, we have an invariable concomitance, as 
in other cases.

meatiihjfe And certainly it is much simpler than this to assume a potency, In the 
Letters taken collectively, of signifying the impression that would denote the meaning 
of the word.

99 That there is tench a thing as SansMfd is admitted by all moa ; the only differ
ence of opinion lies on the point of its being the means o f cognising the meaning oi' 
the word ; and here too, wo have to admit its causal potency, ou the ground of (invari • 
able) concomitance—as is explained in the following KdnM.

100 \Ve have the cognition of the meaning, only when there is an impression j and 
this' invariable concomitance helps us to establish the fact that Impression is the means 
of the cognition of the meaning.
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101. II the Saoslcara be groundless, then the assumption of •pre
cedence (among letters) also becomes groundless; and hence there could be 
no help (as mentioned above In Kar'ika 97).

102. Though it is an acknowledged fact that “ Sabakaj-a ”  is the cause 
of remembrance, yet- that does not preclude its applicability to other 
purposes.

103. Therefore it is not that the Bhashya has assumed the existence 
of a (useless supemumary in the shape of) SauskSja. The only impercept, 
ible fact that.it has laid down is that of its being the cause of the cogni
tion of the moaning (of ■words),

104. And even the Sphota—-theory is not free from an imperceptible 
factor; as the capacity of signifying the effect (the meaning) is equally 
applicable to Impression and Sphota..

105. And, inasmuch as the incompatibility (of SanskSra signifying 
the meaning) thus disappears, it cannot lead to tho assumption of Sphota.
And the assumption of a SahskSra, too, preceding (the manifestation of 
Sphota) is very necessary for you.

106. W e would not admit of anything besides sound (Sphota) with 
regard to the cognition of meaning,— only if such sounds were perceptible 
by the sense, or if the Letters themselves were not amenable to Sense-Per
ception.

107. If you are over-anxious to have a simultaneity of Letters, 
then we may allow that on the ground of their efceraality and all-pcrvad- 
ingness (which makes all the Letters simultaneous) ; but this simultaneity 
cannot be said to constitute their capacity of expressing the meaning.

108. Thus then, in the case of Letters that are comprehended gra-

101 T h e  L e t t e r  is d estro y ed  as soon as it is u tte re d , and if  we clony the fa ct o f  a n y  
Im pression  b ein g  le ft  by it , then there w ould be n oth in g  of it le ft  to help  the fo llo w in g  

le t t e r ; and w hen th is h elp  w o u ld  be denied, th ou  th e  precedence o f th e  form or w o u ld  
b e  u s e le s s ; a n d  i t  would be im possible to g e t  at an y  correct th eory  w ith  regard to  th e  
significance o f w ords. T h e re fo re  w e cannot to ta lly  deny the ex isten ce  o f Sanskiira o r  

Im p ression .
M3 T h e San.iltar i  spoken o f  by th e llh a sh ya  is  n on e o th er th an  Vdsana, w h ich  is 

th e  ad m itted  cau se o f m e m o ry . T h e  o n ly  th in g  th at th e  Bhashya has a ssu m e d  
and w hich  is n ot am en able  to d irect S en se-P ercep tion , is th e c a p a b ility  o f  the Vdsand, 
to b rin g  a b o u t a  cognition  o f  th e  m ean in g o f W o rd s .

106 y o n  too  m u st n ecessa rily  postu late a oertain  unseen force th at could im p ly  th o  
Sphota, w h ich  w ou ld  s ig n ify  th e  m ean in g. T h u s th en , our th eo ry  is  sim p ler th a n  
you rs, in asm u ch  as it  does a w a y  w ith th e  in terv en in g  a gen cy  o f  th e  Sphota;  and  
certa in ly , th e  Sanskdra is as cap able  o f denoting th o  m ean in g as th o  Sphota,

108 T h is  an ticipates th e  fo llo w in g  o b je c tio n : "  Y o u  deny th e  Sphota on th o  gro u n d  
o f  Sahskara w hich  signifies tho m e a n in g ; b u t w h y should you n ot d e n y  the a g e n c y  o f  
th o  L e tte rs  a lso , and h old  th e  signification t u b e  duo to  th e sound only p ”  T h e  so u se  
o f  the reply is tin11 L etters  are perceived b y  m ean s o f the sen se#, an d  as su ch  a ia  
m ove reason able  to hold th an  ar.y im aginary Sphota.

