42.45. Bub the fieb is that 1 the case of Fire and Smnk:e{ the extens
gion of these being limited, their concomitance ig w ell- known, and even i
the absence of any idea of onncomlmnce between their negat:ons, ‘the GKIS',I;
tence of smoke is enongh fov thé recognition of . the existence of five. In
the cago in question on  the other ‘hand, one of tlm comcomitants (a.bsmlaa e
every. where else) havmg an endlesa exteuaxon, aven an ldea of comom1tance
‘3% not possible. L 0,
44, “ Bot the recogni bzon of anothor plnce w;fhcmt Cmtm ig in thm_ i
wise :  “Another place s sweh as Chaibrais absent, from theve,-~bechuse
that phcv is other than the one where he is found to exlat wlxke anobller'_
place before us (where he is found not, to exist). IR e DO
45, This argument is such agis also a,pplmu.ble to n contvaélmtory gon-
¢lusion, ~the process of reasoning being ¢ another place is such as Caitra
is present there,~becapso it is w place other than the ‘place hefore 1

(where Caitra, does nob eust),»—-—hLe the plaee (berom us) wbere (Jmim_'
i meem to exist) / . '

46-47. 'When the person, as @ wholp i3 fnn’nﬂ to exxst in one place,
his not being otherwige explicable, we naturally conclude that he cannot.
bud be ' absent from everywhere else. Therefore even the *emgmtmn of
your invariable eoncomifance can only be arrived at by means of “ Appa~
rent Tnconsistency.”  So alse dn the ease where a sight of the offect loads
to the notion of @ potency, in the caunse, of brmgmg abont the effect:

4849, If it be urged that “ the effect may be made the Middle
iexm {and thus the case may be . proved to be ane of | Inference),’ «—-(wa
reply), no; because (the arriving at the nofion of 'the pecalinr potency
does mnot stand in meed of awy relation (of invariable concomitanee),
The Potency conld be recognised (by means of Iluference) only when the
fact of its being related (by concomitance) had been asvertained, and not
otherwise, Butin the recognition of this Poleney. any application of Sense-
perception, (Infevence, Word, Analogy and Negabion) is  impossible;

honse with existerice in the garden having Been asceriained,-«-the mora 'ﬂu-"r ‘of the nom-
recoguition of any fact to the cantrary woald lead us to the invariable ‘coneomitane
of preserice in ono place mth abseuw from muothers and thog the rm\;l of .Infereuce

wanld be clear, - AR / i

42.48 © Hatension baing Emn.mi”~-heoanqa the clasg * Fire m:(] the c!ass # Snmka yid
inhere, in their entirety; in every indiyidual five and smoke, and thus their scope being
Nimited, the recognition of their coneomitance i¢ aazily arrived ub and hence it 18 well
known nob to Bhﬁ.‘hﬂ in any urgent need c:rf the ides of  the Loncomwanca of thoiv nega-

 tives, :

4847 Thus fhen Anpparent Inconumtency has a fhc.-.tumt and mﬂepende‘nb Objﬁﬂt of
its own, In the ease of Canse and Effect the existence of the effect would not be other-
wise oxphcfibla hence it is by mpang of Ap{mran(‘. Ingousgistency, that wo are enabled
to sgsnme the exiatence of a peutllmr potam v in the canse cf bnngmg about the partl-
cular effect. ; | .

48,40 ¢ Potenoy ** is not amenable to Sr:'rm&_péreap_tic'm.;
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hence this can be coguisud only by means of I Apil&rénihr_.-Iﬁclons.istemy,”
which i a correct means of knowledge (even) in the absence of the three
~ factors of Inference, ! : -

50. Tn the case of the snake and the nmongoose, the iden of their ves-
pective defeat and victory, based upon the fact of thoir standing to each =

other in, the relation of the killed ‘and the killer, is not cited (s an

instance of ‘ Apparent Inconsistency’’), becanse it does mot 'differ from

Inference. R

8L, On the hearing of such assertions as that * being fat, a person
does not eat duving the day,” we arrive ab the idea of  his oating in the
 night ; and this is a case of Verbal * Appavent Tneonsistency.” : -

52:58.  Some people vefor this o the Meaning, and others to the

Word ; and they declave it to ' be identical with * Verbal Authorvity,”
Bocause, they assert, ifis by means of this (Verbal ¢ Apparent Tneon«
sigtency ') that all Vedie rites ave regulated ; hence if this were different
from ¢ Verbal Authority” (and Secripture), such rites would Become
non-geriptural, K S ey e S
. 54 Others hold that the fach (of the person. eating ‘at night)

formis the actual denotation of the statement heard (that * being fat, he
eats not in the day’). While thero are others who hold it fo be' the deno-
tation of another Sentence, intermixed with the denotation of the gaid
statement, . . YA

no.  The fact of his eating at night cannot be held to be the deno-
tation of the statement heard ; becanse a multifariousness of denotations
18 not proper (in words), and expressiveness does mot belong to the
‘Sentence, VAR ke il L .

56. 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 denofation of * night," &ce.; 18 not: gob o6 by means of the Sehbence
containing the word ¢ Day ’-'I(i.é.,_ * He eats not in the day ). /

8 Other commentators .hsva-_:eit"pai this as an ingtance of Appaveut I neonsistaney ;
but the Bhishya has not aceepted it because it is only & process of Inference. '

b%.55  Bome people hold that the result in this case ig bthe f"anét of his' eating at
night. Others agsert thaf the result is confined only to the assertion, “he cats at
night.”’ i AR A S S

* Vedic Actions, §o,"'—The Apiirya ” is assumed, beoanse the Cansal Eﬁidiency of
the Sacrifice itself towards the final result is not otherwise explicable. A

b4 Kven among thos'e"whp-conﬁ_ne it merely to the word, there s a-._diff'efenca aof
opinion : Sgtme' hold that he eats ap night forms part of the diract “denotation of thé
asgertion * being fat he eats not in the day.”  Othors hold that the denotation of thig
assertion leads to another, viz « ' Ha oate at night. : '
consistency is said to be the denotation of this lattor
led to by, that of the former, i '

B8 Therefore tha fact of hig eating at night cannot form part of the divect déﬁota--
tion of the Sentence * he eats nut in the day. : : : il )

asgorbion aa mized up with, and

And the resnly of App:'aréi;t_ In-

»
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57. % Bating at night " cannot constitate the syntactical eannection
of the Sentence containing the word “Day.” Nor are * night, &0, parti-
oular forma of “ Day, &e,” whereby these latter would be expressive of
the former. i R _

58. And again, since the Sentence (*eats not in the day’’) has its full
function in the denotation of another meaning ( tha denial of eating in the
day), therefore no second menning (in the form of eating at night) can. be
attributed to it  And for this reason, this meaning (that of eating aé night)
must be (held to be) denated by another Sentence (* He eats at night ')
present in the mind of the person (who has heard the assertion, * Being
fat, he eats not in the day ). Al

59. Though this Sentence (in the mind of the pevson, viz., * He eats
at night ') partakes of the character of * Verbal testimony,” yeb, we have
got to assert what, from among “ Senge-parception '’ and the rest, is the
means of geting at an idea of that Senteuce. B 4l i

60. Thus then, to & Sentence not uttered, ¢ Sensp-perception ® cannob
apply. Nov can Luference ; because this (Sentenco—** Ents at night ") has
wevar heen seen to be comcomitaut with the other (Sentence--t Fat, he
eats not in the day ).

gl. Hven when any relation (with the Sentence ' Kats nob in the
day ') has not been recognised, if it be acoepted to be the Middle Term (in
the Tnference of another Sentence, ¢ Hats at night,” which hns not been
tound to be related to the other Sentence * Hats nobin the day ”)—then
the mere utterance of such a Sentence would bring about the idea of al}
Seutences. hiied b

82. Nor are all Sentences, that are amenable to * Apparent Inconsis-
tency,” found to be related to all Sentences ; and therefore there can be no
Tuference 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 exigteuce or a particular Sentence (¢ Euts at
night ). . ; : '

64 And so, in the present case, the object of Inference is nob (as it
ought to have been) an object, whose independent existence has been
previonsly ascertained, as specided by a property the independent existence
of which also has been previously recoguised. |

8L ¢ A1l the Sentences.—When there is no restriction as to the existence of the rela-

tion of concomitance between the Sentenves * Lats at night” and ' Kats not in the
day,” then, sny and every Sentence could be taken to bring about the idea of all obher

Sentences in the world ; which is an absurdity.
88 The objeot of Inference has been proyed to be a® Simanyd” ; and hence mere

existence, or avy spacifio entity ean never form its object. - :
64 In the present case, it would only be the existence of & definite phject that

would form the subject matter of Inference.
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65, What we recognise (by means of Inference) is the Seutence that
is heard (‘ Eats uob in the day’) as qualified by the other Sentence (‘ Eats
ab night’).”  But in that cese yoa would have a Miuor Term such as has
an wnknown qualification, i _ kI

66. And again, if you hold this (* the Sentence' hearc ") to be the
Middle Term, because of the absence of any other charactevistic Middle
Term ; theu you will have the Middle Term (Minor Premiss) forming a
part of the gouclusion, as in the case of the Word, A

67. In the same manner, we can disprove the fact of the Sen-
tences huving the chavucter of objects and properbies: 1f the Sen-
tonce ' Bats at night ** has not been asesttained, it cannot qualify the other
Sentence; while if it has alvendy beeu ascertained, it camuot be the
object to be recognised by means of Inference. : ' .

' 63. L the absence of the particular velationship of action and agent,
there can be no property ; and since one Sentence is nobt the devotation of
another, therefore it caunot be its qualifieation, in the form of its objécb.

69, Lf it be urged that ¢ inasmuch ns one Sentence leads to the recog-
nition of another, it mnst be held to be expressive of it,”—then in that
onse, we. have the absurdiiy of a multiplicity of denotations. And the
character of property, derived from Infereuce, wonld be useless.

70. Noris that Seuteuce (* Bats ab night ) cognised by means of
the meanings of wovds (contained in the Sentence ** Eats not in the day " ) ;
hecause it is not in any way connected with them. The character of
words is snch that they indicate the particular forms of their denota-
tions, becanse of the inconsistency of their general forms of these (in con-
nection with the Senteuce in which they oceur).

88 ¢ Unknown qual:ﬁcatim _"H—'heqauﬁe the Sentence * Hate ab night " can never be
recognised as a qualification of the Sentence “ He does not ent in vhe day.”

- 8 That is to say, if the Middle Turm be the same as the Minor Term,~~viz., the
Sentence that is heard. ' In the ¢ase of the word —i.e., agin the argument brought
forward to prove tha fuct of words baving distinct denotations (ses above).

68 ¢ Qince one Sentence, §e.”-~The relation subsisting between the object and ity
snbstrate is not possible; becaise one Sentence is not the object of another. This rola.
tion would be possible only if one Sentence were the expressed denotation of another.

69 “ Derived from Inforence, &e.”'~This anticipates the t'oll'dwiﬁg objection s ‘* We
grant that one Senfence 18 not the denotation of another; but one Sentence is Slearly
such as if inferred from another—and hence the senteuce Bats not in the day, .beiug the
object of Inference based upon the other gontence as its Middle Term, itself becomes the
Middle Term ; and as such could be laid down ag the qaalification of the other Bentence,”

T'he sense of the reply is that the Inference having been got at befors hand, thae
rubseqgnent ascertainment of one Sentence being the qualification of another iy ehfirely
ugelesd. i

0 ¢ The character of words, &e.”~The word “ jar ” denotes the olaes; but inagmuch
ag this denotation is not consigtent with the pavticular Sentence bring the jary? it 1-#
accepted o indieate an individual jar. Thers 18 no such relation of Clags and Ladivi.
dnal between the two Sentonces in question,
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71, There is nothing in, the words * Fat, eats not in the day’ that
could not be compatible without the other Sentence (¢ Eals ab 'nighb i)
Nor is there any other way in which the words * Eats not at day ” can be
velated to that particular Sentence (¢ Eats ab night ). '

72.73, Ifitbe urged that  we can assume a different. Sentence
denotative of the Smtence, ¢ Pats at night ' "~~then (wo reply) that the
same objection (of waut of counection, &e.), would apply to this assump-
tion also jfor any number of such agsumptions cannot liberato it from the
(objection of ) want of connection. Ience i6 would be far better to
accept its denotation by means of the firsti Sentence, - :

73, And further, in the onse of your Infereunce, both negative m]d.

positive copcomitance would be denied to éxist, as in the case of the Word,

74. Nov is there any similarity between the Sentence heard (¢ Kby
not in the day ') and that which is not heard (* Bats at night ). Hence
the case cannot be one of Analogy é:lmlla.riy \ubh the meanmgs of the__
two Sentences. - g

75, Both similarity and the ohamotar of bmng the chara,ct,eusblc _
Middle Term, having been precluded from belonging to the Senbence, the
same would be the case with the meaning (of the Sentence) also; heuce.
the question caunot be iucluded in either of the other Means of R:ght-'

Notion (* Sense-perception,’ &e.). - - -
76, The Sentence ‘* Eats at night” is assumed, boumsa w:f.hout;

gveh o Sentence, the meaning denoted by the Sentence heard (¢ He is
fat, and Vats not in the day ") would be absolutely inconceivable, |
77, (1) Why should not the above case be explained as— because

7298 ¢ Want of connection,'-—between the words of the asdumed Sentence and
the Sentence ** he eats at night.”  For the sake of tuat connection, yon will have to
assume another Seutence,~~nnd o ou Seutanes after Senteuce, ad ifinttom 3 but not,
withstanding n.ll theie andless agsnmptiony, the wanb ‘of conneqtmn_ will continne’ juss '
the same; and in the end you will have to accept bhe fact of a Sentence being Tveog-
nised by means of an uncounnected Sentenca and then the nssumplion of a new Sen- _
tance becomes usaless.  And itk bean already proved that there van be no denotative
relation between the two Sentences themselves. Hence your theory falls to the ground,

T8 There i¢ neither a positive invariable concomitance bobween the two Sens
tr*uoos. nor any coneumitance babtween the m,ga.twes of the'two Hansencea, &oy 8ol &0, ng
was esplained in course of the refatation of the theory that meauings belongs to \\rorulu

e @ bumldrlfy *.~Since there s no anm:larmy bebween the maunmgs of the two
Sentences.

78 The Sentence heard ig, on the very face of if, nnpot«a:ble, and its meaning con!d
never be conceived of as being in #ny way possible, unless we recognised the fact of
hig eating at night, which alone can render the meaning of the Heunfence possible; to a
certiin extent. And thus, inasmach ag the new Sentence ig cognised simply with o
view to avoid the inconsistency of the Senfence heard, it must be 'ndmiht'ed: to biva case
of Apparent Inconsistency, pure and simple, f

M This objection emanutes from oue who helds thab the object of Appureut
Inconsisteuey s the mewning of the Bentends M he ents at night” und notb the Seutence 1
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the meaning of the Seatence heard is tot possible withont that of the
other Sentence, therefore it is (his lutter meaning that is assumed ' P And (2)
like the meaning of a Seutence, why should not this also be ineluded in
“ Verbal testimony * ¥ pAY | _ :
78.  But all specially qualified cognitions are such that they presup-
pose the words (that give expression to sach cognitions), When the Sen-
tenee has ouce falfilled its purpose, anything other than that cannot be held
to form the object of * Verbal testimony.” : -
79. “If there be mo connection (between the two Sentences * Hats
not in the day’ and * Huts at night’), or eveu when existing, if it be not
- vecognised,~~then (in, that case), the Seuteuce (‘ Eats at night”) heing

recognised would nob be true, as ib would not be bused npon any"Means of |

IRight Notion.” L Lt g |
80, 1Is there any heavenly ordinanes declaring the fuct of such conne .
- tion heing a Mosng of Right Notion ¥ Ta that case, how can the character
of such Menns of Right Notion belong to  Sense-perception,” which is
devoid of any sueh connection (or velation of concomitance) ?

8l. If it be urged that ** inthe case of Seuse-perception there is
connection between the object and the Sense-organ’’ then (we reply
that) ab the time of the perception by the iense, snch connestion ( between
the object and the Sense-organ) is nob recognised by all persons.

82.  Kven one who recoguises such connection does so only after he
has had the Sense-perception; and henve 6his connection cannot form
part of the meuns of right knowledge (% Sense-perception,”) itaelf ; since
80 far as the functioning of Sense-perception is concerned, the connection is
as good as non-existent.

itself. (2) Just ag, becanse the eonnection of the meanings of words ig not possible,
therefore even though it is not denoted by words, yet the meaning of the Hentence is
assumed, and is acceptod to be amenable to Verbal Testimony 1—in the same mannar,
in the ease in quention, the meaning of the assumed Sentence ' He ents at night " being
rocognised in arder t0 ayoid the incousistency of the meaning of the other Seuntences
vould be accepted as.an inglance of Verbal Testimony.

T Tho first half of this Kir_'ikii' maats the (1) and the second the {2) ohjection of the
Lish Kirika. The objeet of Apparent Inconsistency—tho eoghition of the new Ben-
tonce—ia & spocified cognition; and as such, presupposes the existence of words (consti.
tuting the assumeid Sentenes) ; and since the ‘meaning will have been signified by thess
werds, it coulidt not be the object of Apparent Inconsistency, * When the Sentence, §¢.”
—s0 long as the Sentence hag nob abfained  its object, whatever may be siguitied by ik,
mast be accephad to Leifa denotation ; and hence the meaniugz of & Sentence becomes the
olject of Verbal Testimony. 8o long s the words sonstitaving it have not been construed
with ona anothor, the Sentence remaing with its object nnfulfilled.  And asg soon as the
‘vonstrnetion of the Sentence has heen gob ab, it attaing ita objeck ; and when thig has
been fulfilled, i anything else happens to be implied by that Sentence, such snbisequent
implication cannot ba necaptod as the objeckof  tha Verbal Authority of that Sentenca,

B3 V45 good s, §e~~Bocauso. it does not in any way help Bhe eognition of the
objoot, coming, us it does, only after such coguitivn lias been urrived ab.

