GLOKAVARTIEA, g ! (S‘L
“Samdinya” (commonality) is due either to the factof the one (name) apply-

ing to many and diverse clagses (as ‘gofwa,’ ‘agwatwa,’ &ec.), ov to thab

of bringing about a single Idea (with regard to the varions classes).

25. The Class resides in the Individuals, because the Clags is et
perceived in the interval between the perception of two Tndwxduals.
And we do not admit of any (omnipresent) Class like “ dkaga.’ i

26.  Ory even if it be admitted to be omnipresent, its manifestation
wonld depend npon certain capabilities (in the Individuals composing it).
And such capability wounld be iuferred from its effect in the shapo of the
mamfeshtaun (of the Class). i :

27. Therefore that (Individual) alorio would be crmm&ered to be
capable, the presence of which woald bring about the manifestation (of tiie
Class). It is for this reason that the Class (‘gotwe’) is not pemmved in
the presence of any and evory individual, -

28, Though (all' Individuals, cows, horses, dsc., are) drﬁereﬂb (from .
all Classes “gowta,” “uagwatwa,” &o.), yob the capability (of manifesting
one Ulass) belongs only to cortain (Individaals) ; while some (Individaals)
are wholly without sach eapability. = And cortainly no exceptlon ean be
taken to the natural eapabilities of things. :

20-20. TFor instance, to such facts, as the burmng of fire and not of
Alediga, who could take exception ¥ It is merely accopted as a perceptible
fact, and no other reason for it is looked for. And the mere absence of any
other reason, does not make the cognition of &he f:mt (of fire burning)
groundless (1.e., false). ]
30-31. In the mere fact of pointing ont (or mamtestmg of the Clags

constibnte a real Class in bhe shape of “Simdnya,” this application of the name to all
clagses muat be explained as being due to extraneous influences ; and aas auch influences,
wo have the facts that the name * Saminya,” thongh only one, belongs to all the
vavious classes, and brings about a single idea embracing all classes:

8 ¢ And we do mot §e.”—The Olass can have wo existence apart from the Indi.
viduals; and henca it cannot be said to be omnipresent, like * Akdga, which has an
independent existence of its own,

8 Tt is not perceived iu the intervals ; becauge at that time there is no individual

endowed with the requisite capability. '

1 Only that Individual can be said to be “capable,” which manifests the Gia,ss.
The class “ Gotwa™ is manifested by the individual cows alone; and hence no other
individuals—as horses or elephants—ocan be said to manifest that Class.

48 Thongh the individual cows and horses ave equally different from the clasces
* Gotwa’ and * dgwatwa,’ yob the individual cow is capable of manifesting the former
olass and not the latter,

% That which is perceived by the Sense does not reguire any othar pmnf to
snbstantiate it,

8081 If the Iden of the Class were produced by Inl’erence, we would stand in need
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by the Individnal) no coneomitant property need be looked for: bacause
such. manifestation is not inferential; and in the caso of sense-perception,
what would be the use of any favther definitions, d&e, (of marks and
characteristics, &e,)? |, : - i
31.52. Then aguin, the relationship between the Individual and the
Class ig purely natural, and not based npon any veasoning. Consequentl y
we do not vequive any other Class, for the establishment of snch relation.
ship. . And like the aforessid capability; the natural (oharacter of the
relation) cannot be questioned. ety . ‘
33. Ov, even if the relationship were based upon Some 1easons, ~~sinee
it is only a reason or ground, iu some form or the other, that is required,—-
therefore when certain Individuals have heen perceived, (they themselves
would supply the necessary grounds for bhe relution), and nothing else
(in the shape of a fresh Class) wonld be needed. LA -
34, Question : “Wherefore doother Individnals not signify the Clags?”
Answer: Simply beeanse such manifestation is not seen to follow from them.
And snce such non-application of one et of individuals to another Class i
only natural, no other grounds for non-manifestation, need be sought after,
8536,  Question : *‘Since you do not admip of any further ‘Samanya’
(a higher Class) for the controlling of the application (i.e., the relation bef.
ween certain Individuals and Classes), thevefore, why should not the notion
of the indiyidual cow be independent of any snch controlling ageney as that
of the Class ‘Cow’ ?  And just as, even though (all individuals are) equally
different (from the Class) yet the capability of relationship belongs only 1o
some of them, (independently of any other causes), so too we would have
the cognition of the individual ‘cow’ (naturally by itself), without any
other causes,” ' glica

of a concomitant property. Bm a8 o matter of fact, it ia only n case of Bense-perger,.
tion, This anticipates the following quoestion : “By what mark do we know that
such an individunal will manifest sach a Clags?* The sense of the veply is that it is
only Inference that stands in need of ruch a mark ; Senge-perception does not requive
it,

8L This anticipates the following objection: “The individnale being many,
they cannot be the cause of any one relationship,~nand as sneh wo ghall require anothey
Class for the establisking of the said relationship.” The reply ie that the relationship
i8 nataral, and not baged upon any extraneous grounds.

8 How is it that the individual cow does not indieate the olass ‘ Horge ' 7

86.88 1f many and ﬂiverm_a individanls be the grounds of the existence of a single
Class, we may have the sime Individuals as the canses of the fingle notion of the
individnal cow; and we need not have any such thing as the clasy * cow.? And juat as
among certain individuals, equnlly different from the Class, only 5 few have the natural
capability of being related to the Class ; #o also we eould have g natnral cognition
of the elass ‘ Cow ’ withont any other canses. ' ' '
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87  Answer: Inasmuch as. we do not admit of ‘the appearanw of
any cognitions, in the abgence of objests,—-«We nocessarily requu'e a Glasa,
apart from the Individual. /

38. All 1deas, appearing without correspcndmg objects, must, in the
absence of such objects, be rejected as false. And the existence of the class
(“cow’’) here cannot be said to be faulty, on the ground ot the ahsance of
another (Class). ! G

39, If the Class were not admitted, then theve wuld b no functions
ing of Verbal Testimony and Inference (as means of true cognition).
Becanse there could be no 1L1a.tmnahap among mdmduala, on account of_
the endless number (of these). !

40, And forther, this (relation) is of use to the person (in arrwmg- :
at Inferences and Verbal Testimony), simply becnure of its being so
perceived. Whereas in the case of the relation hetween the Indlvldual- il
and the Clags, there is no need of perception. i /

41-42, When the object, in the shape of the Glass cow, has been i
cognised by means of the Senses, Appm‘ent lnconsistenmy leada to the ac-

37 With rvegard to the diffevent kinds of cows, we have an 'iﬂ"aa. of a;'ﬁil}gie com-~
monality consisting of & character that is common to all cows, And sineé there can be
no ideds without their rounterpart realities, therefors we must admit of g single c-’aas
“ (ow,” independently of the specific characteristics of the individaal cows.

38 Tt is o fact of common experience, in the case of different kinds of medicing
offecting a cure of the same disease, that even many and diverse agents conspire to '
bring about a single end. Therefore even in the absence of any further s,ssumed. ;
Classes, it is only ressonably that the diverse Imdimdu,ﬂ!s shounld directly pcmt toa
single Class.

39 Verbal Testimony ig based upon the relation of Word and Meaning; and In-
ference is based npon tle relation subsisting among the varions terms of the ayllogism.
If we had no Clasees, all relationships wonld haye to be based upon Individuals;  and
as all Individaals (innumerable) could nol he percephb]e b smy ane time, no relation-
ship wonld ever be perceived.

40 In the case of Inference, a relationship is of use in ths argument-, only whfm 1t
has been duly ascertained, as existing among the terms concernsd. Of the Class,
however, the relationship with the Individual is based apon she very nature of the two;
and as gnch it does not stand in need of being actually realised in percepb:on ' _

41,42 Hven thongl the capability (of producing a single idea of commonility
possessed by certain Individnals) exists, yet, in as much ag no Idea ean exiab withont
its oounterpart reality, we cannot but admit of the reality of the (lass, as the real
objeet of the single notion of commonality prodnced by the aforesaid eapability ; and
henee if the Class be donied, the capability itself becomes untenable.