107 For in that case all words would signify all meanings,
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dually in a definite order, their position-bo it either simnltanetmi, or 
otherwise—is the only cause of the cognition of meaning.

100. Or (the fact may be that) when the Letters have been gradually 
comprehended in a definite order, there follows a recapitulated (or recalled) 
cognition of all the Letters (m the form of the complete W o r d ); and it m 
this complete recapitulated cognition which is the means of the cognition o

nic.uuog. ^  ^  this (recapitulated cognition) we have the simultaneity of 
Letters. But the cognition of the meaning does not necessarily depend 
upon the fact of this simultaneity being perceived by the senses..

H I . Some people assert that this cognition (of the Word) is of a 
variegated character, consisting- as it does of the existing (the last Letter)
•tnd the non-existing (the previous Letters that have some before) ; as in 
(the cognition of each word, the last Letter is always comprehended (at the 
time that the word is recalled as a whole).

1 1 2 . Others however hold that when the last Letter has been com- 
prehended, there is a simultaneous remembrance of all the other preced 
ing Letters, brought about by the impressions left by each individual

letter. . . ' V
113. Thus then, though there are gradual cognitions (of the Letters

i.u a definite order), yet, all theorists admit of a mental recognition of alt
the* Letters as constituting a whole word.

114. For, if this be not admitted, then in the case of the perception 
of a certain number (one hundred, for instance) of the same object, each of 
w hich is perceived one by on©,— there would not be any collect; \ e le- 
cognition of all of them as making up a hundred (such objects).

l ib . Thus, then, though the previous cognition, by the ear, of 
Letters, is one by one- yet subsequently there is a collective reinembi anuo 
of the whole, which is purely mental (i.e,, perceived by the mind).

116, And the Letters thus recalled are not, in any degree, removed 
from the cognition of meaning; and hence it is that ordinary people 
make the assertion that “ the cognition, of meaning is obtained from toe

Word.”

1(W This ia the view favoured by the Author himself. According to this theory 
the pronunciation of tho second letter ia accompanied by the remembrance oi the pre
ceding letter

1U When the last letter has been heard, all the rest are recalled ; therefore tho 
cognition of the last letter is direct sensual perception, and that of the others mnam- 
lranee ; and hence the variegated character of the word-cognition.

US This alternative does away with the variegated character, becalm- the final 
cognition of the whole word is made to follow after that of the last letter, and not simul
taneously (as in the previous alternative). Thus then tho final comprehension of the 
Word becomes a case of Bememhrdnce pure and simple.

us Because the cognition of the meaning follows immediately after the recogni
tion of the complete word.



fi|  <sl
sphota.. 279

1^7. Being led astray by the aforesaid variegated cognition, some 
people hold that apart from the Letters composing1 it, there is a distinct 
cognition of the word “ daub,” and that this cognition is amenable to Sense 
Perception.

118. W e admit of the fact of this cognition (of the whole) being 
something different from the cognition of each of the Letters. But the 
cognition of the Word cannot be anything totally apart from that of the 
Letters composing it.

JI9. Even though the cognition of the whole word ( Ganh) bo 
something other (than that of the Letters), yet any cognition of the 
three (Letters 3f and : ) cannot belong to anything besides the three 
Letters themselves, m

120. We do not deny the fact of the cognition of the word HGauhJ’ 
as a single component whole. This idea of the singleness of the Word is 
due to the fact of the word (as composed of the three Letters) being tbo 
object of a single cognition, and also to the fact of the whole (trio of 
Letters) having a single end (that of signifying the object cow).

12.1.  in the case of the word “ Qauh," the idea of one-ness may be 
due to the fact of the Letter ^  following very soon after jt, and 
also to that of there being very little interrim between the two syllables.
In the ease of such words, however, as “ Devadatta,” and the like, tl a dif
ference between the Letters is quite clear. (A s a matter of fact tbo idea of 
one-ness is a mistake).

122. The construction of the Blmshya -passage ought to be u the word 
u  not subsidiary, because the causal efficacy (of signification) belongs to 
the Letters (composing it ) ; and it is on this view that we have the ordi
nary assertion ( “  the cognition of meaning is got from the word ’).