81
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83, Some people (the Banddhas) hold the ¢ Eye ™ and the “Toar” to
be such as to lead to the cognition of their various objects, without
coming in coutact with them ; and just as these people hold the fact of the
cognition by means of these (Eye and Har) to be true (ag being cases il
Sense-perception), so we wonld also haye in the case in question. |

84, Therefore in tho existende, or mnon-existence of connections
whatever cognition we have—provided that it be permanent (#.¢., nob con-
tradicted by any subsequent correch dognition)—must be valid.

85. No ono denies the fact of this (* ApparventInconsistency ") heing
a valid means of right knowledge. The only difference of opinion is on
the point of its difference or non-difference (from other means of right
kuowledgo, Inference, &o.) And on this point we have arrvived at a correch
conclusion ( that ¢ Apparent Inconsistency » g digtint from all the other
five means of right knowledge; and as such must be accepted as a distinet.
and independent means of right knowledge). SRR iy

86, Ina place where, in the absence of conuection, no cognition is
produced, there is no help.  Bub eyen in that cage the connection does
nob constitute the ground (or cause) of validity. !

87, TIn the *Miméansa-Castra” (1) Wherever a Cruti is agsumed
on the ground of aunother Crut, (2) When a passage is assumed to apply
to o definite sncrifice throngh ¢ Power, &e.," and (3) Wthere the result,
&e. (of a sacrifice) are assumed from outside,—in all these cases wo have
no conception of any (inferential) connection. Yl ;

38 Bye —~and Bar--cognibion is held to be trae even in the absence of any contact -
hetween theso organs and the object (as held by the Bauddhas) ; and hence just as want
of conuestion does not in any way affect the validity of these cognibions, 8o £00,. in
every other onse, we could not allow the validity of any cognition fo be deuied on the
only ground of the absence of oanneobion. ' j ) B

8% The existence or absence of couneofion does not in any way determine the vali- |
dity of a cognition. A ol

86 ¢ There is no help "—t.e., we must admit the pregence of connection to be a neces-
wiry concomitant of the validity ol that partienlar cognition. “ rownd of validity. =~
The only guch ground that we admit of is the absence of any eognition to the contrary.

87 All those are cases of the application of Apparent Inconsistency. (1) In the.
absence of a certain Qriuti, a Smriti passage appoars irtelevant or incongistent; and
with a view to this a Qruli ig asswmed by means of Apparent Inconsistency, e.q., in
the cage of the Smritis treating of the Ashiakd, whose baais in the Qruty is only asgumed.
(2) A certain saorifice is enjoined ; bat ite deity iz mot namad there; and as withouba
Deity, the sacrifice itself would be impossible; and with a view to remove this incon.
gistency, we get at the name of the Deity throngh the foree of a cerbuin word in the
mantra mentioned in sonneotion with the saerifice, (8) In the same manner, in the
cago of the Vigwajit sacrifice, the resalt is not mentioned, and as the injuncrjdn ra=
mnaing incomplete and intonsistent in tha absence of a resulb, wWe assnme n result, in,
the shape of the attainment to Heaven. ' And in all these three cases, the only way of
getting af o satisfactory conclusion is by wmenns of Apparent Tuconsistency,  And
though in all thege cases, no connection is recognised; yeb no one can deny the validity

and correctness of the assumptions.



ON NEGATION, A (LY 243

88, All these and such like cases would he inexplicable, if “ Ap-
prent Incousistency " were nob different from *Tnference.” If, even
wen having such a distineb form and character, the name ¢ Inference "
I given to it, then yon may haye your wish,

Thus ends the Chapter oa;__"‘“ Apparent Inconsistency.”

(Skerion 9).
. ON “NEGATION.”

1-9. In the case of an ohject where the aforesaid five means of
knowledge do not function towards the comprehension of the existence of
that objoct, we have Negation as the sole meavs of cognition. The ascer-
tainment of the non-contact (non-existence) of an object depends upon
thie validity of this (Negation) as a reans of cognition.

9.4, The non-existence of curd in milk is called ¢ Prior Negation™
(Pragabhava) (1) ; the non-existence of milk in the card ig called ‘* Des-
traction ” (Dhwansa) (2) ; the negation of the horse, &e., in the cow, and
vice versd is known as ““ Mutyal Negation ” (Anyonyabhava) (3); the lower
portions of the hare’s head, heing devoid of hardness and A Bupernu-
merary growth in the form of horns, is called ¢ Absolute Negation”
(Atyantabhava) (4). )

5.6, 1f Negation were not accepted as a (distinct) means of cogui-
tion, then we would have the existence of curd in milk, of milk in cnrd,
of the jar in a picce of cloth, of horns in the hare, of intelligence in fhe
eaxth, &c., of shape in the Soul, of odour in water, of taste in fire, of form
togather with these two in the Air; and of tangibility and these three in
the Akiga. el

7.8, Nor again could we have any usage with regard to the
differentintion of causes and effects, o, if Negation were not classified into

88 All that we want to prove is thab the form and character of Apparent Inconsig-
tency ave distinot from thosa of Tnference. 'I'his having heen satisfactorily proved, if
even then, yon persist in calling it  Inference,” you may do #o, The word may be
explained as that which s the wmeaans of somathing cognised after (or in the wake of ) somes
thing elre (Anu=pagcit, miyaté anéna); snd when thus explained, the name ** Aunmana "
{a applicable to all the means of right notion. And as sach, we have no objection to
the name being given to Apparent Tneonsistency. | _

1.8 Says the Bhishya: ¢ Negation too, being an absence of all other means of
notion, gives rise to the notion it eaists not with regard to a remote object.” To
this an objeoction ig raided : * Thak which consists of the absence of the meang of
right nobion canunot itsell bo the means of ri'g'ht ‘mnotion " 3 and with a view fto this
objection, wa explain the word * Pramivibhiva’ (absence of the means of right notion)
as the absence (or non-application) of the aforesaid five Pramanas. By means of
these five objects as cognised as enisting, while by meauns of Negation they are coguised
as non~erdisting, : : _

1-% This Kiriki is levelled agaiost those who hold thab Negation being a non-entity
ean never be & meang of right notion ; the ocurd does nob exish while the wilk lasts, it
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those of different kinds, such as Prior Wegation, &e.  Nor again 18 meh
classification possible with regard to a mon-entity, Thevefore Negaion
munst be an entity. For what is the negation of an eﬁecb ather than bi@
existence {continnance) of the cause ¥
9. Or again, Negation must be an entity, hke the cow, &e., beosmse 1t.
is onpable of forming the object of the notions of collective affirmation
and ditferentiation ; and also, because it is an object of cognition. {
10. Nor can it be asserted at will (without any grounds for so dmng) _
that sech a notion is only an (incorrect ) imposition, or that it isa mis-
taken mnotion; therefore the fact of the character of genernl nnd _
pavticular belonging to Negation cannot be said to be false. Y j
11. By meavs of the word ¢ Pramanabbava” (in the Bhﬁqhya) is meant,
the non-appearance of  Sense-perception’’ and the rest. And this is elthev
a particular modification of the Soul, or the cognition of another object.
12,  With regard to an object, whmh is evor both em&anc and nom- i

is only this prior neeation of the curd w‘herpin lies_ _ita'oharaater as uh ¢.E’acb‘ | -No smﬁar..

doos the eurd come into the existenco than the mille censes to exist; and itis i this

subsequent  destruclbion of the milk that lies ifs character as the ocause. The oth’ér !
examplos of negation shown above would be impossible it we did not admit of the
aforesaid classification of negution. And since no classificubion is pessible for a hons
entity, therofure we conelode Negation to be an entity ; the move go, becsuse the negd:
tion of an effect consiatg only in the enistence of the .onige, f.e., 0 long as the ‘cause
confinnes to exist there is & negation of the effect. )

1L If Negation be accepted to be a particular modification of the tmnl e, (in thc: Y
present oage), tho negation of the particular modification of the Sonl in the shape of the
sensuony perception of the jar,—then, such negation cannot bub be accepted ag a meins
of right notion ; inasmuch ag it brings about the cognition of the non-existence of the
jar ; and the aﬂect‘. of this means is the knowledge thaf the jar does nat caist. If however,
this gognition of non-existence, arising with regard to a distinot object in the shape of -
the absence of the gar, be eallad ¢ Negation,” then the effect thereof would be the
acteptance ov abandoning of the object, &o, &o. Tha meaning of the aforesaid.
Bhishya passage would shus come to be this: * The absence of Hense:perception
and the rost giving rise to the iden that it is not, oonshbahea i Nagah!.ou, which is o
distinet (the sixth) means of right cognition,” .

18 Every object has a double character : with regard to its own form, it exists (1..9., -
as jar, 8 jar exists) ; while with regard to the form of anothor object, it does not exist (i.e.
and as cloth the jar does nob exist). Both forms are aqually entities ; sometimes pecple !
cognise the ono and gometimes the other, This is levelled agninst the objection that,
inasmuch as there is no such independent entity ag Negation, apari from the bae'e
condition of the ground (i.e., a8 the non-existence of the jar in & pnrhwumr place is
none other than the place devoid of the jav), and this latter is amenable to Sensge-
perception, there is no room left for any other independent means of coguition in tha
. shape of Negabtion. 'The sense of the reply is thab the fact of the non-existence of the
cloth in the jar simply means that the Cloth in its non-emistent form inheres in avother
object, the jar, and as such, produces the cognition of its mnon-extant form in
the jir, And certainly this non-existent form of the cloth could never be cognisable
by .means of Seunsa-perception, &o. Hence we obtain o distinet and  independent
object tor Negntion, as a digtinet meana of cognition,
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extun? with reference to its own form and that of another ‘object respee-
tively, some people cognise only cortain forms at certain times.

13. We have the comprehension of the coguition of that form,
which has eome into existence, and with vegard to which there is o desire
(on the part of the agent) for comprehension, and it is by this that the
cognition is named. : -

14, But during all this time the other’ form continues (Intent)
helping the cognition of its counter-entity. Because in the cognition of
each of these we always have the touch of the other.

15. The ascertained definite nation of positive existence—such as
““ this is (the jar) and nothing else”—is not possible, withont a tinge of
the cognition of the absence of everything else. '

16.  Nor is the cognition © it (jar) does not exisb” possible, without
a notion of the object itself ; for there can be no cognition without an
objoctive substratum. : i ]

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

18, ' The idea that * this is not”’ is never bronght abont by menns of
the Senso organs; because the Sense-organs are capable of having
contact with positive formas ouly. _ '

19,  “ Well, you have asserted that * non-existence ’ iz non-different
from ¢ existence’; hence the Sense-ovgans could have econtact even with
non-existence.” Not go ;3 beeause we do not admit of an abgolute identity
between the two (what we do admit of is only comparative non-difference);
as in the case of colour, &, = *

20. Even when there is an identity of the ohject (as in the case of a
fruit, which is only one), we admit of a certain difference amorng  its
properties, colour, taste, odour, §e.  And the comprehension of these exis-

18 Wheon the jar has appeared in its oxtant form it becomes cognised, and the cog.
nition ig called the * cognition of the jae.” 'When, on the other hand, it is the
non-exigtent form of the jar that has appearsed in conneetion with a particular place,
we have a cognition of this non-existent form ; and this eognition is ealled the * cog«
nition of the absence of the jar " ; and thiy latter cognition is the object of Negation.

16 In the cognition of the jar, anides of the absenco of the jar ever continnen
latent, helping (by ite negation) the cognition of the jur itself, and the cognition of the
absence of the jar is admittedly aceompanied by an idea of the jar itself.

9 Joat ss Colonr, Taste, &o., are each different by themselves, but sre congidered
non-diffarent, as co-hering in the sama substaucs.

0 Just as in the case of Qolour; &0, there is difference in reality (though there ig
also & seeming identity), so also in the ocase of existence and mon-existence ; thongh
fhey arareally different, yeb they gosm to be identical inasrauch as both of them inhere
in the eam!}_.objeut.. The differenca betweer the twois also proved by the fact thas
om? of them ( eaistencs) is comprehended when it has appeared and the other (nomn-
#ristence) has disappenred, and wice versd.
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tence non-existence depends upon (the) (appeamnce of the, one) a,uil i
disappearance (of the other). : - :

21, The ground of difference, too, is found to be tius A the compre-
hension of existence we have contact of the senses as the means, while
that of non-existence is independent of such contuot,

92, OF colowr, §e., too, some people explain in the differcnce to be
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 colowr; §o., is always
based on mere cognition.. They cannot be held to form a compomte whole
on the ground of the identity of their location, s

24,  Colowr, Taste, §c., ave held to be one, on the grounds of theu'
being entities and properties,—and as being both identical with « the
substance and each of these again is held to be different irom the other,
when considered individaally in its own apeclﬁe character,

95, In the same manner, if, in the case in questzon, we ha,d not the
difference based npon & similar consideration  of the individnal apecxﬁu i
character of each (cwistence and non-ewistence), then in other places we could
not have any iden of the positive and negative characters of a cognition.

26. When thero is a contact (of the Sense) with the ob]eut then we
have ® cognition of its form and the notion that it is. Ou the other hand,
the notion 4 i not is due to the absence of such contact.

i

2 Somo people hold that colonr is cognised by the eye and odour by the nosels
and in this lieg the difference of colour from odounr. Just ag the character of the Son
is cognised with reforence to the Father, and that of tho Father with reference to the
Som, o, in the same manner, we could have the (lnﬁ'emnca between existerice and non=
oxistence (as correlutive ontilies).

%8 They ave different simply bacause they are cognised to be different, * .'I'hry cannol,
§re)'—Thig is levelled against the objection that * if sach be the cage, then we wonld
have an oternal difference between colour and tagte, and botween existence and  mou-
existende ; and the idea of identity could be explained as being due to the fact of their
exisbing in one and the same place ; and thas forming a single eomposite whole, which
is coguised as the object (fruit, £.i.) "'~ The seuse of the reply is that this i not correct,
inngmuch as an independent . objeot formiug the substratnm of properties has beon
proved to have an independent existence [\pt‘ll“b from its properties (vtds thpter on
 Senso-porception’’),

25 Tf bobween esistence and non-oristence we do not decept both difference and non-
difference, in acoordance with the aforesaid considerations, then, with regard to one
and the same objeet (jar f.i.), we could not have the coguitions of both its existence and
non-existence, ag based respectively upon ite positive and negative forme.

% The form of the plase, being in contact svith the sense, is at once comprehended ;
and the same place being (in the shape endowed with the presence of the jar) ot in
guch contact, we have the notion that the place is devoid of the jar, and so on. The
Nydya-ratnikara enters into 8 lengthy digeussion a8 to the wvarious relationships of
thiz non-existence.
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27, After the object (the place where the jar is not) has been perceived
(by the Eye), and the counter-entity (the jar) has been remembered,
then follows the notion that it (the jar) ds not, which ig purvely mental (nnd
as such) indopendent of the Sense-organs. |

28. Having (at first) seen the more form (of a place), and labterly
ha.ppemng to remember o little of 1t, if one is agked as to the mon-presence,
in thah place, of another object, he ab once becomes cognisant of such non-
presence (by means of ** Negation’ pure and simple).

29. Nor (in the case of Negation) do -we find the character of Tnfer-
ence ; because there is no Middle Term. 1f it be urged that ¢ we
have for such term, the positive form (of the object whose existence is
denied),” then (we reply) this canvot be, because the positive form
does not form an object of cognition at thab time,

30. There is an appearance of the coguition of the mnezative form
ouly when the positive form does not form an object of cognition. When,

9 This antivipates the following objection: “ The Hye perceives the place, and
Negation brings about the idea of the mon-existence of the jar; how, then, eonld we
Lave the notion of this non-ewistence as qualifying, or residing in, the particular place ¢
The sense of the reply is that the process may bo thus explained : (1) The place is seen
by the Bye; (2) the jar (which has been seen before, and which ecould have heen seen
if it had been present) is remembered ; (8) then there follows a purely mental process
which gives rise to the notion of the non-esistence of the jar. The qualified notion of
gnch non-existence in a place can be explained as having been brought ahout by the
colleotive action of all the aforesaid three processes. .

9 A peraon has passed the morning at a certain place ; and all along he notices
ouly the bare place, and nothing else entors into his mind. And in the afiernoon he is
agked if a tiger had been to that place in the morning. He enlls up the place in his
wind, and at once hecomes cognisant of the fact that no tiger had been to the place;
and he replies to the same effect.  Here we find thut the non existence of the tiger
had not been cognised while he was abt the place ; in fact, no idea of the tiger had
entered his hend, so he conld not have vealised it absence at that time. Novis the
place before his . eyes, when the qguestion is put to him, Therefore tie ides
of the mnon-existence of the btiger that he mow has camnct be waid to be due
to the action of the senges; nor  can it be said to be due solely to the non-
perception of something thab could have been perceived if it were present (it is spe.
cially ‘against this alternative of the Nuaiydyika that the present Kiriki is levellod)
because this would be the cause of such notion of the tiger's absence as wonld appear
af the time the person was at the place. As a matter of fact, however, in tha above
ingtance, we find that so long she was thore the iden of the tiger' never entered his
head; "and so the non-perception of the perceptible cannot be the cause of his subge-
quent coguisance of the tiger’s absence; which must, therefore, be admitted to have
boen the result of  Negation” pure and simple, as aided by the former perceplion
of the place and the slight remembrance of it in the afternoon,

9 At that time—i.e., whon its non-existence was cognised. That which is not
cognised cannot constitute the Middle Term,

80 At the timo that the object is coguised to exist, it cunnol be cognised Lo he
non-extant.
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on the other hand, the positive form has been cogmsad then Lhere can be i 1
no cognition of the negative form, j

31. Nor can this ( positive form) be tha pradmat.e of the Minor pre-
migs, as in the case of the Word. A.hd agmn, no pomuwty is held to
b 'concomitant with all negativity. iy - _

32, HKven if we come across such a ocase as where tha oxistonce of
one thing (place) is accompanied by that of another (jar), even then, we
may also come across a ease where in the same case (of the existence of
the place) we find the non-existence of auother (jar).