“The capability, §e'~-Thia is in anticipation of the argnment that the cmpabmty
itself might be necepted to be the object of the notion of commonality ~thereby doing
away with the necessity of postulating the Cless, The sense of the reply is that the
existence of the Class is realised by Sense-perception; snd as such it is far more
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ceptance of a single capability as the controlling agent (of such relation
between the Individuals and the Class); and this (eapability) being now
established, canmot set aside its own canso (the idea of the Olass). The
capability itself cannot bo the object of this (single) notlon (of common-
ality); becanse it i not perceptible by the Senses. -

43,1 The regressus ad infinitum, that you urge on the ground of (the
necessity of having farther and further) other Classes, could only tend
to the rejection of (all ideas of) (lass.  But such re]ectwn is opposed to
facts perceived by the Sense.

44, ' Either the relation (bebween th? Individual and the Olags), or
the basis theveof, is not the means of cognising the Olass, It is only when
the individual ob;ecb has been perceived (by the Sense) in its true form,
that the Class is snbseynently definitely aseel‘tmned -

46, Binee the dewlap, &o., and the cluss‘ eow’ are both connected w:th
the same object {cow),.therefore the existence of the dowlap, &e., teuds
simply to point (to the Class'as related to the same individual ob]ecbs.. of
which it itself 'is the qualifieation). Aud it is nobt necessary that auy-
thing that serves to point to something else must be an integral part of it,

46-47. And when there is no absolute difference hetween the dew-
lap, &e., and the individual cow, and ngu.in ‘between the cluss ‘cow ' and the
individaals (composing it), then the reply to the question— liow is it
that the class ‘cow ' applies only to the objects endowed with the dewlap,
&e, P "—would be that it does so simply because the Class consists of
(is identical with) it (the individual endowed with the dewlap, &o.) Then
ns for the question—*“ Whence this identity ¥ ~you must understand that
it lies in the very nature (of the Class and the Individuals composing it ).

reasonable to admit the Class a8 the real objeoct of the notion of ccmmonahty, than th.
Capability, whioh, at best, can only be inferred.

4% Thus the ascertainment of the Class ig mde,pvndenb nf the relution, &(s and as
such cannot be rewcted '

# This is in anticipation of an objection to the Bhishya passage, where i6 is
declared that the Class (‘cow’) is qualified by the dewlop, &, ; bhis theory makes the
~ cognition of the Class ‘cow’ dependent npon that of another Gllmu dawlap’; and this
goes agaiust the standard theory of the independont cognisability of the Clags ¢ cow.’
The sense of the reply is that when the Bhishya raised the question— what is the
menning of the word* Cow ' P—the veply given was that the signification of the word
consisted of the class endowed with the dewlap, §c., megning theveby the ¢bject endowed
with these. The peonlinr wording may he explained ou the ground of both the déwh_:p.
and the Qluss ‘cow! being related to one and the same object, the individual cowy and
in mo onse ean weo admit the dewlup a8 qualifying the Class.  **.dnd it is mot necessary,
&e—ie., becanse the dewlap iv nob an integral part of the Ulass ¢ cow,” thab is no reason
why it; shonld not be accepted as defining (or specifying) it.

41-48 Thia supplies, from the Anthor’s own standpeint, an answer to the guestion—

37
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48-49, - Thus the fixity (of relation) is established in accordance
with ovdinary sense-perception. And the difference among the yavious'
classes ‘Cow,’ (‘Horse’), &e., are based on the very nature of things, and
are not due to any difference in their respective manifesting agencies; for
if it were so, then like the shoetness, &e., (of lettera), the difference among
classes would become false, Then again, we ask—On what depends the
differonce between the manifesting agency (the summunm genus ** Vastutwa ') ;
and the individual objects, elephants, &e.?  If it be said that the difference.
is nataval,~—we con say the same (with vegard fo the diffevence of the
Minor clasees thewmselves,—thus doing away with the infervention of a
summasm genus). | ' S

50. - Tf it be urged that the difference is dne to the peculiarity of the,
manifested class ;—then there would be mutnal dependence. Therofore the
difference between the classes (‘cow’ and ‘elephant’) and the individuals
(cow aud elephant) must be held to be based upon the very nature of
things. _ J
ol Objection : “Since the Class extends over many (individuals) and
the Individual over nothing but itself, therefore they (the (lass and the
Individnal) eannot properly be held to be identical; and hence (in the
cognition of the Class) there must be some secondary imposition. '

what is the ground of the pecnlinr relationship between the Olags and the Individual ¥
This ground is held to be mere identity. :
8340« The differemce, §e."—This is lovolled against those that hold that all classes
are identical in the swmmum genus ' Vastutwa, and that their diferentiation into the
minor classes is due to certain manifesting sgencies in the shape of the words  Gotewa ’
“agrwata,' and the like: just as in the cago of Letters, the only difference lies in the
Intonations~—sahort or long, high or low, &0, _ )
“We can say the same, §¢.”—In the case of individnal cosws tlso, there is a natursl
differonce among them. Thus, then, though ¢ Fastufia,’ ig one, yet, owing to the differ.
ences among the individual cows and elephants, if iv be held to appesr manifold, in the
#hape of the minor cligses, ©Cow” and Elephant," —then, in the same manner, in as
maoch as thers are natural differences among the individual cows themselves, these
individuals could be taken ns forming 2o many minor classes; especially as the cnly
gronnd for * Vastutwa appearing in the forms of the minor classes *“ Cow,” “ Elephans,"
&o., is the fact of its difference from the individual vows and elephants, This is u
palpable nbsnrdity ; congequently, we cannot but admit of & class * Cow,” which is
digtinet from the elephant, &e., and yet embraces, within itself, all individual cows,
And in this manner, the necessity of the minor class ‘cow’ is established, apart. from
any manifesting agenoy in the shape of & swmmum genus, . i
80« Mutual dependence*~The cognition of the manifested depeunding upon fhe
manifesting agency, and the difference of this latter from the individoals, necessary
for the said manifestation, depending npon the pecaliarity of the manifested class,
5l In as much as they cannot be identical, the idsa of the Class miust be either
miataken, or only a secondary characteristic imposed upon the Individaal.
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92, “We mnst admit the' difference (of the Class as oxtending over
each different individual),-—becanse the Class is identical with those that
are different (among themselves)--like the specific  chuineter, (of the indi-
viduals). And again, we must admit the singleness of individuals,~~bocause
they ave all identieal with the one (Class). ;

98. Then again, “how can one and the same thing, (the Class and the
Individual being identical, aud thus one and the same), be both one (in the
form of the Class) and many (in the form of the Individuals), and then too,
extend over others (as a Class) and be restricted within itself (as an Indi-
- vidual) P How too, can the same be both'the Classand the Individual P These
among others are the inevitable contradictions involved in your theory.”

94=85.  Reply : Tt i8 nob proper to urge these contradictions (us they
do unot apply to our theory); becanse it is only when the Individual is
cognised us being identical with the Class, that it ean extend over many
things ; and the clags too is known to extend to nothing b_eyopd itaglf,
only when it is perceived to have hecome identical with the chavacter of
the Individual. (Thus there ceases to be auy contradiction).

50-56,  In the same mannev is to be seb aside the (contradiction based
upon the) fact of (one and the same thing) being both diverse and one
because inone shape (that of Clags) we may have singleness, and in another
(that of Individual), diversity. '

56-37.  He who urges the diverse character of the Class is to be shown
that (the Class has that character) when it is in the shape of the Tndivi-
doals ; and hence we aceept this character, as also the single character of
the Individuals, ouly as appearing in the shape of the Class.