123. The Ablative in Jf fabdat ” (in the" sentence “ CatdM arthapra- 
Htih ”) signifies causal agency. In your theory too, there would be an inter 
vening factor between the cognition of meaning (and the cognition of the 
W ord,— the manifestation of Sphota being the intervening factor).

12k That is said to be subsidiary, which, being known in one shape, 
is used in another. And (in the case of the Word) we are not cogni
sant of any other form of causality (than the ono we lay down).

lit Tlie Grammarians hold this view of the perceptibility of the Sphota. They 
are led to this by a false analogy to the perceptibility of the last letter of the word.
(See ahare). “ There is a cognition, Sfc." i.e., in the form of the Sphota.

1X8 This Kfii ifca refers to the following Bhashya passage: “  Qauna esha cahda iti 
et na gaum ’kshareshu 'limittahhihah.0 This is objected to on the ground that the 
reply portion seems to imply that the word ! yattqn ’ qualifies ‘ aTtahra.’ The Kfirika 
however, explains it thus : ' na gav.nah gahdah akskariShu nimittabhavah.’

L2i All canseB have their own operation intervening between themselves and their 
effects; and in the case of Words also, we have only this much of interrim • and as 
such, this causality is none other than the one we arc cognisant of in the case of all
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125. The intervention of the operation of the cause itself is common, 
to all causes ; and in the case of the Word, it is only this operation of 
itself (which is found to intervene between the Word and its signification) ; 
therefore this is no real intervention at all.

120. When, as a matter- of fact., people do not give the name 
*■ Word ” to anything besides the Letters, how could there be any such 
assertion as “ meaning is got from the word,” with regard to a meaning 
signified by them (i.o., the letters composing the Word) (when you hold 
that it is the Sphota that signifies fcho meaning) (and hence the said as- 
ertion is not compatible with the Sphota, theory).

127. If the cognition of the meaning be said to be brought about by
the S ph ota , manifested by the Im pression  produced by the cognition of the 
Letters,—then the causal agency of the Word becomes subsidiary to the 
greatest degree (inasmuch as between the Word and the cognition of 
the moaning, We would have two intervening factors : the Impression and
the S p h ota ).

128. The utterance of the word is not for the purpose of bringing 
about the S a h sk a ra ; this SaAskapa appears gradually in connection with 
the word, used with a view to the signification of the meaning.

129. Therefore a Word is called (fhe cause of the signification of 
meaning) with a view to its effect,—being, as it is, used for the sake of 
that signification, and in the manifestation of the w hole W ord  (by moans of 
the L e t t e r s  composing it), there is no intervention. (In our theory, the 
Letters are held to manifest the word -directly, without any intervening 
processes).

180. Or, the previous residual effects (S aA skaras) may be taken to 
be parts of the process of the signification of the Word j and the last 
letter of the word would be the man if ester of that SansJcdra;  and since 
this (last letter) is a word, therefore wa would have the primary character 
(of the ordinary assertion—“ the meaning is signified by the Word’1) 
[this Is in accordance with the theory that the meaning is signified by the 
last letter of the word as helped by the impressions left by the preceding 
letters'].

131-132, ‘ In words and sentences, either the Letters, or the Sounds 
(thereof) do not point to any such agent of signification, as the Sphota,— 
just as the lamplight (does not point to any intervening maiuf ester) ;— 
because the Letters have existence,—like the ‘ jar,’ & o.’ :—these and other 
arguments like those could be easily brought forward n gainst the assump
tion of things not cognised by ordinary people.

133. And again, the Sphota cannot indicate the meaning,—be
cause it is something altogether apart from the Letters (composing the

Other causes, Hence the causality m this predent case cannot be said to be of a 
secondary or subsidiary character.'
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W ord),— like the jar, &o. Nor is there any contradiction (in this) of 
perceptible facts,— because the object ( Sphtta) itself, is not established (as 
an entity).

1 3 4  He who would deny the existence of Letters would be thereby 
contradicting the perceptible fact of the cognition of the meaning follow
ing immediately on the perception of the Letters (composing the W ord),—  
just as the denial of the moon {contradicts a visible fact).

135. Or (we may cite another argument): ‘ The cognition of mean
ing proceeds from the Letters, because it follows immediately after the 
cognition of these ;— because that which is so (i .e ., follows immediately after 
something,) necessarily proceeds from it,— as the notion of Fire from that 
of Smoke.’ [That is to say, as the notion of Fire following immediately 
after the perception of Smoke, the former is accepted as proceeding from 
the latter].