33. In a oase where the non-existence of an ob;;ect has never heford
been coguised, even in th at case, we find that the comprehension of its
non-existence is independent of any conception of invariable concomitance.

34, If there be a coguition of the relation of invariable concomitance
of the existence of any ohject with the non-existence of another object,
then we wounld have the comprehension of overythmg in the world o
by means of such hyvariable concomitance. o)

35. Tyen when the existence of one ob]ecb has hoon comprehended
all people do not necessarily have an idea of the mnon-existence of
avery obher object ; and tlius, bhis being a case of non-concomitance, tho
cognilion of existence cannot serve ns the Middle Term, _ _

36. When any relation is comprehiended, it is necessary that the
members related should he cognised. And by what means would you have
the cognition of non-eaistence (which you assert to be related by invariable
concomitance, to existence) P !

37. At that time (i.e, prior to the comprehension of the mlatmn)
the cognition of the member related could not be due to the Middle Term
(because it has not yet boen recognised as guch). Hence the cognition
of non-existence must be asserted to be duae to some other means of know-
ledge (besides Sense-perception, Luference, &e.). '

8L I'hig ia levelled aguinst tlie view that the eristence of tha place (and not that of
the jur) may be accopted to be the Middle Term. 'The sense of the reply is that it hus
baon already sbown (inthe chnpter on * Word ) that the Word cantot be the property of
its donotation ; dnd the sawme progess of reasoning may be employed to show that so
long ag the won-awistence of the jur has not been cognised, the evistence of the place onn~
not be cognised as qualifying it. Beosase in the absonse of the aubnhr&tam-
“lmro would the qualifieation sabsiab F '

8% Though the presence of the place may be found iu one case to be concunntant
with the absence of the jar, yot &t another time' we conld find the jar existing in tho
same place. No invariabla concomitance between the two is possible. " :

84 If, without any redbrictions, the concomitance of the existence of the cloth
with the non-existence of fhe horse were to be accepbed as & means of obtaining n
notion of the non-existencs of the jur, then such an uncoutrolled premiiss would be
an universal solvent, bringing ubout the notion of everything in the warld.

85 Whenever we perceive a place it is not necessary that we rangt diveetly begome
cognisant of the absopee of, averything else. Thus, then, we find that no case of exis-
tence is iuvariukly concomitant with non-existence in geuerul,
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88-39, % The non-appearance of Sense-perception and the rest, would
oonstitate the Middle Term.” There can be no relation between this (non-
appearance) and any particular case of non-existence. Then, theve would
be a distinct relation between this and non-existence in general, But non-
existence tn general is not capable of bringing about any cogunition. And
inasmuch ag there is non-coucomitance of  this (won-appearance) with
the particular cases, how eould these be comprahended by raeans of thab
non-appearance) ?

| 88.80 Thig objection emanates from the Banddha, and his position is thus ontlived
in the Nyaya-ratudkard: * 1f that which is capable of being seen ab a place happens to
be nob seen, then it cannob be existiug in the place; and since I do not see n jar hero
(which I should bave geen if it hhd axigted), therefore it doea not exigt here at this
time. This is only & natural mfarenca Now-perception is nothing more than the per-
ception of ous of the two objects of a relation; as,in the oase of the pluce and the
jar, we see the place alone; and this coustitates the abaence of  the jar. Thus then
thig non.perception being only a phese of perception, we oanuob have the endless
series of negations nrged above ; ‘becanse the perception of one of the two members of
a relation is cognisable by moans of the Sense-organs ; and this is held to be identical
with the absencs of the other member (the jar ) ; for the sake of such usages as have
been shown above.  For these reasous, bhe non.appearance of Sense-perception cau very
well sorve as the Middle Term, in the case of Negation, Orthe inferential process may
be otherwiss explained. The existence of a visible objsot is always accompanied by ita
perception ; consequently, the absence of perception must mean the denial of exis-
tence.”  Tlie sonse of the reply is thue explained : The absence of the jar eannot be
rightly inferved from the mere negation of Sense-perception, &o,  Because such w 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 snch non-evistence in geneéral (which could be pos-
gible only at the time of the Universal Digsclabion); the cognition of non.existence
always rests in gome partionlar cese of non-existence; and this cannot be inferred from
a general negation, &o., inasmuch as even when the jar exigty, we have a general form
of negation (in the negation of the cloth). Then the non-perception of the jar may be the
Middle Torm.  But we ask-—what is this non-perceplion of thejar? 1f it is, as you
say, only the perception of the bare place,then this latter is a general assertion,
and ig possible during the existence u# well as the non-existence of the jar; and as
such oannot lead to the inference of the absence of the jar. Then, the porception of
one of the two mombers cannot serve as the Middle Torm ; bocanse we have such
perception of one member, alse when both the members are perceived. If the non-
eristence of the jar. be explained as the mnon-pervceplion of the jary.—then, at the
tims of tho inference of such negation, and also abt the time of the compre-
hongion of the afMrmative premiss, we would stand in need of a series of non-
perceptions, one after the other, ad dnfinttuwm ; and as in the cognition of the
Middle Term, 8o algo in that of the Minor Term, we wonld have the same eoudless-
ness ; becanse you seek to prove the absence of the visible object by means of the
absence of,its perception ; this absence of perception also, boing an absence, could be
cognised (according to you) only by means of another absence ; and go on, ad infinitum.
For these reasons, we must adimit thabthe non-appearance of Sense-peroeption, &o., is the
moung of the cognition of Negation, by itself, and not by being made the Middle
Torm of an inferential argament ; and when thiz has once heen admitted, then upon
this basis yon can raige uny amount of inferentinl fabric.

82
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40-42. Anything that is not fally 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, conld have heen cognised only
by means of another negative entity (sle., another non- appearance), as the
Middle Term ; this latter Middle 'l‘erm too would have been compre-
hended by means of another,~—for nothing thab is uncognised could ever
be the Middle Term ; and this cognition too conld only be by means of
another Middle Term j;—i.c., the Middle Term and so on, we would have an
endloss series (of Middle Terms). In the case of the Negation of the
Minor Term too, we would have the same endless series. Therefore (in
order ‘o avoid this endlesaness) you will be forced to admit of a resting-
place whore thig (non-appearance, & negation) itself would be the means of
cognition, even in the abgence of a Middle Term.

43.44. An effect, in the shape of the notion ‘it iz not, is seen to
procead dirvectly from the non-appearance of Sense-perception, do. ; and
it is for this reason that we acept the fact of this non-appearance being the
means of the cognition, because of its immediate (and invariable) prece-
ence. You (the Bauddha) hold that cogmbmn to be inferential whigh is
brought about by means of the threefold relation (the two causal, and one
natural) ;- and certainly @ case of non-appearance (a negation) does not
stand in need of & canse (and hence no cxmml relation i3 possible in the
onge in question).

45. 1f it be asked ** how can negation be a means of cognition P "
(we reply) of what form i the object thereof? Just as the object is
negative, so wonld the means of cognising it be also negative.

46, Just as in the case of & 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 eognition. :

47. There is no royal command to the effect that only a posibive
entity can be the means of cognition. The charactor of being the means of
cognition would, inthe case of both {positive and negative entities), rest
upon the fact of their bringing about definite conerete cognitions of them

respective objects. o

48-49. Tf you deny the fact of negation bemg a means of cognition,
simply on the gronnd of its being & negative entity, taking yonr stand on
the belief that in all cases it is only a positive entity that has been seon
to be the cause,—then, in that case, a negative entity (nom-appearance)
could not be cither a Middle Term, or an object of any cognition. And
under such circumstances, you conld not explain the common usages shown
ahove, )

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

4548« Thresfold relation.”—The Baunddhas hold that all Inference is baged upon
only three relations : (1) that of the cause with the effect, (2) that of the offect with
the cause, and (3) that based npon the specific aature of the things concerned,

50 Y The place, §e,” hecauge the place is scen, and is amenable to visual perception,
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negation, can be the property (or predicate of any thing). The place,
where we have the negation (of the jar), is not related to this (non-
appearance),

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

52. There would be a rolation of thig (non-appeavance) with Nega-
tion, inasmuch ag 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) hag been comprehended, nothmg is left tha.t conld
be the object of the Inference (h&vmg the ‘non- appe&r&nce ag the
Middle Term). :

- 53, Between the two there i8 no other relation, sach as con]unctlon
or Inference. Thus we ses that so long as Negation is not comprehended,
the character of the predicate cannot belong (to ‘non-appesrance, &ec.’) ;
and when this has been comprehended, thon your inference would become
redundant (as proving what has already been comprehended, even before
the comprehension of the premises).

94-55. (1) The absence of the other five means of cognition differs
from these, “ Senge-perception,” &o.,—becanse it is denoted by the Word
“ Negation,”-—just as among the objects of cognition (by the six meauvs of
cognition), the object of * Negation " is negative, while those of the other
five are positive entities. (2) Negation (or non-existence) is cognised by
a means gimilar to itself (i.e., Negative),—because it ig an object of cogni-
tion,—just as positive eunfities. Therefore ¢ Negation” mmust 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 subsidiavies, and that all these
subsidiaries do not become related to one. another,—all this is cognised by
means of this (Negation).

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

98.  The notion of ¢ hundred "' as existing in the ¢ thousand ”-—ex-
plained as being due to “ Probability "—is orily brought about by the fact
of the invariable concomitance (of a hundred with a thousand) ; and ag

3L A positive entity cannol be a subject having a negative entity for its predicate
nor can it be the prodicate of a negative subject; because the two are mutnally con-
tradiotory,

81 % Verbal testimony,”~d.e,, on the authority of ‘Jaimini, who has enunciated
only six means of right cognition,
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puch, it is identical with Inference, And much of what is kn_owﬁ ; in the |
world as ‘¢ Tradition” is mob always troe; and whatever happens to be
true that does not differ from “ Valid Testimony.” A R

Thus enda the Ohapter on Negation.

B i . '
CITRAKSHEPA. . .

1. In the first instance, our opponents (the Bauddhas, &e.), had
objected to the Vedic passages appertaining to supernatural results (as
Heaven and the like); whereas in the present passage it i8 passagea ap-
pertaining to worldly results (acquirement of cattle, &o.), that are
objected to,—and this too by the author of the Sutra. i

2.3, “ (1) Passages, treating of the Citrd sacrifice, &o., as leading to
such results ng the acquirement of cattle, &e., are false,—because, thongh
thoy trent of perceptible objects, yob no such objects are actnally perceptible.
And again, that which is so (treating of perceptible objects, and found
to bo devoid of auy such objects) is always found to be false,—jnsb as
the assertion of a liar that ‘there are fruits on the rviver bank,’ when no
such fruits are found to exist. b T

4.5, “(2) And again, the Citrd snerifice cannot lead to the acquirement
of cattle,—because it does not bring about such & result at the time of its
performance, a8 do bath and feeding, &e.  Or, (3) the acquirement of catitle
cannot be the rvesult of the Citra sacrifice,—because 1t 1§ not geen to
oxist ot the time that the sacrifice is performed,—like Heaven, and the
ploasures of satisfaction. As o negative instance for both these syllogisms
we may have pleasure attending upon shampooing. e ' :

6. “If it be urged that immediate seqaence is nob meutioned (in
the passage Clitrayd yajéta proukamak),’—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 Wozrd,

L« At firet, =i.e,, when the validity of the Veda was questioned. (Vide supra).
This refers to the Bhishya passage— Senge.perception and tho rest are the means
of right cognition ; but how is the Word, &o., &e.” Tha former objection was aimed
at the passages mentioning auperphysical resnlis, and emanated from opponents,
The present objection however is aimed at the passages speaking of worldly results,
and is made by the author of the Vrifti to proceed from the aphorism itself.

9.8 ¢ Absence, §c.,"=i.¢., cattles are not seen to follow immediately after the
gacrifice.

4.5 Bath and Feeding produce resulis at the time of their accomplishment.
Heaven, &e., are ot found to exist when the *Citra’ sncrifice i performed; and as
guch cannot be said to be ibts effects; The same may be eaid also of snch results as
the acquisition of caltle, &e, - Plensure is folt at the time that the shampooing is doue.
But guch is not the case with the Citra sacrifice and the acquisition of Cattle,

6 The sense of the objection to the objectious is that the above arguments fall
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7. “Because mo other timo is specified, and becanse such is the
character of actions in general, therefore immediate sequence mnst belong
to the cage of such enjoined sacrifices ag the Citrd and the like.

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

9. “The passage mentioning * yujna Judkz, &c., s false,~—becavse of
its contradiction by Sense.perception. As an affirmative instance (of gimi-
larity in this syllogism) we have the gtone-passage (* Stone is floating ) ;
and as a negative instance (of dissimilarity) the assertion of a trustworthy
person.

10. “1f the sacrificor bo. said to be Bomebhing apart from the
body (that is burnt) then, in that case, that something could not hold the
sacrificial implements (and hence conld not be called ¢ Yajndyudhi’).
Nor again, conld the character of yujamana 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 hea.ven-gomg) werea, direot injunction (like
the (litra passage), then there would haye heen no difference between this
and the instance of non-perception (instanced in the Citrd passage) ; and
as such it would not have been mentioned separately.

12. “ And again, if the passage were an injanction, then the contra~
diotion conld have been removed, by assuming the result to follow ab
some future time, As a matter of fact, however, the passage i3 only an
assertion of an event affirmed to happen at the present time; and as such
it does not admit of any such explanation of the contradiction.

-

to the ground hecause the passage does not Iay dosrn that bho acquisition of cattle is
to follow immadiately after the performance of the sacrifico. But the original objec-
tor replies that thongh sweh immediate sequence is not directly mentioned, yet it is
distinotly implied by indication, which is only a parbioular form of verbal denots-
tion. ' :
8 Another case,*—i.e., the passage “ Esha yajndyudhi yajaminah enjasd swargam
lokamyati,"~—referring to the smorificer, who is dead, andis placed upon the funeral
pyre with all the gacrificial implements iu his hands,~—lays down that such a sacrificer
proceeds direetly to Heaven, The sense of the objection is that inasmnch agthe
body which bears the implements, is seen to be burnt to ashes, the mention of its
jonrney to Heaven is contradictory to direct Sense-perception.

9 The aggertion of a trustworthy person is always in keeping with facts of Sense-
perception ; and it is only as such that i6 is trae. The present case is not #o; hence it
must be false. .

1 Thig Kariki refers to the Bhishya passage “ ma ca ma yatity, &o.,” and is with
reference to an objection that such an assertion of the Bhishya is superfiaous; because
whether the passage is a Vidhi or not, it makoes no difference in the nbove arguments,
The sense of the Karikd ig that the Bhishya adds this in order to differentiate the pre.
sent passage from the Citra passage. '
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13, “Though, nsa mntter of fact, the body being burnf, the as-
serted resulb could not belong to b, even if the passage were au injune-
tion,~~vel on the strength of (sneh) an injunction there could be an as-
sumption (of something apart from the body, to which the result, Journey
to Heaven, would appertain); and it is such en assnmption that is sot
aside by the Sentence (‘Na ca na yatiti vidhih").

14. % Such (contradiction of facts of Senee-perception) is fonnd to
be the case with almost all drthavddas nnd Mantras; hence all these may
be made the subject of the above proposition (i.e., adserting the falsity of
guch vedic pusseges ss those above cited * Bsha yagnayudhi, &e., &o.)

15. “Such being the case, falsity would also belong to the passages
laying down the Agnihotra, &e. ;=—becanse t!my are parts of the Veda,—
like the Citra passage, &o.

Thus ends the Chapter on Citrakshepa.

Sncmoﬁr‘ 11.
SAMBANDHAKSHEPA.

1.2, The argument proving the t.heory of the author is this: (1)
Vedicasaertions are not false,—because in regard to their own significa-
tions, they are independent of the spuakar,—hke the uotions of the word
and its denotation. (2) Oy, Tdeas originating in the Veda are true,—~becanse
they arise from sentences t.hn.t ave eternal,—like the signification of & Sen-
tence. And in this case we nlso have the support of the arguments shown

before (nnder Aph, 2).
: 8-4. Taking his stand upon the fact of the relation between word
and ite meaning being eternsl, the aunthor of the Bhighya has set aside
the invalidity of the Veds in order Lo establish ity self-evidential charae-
ter. And after this has been done, the objector declaves its falsity on the
ground of its orviginating in the absence of any relation (bebween word
and its meaning).

4-5. That there is a relation, and that it is eternal have been declared,
by the asserbion  Auipatiibastu, &o.,"” with a view to seb aside the falsity
(of the Vedn). Both of these facts ave denied by the objector; of theso
two, that thers is no relation betwuen Word and Meaning is here consider-
ed ; and that it is non-eternal will be considered Inter on, . ( Karikds, 45, 46).