5 Tho sense of the objection is this: “'The Class is identical with all Individuals
the Iudividuals differ from one another; hence the Class as affecting one Individual
mugt e different from that which affects another. Secondly all Individusls being
identieal with the one Clags, they must all be one and one alone, Thus Lhen, the theory
of the identity of the Class with the Individaals militates against two of your most
cherished notions. The fivst syllogism, brought forward in the Kiriki does away with
the very character of the Olass—viz that of being one and embracing many Tudividnals
and the sccond syllogism strikes at the character of the Individuals, which are held to
be muny and diverse. '

b4-55 It is only when ihe Individual has acgquired the character af the Clags that
it can extend over many Individaals; and the Class too is restricted within itgelf only
when it has aoquired the character of the Individual, g

86.5: The Class ‘ Cow,’ in the shape of the ved cow, differs from the black cow; where-
A8 in {8 own generic shape—of the Clags ' Cow’=—it cannot but be identioal with the
black cow alse, And this does not constitute any self.contradiction, ag it ig always pos.
#ible for one and the same thing bo bear one relation to one thing, and the opposite
rvelation to anotber thing. '

b5.87 The contradictory charucter is admitted, ag explained in the foregoing Kiriki ;
hence your eyllogisms hocome entirel y superfluons,
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57-58, As in the case of the variegated colonr, we can optionally fix
upon any one of the various colours (without any contradiotion), simply
bocause the object (colour) is of a variegnted character,—so, in the &ame
manner, we could fix upon the diversity ov nnity (of the Class or the In-
dividual, without any contradiction, becanse in d1fferant sh‘apes both are.
capable of having the two characters). { : ,

98-80,  He who wonld seek (by the above arguments) to proye the
diversity (of the Olass), after having separated the Class-character (from
the Individuals), will have his premiss failing, And if the premiss were
to be fulfilled, then it would slmply be proving the proved (4.e., redundant)-

59-61.  When the Class is cognised ag identical in form with the divers
Individuals, then the object appears only in its individual form ; awd when
this (individual charvacter) bas appeared (to consciousness), the (chavacter
of) Class continues to lie latent in it lwlpmg its existence ; and. Lhﬁugh t
a real Lntxby, this (character of the Class) appears to us to be non- exmtmg,
because it is (at that time) not perceptible (l:y melf, a.palt trom tha
Individual),

61-62, When we are wgmsauh of bhe Indivnduals themSelves a8 ton-
different from the Clags, then it i the Class itself t-htbl’. 13 perceived (and
the Individuals continne io lie latent),

62.63. When, however, an object of variegated ch-aracttgr 18 cognised
at once (without any concrete cognition of details), then difference, non-
difference, diversity and all things elge become latent, )

63-64. Bub no word can espress such an objeet (in the abstract) ;
(in as much as) all words apply to the generic forms ( of things).

b8.89 The promiss is in the form-—' because it is identical with diverse Tndividuals.”
But when the Class-character is removed, then the identity ceases to exist; because
it is ouly the Class that i« one and identical, omhracing ail Individuals, ' Thus then if
the Identity is accepted, the Class- chamctar of the Individual canuot but be admitted.

5162 T'hus theu, the Indisidual and the class aro cognised, equally, in the same
manier, according as occasion presents itself, Therefore none of the two can be denied.
These two cases ave of conerete coguition ; while the nexb Kiriki czbea 4 eage of nn-
qualified abatract cognition, -

95.84 The frst hulf of the Kariki anticipates the i'ollowmg objection : “If the form
of the objoct be ag described in the foregoing Kariki, then, how can you explain the
assertion of the Bhishya that ‘ the olass is the denotation of the word’? For it is the
real form of the object (which has been shown to be abstract) that a word oaght to denote ,
or else, it hecomes entirely disconnected from the object sought toba gignified.” The sense
of the reply is that no word can have any significance with regard to the variegated
character of an object taken in the abstract ; since words apply to vertain portions of
the object, and this portion is the generic form of the object,~~that is to say, the idea

of the Class as contained in the idea of the Individual is what forms the object of
verbal signification, !
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- 64-65. In view of the object as a complete whole (not signified by
the word), some people assert the separation of certain parts of the denota-
tion of the word to be false. But the fact of the generie idea (of Cluss)
being a part (of the denotation of words) cannot be denied. ;

65-66. He, who explains “ Class ” as being mevely the similarity among
individual objects (should explain), what he undevstands by the word
" similarity,” If it be the fact of the various individuals having one nud
the same form (and character), theu this is exactly what we mean by the
word * Class. ' : -

67-65.  1f however, by “ Bimilarity ' you mean the Similarity of form,

then you must explain whose, and with whom, is this similarity. For, in
their particular forms, the cow that is red is not similar to that which
18 black. If (it be urged that) the former ave similar to the latter,
in that they have similar limbs &e.,—then (we say that) the iden of simi-
lavity that we would have would be in the form * like the black cow'’; and
this could not give rise to the notion of (both sorts of cows belonging to)
a common Class ¢ Cow, ’ '
69, Even by mistake we conld only have the notion that * this (red
cow) is the black one” ; and not that ‘it belongs to the Class ¢ Cow %"
For the form of the red con is not the form of cow in general.

70.  There wonld be no idea of “ Cow " with reference to any other

6495 Since words do not touch the complete forms of objects, as they exist;
thecefore, on this sole gronnd, some people assert that the separation of the generie
from the other elements of the object is n mistake. The sense of the last sentence
added to the reply given to this view is that, though thig geparation may be considered
& mistake, yet no one con deny the existence of varions elements in the idea of an
object ; nor can any one deny the fact of the generic idea (of the Class) heidg one of
these elements. Therefore Words, according to their: capabilities, must be taken to
touch only cerfain elements of the object (and not all of them); and ‘this fact cannot
be rightly coustrued into a disconnection of the Word with the real character of the
object. :

97.85 If the similarily were o rest in the Individualy, then, we could not perceive
any similarity betieen the red cow and the black. = Even if thore be certain similaritics
of bodily shape, limhg, &o., all the idea we could have wounld be that—* the red Cow
i3 similur to the black Cow,” and this could mever be the souree of gn ides of the
comprehensive Class ‘Cow '=~in the form that ‘hoth the red cow and the black
equally helong to the Clags Cow.’ : - -

9 1f it be urged that the idea of Class is a wistaken one, baged on gimilavity,—
even then, in the case of the two cows, red and black, the idea would be that ‘the red
cow is the black cow.” For any idea—ecither correct or mistaken —of the Olass ¢ Cow,
in this case, there ig nocanse. * The form of the red Cow o For if it were so, 'then
the black or the white cow wonld cease ta be called a * Gow,’

10 The generic idea of the * Cow” ig found to helong to all cows—black, red, &¢.,
aud yet you seem to restrict the name to only red ones. Therefore your theory dis-
tinctly militates against the well-established fact of the generic idea of Cow in general,
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cows besides the black one, even if they were very much similar toit. Bunt
such an idea (of * Cow ™) is actually found to exist. And yet you do -m‘;t
admit the existence anywhere of sunh a generlc Eorm as the Gow
general. £

71.  Nov is any other Cow ? known  to exist, on w]:uch you eonld
base the notion of similarity (extending over all cow ). And again, with
regard to two objects that are similar, no idea th&i: “ it is that” (1 e, 1o
idoa of absolute identity) can exist for ever,

72. Since the idea (of Ulass) belongs to all men (at all times), it can-
not be a mistaken notion ; specially as it is never fouud fo be (cantradncted
and) sot aside (by any po:mptable fact). And if (even in the absence of
any such contradicting fact) we accept an assumption (ot its unrveality),
then all ideas could be rejected as false. !

73-74. As a matter of fact, we do not perceive any particular virtue
in any particular individual cow : what, then, is that one individual, which
would be called a * Cow ” (and on a similavity with which we would apply
the name ¢ Cow ' to other individuals) ?  [f some pristine individual (the
first cow created by God, f.i,, were said to be such an Indmdua’l),—-«then,
inasmuch as we have never seen this pristine individual, and hence can never
have any idea of similarity (with it), we could never ham: any generw idea
of ‘Cow ' in generval (through that individual Cow) : -

U 4 Nop, Je?—This is in anticipation of the following argument : ‘' The clusgs
cow 18 nob the similarity of the black cow, but o 'similaériby with n cow wl_:i:'sli iy sin_ﬁ-
lax to all cows in existence.” The sense of the replyis that youdo not admit of any
guch generic entity as the ‘Cow’; and yet you cannot reazonably deny its ax:stenw
coguised by all persons,

“And further, §'c.""—1n every case of mistaken notions——ag in the case ot’ gilver
and ghell-~one ig for a moment deceived by similarvity, aud takes the one for the other ;
but soon after he perceives a difference, he is undeceived, and ceases to have any idea
of the identity of the two objects. Such is the case with all mistaken notions :
they always disappear in due goarse of time. Iu the case of the idea of the Class
“Cow' however, we find, as a matter of fact, that all along eternity, ali meun have had
the idea that all the various kinds of Cows belong to the Single Class * Cou 5 aud
certainly such a long-continued universally recognised idea cannot be cl:sregarded ag
# figment,

1816 Sum{cm{y of body means bha.t all cows have bodies that belong to one and
the same (Yags, Bubk one whe deuies all Class caunot admit of this explanation ; and
hence it is yot to be explained what is meaut by * S8imilarity.! ' * For an idea, §¢’—
This refers to the following argnment : “ Even in the absence of Classes of bddy, the
Individoala themselves, aided by certuin everlasting Visdnds, would bring about ideng
of the commonality of the bodies, and theveby also the ideq of the said Similar-
itys”  The sense of the reply is that in the absence of an all-embracing €lass (of
Bodies), the many and diverse Individuals themselves eannob, in any way, brmg ubontf
any idea oF single commannht,y- -as we have already shown above,
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74-75.  And further, theve can be no idea of similarity, in the absence.
of Classes, of the limbs (of the cow); for an ldea. of a G‘laas i3 not pro-
duced by the individuals alone.