136. Or like the lamp, the Letters Qa and the rest are the indicators 
of the objects ‘ cow,’ <fcc.t because these objects are always recognised on 
the utterance of the Letters; and because tb© Letters are always recog
nised prior (to the cognition of the object).

137. “ The denial of the Spiiota as apart from Letters, is of very 
little use in regard to W ords." But we have made the above attempt (to 
refute 8-phot,a) simply with a view to establish the truth of the effects 
brought about by the different members of the Sentence.

Thus ends the Sphota—V adA.

Section 13»

O n “  A k r t i .”

1, I f  the denotation (of a word) be something apart from the Akriti 
{class or form), then we could not establish either the relationship (of mean
ing with the word) or the permanence of that relationship. Conscious of 
this (difficulty) we now proceed to establish the fact of the Class (A kfti) 
being the object of denotation by a word.

121 The souse of the objection is this: (1 Yon deny the Bphcta to be anything apart 
from the Letters; hut in that case we can accept it as a part of the Word, and not 
of the Letters; and as such the Sphota theory would remain intact.”

The position taken up by Hie reply is that in accordance with the Sphota theory, 
no parts of sentences aro held to be operative,—the sentence alone, as a whole, being 
accepted as indicative of its meaning as a whole, Hence by the denial of Sphota, we 
establish the reality of tho operative faculty of the parts of sentences.

1 If in every case, the Individual alone were the object of denotation, then, in as 
much as such Individuals could not he omnipresent, there could be no relation between 
the Word and its Meaning,, The Class or Form on the other hand, is eternal; and as 
such, quite capable of relationship with the Eternal Word.

30
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2. In  course of this we shall also try to establish the existence of the 
Akrti, and in order to prove the strength or weakness (of its claims to do- 
notability) in comparison to the Individual, we shall later on (in the 
Akyfcyadhikai’ana) lay down the grounds for accepting the fact of the Akrki 
matter being the object of denotation.

It is the Glass itself that has been called “  Akpti ” — which sign! 
ties that by which the Individual is specified (or characterised). I t  is that 
which is common to all the individual objects, and the means of a collective 
idm  of all these (individuals) as forming one composite whole

4. As the means of such collective idea, there is a commonality, which 
is signified by the word ( idkrti>) ,— this fact is admitted by a ll : and in this 
there is no difference among the several theoriatis-

5. With regard to all objects there is a double idea, In the shape of 
one consisting in its differentiation (ns an individual apart from others), 
and another (a collective idea) consisting of its homogenity (with others 
resembling it in certain respects, and thus, with-it, forming a Class, a 
corporate whole). And this double idea is not possible without the double 
character of the object (as an individual, and as belonging to a class).

6. If the object were perceived merely as an individual, then there 
could ho no idea of (its belonging to) a Glass. And (vice versa) if the 
Class alone were perceived, then there would be no occasion for any idea 
of the Individual.

7. Nor can any of the two ideas bo said to be either mistaken, or of 
only secondary importance; because the conviction of the double idea is 
always so firm, that the mistake must lie on the part of those who assert 
that the double idea is a mistake— (therefore the double notion is absolute
ly necessary).

8. And f urther, since the two ( the individual and the Glass) are no* 
where perceived in their primary form, therefore there can be no assump
tion of the secondary character (of the idea of either the Individual or the

9 Toe denot&tibiUty of the Class is denied on the following grounds: (1) beca w  
it does not. exist; and (2) because its acceptance is absolutely useless. Consequently 
we must begin with the proof of the existence of Class *, and then we shall, in due course 
come to take the second point, the reasons for accepting it, in preference to the Indivi. 
dual, by comparing the arguments in favour of each ; for which the reader is referred 
to the latter half of the Smritrpada.

8 The words "  Akriti "  and “ Jitti ”  are synonymous terms. The JtHi is acceptedf 
because it is the only means of having a concrete collective idea of a number of indivi
duals possessing certain properties in common among themselves.

8 It is only in the case of words signify mg certain objects, that the idea of the Indi. 
vklual and the Class can be realised. If those he said to be secondary, where else could 
w e have them ns primary'? An Idea can be accepted as secondary in one place, only if 
it cun be found elsewhere in it" primary character,

? 18  <SL
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Class). (Nor can any of thorn be said to be false or mistaken, because) 
it has already been proved (in the ‘fNirdlainbanavcida’’ ) that all ideas Lave 
counterpart realities, as their objects, in the external world.