1% That is to say, since the condition of contradiction is the saine, such Mauntras
miy also be held to be false, on: the sole gronnd of their being contrary to Henme.
perception.

1.2 Tn the Bhishya, wo have © autpattikastu, §c.,'' which proves the theory of fhe
trustvorthiness of the Veda, &o., and loaves for n while the objections urged in the
“ CitrakshEpa " ; becanse when the anthenticity of the Veda has been once established,
on the strength of khat, we would have all objections answered.

5.4 Snys the Bhishya : “The word hus no relation with its meaning, whence
could it he dae to bumnn origin?” The meaniog of this is that when the relation
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6-10. = Binoe no other relation is possible, contact or connection alone
romaing behind, And it is in this relation alone that we have fhe aure cog-
nizance of ordinary people. Consequently it is the presence of this ralation
(between word and the objeet denoted) that is devied (by the objector) in
the following manner : “ The word is nob related to the object denoted, —be-
cangeit is not found to exist simultaneonsly in the same place with the
other,—like the Vindhya is not related with the Himdlaya.” In the
same manner non-relation may be proved with regard to the object denoted,
ov with regard to both of them. In order fo establish the minor
Promiss of the above argument (that they are not found to exist in the
gnme place), the instance of the ‘razor,! &c., has been  brought forward
(by the objector in the Bhashya). Mon of the other party (that of the
anthor himself), taking their stand upon the relation of denotalivness
(expressiveness ), say : If the objector seek to disprove the existonce of
the velation of eontact, then your effort is superfluons (because wo also
deny this in the case of the word and its meaning); if, on the other
hand, you seek to disprove the existence of all relation, then your
avgument ia conteadicted by snch cases as those of the words © Father ¥
and * Gon,” &e. Similarly (if all relation be denied) then the predieate
(abaence of all relation) of the eonclusion fails, i the case of the instance
of the Vindhyn and the Himalaya, which bear to each other, the relation
of exigting on the same Earth,

11-12. TE the relation of expressiveness be denied, then there ia con-
tradiction to ordinnvy nsage ; and contradiction also to the objector's own
deelaration,—beeause it is not possible, by means of words devoid of all
velation | (with their meanings), to explain one’s theories to the other
party.

batwaen the World and its meaning has boon ascertnined to be etarnal, it wounld alao
imply lhe eternality of the members reluted; snd beiug eternal, theso conld not
have any discrepnncies, in Ghe shape of falsity and the like,—snd these having
Loen set aside, tho welf-sufficient authority of the Veda would become established.
Consequently, in order to strike at the very root of this rengoning, the objector ia
mude, in the Bhishya, to deny all relationsbip hetween the Word and the Meaning

6-10 Says the Bhishva : * If there wore any relation between the word and the
manning, the utterance of the words ‘ Razor * and ‘ Sweet Cake’ would bring about a
cuf i the face and its filling with sweets respectively.” Tt may be objected to thia
ngsertion on thie part of the ohjector that thore is no snch rule ue that the two mem-
bers rolated shonld alwaya co-exist in the same place. With a viow to this it has been
declared that no other relation save that of Conjunction or Contact is possible, bebweon
the Word and ita meaning ; and hence whenever one of them wonld exist, the other
wonld surely exist, * The other party, §o."—saysthe Bhishya: * That rolationship
which can be here pointed out, &o."”

610 ** Pather and 8on, "-=In the case of these words, there is cortainly a relation
hetwoen their denotations,—and aa auch a tokal denial of the relationship botween the
denotations of all words is not true.

1138 Devoid, §%¢. "—as deelared by tho ohjector.
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14:13.  Then, ns n matber of fact, in the action of denotation (or ex-
pression) the ohjective eharacter belongs to the object dencted, and Lhat.
of instrumeuntality or agency to the Word;

13-14. Since both (word and meaning) are predicates in the com-
prehension (of nssertions), and as such both ave acocepled to be concomi-
tent 3 and fhe relation of the word and its meaning consists in the fach
of both of them heing restricted to one comprehension.

14-15. Though there can ba no relation between the different cases,
yeb in the case of an action, we huve the fact of one thing being the
helper and another the helped, cognised through the connection of thab
action; and it is this (fact of the meaning being the helped nnd the word
the helper) that constitutes the particular relation between Word and
Meaning. el

18.13 "Tho notion of denotation, belonging to the Word, hus for, its resnit, the som.
prahension of the mednidg ; and this is none other than o knowledge of the Word
which, whon congidered in relation to its vesullin the shape of the comprehension of
the objeot denoted, is kuown as the sction of denotation. And in sach a case, that
which is the object of prohenzion, is pted to be the chject dennted by that Word ;
and the Word ia either tha means of comprehensien, or the agout that makes the
mogning comprehended by the person ; the cousidersiion of thede two ‘alternatives is
regerved for a futhre occnsion.

13,18 This anticipered the following objeckion : “ Hven if the abovs facis be acceptad,;
all that they can prove is that the Word and the Meaniog belong to e single wction
of denotation, end not that they are in any way related lo one another.” 'The senge
of the reply is that in the cnse of Lho predicates of propositions (as both the Word and
tho Meaning are in tho present case), the fact is that by the foree of the sction
in which they cohere, they sro made concomitant ; and therefrom results the relation
of mutasl restriotion, Fven between the Snbject and the Predicate, thers is this con.
comitance. ‘The subjeot draws the action to itself, and the action reverts to it only
after it hag taken with itsell the Predicate which forme a park of its own, In the case
in guestion, the predominant factor i the object dencted; and this, with a view
to the socomplighment of its comprehension, tukes to the nction of Denotation ;
this latter, in its torn, takes to the Word. And thus, between the Word and its
Meaning, there is the relation of being restricted to the same action (of TDlenotation).
Thia rule of restriction is thna explainod: That action of Denotation which has ilie
word * Cow " for its iostruoment has for ite objeciive, the object corw; and conversely,
that which haa the object cow fov it objective hak the word “ Cow " for its instrument.
Thongh this restriction could not apply to the case of words with many meanings, or
when the same object is denoted by many words,~—yet asa rule, we donot admit of
puch words and synonyms; ad this would make the gignification of the wordsina
partienlar context doubtfnl,  However in a ¢ase whare we do come across such words,
anthorised by the soriptures, we are forced to neoept the cliance of doubifulness. But the
relation nbove expluinod remsius intact; in bhe generality of cases, the other cases
being only exceptions to it

.18 The Word being the instrument and the meaning the objective. The Word
helps to make the meaning comprehended and thus capable of naage ; sud thus,
there is between the Word and its Meaning, this relation of the helper and the helped,
which is the same ae that of the espressor and the expressed.




L,

SAMBANDHAKSHEPA, 257

16. 1t has already been proved (above) that invariable concomxtauce
is not the means (of siguification).

16-18. “If by the Word‘Sanjua’ (mame) be meant the fact of ita
being the means of comprehension, then it could net be the integral
part of denotation.  The name is postulated by usage according as the
Word is found leading to the comprehension (of the meaning); and
the name itself does mnot signify the meaning, so long as the relation
(of the mame with the meaning) has not been ascertained. Therefore
the expressiveness of the mame follows subsequently, as in the case¢ of
smoke (which lsads to the inference of five, after the invariable concomi-
tance of the two has been ascertained). And hence, like the smoke, it
(name) would not form the integral part of denotation.”

18-21. This (Sanjnd) is not of the same character as smoke, &ec.
Because in the ocase of these latler, the inference (of fire from smoke)
vesults after the invariable concomitance (of fire and smoke) has been
ascertained, before which there is no idea of the smoke as being the
means of comprehending (the existence of five); 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 relatiom
(of the Word and the Object denoted) is recognised through the assers
tions of old (knowing) people, there—and inno other form-—at once follows
the idea that the Word is the means of the comprehension (of the said
meaning).

21-24. In some places old people assert that ‘such and such a
meaning is to be understood by such and such a Word;’ in other places
they say ‘this is the expressive (Word) and that the expressed (mean-
ing);" while in other cases, younger people find that there is an action (of
the middleaged persou following the Vaorbal 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 ‘ because the middleaged man hag
understood the Word to deuvofe such a meaning, therefore ordinary people
know these to have the chavacters of being the expressive and the
expressed respectively.’

18 The concomitance ig recognised only after the denotation has heen accomplished,
and never before that, '

18.2L In the case of smoke, the comprehension is preceded by the idea of invari-
able concomitence, whereas in the case in question, it is quite the reverse.

§4.38 Thia anticipates the following objection:  Inagmuch ag it isonly a Sen.
tence nitered by the old man that is fonnd to express a meaning, denotativeness must
belong to the Senience, and not to the Word.” The wonse of the reply is that though
at firsl thera is suoh a wmired Rp comprehension, when the Senfence ’ bring the cow '
is pronounced,—~yet when it in followed by ancther direction— take away the horse, !
and the other parson acts accordingly,—then the boy looking apon the scene comes to
comprehend the meanings of the words “cow " and  horse,” apart from the Sentences,

a3
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2425, Thus, thongh, in the beginning, the df’nota;bwaness (ﬂt a Worﬁ') !
is found to be mixed np (in the Sentence), yet, Buhaeqnently, by means of
affirmative and negabive concomitance, the mezmmg of the Word is aﬂser- _
tained apart from the Sentence. | - S

25.26.  On nccount of the presence of suoch mu]tlfﬂ!"lOl]S denotations,
partaking of such diverse factors as class, propenty, substance, action, and the
manifold sub-divisions of these, quickly brought about both dtrectly m‘lﬁ'_'
indivectly (by indication),~~ordinary people have no cauge to enqun'e mto--
a definite ascartainment of the one specifie object of denotation, '

27-29. People versed in Syntax (the Mmmﬁsa,kas) however only dis-
criminate itin order to get at the comparative aimength and weakness (among
the diverse significations of & Word). (For instance) a word denotative
of the class is weak when expressing a particular individual through
indication, becanse such indication (of the particular individual by a
word denotative of the cluss) is intervened by the class (it whervening |
between the word and the individual indicated). © Therofore it is necessary
that some diserimination be made as to how much forms the (direct)
denatution of a Word, and how mueh i is mdacated by means of the dnuof.a.- '
tion, through an eternal relation. oy y il

29-31. Since when the general word (‘cow')is used, and there ia
no mention of any particular kind (of cows), we find the former (general
name) applying to the partienlar (kind of cow) also; and again since
when a higher genus is named (f.i. ‘living beings'), if the particular

When the word “ cow *' is uttered, the person bringg a particular animal, which ja nob
hrought when that particular ia not ased.  Buchare the affirmative and negative 'pl‘O"'
cesses hy whieh the denotations of individaal words come to be ascertained,

9.9 The sumnum genus ig the elass ‘ substance,” and as tho spemaa mc]uded_
therein, we have the classes, ¢ Earth, ‘living beings,’ ¢ cow ’~~the one _followmg being _
n species under the preceding olass, “ Harth ™ isa specific of the clags ‘ substance,’ .a»n_;d_ i
gonerio with rogard to * living beings.” Now, if the word * Earth’ be made to express
the specifio clags of ¢ living beings,’ it can do #o only by divectly denoting the olass
¢ Barth, and thereby indicating tha class ¢ living beings’as included within 1I:se]f_
thig indication being necessarily intervenod by the denotation of the cla._-ss .'Flaj.rbh."
and thereby being n little weakenod in the process. We haye a Sentence ia the
Veda— Ahavaniyé juhoti™s heve the word ‘juhots’ directly denvtes the homa in
general, and indicates, throngh that, the partiounlar Homa, the Pabma&nyﬂ]a,” for
ingtance. Ancther menbence is—“ Garkapatyé patnisanydjan” ; which divectly denotes
the particular Homas ag to be performed in the Garhapatyae fire; and hence we find
that the relation of the Patnisanyiju to the Garhapatyo is much closer than that 'with
the Ahavaniyas ; and aecordingly this latter is get aside in fayour of the former, If
the comparative strength of denotation, &o., wore mnot determined, then we would have
no standard by which to arrive at a definite conclusion in the case cited,

9.8l When the word “Cow * is nttered, even if the particular *“red ™ kind of cow
beo not mentioned, the former generic mame * Cow " ig found fo apply to all the
different kinds of cows ; and thus we see that wherever we have the class fcow’ we
have the name “ Cow.” On the other ‘hand, when = higher Genus—*‘'Substance™ or
“livings beings"'—is named, even if thore is no mention of any other species than the
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species of this (fcow ’) be not named the former name (* .lwmg bemgs )
does not give any idea of (the particular “elass cow ') ; therefore from
 sach affivmative and negabive concomitance, there arises the idea thab
the word “cow ' denotes only that object which has the dewlap &o.

81.82. Thus we find that at firsb we have (in the word ‘cow’) the
* character of signifying (the objeet cow); and based upon this is its deno-
tativeness (or expressivenoss) : and thisis the relation, of the nume and
tha named, which is heve spoken of as a restricted particular rolation,  inva-

riable concomitance.'

33. “Inasmuch as, prior to the recognition of the relation (between
the word and its meaning), the words ‘cow,’ &ov., do not signify the
object,~—~such words cannot have any denobatwe power,---—hke bhe words:
‘ Devadatba ® and the like,"

34. Jusb as it is by usage alone that a word is cogmsed ag signifying
an ob_}act, g0 it iy 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 of 'the form of the word helps the ﬁna.l
resalt (in the shape of the recognition of the meaning of the word), so
also does recognition of the velation (between the word aund meaning);
and this does not take away the denotative power of the word.

cow, we do not have the word “ cow ” applying, in the absence of the definite class
f Cow.’ Thus we find that when the cow exigts, the name * Cow” applies toit; and
when it does not exist, the name does not apply,~—and accordingly we conclude that
the object cow, as characterized by the presence of the dewlap, &e., is denoted by the
word “ Cow."” : .

8188 The partionlar means of signifieation are threefold : (1) the senses, which,
by their mere presence, give rige to the idea of the object, 8s being in. contact with'
themselves ; (2) the Inferential Middle Term, which gives an idea of the conolusion
through the premises; (8) the expressive power of Words, which gives an idea of the
vbjeet, immediately alter it has been ascertained thut such a word signifies sach an
object. Tu the cese cited, we find that assocon as the mere fact of the word “ Oow
signifying the ohject cow has basen aseertained,~—~ovan if no other relation betwaen them
iz racognised-~, wo at once obtain an idea of the signification of the word *‘ Cow, "
whenever it happens to be prononuced ; and from this we conolude that suoh a signi-
fication, in the wbasence of any obher relation, must ba based upon » relation other than
those of the Sense-organs and the Middie Term ;and to this particular relation, we give
the name “ Denotative ' or  Expressive ” ; and it is (lis relabion thab has beon culled
“ invariable coucomitance ” above ; becanse in the case of the Word and its mesning,
we cannot have the ordinary iuvariable concomitance based upon the identities of
]oca.h.on or doration,

8 The objector has been made to urge, in the Bhashya, that *“if the word is ex-
preseive of the object, wherefore does it not signify it the first time that it is heard by
a person "2 This argnment is explained in the Kirika : just as the word ¥ Davadatin *?
cen have no inherent deuotativeness, &e., &o,

8% ' Means " —i.e, the process whereby the objact ig signifiad by fhe word. This

act does not strike at the denotulive power of the word.
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86, In fact, whatever is kmown to be the means of the acaomphah- '
ment of anything, it always stands in need of anxilliary causes; but this
does not destroy the power (ov eapa.blhty) of the former accepted cause,

37-38. There i8 no cause, either in the ovdinary world or in the
Veda, which does not stand in need of an accessory aid, afforded by a
kunowledge of the process (of the causal netion), which Jattor is necessmy
for the accomphshment of a full idea of every causal relationship.

38.39. The cause is distinguished from the process, by meaus of a
diserimination of the intimate (cognate) from the foreign (heterogenous) ;
and sometimes the said distinguishing depends upon the option of the
spenker' for when one is mmch troubled by darkness, he is fonnd teo ex-
claim ‘what is the use of my eyes, when my ﬂeemg has to be brought .
about by the aid of the lamp’?

40. But as a general rule, we find that, gince a blind man cannot
seo even by means of hundreds of lamps, therefore in the case of the
perception of colour, &e., the only mn.mfeatmg cause is the eye (and not
the lanp). .

41. The eye is accepted to/he the cause, (l) becanse it is, cognwed
to be stronger (in the ease of the specific visual perception) than the con-
nection of the body, sonl 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) becanse it is found to be in closer
proximity to the seat of vienal perception (than the aceessories, lamp, &e.)

42. In the same manner, in the case in question, the cognition of
the velation (between word and meaning) is only an accessory. If you

88 Tt is not the Word alone that stands in need of an accesgory in the shape of
the eognition of the relation hetween the word and its meaning s guch ig the cage
with averything that is known to be a cause,

%1 Even in the case of visual perception we have the need of l:ght; but thlu
does not in any way affect the fact of the oye having the faculty of vigion, In fact
a knowledge of the proeess of the operation of the caunses,—of the Eye for instance,—
it necessury for the full recognition of ibs cansal efficiency,

89.89 This anticipates the following objection: * When both the cause (tha denotav
tive power of the word) and the process (the cognition of the yelation between the
word and meaning) ave expressed by the word, what staudard have you gob te
differentinte the canse from the procedures’ ? The reply ia that that whick is more
cognate is the cause, and that which is lesa so is the process. :

%L This anticipates the following eobjection: * We do not, see sven when the eye
is fully active, if there is no relation between the Soml and the Body, and the Sou
and the Mind (ie, if there is absent-mindedness), therefore it is thig latter connection
that musi be accepted sa the cange of perceplicn,” The sense of the reply is that
the said connection is a factor common to all perceptions, and ns such, cannot be accep-
ted as the apecific eange of o particular perception~~that of the eye for instance.