75-76. Then, as to the gquestion, whether thxs mmxlamty is different,
or not different, from the individuals,—(it must be admitted that) simi-.
larity must consist either in the Class (4.6, if it be said to be different
from the Individual) or in the [ndividnal itself.

76.77. It is for this reason that in his own work Vindhyavasin has
explained that ** sameness of form " (Saritpya) is not an object absolutely
different (from the Individuals). Anditis only by mistake that *simi-

larity ' has been asserted by (Vaigeshikas, on the bagis of Vindhyavisin’s

usaert.mn) to s:unst;tnte what we call a Class.
Thus fmds the Chapter on ﬁxm*l

! ,

Seeton 14.
“ APOHA."”

L. Those, who have assumed the Ulass (* Cow’) to be a negation of
the absence of Cow,~even these people have clearly, by the assertion of
the uegation of the absence of Uow, admitted oi an entity in the shape of

“gotwa " (the Qlass ‘ Cow’).

2. It has been proved before (by the Banddhas) that a negation is
only another form of positive eutity ; and hence, please tell me what is
that positive entity; which consists in the negationof * Horse’' &,

3. The speoific (abstract) form cannot be held to be such an object,
becange it is nndefined (abstract and unqualified). Nor could it apply to

76.78 This ig in reply to the following theory : *“ Sumilarity does not meun the Siimi-
larity of bodies, bub an eutity altogether different from Individunls and Olagses” The
sense of the reply is that we have never come ncross any similurity, which is distinet
from the Class, and yeft different from the Individnals (vide Chapter on An&lo,qy).

78.77 Vindhyavigin has gaid —* Sarapyam Simanyam’; and thiz only means that the
Olags (Samdnyd) consists in Sdrupya,—that is in the one single form which is common to
all the Individuals (composing that Class) ; and yot people have mistaken his ¢ Saripya’
for ‘Sadreya’ (Similarity), and have goune about asserting that it is nomebhing distinot
from Individuals, &e., &e.

! The Baunddhas assert that the Class ‘ Cow ' is onl}‘ the negation of all that is not
cow, 'Thig is what they mean by * Apoba.’

% Besides the class ‘ Cow,’ there can ba uo othier positive entity. thut could be the
substratnm of the negation of ‘ not-cow.’

§ To that which is undefined cannot be attributed any positive character—to say
nothing of a negative character.
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the individual black cow, &e, becanse thai would not be COMMOn (ta a}]'-'_-.

cows).

(of that one entity).
5. All non-cows (horse, &¢.), cannot be negahwed dlmably by any in-

dividua) (epw); because it is not the idea of the' black cow whlch ia-'

brought about by the negation of non-cow. >

6. The idea of the black ecow is brought about by the negatlon af _
cows that are red, &e. (i.e., the nogation of all cows that ave not black). 1fl
on the contrary, this idea of the black cow were to negative ’olza. b
absence of cow in general, (and thus be tantamount fo the idea of cow n
general), then,—justas it does not negative itself (since it itself is a cow),—-
g0 it could not negative the other kinds of cows (red, &c.,—because these
too would be as much Cows, s the black one), (and thus the well-established
fact of the black cow negativing the other kinds of cows would be contm,;_ll

dicted).

affirmation and negation wonld involve a self-contradiction.

8.9. For these reasons, there can be no negation of the ‘non-cow’ by
such individuals (cows) (as have their forms confined within themselves)
Nor ig a conglomeration of these (individual cows) the means of negativing

& ¢ And for you, §c.~For ug, there is a class ‘ cow ' which is comimon to ali iud_ii_-’

dual cows, and which we could have as the substratum of the negation of ‘ not-cow.” As

for the Bauddhas, they do not admit of any snch Class, Hence if they were to admit

of any such siugle entity as ‘ cow,’ then, in that oase, in a8 much as there are many
kinds of cows, the one word (signifying the single entity) would come to have so
many distinot denotations, separately, with regard to each separate individual. And
such endlessners of denotations wonld be far from desirable. Specially as we can

conceive of no relationship of a word with endless denofations, Hence such a word
conld never be used. That is to say, if particular kinds of cows were to be the substrate
of the negation of * not-cow,’—and thus form the denotation of the word ‘cow’—then,
inaamuoch ag there are endless kinds of cows, the word " Cow’ weuld come to have in
numarable denotations,

b The negation of ‘not.cow’ wounld be the cow in general, und not any partionlar
aow. '

T If the theory nbove crificised were to he accepted, then the individuaal blaok cow-
in accordance with a perceived faot, would negabive the existence of all other kind-
of cows ; and yet the same black cow—Dbeing the substratom of the nogation of all
‘non-cows,’ and as auch having the same character ns the “ cow” in general—wonld algo
inclnde all other kinds of cows, which it has Pronnua!y negatived, Such wonld
he the contradietion. : !

A

4, The forms of the black, red, &e., are not common to one another,
and for you (Bauddhas), there is no one entity which could be common fo
the rest, for, in that case, there would be an endlessness of the meaninga :

7. Thas then, if you were to assume IHAL is partial non-nega-
tiving, while there is general real negativing,—then this snnultaneouﬂ L

g
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“mon-cows.”  Beeanse, in that case, we ecould have an ided of ‘cow” in
gensral, only at o time when all the individual cows would be simultan-
eonsly perceived (whichis an impossibility) ; and then too, the ides of the
cow ia genéral wonld be only such ag would rest in all the individual cows
mkan together as one composite whole; and wo could not have the name
‘oow’ apply to each individual ¢ow taken separately by itself; and as for
applying to a conglomermtion of all individuals, this is impossible (becatise
“all individunls, past, present and future can neéver he percmved ab one
and the same time). : - -
10, Therefore that one form alone, which resndeq in its entirely in
each and every one of the individuaals, ean be the means of having 'anidea
- of eow (in general), And this (form) is none other than ‘cowness’ (i.¢., the
~ character or property of belonging to the Class * Cow, which is common
to all individaal cows). '
C 1L Oy e ¥ Batin the cage of the different sorts of Negation, you do nob
 admit of any Class in the form of a poritive entity,” Reply : Hven in the
~onse of these (we hold that) the Class (is a positive entity, in Lhe shape of)
eaistence itself qualified (or limited) hy non-gppearance, &e.

12.18. When that (existence) is qualified’ by appearance (Lﬂﬂtlll-
nance), &o., then it is known ag a positive entity ; and when that (very exist-
ence) ‘is qnalified by a negation due to the presence of other entities (like
the curd, &c., in the cage of milk), then it is known as a' negative entity
(megation of milk fi.) Non- -eternality (ov Destruetibility = Pradlswisa-
bhava) belonga to a poaltlve claas (conmabmg) of the m-tum f heiny
destroyed. !

13.15. * What would-noﬂ-Bq_'ahm'anahOod be with‘ tespect to Kahntri yns,
&c.?  Munhood, belongs to all the four, and as such cannot be said to be
synonymous with ‘non-Brahmanahood'; and the idea produced by the
word ‘ non-Brahmana’ does nob refer to any one individual ecaste; because
it equally signifies all the three, Kshatriya, &c. Nor can it he held to
signify the three comjointly, because this notion of ‘non-Brahmanahood’

U ‘Prigabhive’ signifies an ezistence that has ot yet appeared, and so on, the
varions phases of negation may be explained in terms of positive entities.