9. There is mutual dependence between the Individual and the 
Class: the Class belonging to the Individuals, and the Individuals to 
the Class.

10. A Class devoid of Individuals does not exist, ( — because of the 
absence of Individuals)— like the horns of a hare. • And in the same 
manner, because of the absence of Class there could be no Individuals 
(without a Class),

11. Or, these two premises may be mentioned in the forms “ because 
one does not possess the character of the other.” By this change, there 
ceases to exist the slightest difference between the Individual and the Class,

12-13, If one were to assert the capability of the Individuals to bring 
about ideas of commonality, without (admitting of) a separate entity 
(in the shape of “ Class ”),— for such a person, of what sort would he the 
capability of denotation ? (1) Will this capability be cognisable, or non* 
cognisable F and (2) will it be different in each Individual, or one (and 
the same for all) P It it be one and cognisable-, then it comes to be a Class 
only mentioned in other words,

M. If the capability bo non-cofnisable, then the Idea (of singleness or 
commonality) becomes devoid of any basis (and as such false). Because 
no object ia accepted by mere existence (unless it is, iu some form or other 
actually cognised).

9 If there were no Individuals, there could be no Class; and the only peculiarity 
of the Individual is that by its individualistic character, it specifies the commonality (of 
the Class}; and hence without the Class, there could be no Individual,

10 The two arguments are; (1) The Class without Individuals (as assumed by 
others) does not exist: because it is without Individuals-—-like the hare’s horns. (2) In
dividuals without the Class do not exist; because they are without the Class,—like 
the hare’s horns.

11 The premiss—“ because of the absence of Individuals'1—implies that the Iridividua 
is something different from the Class; and in order to avoid this absurdity, the 
premises of the foregoing arguments are stated as follows : (1) ‘because of the absence 
of the individualistic character’ ; and (2) ‘because of the absence of commonality.’ The 
argument thus changed becomes capable of proving the non-difference of the Class from 
the Individuals, Because the premiss signifies that the difference of the Class from the 
Individuals is concomitant with unrealHy} and it follows from this that their non.d ff. 
erence must be concomitant with reality—f.m real.

18.18 This meets the following Bauddha argument; “  Even when you admit of a 
Class, you have to assume that it is capable of producing ideas of similarity; why 
should we not, then, attribute the same capability to the Individuals themselves.5

I* It ia only the cognition of the common character that can be said to be capable 
of being implied by the Individual. If, however, the capability itself becomes non-cog.
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15. Inasmuch as the Individuals themselves are different from one 
another, they can never be cognised by a single Id e a ; because (being m a n y  

and diverse) they cannot have (any notion of single commonality for) their 
object. And as ior the capability itself, it does not belong to these 
(Individuals).

16. If the capability he different (in each Individual and something 
wholly different irom the Individual, itself), then there cannot be 
one idea (embracing all the Individuals), And if the capability of each 
Individual w ere  identical (with it), then too, we could only have ideas 
of the Individuals (and not of all of them collectively as one corporate 
whole.

17. For these reasons you roust also admit of the Class, which is 
apart from the Individuals and their capabilities, and yet embraces all 
Individuals, and pervades through each of them.

18. Thus then, for us, there is a distinct object of the Idea of single com- 
mortality ; and it is a natural property of the Individuals. And as such, it 
may be named either “ Samanya,”  or “ Akrti,” or “  Jifci,” or “ Cakti.”

19. (0 6 /.)  : “ W ell, even in the case of such (sumtnum genuses) as
“ SaMa'' and the like, we have an idea of their forming a Class ;— how could

nisable, how can it lead to the cognition of something else ? I f the capability is not cog* 
nised, how can that which is said to be the object of this capability bo cognised ? And 
hence all ideas of any single commonality mast be rejected as utterly groundless.

Titis anticipates the following objection : "  It is not the capability that is the 
basis of the idea of single commonality; the Individuals themselves constitute this 
basis. ”  The sense of the reply is that the Individuals being many and diverse, they 
can never be the basis of any idea of single commonality, which must be the object of 
a notion of something whiob is one only. It is only a single form that can be the object 
of a single notion ; bat yoa do not admit of any single farm embracing all Individuals 
(as that would be nothing more or less than admitting the Class) ; hence you cannot 
reasonably hold the Individuals to bring about any notion of single commonality. Ah 
for the capability,’ though you admit of its existence, yet, in as much as you deny its 
cognition, it cannot servo aa the basis of any notion of single commonality : hence 
with regard to the case in question, it is as good as non-existent.