%% The real eauge is the word, on account of its close proximity to the denotation.
If even then yom persist in holding the cognition of the relation to be the canse, you
are welcome to it ; and we will not iry to persuade you any farther.
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hold it to be {the cause, on the ground of mmphc:iy, ﬂmn wher efore
should anyone dissuade you from such a conrse ?

43, The passage of the Bhishya beginning with * ]nat s the eye,
&c., " points ont the contradiction (involved in the argument brought for-
ward by the objector, in Karika 83). And, as a matter of fact, even in the
case of * Devadatta’ (cited ng an instance, in the same Karika), penple
accept the presence of a latent (denotative power).

44. Inasmuch as even -in the presence of external hghbs m the
shape of lamps, colour, &e., are not pevceived by the blind, and becanse of
the immediate sequence of the final resnlt (visual perception) (to the action
of the eye), the Eye is accepted to be the cause (i.e., the means of visual
perception). - i
' 45. “ The relation of the name and the mamed (i.e, the denolmtwa
relation) hag its recognition dependent upon human agency ; and as such
it does not exist prior to the existence of men.  If such relation ke demrad
then it cannot but be caused (i.e., nob efernal ).

46. “ Since the two are located in different phwe& and time,
therefore, there is no similarity between these two (Name and the Named),
~—just as between the jur and a piece of rope, and hence there ecanuob be
any patural relationship between them.”

Thus ends the chapter on  Sambandhakshépa.”

Secrion 12,
ON ¢ SPHOTA.”

1. When the substrate lias been recognised, the comprelension of
the object of which it is the substrate becomes an easy matter. Aud
because the enquiry deals with the relation, therefore the Bhashya has said
“ now, in the word * cow,’ &e.”

4 * Latent,” i.e.,~bronght about in full force, a8 soon as the name ig given (o
a particnlar individaal—( Vide ch. on * Sense-perception’ ). '

46 Human Agency”~=the cognition of the meanings of words has been shown to

- be dependent upon the utterances of experienced peraons, &e. This showe that, prior to
the exisleuce of these people, the relationship between the word and its meaning did
not exist.  And ns such it caanot be eternal, as laid dosn in the Bhishya.

48 It is o fach of ordinary experience that a relation is found o snbuist between
tywro objects that are in some way identical. The name and the named (i.e., the word
and its meaning) however, are in no way idenbical, either in extension or in daration,
as shown by thie Bhashya: *The word is in the mouth, &c., §e.”. Just ns, there being
no natural connection between the jarand thé rope, ‘their only counection is brought
about by huaman agency,—so, in ‘the same manner, in the cnse of the word and ite
meaning, there being no natural relationship, the denotativeness of words cannob but
he accepted to be created by human agency; and as such, it canuot be smd to be
aternal.

! Says the Bhashya = ““Now then in the case of ¢ Gaph’ which is the word” p
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2, 'Who by himself wonld give any reply to such fheovists as hold .
flieories contrary to the fucts of Sense-perception ? | Consequently the
Bhashya cites the opinion of a revered persou, il i AR

3. 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 tle word as (it appears) through Sense-
perception. R Ll A

4.' Qur “Sense-perception ” is. not incapable (of giving vige to the
cognition of the word) ; and when the object (the word) has beon ascers
tained by means thereof, no other more capable means iy possible, with
reference to whielh (the cognition of word) could he considered. N

5. Therefore when the word has been cognised by the Kar, whether
it denotes its meaning or not, it has the chavacter of the Word; and it
is only thus that the fach of common experience is not contradicted.

6. It the capncity of the word ‘ Word’ depend upon the compre-
hension of the meaning, then an entity, other than the Word, will have to,
be postulated,~hecause the word ¢ Word ’is not ordinarily known to be
s0 depeundent (upon the comprehension of meauing ). s

7. Bocause smoke, &e.; leading to the comprehension of the existence
of fire, &o., cannot be said to be words ; and again because they do not give
any sense,—the name * Gabda” conld not bo denied to single letters.

8, Tven prior to the comprehension of the wmeaning, if a word be
duly cognised by the Ear, the name ¢ Word ' eannot be denied to it.  Uon-
versely, even if a meaning be comprehended, the name * W rd’ cannob apply
to that which is not comprehended by the Far. -

The Kirika anticipates the objection that the opponent Las objected to the presence of
nny eternal relation botween the word and ita meaning; and heuce whai wns necessary
for the Bhishya to do was to prove the eternaliby of sach relation. The sense of the!
Karika is that after the nabure of the word itself hag heen ascertained; the considera.
tion of its relations becomes an easy matier. f -

% Says the Bhasya: ‘The word ‘Gauh’ is nothing more than the letters ga, ou
and the Visarga—ng declared by the revered Upavarsha.” The Kiriki means that the,
name of Upavarsha is given, not with n view to ghow that the opinion is wot a-— _
greeable to the Author himself, but only tc cite the anthority of a revered person;.
as the Author dare not contradiet, by himself, the pet theories of such clever people
fs the Vaiyikirvanas, who hold the word to be gometbing quite apart from the.
letters it iz composed of,—-a theory that is opposed to a directly perceptible fack:

8 The word “ Word " is known in the world to be that which ig perceived by the
Farj and the Ear only hears the letters; hence we conclude that word is nothing more
than the component lelters. _ i d

8 ¢ Batity other than the Word, ""—j.e., based upon the denotation of the meaning by
the word, which conld not be expressed by the werd, * Word” ; becange that wonld
contradict all accepted usage.

7 if the mere fact of bringing about the comprehension of something were the
solo differentin of the class “ Word,” then smoke wonld also become included in that
class ; because it brings about the comprehension of the exiatence of Fire, And agnin;’
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9. Asa mitter of fact, we find that independently of one another, by
mewmis of auditory perception are comprehended,in their respective forms,
the latbers (constituting a word ), and nob mbher a pt ecedmgor a subsequent
object,

10 Even when the letter is uttered wﬂh the least effovt, it is enher
clearly recoguised asn full letter, or ib i8 not recognised at all.

11, Apart from the letter itself, its constituent parts nve never cog-
nised ; nor are these (parts) ever found to be intermixed with the lvtler,
as the threads are with the piece of cloth,

12. And since these paris are never cognigord (by mennd of Sense-

perception), they ean have no cogniserin the shape of a Middle Term. Nov
is there any seripture laying down such cognition with regard to it.  And
gince it 1s not perceived (by the sense) Analogy canunob apply to it.
' 13. Nov wounld thers be any iucousistevcy in the letber, if the
exigtence of such parts be denied ; jnsb as there is mo inconsistency in the
case of such parts (of binary wmpounds as atoms) not haying eny further
parts (of themseives).

14, Why too, shounld not the lebtmr devoid of any cons{ntuent psu ts, be
cognisable by Sense-perception P As in the case of the Akaga, so in the
case in question also, we would have for the Middle Term (in an iuferential
process leading to the cognition of such partless letters), an idea (of the
letter) devoid of any notion of the parts.

15, Like Akagu too, even when there is difference of locality, there
can be uo real difference among the letters themselves. ‘“But then if they
if that were the sole differentia, then a single lotter, not  capabla of giving any sense,
wonld ceage to be included it tho said class. Boththese, tha inclusion as well ag tho
oxclusion, are equally absurd,

9 The letters ga, &o., are thode that are heard by the Ear; nothing besides these
can be so.heard. By the phrase ‘ preceding object ! nre meant the constituent parts of o
letter, and by ¢ gubgequent olijech’ are meant the ¢lisses ¢ Gatwa’ ¢ Aubwa’ and ¢ CGlogah.
datwa, ' the word ‘ (uulh ’ considerad as one component whole apavt from the letters,
and such other assnmptions ns the “ Sphota ™ and the rest.

10 This kirika proves bhat as n faot of Senge-perception, no constituent parts of
latters are ever cognised, Nointermediate course is possible. Even when the lettor is
only whlspared it is either fully recognised a8 tho lefter, or being noy heard 1t 18 not
cognised ab all,

12 They ara_nut;cngnised by means of Infererice,

13 The atom which is a pavt of the binary componnd, is accepted to be without
any parts of its own ; and if fhere is no inconsistency in this, there ean be none in the
denial of parts to latters. = Therefore the cognition of any such parts of letters cannos
be said to be due to Apparent Ineconsistency.

14 % Middle ‘Term —The argument may be thus stated—* Letters nre without
parts-»because we have & sonsuong cognition of these a8 devoid of parts—just ag wa
have one of Akiga.”

15 Tlmngh the letter ga mny ba found in differant places, yelit is tha same avery.
where, just ag the Ak&qn isthe same everywhere, With this Karika baging the denial of
the ‘ * subsejuent ohjects "~—spoken of in K. 9. And the Author beging with the deninl of
the class “ Gatwa." The meaning is that all “ga’ is one and thesame, the different
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were all the same) there could be no idea of differetice. among. them.”
(Reply). How then, have yon the idea of singleness (of the elass ¢ Gratwa ') 7

16. Question : * We have the idea of singleness with vegard to the class |
(* Gatwa’), and that of diversity with regard to the individual ga’s. We
do not hold to the diversity (of the individuals) alone; and therefore it
is nob impossible for us to have an idea of singleuness (of the class)’ :

17. But in the cage of letters, apart from the class “ Word” (‘Cabd-
datwa’), we have no other class applying to them as distinct from the indivie
dual (letbers)., And if there is no other class (applying to the individual
letter), it can only he n latter (and not a class). ' - :

18. The iden that ib is the same (lotter) does not savour of similar-
ity, because there is no similarity in the absence of w similarity of con.
stituent parts, and there are no such parts in lettors. ! g T

19. Because the letter ga is an object of Sense-perception, therefora
the preclusion of its contraries can be of no use (inits coguition) ; nor, at the
time (of the cognition of the letter ga), is any deuotative word or auy
Middle Term, cognised (and as such the cognition cannot be either verbal |
or inferentiul). , i !

20. (Question : * Just as in the case of ga, &o., we postulate the class
‘Word? ( ‘Cabdatwe'), and as in the case of the different species of
cows, we have the class ¢ Cow,'—s0 in the same manner, why could nat we
postulate the cluss ¢ Gatwa’ (as applying to all ga's) "' P

21.93. Answer: When the different individual cows, and the different
ga's, have been recognised in the form of individuals, they become, as such,
incomprehensible by any idea of cless; and itis for this reagon that we
admit of (such) classes (as *Gatwa’ and ‘ Cabdatwa’ to admit of the com-

places whera they oceur not making them distinot individuals. Hence ag there is no
multiplicity of individnals, there can be no anch olags as ‘SGatwa.” The objector nrges |
that if there were no multiplicity of individuals, we could have no guch notion as that

¢ this ga is long aud that ga - is short,’ &o. The Aunthor meets this by a counter
question.—* How can you have any iden of the singleness of the claas Gatwa,” whon
you hold the individuals to be entirely distinct Al {

18 That the ga is the same as the one seen elsewhere, :

19 The Bauddhas assert the preclusion of the contrary (ApSha) to be the means of
cognising an object. The Kariki means to say that the cognition of a letter cannot
be amenable to thig negative means, because it is fonnd to be perceptible by the
gonses 3 nor do we know of any word that can dencte the letter; therefore a cognition
of this latter cannot be held to be Verbal; and as no proper Middle Term is possible,
it cannot be inferential,

0 1t is proper for the Bauddhg, who denies all clags, to deny the class “ Gatwa "’ also,
Bub the Mimdnsaka admite of such classes as “ Qabdatwa” and * Qotwa” ; why then
ghonld he deny the class ** Gatwa” which is gimilar to these ? i

21.85 We deny the fact of  Gatwa” being a clags, not without reasong; our chief
renson for doing 8o is that we aré nob cognigant of any auch clags, apart from the class
“ Jabdatwa " ; among the many ' ga's » we have an idea that ‘this ga iz a Qebda,
and that ga ig a Qabda,' just as in the case of different kinds of cows, we conceive
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prehension of the individual cows aud ga's).  Whereas in the case of tho
presence of snch diversity as the long ga, the short ga, &e., the one indivi-
" dnal ga is not vecognised as distinct from anothoer individualiga. Thorefore
the letter (ga) being one ouly there oan bo only one Idea (with regard
~ toit). ' The preseuce of such diverse specific cognitions (a8 the ‘ long ga,’

the ¢ short ga, &c.), must be oxplained as being due to the diversity
of the manifesting cause (the uttering of the letter with ditierent degrees
of effort, &o., &e.) | At ' "

/24, Just as your class ¢ Gatwa,  even when cognised by means of

such particular instances as the long, &o., is accepted to be ene only,--
so would also be onr individaal lettor.

25, You accept the diversity (in the individual case of the long ga, the
short ga, §¢.), a5 cansed by a diversiby in the specific characters of the
individuals constituting (lift. manifosting) the class; and we could also
oxplain the diversity (in the case of the long ga, the short ga, &e.), to be
eaunsed by the diversity in the degroes of effort used in the utterance of
each of these. Vi j Rl

96, Mherefore nll thal is nocessary in cognition we can gob from the
lobter alone ; and whatever is perceived (to be distinet) in different indi-
viduals ig well explained as being due to the differcnt degrees of effort in
atterance. Hende such notions, as those of the class * Qutwae’ and the like
must be rejected as nseless. .

27, Evenif such a clags as ¢ Gatwa * wore subsequently assumed, it
would be extremely diffienlt to prove the facts of its being omnipresent,
chernal, and inhereing in every individual (ga). |

98.29. The individual letter, on the other hand, is accepted by
both of us ; then, just as you attribute oternality, &c., to the aseumed (class
¢ @atwa '), so you can abtribute ib to the individaal, which is an established
eittity for both ns. Thus too theve would be no diffioulty in aceepting its
inherence in the individuals (because all the individuals being ideuntical, the
character of the letter g must inbere equally in all), :

that ‘thig is a cow and that isa cow,’ &c., &e. Such notions of every ‘ga’ being
8 abda would not be possible, if there were no guch olass as ¢ Qabdatwa,” which' labtor
therefore we cannot deny. In the case of such notions as theflong ygo,! the ghork
“gu’ and the like, the diversiby is due to the differcuce in the degrees of efforh in the
abterance of euch lottor 5 and the diversiby boing thus explained, it is nob admisgible
to postulate a distinct class in the shape of Gatwa.’  The length, shortnesy, &o., are
the propertics of the same individual ‘ ga,’ just as ‘hravery ’ ‘cowardice,’ &c., are those
of the some individnal Devadatta, '

% Byen when you admit of the dlass ¢ Gatiws,’ you cannot deny such diversities as
those of the fong ¢ ga ’, the short ‘ga,” &e. You would explain this as being caused by
_?h_e diversity in the specifio characters of the individual long ga’s, short ga's, &o. . Bub
in our case algo, though we hold the letter to be one only, we could explaiu the diver.
gity 98 being basod upon the difforent degrees of effort in the utterance of the lang
and tho shart ‘50, ' &e. SR

34
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29.30, In the case of the cousonants, we have no such diversity
(as the long, short, &e.),—~which diversity is recognised only on account of
the tinge of the vowel (accompanying each cenaona.nt.) and with regard
to this diversity, we discriminate the fact, that it is nob found to apply
to the pure congonants (by themselves, apart from the accompemymg. _
vowel). :

81, Hven in the cage of the vowels, the notion of long, short &c., '
would only be due to extraneous influences (of the different degrees of
effort in ubterance),—because it belongs to the Iebber,—just ns the notions
of the class  lebter’ and the ‘consonant’ belong to the letter, and are
due to extrancons iufluences.

82. The letter ‘ga’ ia nob recogmsed to be the subatmte of ﬁhe
class * Gabwa,’ a8 abstracted (frowm the individual * ga.’),—boeause it is not

comprehensible by any other idea save that of the individual ‘ga '—like
tho class ¢ Gatwa’ which is assumed by others (Vaicsshikag).

5334, Singe our conclusion is a negative one, and since the two
premisges also are negative, the fact, of the instance bemg such as ig
not accepted by @uy one of the two parties concerned, does nob in any
way affect our argument, Or, for the above comelusion (* thab the letter
ga is not recognised to be the substrate of tho class ‘Gatwa’”), we can
have another reason (Middle Term or minor premiss) based on the fact of
its being a letter,—like the letter *dba, This conclusion ig not contrary
to Sengse-perception, becanse a contradictory proposition is never cog‘
nisable.

35, In denying the class * cow,” on the other hamd, there won_ld be &
decided contradiction of a fack of Sense-perception; because (in the
absenco of such a class) there would be no snch notion of the class (‘ cow’)
and the individual cow (as belonging to it), which is a fa.ct oxdmanly
perceived by the Sense. -

36.37. Inthis latter case (of the class ‘cow'),if the ob;,ect wore
one only (7.6, if all individuals wwere identical, a3 in the case of the letfer ga),
then (in that case) we could not explain the diversity (of the ‘ black cow,”

83.54 Thig anticipates the objection that inasmuch as the Mimdnsaka himself does
pob admit of the class * Gatwa,” how could he cite it 88 an instance in his argament ¥
The Sense of the reply is plain. ¢ Centradictory proposition''—that there is n class
“ Gatwa? whigh inheres it each individual “ ga.” The wmeaning of the Karika ig thit
no snch class being perceptible, our eonclusjon cannob be gaid to be contrary to Sense-
percepthion,

B8.81 In the case of the letter ‘ga,’ we have proved that all the individualy are
identioal, because the lebter * ga 7 ig' one only, In the casge of the cow, on the other
Land, we have maoy distinet individual cows, such as the 2¢d cow, the black cow, &ex,
all of which have the common charatter of the “cow,” consequently, inasmuch ag the
charaeter of the * cow " is found to inhere in many distinet individnala, we cannot bné
admit of the clags *“ cow,” in oider to comprehend all the different kinds of cows, by &
gingle word, '
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the ‘red cow,’ &o.), as bemg due to the diversity 1 m nny mnmfestmg agency,
Because (in the case of the clasy feow’) there is no other manifesting
agency save the individual cow ; though in the other case (of the letter
“ga’) we ha.ve the difference of degree in the tome of ukterance. The
elass ‘cow’ is always fonnd to be indicated by the individual cow; hence
it is that among the different mduudmls we hecome oogmsa.nb of the
single elass ¢ cow.’