1818 Thig explaing how, in necordance with the above theory, we could differentinte
between entity and non-entity.

. 1805 In this case, the idew of non-Brahmanahood belongs equally to the Kehate iya
the Vaigys and the Qudra; and yeb non-Brahmanhood cannot be held to be a positive
class ; specially because we do mot know of any such class us would include all thie
three oﬂsm the one that ig possible is the cluss ‘manhood’ but it includes the Brah-
g0 Hence in this gase, yon eannot but admil a negative class; why, then, can
t*ﬁml your way ‘o nceepling a general Apoha?  “Bach o the three, Je’~—i.e.,
- A Qidra is ns much a won-Brahmana as a Kshatriyn. ' i

38
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belongs to each of the three sepavately, ’I‘herefore, the only class that
we could have in the present case wonld be * non-Brahmanahood’ (negation
of Brahmana) ; and this is a negative entity, And jnst as we have the
notion of Qlass with reference to anegative entity like “ non-Brahmana,”
o0, in the same manner, we could also have such a uotion of Olass with
reforence to the ‘Class’ (when we explain it as the ! nega.tmn of non-
cows ’).”

16-17, (In reply to the above ob Jectuon) some people hold that ‘non-
Brahmana’ is only one word, like the word “aksha,” applying to (sighi-
fying) each of the three castes (Kshatriya, Vaicya and Chdra). But this
explanation could not apply to the case of “ non-jar.'" Becaunse in this
case (of non-jar) theve being endless individuals that are not jar, we arve
cognisant of the fact of this word “ non-jar” being common to (ie., de-
noting) all of them. For this reason (some people hold that) the reason for
the denotation of the word * non-Brahmana” applying to Kshatriyas, &e.,
lies in the fact of certain actions and properties belonging to these latter,
and not to the Brahmanas,

18. The frue exaplanation however, is that the Class Manhood i
common to all the four castes, is precluded, by means of the negative particle
(in the word * non-Brahmana'), from all Brahmanas,—and as such,
the elass “ non-Brahmanahood (signifying manhood precluded from Brah-
manas) is cognised as a positive entity ;—just as in the cnse of the men-
tion of (special) purposes, dc.

18.17 “ [ike the word dpoha, &o.,"’~~that i8 to say ‘non-Brahmanw’ is not a ¢lass cons
sigting of Kehatriyas, Vaicyas and Qudras. It is only a word that haathree denotations,
pointing to the Kshatriyn, the Vaigya and the Qidra ; being in this like a word that
has several moanings. The word ‘ non-jar’ cannot be taid to have differgnt significa-
tions. For, in that case, this one word woald have endloss meanings, 1o as muach as it
can refer to all things in the world, only excepting tho Jar.

“ Some people, §Fec.”—But the explanation is gearcely correct ; bacaus_e it will not
apply to the cage of the word ‘non:jar” Becanse in the case of the word ‘non.
Brahmana’ we are fully cognisant of such propertics, as Valonr, &c., and Aections, as
fighting, &o., that belong to the Kshatriya, and not to the Brahmana ; while we know
of no such properties as, not belonging to the jur, belong to all obher things in the
world,

18 & Ag in the case of the mention of special pwpases de,"-—When it is aald«-—‘ bnng a
man for oavrying a flask of wine,’—the special purpose for which the man is wanted—

viv: the carrying of the wine-—being incomputible with any other caste but the (fidra
tho word, ‘ man,’ in this case, is taken as signilying a person belonging to the Qudra class
only. In the same manner, in the case in question, the force of the negative in ‘non-
Brahmana ’ which takes the place of the special pnrpose (in the instance cited) serves
to disconueet manhood from thie Brahmanas, and as such gignifies all men that are not
Brahmanas, which refers toall the other three castes equally ; and as such can be takeu
a8 a pogitive entify.
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19. Though there is no caste in—Dbetween (‘manbood,” and *“ Brah-
manahood,” * Kshatrigahood,” &e.), which resides in the three castes (Kshat-
riya, Vaigya and Qidra), yet, throngh the force of the negative (in * non-
Brahmana”), the class “ manhood” is cognised as inhering in the castes
(Kshatriya, &c.)

20. Through the diversity of the denotative power of words, we
have a diversity in the cognitions with regard to the Castes,—as when
in its natural form, the class *“ manhood *' is coguised as residing in four
substrates (the Briahmana, the Kshatriya, the Vaigya and the Cudra), aud
yet, throngh the preclusion (of Brahmanas, by means of the negative in
non-Brahmana) it is cognised ns residing in only three substrates (Kshatriya,
Vaigya and Qidra). _ |

21.  Just as to the eyes of the eagle and the crow belong the facultics
of seeing & thing at a distanco and in close proximity respectively; eo too,
to a single class * manhood”’ wonld helong the capability of denoting
(a genmeral object) “man,” as algo (the more specific object)  non-Brah-
mana.” .

22, 1n a case where we have to use a sentence in the form “manhood
residing in objects other than Brakmanas, there we use the word * Abrah-
mana "', and such actually is our coguition also.

23. In the case of “non-jar,” on the other hand, all the cognition
we have is that of the class  earthy substances " other than the jar,

24, A word (“Brahmana f.i).—being precluded, by means of the
negative, from its singular (individual) character (of Brahmanahood),—
comes o reside in only its geueric form (‘‘manhood”) devoid only of
that (aforesaid individnal character).

3L This meets the following objection : “ The single class ‘ manhood’ cannot reside
in foar and three substrates,” The sense of the reply is that though the organ of par.
ceplion—the aye,~ig the same, and the object—dead body—is the same, yel the eagle
sees it from a great distance, while the crow only when it is very close to it.

8 We know of many instances where compounds are used in the place of gentencea.
In the same manner, the word ¢abrdhmana’ sould stand for ‘men other than Brih-
manas,” the explanation of this fact being that the negative in ‘abréhmana,’ while de-
noting directly the preelusion of Brihmanas, indicates indirectly the class ‘man,’ as re-
lated to Brihmanakood, Congequently, to mention the word ‘ abrdhmana’ is a8 much as
10 gay ‘men qualified by the abeence of Brihmanae”

% The word * Brihmana’ direotly denotes the single ¢lass Brakmana, and indirvectly
indicates the classes Man, Living being, &o. When the negative particle is attached to
this word,—in the form * abrihmana "—it gorves to preclade the individual character of
Bralmanahood alone. And as such, the word cannub but fall back, for its denotation,
upon the nearest generic character of manhood (which is not negatived), which, how.
ever, must be fres from the singular chavacter of Brahmanahood, tvhich has been pra.
cluded by the negative,
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25. When the particalar  form (Brahmanahood) bias been thus pre-
eluded, the word ( non-Brahmana »'), standing in need of a Clags (which it
could denote), is restricted, by the next lughor Cia.ss, within 1bsalf (wa, _
within snch & Class). '

26.  Bocanse there is no ground for settmg a.mde tha ﬁrbt (Glasa
“manbood  that comes next to the one precluded), therefore what m
left bohind (ag the denotabion of the word ¢ uon-BrE,hmana ") is “mafnhoa
as apart from t Bralimanahood.” fhaa ; \ .

27, The negatwe having once presclm}.ed (bbe smgular cha.ra..u’rer oﬁ) _
* Brahmanahood,” and thus having once become the qualifying adjunct (to
the spacific character), if some one were to assume the preclusion, by the
SHMO nogative, of * manhood,”-~then it conld be so only in an _jiud-irgcfg- way.

28, Therefore whenever any specific form (Brahmanahood f.i.) of a
Class (“ manhood ") are negatived, it is this same Olags that is naturally

cognised, ws located wn other spegific forms ( Kahamym, Va,lgya and (}ﬁdm} b '

And snch is the experionge of ordinary people. .