1* Is the capability different, from the Individuals or not ? It appears as ono ; but 
if it be different, it could not appear as one. Aud again if it be different, how coaid it 
denote any single commonality, by means of the Individuals, that are many and diverse?
If however it be identical with the Individuals, we could have no other idea save that 
of Individuals. And these Individuals being many and diverse, they could not form 
the basis of any notion of single commonality.

H “ Therefore *’— i.e, since neither the Individuals nor their capability are found 
to be fit to be the basis o f the notion o f single commonalityj "yet, Sfc.” —The Class 
resides ns a whole is each o f the Individuals.

19 Though there can be no Class of Classes-—such as “  gotwalwa,’* fas this would 
lead to an endless series of classes), yet, even in the absence of such further classes we 
have the idea of a Class of Clauses, as one in which many diverse classes, such as
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there be any snob idea without the existence of another more extensive 
Class ?”

20- 21. (Reply). This argument that you bring forward is exactly met 
by the case of the forest. For even though the idea of the further Class is 
mistaken, that of the Minor Classes “ gotwa, ” <fec.— can not be so. Be
cause prior to the utterance of the words ( ! gotwa, &e.,’ in the ease of the 
classes ‘ gotwa,’ 4agwatwa,' <&o.), we have no one notion of commonality 
with regard to all (such Classes), as we have with regard to the individual 
cows (in the case of the Class ‘Cow’ ).

21- 22. Some people assert than even in this case (of Class of Classes) 
there is a perceptible similarity consisting in the fact of their being 
•th in gs” (and thus constituting the Class “ Vaslutwa ” ). But if such 
assumptions were admitted, then there would bo an endless series of 
Classes j in as much even between the stmmuvi genus “  Vastutwa ” and the 
minor Classes “ gotwa,”  <Sw,, there may be assumed to be a similarity (con
sisting in the fact of both being Classes, and so on, ad infinitum).

23. And since the Individuals too are things, there would be an 3 lea 
of Class ( “ Vastutwa ” ) with regard to these (Individuals) also, just as in 
the case of “  S a t t a fy.d. Therefore, there can be no such class (of Classes) 
as “ Vastutwa.”

24. Therefore, in the case of “ Satta,” &c., the application of the word

11 gotwa,” 1 ar-watwa” are found to be included. But in as much as there can be ho 
Class of Clams, :lu« idea connot but be admitted to be a mistaken one. “ A nd/’ urges 
the objector, “ on the same grounds, why should wo not reject the idea of the Class 
‘gotiva’ also, as being a mistaken one ?”

s°.?i "  Forest.” —The Forest is nothing apart from the trees in it. And hence 
though the idea of the “  Forest” apart from the trees is clearly a mistaken one, yet 
the idea of the trees themselves cannot be so. Similarly, in the present case, though 
the idea of the Class of Classes may be mistaken, that of the Classes themselves cannot 
be so.

" Because prior to, tf'e.”— In the case of the idea of the Class of Classes, the idea 
of singleness is merely verbal. When the similarity of the bovine characteristics is 
perceived to exist in a number of cosvs, without an expression of the idea of similarity 
in the word “ Gotwa,” we have not the remotest idea of any other olaes, as “ A<fmtwa.*'
It is only whon the word “  Gotwa ” 1ms been uttered, even without the perception of 
any similarity, &c.—that wo remember similar words, like u Afioatm” and the like; 
and the idea of similarity among these various classes ( “  Gotwa,”  “ Agtmtiva,” &c.), 
lies only in the verba! form; in as much as there is nothing common among them except 
their ending in the abstract affix “  tiva,” And hence such an idea cannot but be a 
mistaken one.

*3 Individuals are things, as much as the Classes; and hence, if the Ideas of Class 
be said to be based upon verbal expression only, the Individuals would he as entitled to 
the Idea, as the classes themselves.

24 How then, is a single word ” Sdmanja” applicable in common to all classes i 
Inasmuch as it has been proved that this similarity is only verbal, and it does not