38, ' Question : ** One, to whom both are objects of anditory perception,
eonld have the dual conception; for you, however the tone of ntterance
being supersensuous, how conld any specific cognition (of individuals) be
brought about by means of these (tones of ntterance) P”

39, In reply to this, some people assert that whon asound is cogmsed
by the Kar, as affected by the difference in the degree of tone,—then it is
bhat thero is a comprohension of this degree of tone, hraughb a,bout on
account of its being mixed up with the letters. :

40, Or, that there is no cognizance of these (dhwanis) 5 it 18 the mere
cognizance of Cabda that is brought about by means of Ahwani, Byen
the Vai¢ashika becomes cognisant of the mtonmty, &e., of the Sound

‘only through affection (of the *dhwani’ ).

48 The conceptions of the individual and the class are, iu our apinion, hoth objects
of anditory perosption ; and ng such, it is ¢nibe possible for the objects of these con-
oeptions thamselves to bo perceived by the same organ of perception. Yonr ¢ Nada,”
ot the ather hiand, connisting ag ik does of = differences in the ntensity of the vibre-
tion of the air particles, cannot be amenable to such perception ; and as sach this could
nob bring abont any conception of the letber “ ga,”” which ig an object of auditory
perception, i i

89 The degrae of tono is neither airy, nor consisting of the conjunction and dis-
junction of air<waves; it i3 only a property of the Air, a particalar form of Sound
known as ' Dhwani ' or ¢ Nida, &eo. Houndisof two kinds—one being in an entirely
undifferentiated state, and the other consisting of the varions letter sonnds ; both of thesa
equally belong to the olass  Cabda.”  Of the latter sort, are the letters ‘ ga," &e., whils
the sonnd of the drum ig of the former kind. Thus then, (abdu in the form of Dhiwvani is
& property of the Air; and it is this that is the manifesting agency of the letters *ga,’
&e. Congeguently, as saon ag the air-waves, in the form of thani, bave struck the
tympanum, the Bar becomes affected by them ; sad by means of the Bar thns affeoted,
the Dhwani bacomes perceived, and ' is comprehended, sometimes, ag an undifferen-
tiated sound, as in the case of the dram, while at other times, it is fonnd to manifest &
certuin distinct letter—sound ; aud haviug thereby becoms mixed up with the utter-
ance of the letters, it comes to be cognised as thas mixed up. Fven in the ntterance of
iatters, we are cognisant of the mere sound, as apart from the letters, specially when we
differentiate the distance of ronnds, through a difference in their infensity. Therefore
in our case also, Dhwani is an object of Sense-perception, being perceptib]e by the Bar;
and hence even for us, a dual conception i8 not an impossibility,

40 This Kirikd presents another solution of the difficulty raised in K. 38. Even
the Vai¢ashika, who admits of the class ¢ Gatwa,' nccepts the presence of the different
degrees of intensity—high, low, &c, Bat these le carnmot represent as the properties
of Sound, which aeccording to him is itself a property (of Akign) and as sach
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4144 (1) Those Wim have Lheu: mmds aﬁeoted by the pe1"t'e1-.~§1l|hdd__;.'::-_
of bile, porcsive ‘ sweet ” to bo ¢ bitter, and, ¢ white’ to bo *yollow ' (2}
similarly those who are running fast, or mavmg i a boat, mmtake the"",.' :
fixed mountuins, &e, b0 be moving ; (3) and again. those who hayo applmd the
fat of the frog to fheu- eyes, mistake a piece of bamboo to be w serpent
In the same manner people hxwe an idea of the eclass (/¢ Gatwa ") a8 haying
the properties of highness and Zuwnesa, by means oE the Fmg?mess -and
lowness of individual letbers ¢ ga,’ de, ; just as in the above cases, there in o
mistaken vognition of the manifested bitterness, &, even in the u.‘baenc&_ i
of any cognition of the element of mistake in the mmnfwcmg agmay (pers
verted Sense of Taste, &o.), brought about by the recoguxtwn of theu- trua:
causes (the perversities of bile, &e.). i
45-46. Some people hold the short snd long aounﬂs of thn some
vowel (%) to be distinet mdwldua,l lotters ; beoause, like the lugh :mcl,' '_
low sounds (of consonants), the utterance (of the sound a) is nob ncﬂ'eﬂ'_{if )
sm:ly concomitant (with that of &), And thuy they p%tulate a clasa',ﬂ.
CAtwa ' as belongmg to the t,hree mcliwdua;ls (a-, & and. @} Wk '

incapable of having any property of jtg own, [The M:mnnsa‘La ho'{&n Sounﬁl to be ;% '
Adistinet sabstance]. Consequently, the Vaigeshika holds that, thoagh Highness or Low-
noss oannot belong (o the Sonud, jyet they are cognised by means of & coneopbion which
is affected by the differences of intensiby of the tono of the ntterance, In the same mane
ner, in our case algo, whoen the hus Dhmam ontered the Nar, and leaves it soon afler;
then, iu that cago, the affection of the Ear cansed by this speody striking and retarn,
continnes for a vory short time ; and Lheruby bhe Sound too comes to. be praoduced, at '
that very time, in nccordance with the aforesaid affection of the Har, and dlsnppam’a
goon afters and this speedy appearance and disappearance constitutoes whit is known
ay the ehortness or lowness of the Sound, its highness consisting of 4 longer, st.ay in the
Bar of the air waves (Dhwani), and honce also of the Sound itself, And thus, though
the shortness, §e., really belongs to the manifesting ageuoy of the Dhwand, yeot through
extreme proximiby, they come to be attributed to tha manifosted Sound ; and the
Diavant only bpcomes the means of rendering the Sonnd eognisable ; aud ag gnch, ib can.’_
bo the means of differentiating the individual letters, a8 short, long, &es (.

#L.4 This anticipates the following ahgect.wn‘  When Dhwanri, the csmse of tha
mistaken notions of shortness, &e., is itself uncognised, how oan the shor tness, &0, ba
cognised? I reply, the Author proceeds to cite & nnmber of well-known  examples,
where people have mistaken notions even in the absenca of any mougmtirm of the
agency that brings abonb such misconceptions. People, with disordered bile, perceive
the conchshell to be yellaw, even before they are cognisaub of their bilious disorder,
S0 too, in the cage at issne, we can bave mistaken notions of tho shortness, &o., of &
letter, hased npon the said characteristios of the Dhwani (that procedes the pmrt.mulm
lotter—gound), even in the absence of any cognition of this Dhwani itself. |

45.48 Whether the congonant sound—of ‘ga’ for instmnce~bo high or low, it is
always accompanied by the same gu—- sound. In the case of the vowel however, we have
the long vowel expressing something entirely different from that afiorded by the shorf,
—e.g it the word * Agamana (commg) and % Agamana " (wot going) ; this difforence
cannot be denied; though both ‘a’and ‘@’ and the fripple '@’ belong to the same
vowel-class * ntwa, ” ] : ' 4 i
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4&-48 Otliers however asserl, that the aasumphu‘hﬁf guelti o elags
ia no.t‘-_propor, because the name ¢ Atwa’ could nob apply to the_ lomg gum
the acute (whioh arve pronounced &, and ' &); in fhe same manner, the
name ¢ Atwa ' wonld not belong to the short and the acute; norv conld the
acute helong to the other two; inagmuch ag it cfbnnob be reoogn'sed a8
belonging to each of the throe,—~as we have the name ‘cow’ applying to
all the cows—be they Llack, or red.

49,  The word “ avarna-knla' may be etplamcd a8 bemg baged upon the
idontity of the locabion of the utlterance in the body,~like the foresf and the
like. If is only an expression denoting a collection (of vowels), and 1t is not
indicative of any such class (as ' diwa ')

50. The distinction of the letter itgelf into long and short would be
oontradictory to the theory of the eternal character of words: for, how
can the letter, which is eternal, he said to be raeasured (in its uttemnco}
by duration (of its pronunma.tmn) Bl
. 81, 'Therefore it is the utéemma of the vowel that depends upon the
Quration (length or shortness) of pronunciation, as lasting for two or throe

-moments. The letter itsell cannot be affectod by such duration. !

82, Obj. * Butin that case the lcngth &e., of the vowels would (like
highness, §&e.), coase to form a,n integral part of the letters; inasmuch ag (ac-
cording to you) it will have nothing to do with the expressive (letters and
words).’" Rep. For us, the means of denotation ave the letfers recognised
as sucl (long, short, &e., by the specialities of pronunciation).

53, A meaning is got out of only snch letters (either long or shovh
or aonte) as have previously boen found to be denotative of that particular
meaning. If it be asked—" how can there be any (correct) comprehension
of meaning by a mistaken means?” (We reply tlmt) the mmta.ke docs
not affect the compreheusmn oE the meanmg

A Thig antiaipat_n_s' the fo_llo_wing objection: ** 1f there is fio such olass as * Atwa ’
- how would yon account for the presence (in the Malkabhdshya of Patanjali) of such an
exprossion au ¢ dvarnahnla,” o8 applied to all tho vowels? " Thal senge of the reply is
that the said expression only serves to indicate all the vowels taken collectively ; axachly
as the word ** forext " indicates sl the troes considered as one corporate whele; and
the comprehenaion of all the vowels by means of the singla expression Avarnak ala ”
is due to the fact of all viowel: anuuds proceeding from the throat,
50 The meaning of the expression ''a ghort vowel” isfga vowel that lagta for a
‘short time'; and thiz would ba contrary to the theory of the eternality of Letters.
Bl “Phe ¢ Hraswa * (short) is ‘held to lash for one ‘moment, the ** Dirgha (Long)
“for tivo moments, and the * Plata (Extra Long) for tliree moments, -
¥ The fruit, mango, iz once found fo be expressed by the word ¢ dmra,” un nb.
tered by an experienced person, Latterly the young man will eumprehoud the frois
only as denated by that partionlar combination of socunds which he has heard from
the older man, Thus though the length, &o., are the propertics of the pronunciation
yet they are so mixed np with the Lotters themselves bhat they are mistaken to !n;

the properiies of these latter; aud honce they coma to he acoepts

& as
iubegral parts of these, foriiog
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| 54, \Tnskagthe speed of the horse, though a property of another
»ithe honde), may be indicative of the (dashing or nrgent) husiness of the rider,
s0, for us, could the specialities of pronunciation be attributed to letters,
55, “ Bubif length, &o., be not eternal, the expressive word would
also become non-eternal.”  This objection is to be set aside in & ma.nnev
similar to the troatment of the order of letters forming a word, '
56. In the same manner the comprehension of the accents, broa;d &ey
depends entirely upon the speciality of pronunciation (and does not belong
to the Laﬁter) ‘We never recognise any d:ﬁerence based upou Mcents, af
we do in the case of the length, §e. ey i :
57-58. 1t we accept the accents to be Eorms of one and the same Lebter,
then we could explain their difference (as broad, &c. ), in the same manner
as we do the i ghuass, &e. (of promuncintion), In this case (of the differently
accentuated vowols) we do not stand in need of any other sound, as we dy |
iu the case of another Lietter. And it is these sonnds (and nos the vowels
themselves) that have to be accepted a8 eudowed w1‘ah tha ch&racbera os
“softness, acuteness, &o. ! | - g
58.59. Even when the Letter is one, the sormd isof two kmds,————one i
serving the purpose of indicating the forms of Letters, and another

“« Does not «fect, &a."-~The mistake los only in the attribution of the properties
of length, &o., to the Lettors, and in nothing else beyond that. Henee thongh the means
of comprohension is a mistaken one, yet that does not tonsh the trath of the comprehen-
gion itself, B.g., the notion of the redness of the crystal, which is a mistaken one,
leads to the inference of the presence of & red Object near ib; from which we conclude’
thab though the meins may be a mistaken one, the effect may be quibte true, '

6% Therefore the vowel is only one; and bGhe properties of length, &o., belong in
reality 6o bhe duration of 'its utterance, and are only falsely attributed to 1_{-.salf '

b5 ¢ Bécome non-eternal P—becanse the word depends for its denotation npon thy
longth or shortness of the vowels consbatutmg it. Just as though the order, in
which certain Letters appoar in a word, is not everlasting, yeb the word itself is ebternal ;
g0 in the same manner, though the specialities of the pronunciation may bs non- ebax*nal,
yot that does not affect the eternality of the word itself,

B8 The length, &o., of a vowel are at timed found fo change the meaning’ Of words;
and in this they are found o produce-~though only as a mistake —the notion of a differ~
ence between the long vowel and the short ; bub no gnch difference iz found ko exist in
the case of accents. So the claims of these latter are even much Weukel than Uhosa-
of the properties of length, &o, !

87.08  In this case, &'c.’~This anticipates the following bbjechon 2 In the case of
the different accents, we cannot hut postulate so many different sounds as belonging:
to the Letter; and hence, wherefors should we not accept a difference among the varions
phages of the same vowel, instead of assuming 8o many distinct sounds ¢ The sense
of the reply is that, of ‘any one Latter,~whatever itsnccent, &e., might be-~the sonnds
are always of one and the same kind; ‘and as such wo have not got to postulate’ many
sounds. It is onlyin the case of another Letter, fhat & distinet sound hag to be admitted:

58.59 The sounds that conjointly and simultaneonsly define the word are those
that bring about the comprehension of the Letters; and those that define it gladua,lly

are those that follow at the haala of the gomprehension,
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extendiug throughout the comprehension (of such forms) ;—these two heing
the means of bringing about the definitiun (of the Letters) immediateiy
and gradually (respectively). = o i : -

60, Thus then we have the comprehension of the long, &o., when
there happens to be a coglomoration of the sounds of the former sort. . Since
it is the Letter itself that is comprehendod 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 simultaneonsly. On the aggregation of the
obhers (i.e., those sounds that operate gradually) we would have the differ-
ence of piteh : viz : low, &e, . _

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

63. Hyen if araong Lelters, there be an absolute difference, based 1pon
the existence of individuals and the clags,—then too, Jaimini's theory (of
the eternality of words) remaing untouched, '

64, Becanse, in that case, all the arguments, in favour of the eterna-
lity of the individual ‘ga,’ wonld be transferred to thut of the elass ¢ Gat-
wa’; and the menftion (in the Bhashya) of the Letuers ¢ ga,” ‘an,' &o.,

80 * Specified time "~~one moment for the short vowel, two for the long, and throa
for the acute. The latter part of the Kiriki anticipates the following objection:
“ The long vowel is comprehended only when the gound i found to last for Ewo mo-
ments. The sound would, in this case, estend all along the comprehension; and
ag such, the long and the rest must be admitted to be ecomprehensible by means
of the gounds of the second sort.” The sense of the reply is that though, as a matter
of fact these sounds are those of the gradwal sort, and as such, bring aboab 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 lotter that is sompreheiided,
And as that alonp which helps the denotation of the meaning is accepted to constitule
the form of the Letter; it i8 only with regard to this denotation that its long form iy
comprehended ; consequently, even though thig form may have been comprehended at
the first moment, yet it is recalled to the mind only sobsequently.  For these reagons
the sound must be adwmibted to tend to indicate the form of the Letber ; and hence it
is quite correct to sey that the Long, &o., are iwplied by means of the sounds that
help in the recogaition of the forms of Letters.