29. Thougl the idea (of “manhood ) is common (to all the four_
eastes, including Brahmanas ), yet the negation (of Brahmanag) is accept-
od as n mutter of course, And the meaning thus being accepted as being
(that Class) devoid of that (negatived slement) alone, we have an, idea
of the others (Kehatriyas, &e.) also through similarity, '

30. O, in the case of snch words as *“ non-Brahmana,” ch ., We ma.y
acoept similarity alove ag bemg the object of denotation. And this i is

 Brahmanahood being p:ncludael, tho denotation rests upon the next lughet j
olass ‘ Man,' and cannot go beyond that, to ‘Living being” for instancve. For go I{mg as
the neads of denotation are supplied by a lower class. it ig not vight to go beyond it,

#1 Thig anticipatos the following objection : % The negativo in ‘abréhmana, while =

precluding the diveotly expressed Brahmanahood, might ulso preclude the indivectly |
indicated manheod.” ~ The sense of the reply is that Brahmanahood being directly
cxpressed, tho nagative cannot but qualify it; and when the negative has onge served
the purpose of qualifying it, it cannot be tnkan to apply to another emt.ity, which is
only indirectly indicated by the word in question.

8 Jonsmoch ae a Class eannot continue without ihe Indmdnals composing i
when oue seb of Individuals is negatived, the Class must full back upon other 'sots of
Individuals.

M Though it is common, yeb, inasmuch as the Mgu.twa partmla HOTVes o prauiude
(and negative) Brahmanahood, the class ‘manhood ’ must be accepted to reside in the re-
maining three castes~—Kshatriya, Vaigya and Qudra. “ Similarity "-The denotations
is that of the Class devoid of Brahmanas ; and instead of accepting, by this, an alto-
gother foreign positive entity, it is far more reasonable to accept the Kshatriye, &o.,
whioh are similar in character to the custe precluded by the nogn,twu, aud  the cogni-
biow of these is far ensier than that of any thing clse. '

80 Imasmuch as peopie recognise the Kshatr Wiy &c.5 by the woed ‘abrélmena,’ we _
may aceept similarity to be signified by the negotive particle, ths word ‘abr@kmana’
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based upon a similarity of pm:ts. Iu fact, it is alﬂa in tha ‘absence of any
snuch (similarity of parts) that the sirsilavity is perceived. .

81. In some cases, cven withont any similarity, we can have o 8ig-
nification by means of a word accompunied by a negative,~this being due
to such canses as proximityy dic,,~as will be explained later on, in connoe-
tion with the case of the * non-seeing ' (of the rising suii). -

32. In this case (of ‘momn.seeing,’) we require an action other tlla.u
seeing 3 and we do not recognise any such action other than the formal de-
termination (Swikalpa), becanse of the proximity (of this latter, to the
injuuction ** one should not look at the rising sun’’). :

33, The negative particle, ocenrring in conjunetion with a nonm or a
verbal root, (does not possess the actual negativing faculty. For the words
“ non-Brahmava ” and *‘ non-Vivine " only nignit’y guch other positive en-
tities as ave contrary to these.

34, Kven where, in connection with a Verb, the ;negal.wn buuga
~about the coguition of a 1\ega,tlon,—--therc too, the listener recognises ouly u
; L%:mu.wc entity, ws indifferent (or a.pathet:s. to the action mgmhed by the

rb) :
85, Thus then, all negations { dgoha) would_ rost in posibiva entities.

being = ¢ caste similar to the Brahmana, This similarity too consists in the similarity
of the Individnals composing the Brikmana olass with those eomposing the class
Kshatriya, &e. Though there can be no similavity of parts among the various vbjects
that ave not-jur, yet similarity does nob always consist solely in that of the garts; it
often cousists of a similarity of relationship, #¢ has been already shown above, undar
‘Analogy. And among all tho objects that are mf-jar, we find & common relation-
ship,—in that they ave all of the earth,

51 This refers to the objection thab if similarity were expressed by the negative,
then, how conld a negative have any meaning in a place where there is no gimilarity P

88 The negntive acenmpanying the verb ‘to see * (in the sentende in question) signi-
fies only the negation of sesing, and iudicates the determination—* T will not see, &e.,
&o., beeause this is mentioned m close proximity to the Injunction. And the injune-
tion too is mnot a megative, bab a positive one, being, as it is, mentioned among the
observances laid down for the Religions Student. 'The mesning of the Injunction thos
comes to be this—*one ia to muke n formal determination that he will obgerve the ‘tule
of not looking at the riging sun.’

88 'L'his refers to the objection that the ncgutwe particle; havieg the seuso of
negativing, how can it have an afirmative meaning 7 Abrdhmanae’ = castes other than
the Brihmana ; aud ‘Adharma’ = Vice : :

b4 BEven in such instances 48 ‘nu pibét,’ the meaning is that the *person addressed
is to be free from the action of drinking ;' thus the objeot signilied by ‘me pibét’ is the
person hmself as free from the specific action of drinking—which is distinetly & posit.i;m
entiby,

6 The substrates of all negative ideas having been proved to be positive entities,
as qualified by certain limitations,~~inasmuch ug the Individual, the black or thd red
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And again, if (all generic ideas) be assumed to rest in negative entities,
then, until we reach the final individuals (atoms), we could not get at any
positive entity. A T '

36. And as a matter of fact, none of our usage is based npon such
final individuals (atoms which are imperceptible); nor is any definite
cognition of these (atoms) possible. Consequently, the word * Apoha ! 'is
only  (a subterfuge) to express a void ((ungata=negation of all exist
ences), in other words, ' s o sy e

37, And in accordance with that theory (of Cinyavada), all the ideas
of Horse, &e., wonld have to rest in theiv own specific (sensationalj forms.
Aad in that case it would be au useless assumption to state that those
ideas signify the'negation of (objects) other than themselves (i.e., the Apoha).

38, And (the ideas signifying themselves), you wonld have u Class,
in the form of a positive entity, in the shape of the Idea. And therefore
it was an useless effort on your part to have assnmed an Apoha, as forming
the denotation of objects, and yet independent of any external (resl and
positive ) objects. ' e e

39, And this Tdea appears, in the shape of a real enlity, with refer-
ence to the signification of words. Therefore we must admit of a positive
ontity——nof in the form of the negation of other ideas (Apoha)—to form the
object signified (by a word, * Cow " £.i.) '

- 40.  Just, as even iu the absence of any external objects, we have a
coguition (in a positive form, and not it the form of an Apoha) of the mean-
ing of a sentence,—so, in the same mauner, we conld also have with
regard to the word ; and why should we assume an Apoha ¥

cow, could not be the substrate of an idea of all cows,~yon must admit of a positive
entity in the shape of the class ‘cow.’ If all generic notions be held to rest upon
negative entitics, then, for an idea of positive entities, we would have to go down to indi.
vidual atoms, which alone are wholly free from & generic charactor. Bub as & mattor
of fact we do not fall back upon atoms in our ordinary usages. Therefore all generic
ideas cannct he held to rest upon nogatives, -

88 1t is only for an explanation of the gross forms of thinga that we postulate the
existence of atoms; hence when the groas formas themselves wonld be negatives—1.¢;,
non-existences—then the atoms conld never be cognised.  Thus then, it would come to
a negation of all existences. The Apoka theory thus domes to be only a round-about
way of putting forward the Qanyavida, which has already been met before,

87 The Qinyavadi holds that inasmuch as there areno entities in the world, all
ideas have their own specific forms for their objects.

8 The object of the Ides of a Horse would be that Idea itself—a positive entity;
and thus the Idea itself would constitiute o olass incloding all Horses

8 This meets the theory that the above idea is only a negative entity, an dpoha.
The gense of the veply ig that the idea that we have is in the form of a cow; which I8
distinctly a pogitive entity.
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41, In the case of all idess, we arve uot cognisant of any rejection
of other ideas (Apoka). Since the idea ends ounly in bringing about its
own form, thevefore it does not bear the burden of any other (ideas).

42. Words signifying different Classes, as also the words signifying
different individuals, wonld all come to be synonymous, if the significa-
tion of words were to consist in Apoha.

43. Obj : * But, since the Apokas (of different words) are different,
therefore this objection canuot apply. If however, you base your objec-
tion upon all Apehas considered as constituting a single elass © Apoha,’
then, the same may be said even with regard to your positive entities.”

4445, Reply : As for us, onr Classes, being positive entities, differ
from one another; and, not being mixed up with one another, they never
attain to unity. Whereas, for yon, how could there be any difference
among Apohas, being, as they arve, devoid of any speeifications in the
shape of commixture or nnity or multiplicity, &e.

46. O (if you admit of differences as belonging to Apohas, then)
inasmuch as it would be different (in different individuals), it must be a
positive entity—1like the specific (idealistic) forms (of Ideas), And if the
character of a positive entity be denied fo it, then it caunot be many ; and
as snch you are not freed from (the absurdity of) making nll words
synonymous.