81 Thougl the text xoads “ Drutadikah  (High and the rest), yetinasmueh asinthe
case of the High the sonnd does not oxtend throughout the cognition, the Nyayarat-
ndkara explaing the corpound as “ those  that ave proceeded by the Druta (High), &o.”
~.&,y the Medium and the Low, . ;

68 A vowel, eithes short or long, having been cogniged, all that the subsequent
sounds (in deepor accents) do, is to help in the expression of the same Letfer ; no other
Letter is expressed, - )

98 Hence it shonld not be understood that we deny the olass * Qatwa® with any
ulterior motive of favouring the theory of the eternality of words., We den y it gimply
because we do not find any good reasons for accepting it.
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wonld be explained as veforving to the olnssea ‘Ga!wa,’ ‘.el-utwa, &o. ¥ &n& &s-_ _
guch theve would be no contradiction, ' A i
65. The Letters cannot be said to bring a.boub an aggregaﬁe wm'z?
because each of the Lettersis indicated by mdwzdmlly distmch eﬁorts, zmd
each of them is eterual and all. pervadmg. .
66, And when the word ‘go’ ig wot thns brought about how oou]d fe
we have any such class as ¢ Gogabdatwa ' P - Nor is an assumplion of any

snch class possible, just as a class of Ietter ( ’ Gatwez ) (is nob posmble, ag

shown above), I SR

67,  The notion of the samenoss of a word (as uf,tered yaster&a.y and’
to-day) is to be cxplained ns being due to the identity of the Letters compos- W
ing the Word. In the sauie manner is to be set aside the nassnmpuon o i
any aggregaté whole, apart from the con:tponent Letters, ' AR

68. The assumption of an aggregato identical with the Lotters hom ik
ever, does nob militate against (our theory of) the ehamcter of Letters. Tn- G
asmuch the Litters have the power to signify the meaning (and assuch

they eére capable of forming an aggrogate word, whmh howevar, van ha.ve
no existence apart from these Letters), Lk
69. ' Letters should be accepted as being Eianoba.twe of o maanmg only '
according as they ave known (conventionally and tradltwmlly) to ha:m _
the capability of expressing such meaning.
?0. With reference to these Letters, subsidiary as they are to the
denotation of meanings, we have also to admit of the facts of their collo-
cabion, and of their being wuttered by a single pergon, and that too in. n;
certain definite order, : _
71. The fact of the speaker of all £ho Lotturs bblnﬂ' one and the
same, and that of their being uttered in a definite order, being * the means
of the signilication,—what determines such signification is that order
of the Letters, in which it has been previously found, by the pmsonb_'-_ "
speaker, to have hoen used by oxperienced persous. '
72, The simnltaneity of the utterance of the Lotters being :mposslbleu' :
it is not accepted (as in any way aiding the denotative process). In that

8 An sggregate whole can be said to be brought about only by such’ constituent
parts as happen to exisb gimultanconsly, But the Letters are not 8o perceived ; as each
of them is brought about by a distinot effort pcoaliar (o itself.  If the mere fact of
all the Letters existing ab the same time (even though not so perceived al the same
time) were to bo the cause of the complete word being accomplished, then, inasmuch
as all tho Letters are eternal and omnipresent, every Lotter—a combination of Lattem-—»-
could be said to bo the cause of any aud every word. :

89 This anticipates tho 'objection that esch individual letter ocannot siguify tho
meaning of the word, aund the wholo word canvot be comprehended nb any sidgle
moment,~-how theu can there he any siguification of meanings P 'lhe sense of tho
reply s that the denotutions of Worde are based upon Convention,

2 Any numbor of lotters could be uttered at one and the samo time, only by
different persous ; but ag & matter of fact, we find in ordiuary lifs, that a word,-—
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case (i, in the case of such simultaneity) the only possible conrse would
be to have a multiplicity of speakers. Bub we do not find such wultipli-
city in the case of any denotation. )

78. Those objects, that are capable of ‘an ‘nction only when ncting
simultaneously, nre not able todo  the ach when they are not united ; jush
as those that are cnpable of acting separately, one after the other, in a
certain ovder, are nnable to act conjointly. _ ; '

7475 In the case of the sacrifices *Pirnamisd” and the rvest
(six sacrifices constitnting the '¢ Dar¢a-Pirnamiass”) we find that they
have an order of detion (three being performed on the Amdvasya and
the temaining three on the Paurnamési),—bhough they act conjointly
(in bringing about a common resnlt, in the shape of heaven); and in the
same manuer, in the ocase of acquiring the Veda, we find that leatning
(consists of a gradual process of learning a letter, then & word, a Sen-
tence, and so on, and yet all these processes have . o common resalb, ip
the shape of an acquirement of the Veda). In fact everywhere we fiund
that the Means, &c. (the three factors of a Bhavana), thongh gradual in
their function, yet lead up to an notion at ono and the same time.  There-
fore there can ba no objection against the gradual (utberance of Letters
congtituting a Word). '

76. All actions ave recogbised as complote 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 (lif : means to an end), are sep_-a.rately recogniged
distinctly,—then, in that ease, the idea of simultaneity is a mistaken one.
How then could there be any simultancity in the case of many and dis.
tiniet actions, inhering in separate processes, aud oceurring in & gradual
order of sequence ? ' :

whoee component letters are prononuced, not. by one, buf, by many persons—ig incap-
able of expressing auy rmeaniug. - WAL IO igd

1 The bearers carry a Palki coujointly, which they conld not do if they went ab it
one after the other. In the same manner certain lelters, combining in a definite way,
are found to express & meaning, which they could uot do, if all of them were ubtered
simultansously (by diffevent persons). ik

T4-76 ¢ Three faotors,” viz. : the Result, tho Means, ‘and the Provess.

78 ‘ANl actions end in their respective resnlts ; snd when the result has been
attained, then alone is the Action realised in its complete form, and ag such an
Action is always recogniseld as complete, i.e., with ibts resnlt duly accomplished. Tha
joint action of letters is only through its resalt, in the shape of the full denotetion of
the meaning ; and ag for the subtle funciioning of each individual letter (compriging

" the word) towards this reault, it is never cognised separately.

71 Yven in the case of the single action of Homa--where the different actions of
waming ths Deity, pouring the libakion, &o., are each separatély noticed—there is no real
nobion of simultaneity, Hence theve can be no such simulteneity in the case of the
Dar¢a-Parnamisa gacrifices, which comprise many actiouns,

4o
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79. In a caso where an action, from the commencement of ity firsd
fanctionings, to the final fullilment, of its resnlt, is recognised at one anc
the same time, as constituted by all the various functionings,-—with refer-
ence to such an action we have the use of the Presént Tense.

80.  Therefore in the case in question (of the Word), we would have
the present tense applicable to its action,~inssmuch as it is recognised
in ity entirety, as functioning from the very heginniug in the shape of a
desire to speak (on the part of the speaker), to the final reaunlt in t.he ahn.pe

of the recognition of its meaning (by the ligtener),

8l. The distinct actions of the iadividual letters {eonabtbutmg tha
word) (though extant) could not be recognised in the absence of the ful-
filment of the final reault; but this fact (of non-»rmgtuhon) does mot
prove the non-existence (of auch individuul functioning),

84. Thus then the action being inferable from the ﬁnal result, the__
present tense becomes applicable to the action of the Means (Wm'ds &'o.),
in aceordance with its position with vegard to the vesult, .

83.  In the afovesaid action (of signification) the close prommzty of
something is necessary. But the mere fact of the others being to a cerbain :
degree removed from the final vesult, does not lead to any notlon of theu'l '
vot forming an integral part (of the Word). '

84-85., With regard to the signification (frf the object ccrw), dna
. potency certainly belongs to both ga and aw, though the former is removed

9 Thia Kiriki anticipstes the following objeotion : ** If thero s no mmnltanmty
hiow do you explain the nse of the Present Tense in conneetion with them? " The
ponige of the roply fa that the Present Tense i nsed with regavd to that action which is
seen from itg beginning to tho end, and as such no gimultaneity is necessnry.

82 Though the netion isto be inferved from the resnlt, yet when we have onve seen
that & number of letters, in & cectain definite order, leads to the signification of 4 certain
meaning, and from this signification, when we have once inferred the aet-lou of the Let-
ters,—then, at any future time, whenever we find the same Letters arranged in the same
order, we come to apply fo it the Present Tense.  T'his anticipates the following objee.
tion: “ At the timo of the fulfilment of the result, in the shaps of the signification,
the fanetioning of the Letters will have ceased, and thus become past; how, then,
could the Present be applicable to it ??’  'I'ho seunse of the reply is that the final result
has already been once seen before, and the funotioning of the Letters has nlso been
inferred from that result ; hence latterly, whenever the Word is found, the functioning
of the Letters is at once inferred and recognised ag Prosent, a8 on the previous occasion,

83 This anticipates the following objection:  ‘“If all the Letters be accepted to ba
the means of expression, then, it becomes nocesrary that we should assnme animpression
produced by the Word taken as a whole, which woald 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.” Tho sense of the Kariki is that,
though it is so, yet the proximity of the other Liethers is equally negdssary, and hencs
these Lettera should also be adwmitted to form integral parts of the Word,

84.3% In the case of all Words, it is necessary that certain Letters ahonld come
together in n certain definite order ; otherwise they loge all their significance, and ho-
come sbgolutely yseless,
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by two steps (from the impression of the word as a whole), and ihe lafter
by only one ; because, it is only when they are located in this order that they

“can (conjointly) signily (the objeet).  Justas the Visarga has a significance,

only when it is at a distance from the other letters composing the word,~-
80, in the same manver, in the case of those (¢ and aw) also, the signi*
ficance doas not depend npon the immediate proximity of the oneor the
other (to the final impression of the complete word). .

86.  And where one latter isincapable (of signifying an object), it
does not follow that all (taken together) are also iucapable.  Becanse wo
soo that the parts of the cart are incapable of carrying corn, &e. (and yeb
the cart as a whole is capable of earrying them).

 87.88. “ But in tho case of tho carty 'each part of it has o certain
capability of its own,~all these individual capacities ‘conjoining towards
the accomplishment of the earvying; wheveas, in the case of Letters
(composing a word) the only capability (of signifying an object) belongs to
their aggregnte, while no such capability is fonnd to belong to the indivi.
dual letters ; inasmuch #s the Letters individually-—-each one by one—
do not signify even the least portion of the object (denoted by the complete
word composed of those Letters).” = ' .

89. But the action of carrying paddy, &c., for instance, that is per:
formed by the cart, is never found to be done by its constituent parts,
ag you would wigh it, -

20. « If it be urged that the parts of the cart too ave capable of carry-
ing something (if not the whole cart load), then (we say) in the present
cage too, we have, among individual Letters, the capability of bringing
abont a notion of themselves (if mot that of the ohject signitied); and in
some cases single Lietters are sotvally found to signify even objects (as in
the case of the letter ka=Prajapati). e ' HANOA

91. Even he, who holds that an impartite Sphefe is implied by the
ideas of the Letters, is not free from the above objection (urged against
the Mimansaka). : s

92.  For, in that case too the Sphota of the word i3 not implied by

8L “ Above objection "-—ngainst the theory that it is the Letters constituting a
word that signify the object. _ :

9 Hven in thecese of the sounds (of Letters) it is necogsary to admit their proxi-
mity, the fact of their being uitered by the same person, and also the fact of their
ocourring in a particalar order., And since those that ocour in any order cannot be
gimultancons, therefore we ghall have fo assume an impression produced by the whole
word, over and above the assumption of the Sphota. And thoe objection against ng—
vis. : thet if the individaals have no powere, then their aggregate ean have noue—
applies to tho Sphota theory also ; heeause even in tha' the Letbers individnally are nob
held to signify the Sphota; for if anyone of the letters signifiad the ecomplata
Sphota, there would be no use for the other lettera. Hence the &phofa~~theory

would also stund in need of the assnmption that the Sphota iz impliad by all the Letters

taken collectively, the Sphota itself siguifying the irapression that lesds us to the
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ench individual Tietter (comsposing it). Not - is., the Sphota mdwatad in
parts ; and in s absenuce we cannol have any cognition of it.

93, And those that arve individually incapable, are moapa'h]e, a.]ao
when taken collectively. And the srgnments that you (the npholder of.
Sphota) would bring forward iso meet these ob;ecbwns, would sexve our
purpose.
94, The existence (of Sphota), 1ta chstmotness (from the I:ettavs), a.nél
the denial of-any parts (of the Sphota)-—these three assumptious yon
would require over and above what is necessary for our theory. ' And it i
for this reason (of avoiding nnnecessary assumptions) that we seek (t.o '
prove the fact of the Letters themselves) signifying. the meaning.

95, (BEven if we do not admib of a residnal effect Sansknm} there
would be mo inconsistency in the cognition of tha meaning. Because:
for thia cognition we mll have, for the cause, thab whwh lmmedlahely‘
precedes if,

96, (The cogmt.mn of tha meamng) mlwuys a,ppm's suhsequant to the ;
cognition of the last letter of the word, after the cognitions of the two
(letters go and au) have gone before, Therefore it is’ such (cognition of
the last letter) tha’o we hold to he the cause (oi the cogmtmn of the
muanmg) '

Even without any resudual effact (Ssnakar&), tl:us las{; ]}etter_
v'ould come to signify the meaning,—being helped to this capability by
the letters that immediately precede it (and thmugh this precedence help
it on to full szgmﬁcnnca) '

98. And it is this (help) which some people call ‘ residual eﬁech A%
(Sanskira). Because it is only this that is found to’be free from the
assumption of anything unseen (and transcendental, or marely ideal).

99, ' Or, it may be the Impression (produced by the letters) that is
callod the ¢ residnal effect.” Because all persons think that -theve is &
“ residnal effect ™ in the case of all objects cognised by any definite
cognition.

100. The only diversity of opinion lies in the fact of this (Sﬁfrtskﬁra) 3
being the means of the cognition of the meaning (of words) ; and as a means
of ascertaining this (causality) too, we have an mvmmble wncom:ﬁamce, as
in other cases. :

meaning. And certainly it is much simpler than this (o agsume a potency, in the
Letters taken collectively, of signifying the impression that wotﬂd denote the meanmg
of the word.

9 That there is guch a thing as Sanskara is admxtted by all men ; the only d:ﬂer.

ence of opinion lies on the point of its being the means of cogniging the meaning of . |

the word ; and here too, we have to admit its causgal potency, on the ground of (invari-
able) concomitance~as ig explained in the following Karika.

100 We have the cognrition of the meaning, only when there *is an improsgion; and
this invariable concomitance helps us to establish the faot that Impression iy the means
of the cognition of the meaning.
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101, 1f the Sanskira be groundless, them the assumption of pre-
cedence (among letters) also becomes groundless; and hence there could be
no help (as mentioned above in Kariks 97). ;

102. Though it is an acknowledged fact that  Sanskara” is the canse
of remembrance, yet that does not, preclude it uppllc&bxhty to other

./ purposes.

: 108. Therefore it is not that the Bhashya has assumed the existence
of n (useless supernumary in the shape of) Sanskira. The only impercept.
ible fact thab it bas 1aid down is that of ite being the canse of the cogni-
tion of the meaning (of words).

104, And even the Sphota-—theory is ot free from an imperceptible
factor ; as the ' eapacity of signifying the effect (bhe meaning) is equally
applicable to Impreasion and Sphote.

105, And, inasmuch as the incompatibility (of Sanskiira a:gmfymg_

~ the meaning) thus disappears, it cannot lead to the assumption of Sphota,

And the assomption of & Sanskdra too, preoedmg (the manifestation of
Sphota) is very necessary for you,
106, We would mnot admit of anything besides sound (Sphota) with
regard to the cognition of meaning,—only if snch sounds were perceptible
by the sense, or if the Liebters themselves were not amenable to Sense-Per-
ception. i

107, If yon are over-anxious to have a simultanecity of Letters, .
then we may allow that on the ground of their eternality and all-pervad-
ingness (which makes all the Letters simultaneons) ; bub this simnltaneity
cannot be said to constitute their capacity of expressing the meaning.

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

101 The Letter iz destroyed as soon ag it is nttered, and if we deny the fact of any
Impression being lefi by it, then there wonld be nothing of it left to belp the following
Jotter ; and when this help would be denied, then the precedence of the former would
be useless ; and it would be impossiblo to get at any correct theory with regard to the
significance of words, Therefore we cannot totally ﬂeny the exiatence of Sanskara o
Tmpression.

103 The Sanskdra spoken of by the Bhishya is none other than Visang, which is
the admitted ocause of memory. The only thing that the Bhishya has assumed
and which is nobamenable to direct Sense-Perception, is the capability of the Vasand,
to bring about a cognition of the meaning of Words.

106 You too must necessarily postulate a certain unseen force that conld imply the
Sphota, which woald signify the meaning, Thus then, our theory is simpler than
vours, inasmuch as it does away with the intervening agency of the Sphota; and
certainly, the Sanskiya is ag capuble of denoting tho mesning as the Sphota.

108 Thig anticipates the following objection :  You deny the Sphata on the ground
of Saniskira which signifies the meaning ; but why shonld you not deny the ngency of
the Letters also, and hold the sigvification to be due to the sound only ¢¥"” The sense

of the reply is thet Letters are perceived by means of the senses, and as such ars
move reasonable to hold than any imaginary Sphota.

107 For in that case all words would signify all meanings,
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dually in o definite order, their position—be it either simultaneous, or
otherwise—is the only cause of the cognition of meaning. . . AH

109. Or (the fact may be that) when the Letters have been gradually
coraprobended in a definite order, there follows a recapitulated (or recalled)
cogmition of all the Tietters (in the form of the complete Word) ; and it i
this complete recapitulated cognition which is the means of the cognition of fi
meaning. i : ' PR i) y it :

110. ' And in this (recapitulated cognition) we have the simultaneity of
Letters. 'But the cognition of the meaning does nob necessarily depend
upon the fact of this gimultaneity being perceived by the senses. .

111. Some people assert that this cognition (of the Word) is of u
variegated character, consisting as it does of the existing (the last Lebter)
and the non-existing (the previons Letters that Thave some before) 5 a8 in
(the cognition of each word, the last Lietter is always comprehended (at the
time that the word is recalled as a whole), oo IR G gy

1192, Others however hold that when the last Letter has heen  com.
prehended, there is & gimunltaneous remembrance of all the other preced:
ing Letters, brought about by the impressions left by each individual
letter. el it L R S S S I R
118. Thus then, though there are gradual cognitions (of the Lietters
in o definite order), yet, all theorists admit of a mental recogpition of all
the Letters as constitnting a whole word. . _

114, For, if this be not admitted, then in the case of the perception
of a cortain number (one hundred, for instance) of the same object, each of
which ig perceived one by one,-—there would not be any collective re-
cognition of all of them as making up & hundred (such objects).

115, Thus, then, though the previous cognibion, by the ear, of
Letters, i one by one, yet subsequently there is a collective remembrance
of tho whole, which is purely mental (i.., 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 the

Word."”

10¢ This is the view favoured by the Author himself. According to this theory
the pronunciation of the second letter is accompanied by the remembrance of the pre-
ceding letter. ' , :

1li When the last letter hag boen heard, all the rest are recalled ; therefore the
cogmition of the lagt letter is direct sensual perception, and that of the others remems
brance ; and heoes the variegated charaoter of the word-cognition. '

18 This alternative does away with the variegated character, becanas the final
cognition of the whole word is made to follow after that of the last letter, and nrot simul.
taneously (a8 in the previous alternative), Thus then the final comprebeusion of the
Word becomes a case of Remembrance pure and simple, Jeal i

118 Bocanse the cognition of the meaning follows immediately after the recogni-
tion of the complete word.
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117, Boing led astray by the aforesaid variegated coguition, some
people hold that apart from the Letters composing it, there is a distinct
coguition of the word “ Gtauh,” and that this cognition is amenable to Sense-

Perception. M ' )
M8, We 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 caunot be anything totally apart from that of the
Letters composing it,

119, FEven though the ecognition of the whole word (GQauk) be
something other (than that of the Letters), yet any cognition of the
three (Letters @ WY aud:) cannot belong to anything besides the three
Letters themselves. ‘

1120, 'We do not deny the fact of the eognition of the word * Gauh,’””
a8 u single component whole. This idea of the singleness of the Word is
due to the fact of tho word (as composed of the three Letters) being the
object of w single cognition, and also to the fact of the whole (trio of

Lotters) having a single end (that of signifying the object cow).
| 121. In the case of the word * Gauh,” the idea of one-ness may be
‘due to the fact of the Letler w} following wvery soon after a, aud
also to that of there being very little interrim between the two syllables.
In the case of such words, however, as * Devadatta,” and the like, the dif-
ference between the Letters is quite clear. (As a matter of fact the idea of
one-ness is a mistake). _

122. ' The construction of the Bhashya passage ought to be  the word
48 not subsidiary,”’-—~bocanse the causal efficacy (of signification) belongs to
the Letters (composing it ) ; and it is on this view that we have the ordi-
nary asgertion (** the cognition of meaning is got from the word )

123.  The Ablative in ' Cabdét” (in the sentence * Cabdat arthapra-
titih ) wignifies causal agency. In your theory too, there would be an inter-
vening factor between the cognition of meaning (and the cognition of the
Word,—the manifestation of Sphota being the intervening factor).

124, That is said to bo subsidiary, whiel, being known in one shape,
is nsed in another. And (in the case of the Word) we are not cogni-
sant of any other form of eausality (than the one we lay down).

N7 The Grammarians hold this view of the perceptibility of tha 9pheta. They
are led to this by & false analogy to the perceptibility of the last letter of the word.
(8ee above), * Theve is a cognition, &¢.," ie, in the form of the Sphota. #

3% This Karika refers to the following Bhishya passage: “ Gauna ésha cabda iti
é¢ na gauno "ksharéshu nimittabhdvah.” This js objected to on the ground that the
reply portion seems to imply that the word ‘gawne’ qualifies ¢ akshra.’ The Kiriki
however, explaing it thos : * na gauneh gabdah aksharéshw nimittabhivak,’

3% All canges have their own operation intervening between themsolves and thoir
effects ; and in the case of Words also, we have only this much of interrim ; and as
such, thig causality is noue other than the one we are coguisant of in the case of all
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125, The intervdntion of the operation of the sanse itself is common

to all causes ; and in the ‘case of the Word, it is only this operatiomof

itself (which is found to intervene between the Word and ite signification) ;
therefore this is no real intervention at all. _ _

126,  When, as a mabter of fact, people do not give the name
“Word ” to anything besides the Letters, how counld there be any such
assortion as ‘‘meaning is got from the word,” with regard to a meaning
signified by them (i.e., the letters composing the Word) (when you hold
that it is the Sphota that signifies tho meaning) (and hence the said as» "
ertion is not compatible with the Sphota theory). bl

127, If the cognition of the meaning be said to be brought abont by.
the Sphota, manifested by the Impressiow produced by the coguition of the
Letters,—then the causal agenoy of the Word becomes subsidiary w0 the
greatost degree (inasmuch a8 betwoeen the Word and the cognition of
the meaning, we wonld have two mtervemng fa.ctcra the Impnesamn and S
the Sphota). i

128. The uttorance of the word is 1ot for the purpose of brmgmg
about the Sadskdpa; this Sadskara appears gradually in connection w1th'
the word, nsed with a view to the signification of the meaning.

129. Therefore a Word is called (the cause of the slgmﬁca.tmn of
meaning) with & view to its effect,~being, as it is, used for the sake of
that signitication, and in the manifestation of the whole Word (by means of
the Lotters composing it), there is no intervention. (In onr theory, the
Lettors arve held to manifest the word duectly, without any mteweumg
processes).

130. Or, the previouns residnal effects (Sm’askaras) may be taken to

be parts of the process of the signification of the Word ; and the last
lotter of the word would be the manifester of that Saaskdre; and since
this (last letter) is a word, therefore we would have the primary character!
(of the ordinary assert.lon—-“ the meaning is signified by the Word ")
[this is in accordance with the theory that the mea.nmg i8 signified by the
lagt lotter of the word as helped by the imipressions left by the pwcedmg
letters].
131-132, ‘In words and sentences, either the Lehte-rs,- or tl:e Sounds
(thercof) do not point to any such agent of signification, as the Sphofa,—
jush as the lamplight (does noi point to any intervening mainfester) j—
because the Letters have existence,~like the ¢ jar,” &e.’ :~—these and other
arguments like these could be easily brought forward ngainst the assurap-
tion of things not cognised by ordinary people.

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

obher cauges, Hence the cansality in this present case cannot be said to be of a
secondary ox subsidiary character.



SPHOTA-AKRIT. - : 281

Word),—~like the jar, & Nor is there any contradiction (in this) of
perceptible facts,~—because the object (Sphota) 1tself ig not established (as
an entity).

124. He who would deny the existence of Letters would be therehy
contradicting the perceptible fact of the cognition of the meaning follow-
ing immediately on the perception of the Letters (composing the Word),—
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 ;—-becanse that which is so (i.e., follows immediately after
something,) necessarvily proceeds from it,—as the notion of Fire from that
of Smoke.” [That is to say, as the notion of Iire following immediately
after the porception of Smoke, bhe former is accepted as proceeding from
the latter].

136, Or like the lamp, the Letters Gu and the rest are the indicators
of the objects ‘ cow,’ &e., becanse these objects are always recognised on
the utterance of the Letters; and because the Letters are always recog-
nised prior (to the eogmition of the object). -

137. ““The denial of the Sphota as apart from Letters, is of very
little use in regard to Words.” But we bave made the ahove attempt (to
refute Sphota) simply with a view fo establish the truth of the effects
brought about by the different members of the Sentence.

Thus ends the Sphota—V ApA.

Section 13,
Ow * Agr11.”

1, If 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, (lonscions of
this (difficulty) we now proceed to establish the fact of the Class (Akrti)
being the object of clenota,tmn by a word,

181 The sense of the ob;schmn ia this: “ Yon deny the Sphota to be anything apart
from the Letters; bnt in that cage we can accept it as w« part of the Word, and uot
of the Letters; and as such the Sphota theory would remain intact.”

The position taken up by the reply is that in acpordance with the Sphofa theory,
no parts of sentences are held to be operative,~the sentence alone, as a whole, being
accepted as indicative of its meaning as @ whole, Hence by the denial of Sphota, we
establish the reality of the operative faculty of the parts of sentences.

L If in every case, the Individual alone were the object of denotation, then, in as
much a8 such Individoals could not be omnipresent, there could be no relation between
the Word and its Meaning. The Class or Form on the other hand, is efernal; and as
guch, quite capable of relationship with the Eternal Word.

36
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2. Incourse of this we shall also try to establish the éxis'tSnca'of the |

Akrti, and in order to prove the strongth or weakness (of its claims 'to de-
uotability) in comparison to the Individual, we shall later on (in the
Akrtyadhikarana) lay down the grounds for &Gaept.lng the fact of the Ak;—m s
matter being the object of denotation,

8. It is the Class itself that has been called ¢ Alq'h ”—%wlxlch signi-

fles that by which the Individual is specified (or characterised). Tbis that

which 18 comsmon to all the individual objects, and the means of a couectwa
ideq of all these (individuals) as forming one com pomte whole -

4. As the means of such collective idea, there is a commonality, which
i signified by the word (‘dkrti’),— this fact is admitted by a.ll and in this
there is no ditference among the several theorvistis.

5. With regard to all objeets there is a double iden, in the ahape of
one consigting in its differentiation (as an individual apart from others),
and another (n collective idea) consisting of its homogenity (with others
resombling it in certain vespeots, and thus, with it, forming a Olass, a
sovporate whoie), And this donble idea is not possible without the donble
character of the object (as an individual, and as belonging to a class).

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

7. Nor can any of the two ideas be said to be ext‘her 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 absolate-
ly necessary).

8. And further, since the two (the Individual and the OIasa) are no-
where perceived in their primary form, therefore there can he no assump-
tion of the secondary character (of the idea of either the Individual or the

3 The denotatibility of the Class is denied on the following grounds: (1) becanse
it does mob exist; and (2) becnuse its acceptance is absolutely useless, Consequently
we must begin with the proof of the existence of Claggs and then we shall, in due murse
come to take the second point, the reasons for accepting it, in preference to the Tndivi.
dual, by comparing the arguments in favour of each ; for which the reader s referred
to the 1atter half of the Smritipdda.

8 The words ‘‘ Akriti” and “ Jiti"” are synonymous terms. The Jati is accepted,
becanse it i8 the only means of having a conerete collective idoa of a number of indivi-
duals possessing certain properties in common among themselves.

8 It is only in the case of words signifying certain objects, that the iden of the Tndi.
vidual and the Class can be realised. If these be said to be secondary, where else eonld
wve have them as primary 7 An Idea can be aecepted as recondary in one place, rmfy if
it can be found elsewheve in its primary character,
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Glass). (Nor can any of them be said to be false or mistaken, because)
it has already been proved (in the “ Nirdlambenavida™) that all ideas have
connterpart vealities, as theiv objects, in the external world. '
9, There is mutual dependence between the Individual and the
Clase: the Olass belonging to the Individuals, and the Individuals tfo
~ the Class. j , |

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 conld be no Individuals
(without a Class). . - : '

11.  Or, these two premises may be mentioned iu the forms becanse
one does not possess the cheracter of the other.” By this change, there
coases to exist the slightest difference between the Individual and the Class,

' 12-13. 1f one were to assert the capabiliby of the Individuals to bring
ahout ideas of commonality, without (admitting of) a separate entity
(in the shape of *“ Class "),~—for such a person, of what sovt would be the
capability of devotation ? (1) Will this capability be cognisable, or non-
cognisable ¥ aud (2) willit be different in each Individual, or ove (and
the same for all) ¥ 1b it be ane and cognisable, then it comes to be & Class
only mentioned in other words.

14. If the capability be non-cognisable, then the Tdea (of singleness or
eommonality) becotes devoid of any basis (and as such fulse). Because
no object is accepted by mere existence (unless it is, in some form or obhor
actually cognised). '

9 If there were no Individuals, there could be no Class; and the only peculiarity
of the Individual is that by ite individualistic character, it gpacifies the commonality (of
the Clasg); and hence withount the (lags, there could be no Individual,

10 The two argunments ave: (1) The Class withont Individuals (as assumed by
others) does not exist : becsuse it is withouat Individuals-—like the hare's horns, (2) In-
dividuals withont the Olass do not exist: becaanse they are without the Olase,—like
the hare’s horns. .

11 Thepremiss—‘because of the ahgenoce of Individnals” —implies that the Individua
is something different from the Clags; and in order to avoid this absurdity, the
premises of the foregoing arguments ave stated as follows : (1) ‘becanse of the absence
of the individualistic character’; and (2) ‘becaunse 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 unrealily ; and it follows from this that their non.dif.
erence must be congomitant with reality—i.e. real. i :

12-18' This meets the following Banddha argument : ‘' Even when you admit of s
Class, you have to agsume that it is capable of prodncing ideas of similarity; why
should we not, then, attribute the same capability to the Individuals themselves?

1¢ Tt jg only the cognition of the common character that can be said to be capable
of being implied by the Individual. 1If, however, the capability itselt bevcomes non-cog-
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15, Inssmuch as the Individuals themselves ave different from one
another, they can never be cognised by a single Idea ; becanse (being many
and diverse) they cannot have (any notion of single commonality for) their
object. Andas for the capability itself, it does not belong to these
(Individuals). : .

16. [If the capability be different (in each Individual and something
wholly different from the Individual = itself), then there ocannot be
one ides (embracing ull the Individuals). And if the capability of each
Iudividual were identical (with it), then too, we could only have ideas
of the Individuals (and not of all of them collectively as one corporate
whole. J : , -

17. For these reasons yon must also ndmit of the Glass, which is
apart from the Iudividuals and their capabilities, and yet embraces all
Individuals, and pervades through each of them. i)

18, Thus then, for us, there is a distinct object of the Ideaof single com-
monality ; and it is & natural property of the Individuals. And as such, it
may be named either “ SAmanya,” or ¢ Akrti,” or * Jati,” or ¢ Cakti.”

19. (0bj.): “ Well, evenin the case of such (summum genuses) as
“Saitd”’ 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 ? 1f the capability is not cog-
nised, how can that which is said to be the object of this capability be cognised ?  And
honce all ideas of any single commonality must be rejected as utterly groundlese.

{6 This anticipates the following objection: It is nob the capability that is the
basis of the iden, of single commonality; the Individuals themselves constitnte this
bagis,” 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 he the object of
& notion of something which is one only, It is only a single form that can be the object
of u single notion ; hat you do not admit of any single form embracing all Individualy
(as that would be nothing more or less than admitting the Clags); hence you cannot
reasonably hold the Individuals to bring about any notion of single commonality. As
for: the capability, though you admit of its existenee, yet, in as much as you deny ity
cognition, it cannot gerve a4 the basis of any notion of single commonality : hence
with regard to the case in question, it is 8s good ag non-existent.

I8 1s the capability different from the Individuals or not P It appears as ono; but
it it be different, it could not appear as one. Aund again if it be different, how could it
denote any single commonality, by means of the Individuale, that ave 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 nok form
the basis of any notion of single commonality.

11« Therefore "—i.e. since neither the Individuals nor their capability ave found
to be fit to be the basis of the notion of single commonality; “yet, §c.”’—The Clase
resides as a whole is each of the Individuals.

19 Though there can be no Class of Classes—such ag * gotwatwa,” (as this would
Jead to an eudless series of classes), yet, even in the absence of such further classes, we
have the idea of o Class of Olasses, ax one in which many diverse classes, such as
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there be any such idea without the existence of another more extensive
Class 77 - ! W
20-21. (Reply). This argument that yon bring forward is exactly et
by the case of the forest. Foreven though the idea of the further Class is
mistaken, that of the Minor Classes * gotwa, ” &c.—can not be so. Be-
canse prior to the utterance of the words (‘gotwa, &e.," in the case of the
classes ¢ gotwa,’ ‘ apwatwe,” &o.), we have no one mnotion of commonality
with regard to all (such Classes), a8 we have with regard to the individual
cows (in the case of the Olass ‘Cow’).

21-22. Some people assert than even in this case (of Class of Classes)
there ig a perceptible similarity consisting in the fact of their being
“things” (and thus constituting the Class ¢ Vastwlwea ). But if such
assumptions were admitted, then there would be an endless series of
Classes ; in as much even between the swmmaum genus * Vastutwa ” and the
minor Classes  gotwa,” &o., there may be assumed to be a similarity (con-
sigting in the fact of both being Classes, and so on, ad infinitum ).

- 23, Aud since the Individuals too ave things, there would be an Idea
of Class (** Vastutwa ") with regard to these (Iudividuals) also, just as in
the case of * Satte,” §o. Therefore, there can be no such class (of Classes)
as © Vastulwa.” _ -

24. Therefore, in the case of *“Saltd,” &e., the application of the word

“gotwa,” “ agwatwa,” are found to be included. But in a8 muach as there can be no
Class of Glasses, this idea connot but be admitted to be a mistaken one, “And,” urges
the objector, “ on the same grounds, why should we not reject the jdea of the Class
‘gotwa’ also, as being a mistaken ons P

#0-21 * Forest.”—The Forestis nothing apart from the treew in it. And hence
though the idea of the ™ Forest” apart from the trees is clearly a mistaken one, yeb
the idea of the trees themselves cannot be 8o, Similarly, in the pregent case, though
the idea of the Class of (lasses may be mistaken, that of the Classes themselves cannot

be so. . .
“ Because prior fo, §°¢."~In the case of the iden of the Class of Classes, the ides

of singleness is merely verbal. When the similarity of the bovine characteristios is
perceived to exist in a number of cows, withont an expression of the idea of similarity
in the word *Golwa,” we have not the remotest idea of any other olags, ss ** Acwatwa.”
It is only when the word “ Gotwa” has been uttered, even without the perception of
any similarity, &c.—that wo remember similar words, like ** Aewatwa” and the like ;
and the idea of similarity among these various classes (* Gotwa,” “ Acwatwa,” &o.),
lies only in the verbal form; in as much as thers is nothing common among them except
their ending in the abstraci aflix “twa.” And hence such an idea cannot but be a
mistaken one.

% Individuals are things, us much ag the Classes; and hence, if the Ideas of Class
be said to be bdsed npon verbal expression only, the Individaals would be as entitled to
the ldea, as the classes themselves,

% How then, is a single word ‘‘Samanya applicable in common to all elawses?
Inasmuch as it has been proved that this similarity {s only verbal, and it does not