47-48. Oy : * Well, we could have a difference among dpokas ou the
ground of difference among the objects negatived by such Apohas.” Reply -

41 We might speak of an Apoha na being the denotation of a word, if we were ac-
tually cognisant of any auch signification in ordinary parlance. As a matter of faot,
however, whenever the word ‘cow’ is uttered, we have no svch notion as the rejection
of all that i mot cow. Hence we cannot admit of any such signiﬁcatiun in the form of
‘Agpoha, which is nontrary to all experience,

#2 Al words siguifyiog Apoha, they would be all synonymons.

45 The sense of the objector is that “‘econw’ is = Apohe of mon-cow; ‘horse” in =
Apoha of non-horse ; and thns the various Apohas being different, the words canuot be
said to be synonymous, [If however, &e.~-1f even in the face of different individual
Apohas, you base yoar objection upon the unity of dpoha ug a class composed of the
varions Apohus,—then in the cnse of your positive entitics nlso the significations of all
words may be said to rest in n single class ‘ Vastu' (Thing); because there can be no
doubt ag to all objeots helonging to thab class. Aund on this ground, we conld urge
againgt yon, the fact that such being the case, all words would become synonymons,”

4.4 Difference is a property that can only belong to pumtwa entities, and not to
the negative, which isdevoid of all gpecification.

# Specifio forms of ideas differ from oune another, and are, on that very ground
accepted to be positive entities (vide ' Cinyavdda.')

41-48 The objects negatived by the Apoha of ‘cow’ are the horse and ' othey
animalg, and those negatived by that of 'horse’ are the cow, &c. Thus there ia g
difference smoug the objects negatived in each cuse. Any secondary imposition
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Buk there is no natural difference among Apohas ; and if their d1ffereuea be L

sought to be based wpon something elde (the ohject negatived, f.i. ) then
such difference can only he secondary (imposed upon them from ontante, and
not holonging by nature to themselves). " Aud for the same veason itis nob)
right to assume a difference (among Apohus) of {he gmund of the dwmf _
sity of the substrates (of negation). 4 e
43.49.  Nor on the mere ground of the dwermty of 1'L1ahonsh:pﬁ, can |
any diffevence bo accepted even among positive. entitics j~how then conld’
it be declared with regard to a vegative entity (Apoha), which is neither
definitely cognised, nor velated (to anything), nor chfferentmtad tirdm 4,
other things ), nor endowed with any definite speeific form ¢ |
50, For these reasons, just s even when there is n difference among
the individuals (cows) mo difference iz held to belong to theitr Apoha,~—so,
in the same manner, the Apoha cannot be m&ny, even if bhere be " dlﬁ”er.x Hil
ence among the ohjects negafived, : UG ST
51.  Then again, if such difference (among 4}10?1{!3) bhe ar-oepted, ﬂxen i
the refection of mon-cow (i.ei, the Apoha of ¢ non-cow ') wonld reside in each,
individoal (cow) ; and such being the case, you could not have an Apoha .
which you wish to be common to all indiridual cows—=the black, red, 2
52. When even their snbstvates, that are connected with those Apos

has, are not able to differentiate them (into distinet Apohas), then, to as.

sume that they would be differentiated by the ob;ochs negatived by them )
that arve altogether extraneous: to them ! (what & stretch of p}uloso;)hw '

ingight )
53-54. In (the signifieation of) “ non-cow ' the only element in excess
(of the signifieation of * non-horse”) is the horse ; a.nc“i againin (the signifien-

cannot affect our arguments. * Subsirates  of ﬂeyati'an." T-ha individnal cow,
horge, &o. ' b

49 One and the same Devadatta may be in one place ong dny, and in another ;ﬂnea_ '
on the next day ; and though his relationships will be changing, yot it cannot be he[d 3
that the Devadatta in the two places is nob one and the same. * What then, §¢.”—

How can sueh an indefinite thing be cognised as different on the mere ground ol thei'-
difference of relationships ¥ For certainly no relationships with it ean be cognised. -

80 Though the individual cows differ among themselves, yot you acceph o single' |
Apoha as embracing them all.  Why, then shonld yon Nold the Apoka of * Horse' 1o be
different from that of ¢ cow,” on the mere ground of there being a difference nmaug the =
seta of objects rejected by the two Apohas? '

bl Thereby your Apcha would lose ibs generio charactor 3 and as euch it cnuld
nob be & substratum of our Class. Thig wonld be the case if the difference of Apohas
were based upon the d:ﬂ'amm.e among their substrates, and mot upon that of the .
objects rejected, :

B8.5& * Non-cow” == nll that is not cow ; 4.6, the horse + other amma.ls. In tlie
same mauper ** nonshorse” = all that is not horse ; 5.2, the cow + all other animals, =



APOHA. 305

tion of ““non-horse,” the only element in excess (of the signification of ‘ non-
cow’) i$ the cow; the rest of the objects negatived—the elephant, &e., are
common to both (*‘ non-ecow” and ‘ non-horse”). Thus then there may be &
difference (hetween the significations of “ non-cow ™ and “ nou-horse") on ac-
count of a single point of difference; while on acconnt of many points of non-
difference there will be non-difference ; and thus inasmuch as the property
of an object i3 based upon that element which exists in the greatest quantity,
we must admit of  non-difference (among Apohas); specially as in the
signifieation of two Apohas just mentioned, the element of non-difference
is much more than that of difference.

55. The " cow,” econsisting in the negation of the elephant, &e., can-
not be differentiated from the * horse” (which also consigts in the negation
of the elephant, &e.) And hence if the “cow” were to negative the
“ horse,”” then the identity (proved above) would be contradicted.

56. Obj: “In all words it is only one object negatived (by each) that
exceeds (those negatived by the others). Hence on the ground of this one
uncommon element we wonld accept the fact of that word negativing that
one object alone.”

57. Reply : Inthat cage, the lion and all other animals, being the
objects negatived by the word * horse,” and also bearing the negation of
“ non-cow'—which is the ground of the negation by “ horse”—would come
to be named “ cows.”

58-60. If anyone hold that all (animals other than the cow)
constitute the Apoha (of the word “cow”) then (we ask) in

b5 The non-difference among the individual coweg is based upon the identity of
objects vejected by their Apoha. 'Thus, inasmuch we the elophant, &c., are re.
jected by the Apokas of ‘cow’ and ‘horse,’ these latter would belong to the same
clags ; exactly like the individual cows. And 5o the rejection of the cow by *horse’
would be exactly like the rejection of the one cow by the other cow,

8 In the case of ‘horse’ and ‘cow,’ the element in the signification of ‘aon-cow,
which it different from that of non-horse, is the horse ; eéxactly as the cow is, in that of
¢ non-horse,’ difforent from that of ‘mon cow’? Thus then, on this ground of difference,
the object rejected by *‘cow” must be the horse only, and wvice versd. And thas is
eatablished a difference between the objects rejected by ‘cow’ and by ' horse

61 If “ non-cow ™ = horse only, then the animals that arve rejeoted by ‘‘horge”
(which is identical with non-cow) would bear within themselyes the rejection of
non-cow’ which is the ground for the vejection by “horse ”; and thus, being the
rejections of ‘“ non-cow,’” they would be identical with the cow ; and in this way, the
lion and other animals wonld come to be called ‘ cows’!

15.80 ¢ And in one, &el'—Becanse in any individuel cow-—a black one, fi.—we
wonld have Apohas of all other cows and other animals—an endless number, Specially
no one Apoha would be possible, such as wonld embrace all individual cowe. * And
hence, &¢”—not content with having an endiess number of classes, embracing the
individoal cows, we would come to think that, just as the horse belongs to at

39
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what manmer enn this ( ‘Apoha) be asserted P If it be held &oa.pplry te
éach individnal animal other than the (cow), this cannot be; bedauw ;
(1) in that way there would be an endless number of the objects nes
gatived, (2) on aceonnt of the diversity of the objects negatived we wonld
haive a diversity of Apokas (and not a single Adpoha) embracing (all cows),
and (3) inoneand asingle individual we wounld have the inherence of many
olasses, For these reasons you conld not have a single generic denotation
of the cow that wonld be lield to be signified by the word “cow.” And
hénce we would have an idea that these (individnal cows) belong to a class,
other (than the “cow”), just as we lmve mth regard ta oﬁhez' classos
“ Horge,” *“elephant,” &o. -

6162, 'Nor can the chamcter of bemg negatned belong to ‘the
animals (other than the cow), taken ns one corporate whole ; because they
cannot be considered ns a corporate whole in the absence of any one 'prba _
perty (lhat would be ecommon to them nll) nor, as a mattei of fact, do
they co-exist either in time or place. :

(62:63. Then again, there is no whole apa.rt from (Lhe mdwadu{pls)
themselves, And if it be non-different from (each mdwu!ua.l) theu we
lidve the same endlessness.

63-64. Tf it be asserted that “the individual u‘,nima.]s are ne-.
gutived (by the word ‘cow’) in a generie form (of * non-cow ’),"—then
they cease to be positive entities, Aund low could anégative entity be, in
that case, negatived) ?  Then again, that which is negntive ean never
be positive. And further when a negative is negatived, the resultant

ig always positive.

clags other then the cow, 8o niso do all the individual rows; becanse if these Tahbﬁx--
ie held to belong to the elags eow, we eannoh bt admitan endloss geries of élméa—--
one olass for each separate individual,

#1.83 The charvacter of being an animal belongs to nll other a.mmals, as well a8 I,u
thi cow ; eonsequently that could not be held to be the “ property of objects to be reject~
ad by the word “eow ' ; because that property belongs to the cow also,

85.68 The number of individnals is endless ; and if the whole is. identlcal with aaoh
individual, then there must be as many wholes as there are mdmdanls becange one
individnal is totally different fromthe oblier. ;

88.8% Qbjection + “ All individaals ave included in the géner ia  term  non- cow ' 3
and it is in this form that they are rejected by the word ‘cow’’ The sense of the
réply is that a negative entity eannot be either the rejector or the rejectad. In a place
where we have the rejection of anegabive —e.g. “ Thab the jar iz not hore s sof =t
the result ig always an affirmative one~—yiz., “thejar is.” In the same manner, the idea
of the cow also,~if ic be held to be only the Apoha of a negative emtity (viz. ‘non-
cow ! including ail the animals other than the cow),~would bo i the form of ‘non-
cow,’ which is the ‘cow,’ a positive entiby. Thus then you finally have to acoept onr
view of the case. < e : ' :
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© 6566,  (In your theory) there could be no definite cognition of any
difference ‘among the individual animals negatived,—because there is no
diversity of character in a nogative entity. If it be assorted that ‘their
difference would be due to the difference among the Apohas them
selves, ---then, you have mntual inter-dependence; the diversity  of
“ non-cow " depending wupon the diversity of the dpohas signified
by the generic term *“cow” (as jush asserted); and the diversity -of
Apohas signified by the generic term  cow ” depending upon thé diversity
of the “non-cow” (which has been said to include all the !unma.ls nega.-
tived by the word ¢ cow,”—see Kiriki 47).

67-69. If the hovse, &c., were all “non-cows,” then they weuld all
become distinet negative eutities, with reference to (individual horses) the
“ Karka,” &o., and these (the * Karka,” &ec..) too would have the same
character of negativity, based apon the fact of therm too bemg gonertc

65.88 Al other animals being  non-cow,’ how do you d:ﬁerenti&te each mdzvi-

‘dusl among them P For, certainly, the negative, non-cow, cainob be said to be endowed
with diverse forme; and inasmuch as no divergity wmong tho objects rejected can be
vecognised, vour asgertion in K. 47 falls to the ground. I it ba asserted,” &o. ' Tho
sense of the objection is that in order to avoid the fact of snch wordg ag ¢ Horsey
‘* alephant,” &o.—the idens whereof nre rejected by the word ‘cow = being synony-
mong, we have been obliged to hold (vide K. 48) that there are distinct Apohas, for
each distingt individnal animal, rejected by that word, This leads to mutual inter.
dependence, as shown in the texh. : oA

8189 This anticipates the following objection: “Nonceow is not only a megalion
of cows, but also other animaly, the horse, &c.; and as such, there ceages to be any
mutual inter:dependence,” The sense of (he reply embodiod in the Karika ig that the
term, ““ Horse ” jg a generic term, as compared to “ Karke,” d&o. (the names.of in-
dividoal horses); and a generie iden, according to you, is ouly an dpoha, & negative
entity. The same is the case with the “elepbant,” “lion,” &,  Consequently; the
“ horge’! too being a generic term, and hence (according to you) a' negabive entity,
~—and in the same manner, the elephant, the lion, &eo., ull being negative entities,—
on sccount of this ecommon noegative character, there could not hé .any difference
among the varions animals (see K. 65). It might be arged thab thoe differance among
the horse, the elephant, &o., could be based dpon the difference hetweeu individual
animals,  But then, even the individoal Iorse, or the Klephat, is & yenerie entity; with
‘reference to ite particnlar limbs, &o.; and thas being o generie entity, it eannot (in
‘accordance with your theory) eseape the npgative eharacter. Hence, there conld be no
difference based upon individnals. This reason conld be extended 8o far 'down as the
atoms.  And thus sl these having been shown to be generic entibies, and henté naga-
tive, what would be the objeot to be rejected by the word “cow.” The individual
Jeow also eanuot escape the negative character ; and it is only the individual cow that
‘has been held to be the substrate of the Apoha, which however it cannot be, on acconut
‘of itw negative character. *In ordinary, &e."—all verbal usage is based mpoun a cog-
‘nisance of relationghips perceived by.the sengea. The 'atoms being imperceptible,
e can never be cognisant of any velationship of these; and "hence no yerbal nsage
‘oould be based on them. et R
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entities in comparigson with their specific limbs, &e. Such being the care,
what would be the object rejected P And where too, wonld be the Apohas ?
Because in the case of the individual cows we would (in the same manner)
have the same (character of generality and negativity). Therefore, both
these characters (of being the object rejected, and that of being the
snbstrate of the Apoha) could only belong to the final atoms; but as a
matter of fact, in ordinary parlance these (two chm'aciers) are not cognmed
as belonging to these (atoms). - _

69-70. Between the atoms of the cow and thosa of the horse, there ig
no such difference based upon the difference of form or of class, or of
positiony or of modification. And hence, even in the cage of atoms, it cannot
be differentiated as to which (atom) 13 the Objf;}ct rejected, and whmh
the substrate of the Apoha. '

71-72. No person is able to cognise all md:vxdna.l cows (or horaas, .
&e,), as all equally being the subtrates of Apoka, so long as any positive
similarity among them is not recognised, Nor is any person able to ascer-
tain the objects rejected—lorse, elephant, &c.,—unless one single property
be cognised as belonging to (all or everyone of) them. And therefore'
no Apoha can be possible.

73-74. Either Inference or Verbal Testimony cannot apply ina cage
that is devoid of a positive relationship. And without these (Inference and

83.7 The atoms composing all animal bodies ave only these of the earth; and
these do not differ among themselves. The objects rejected are those of a different
clngg; and the substrates of dpoha are all of the same cliss, As no difference of
olass is cognised among atoms, no differentiation of guch character is possible.

L33 Leaving atoms sside, even in the cnse of gross individual cows, there can _
be no differentiation of objects rejected and the snbstrates of the Apoha, so longasa
positive generio term is not admitted. For so long as no positive ground of similarity
is recognised as belonging to all the individual cows, they cannot be cognised as belong-
ing to the same clags ; and hence they eannot be regarded as the substrates of the
Apoha (sigoified by the word ‘cow’). In the same manner, unlesg a ground of simi=
lavity is oognised as belonging to all cows, nothing can be recognised as being dissimilar
to them. Hence, the horse, thie elephant, &c., can never be cognived ag being the
objeots vejectod. “And therefore, §¢.'—~becanse unless there is some ground of simi-
larity among these various objects~-a ground not applying to the cow—they can all
be regarded as commonly being the objects rejected. And conseqaently the dpoha
theory would fall to the ground.

778 Thig anticipates the following objection: “ Among the individual cows, we
have a common element, in the shape of dneha; and this would form a suficient
ground of similarity.” The sense of the reply is that a Class is perceptible by the
senses ; and hence all the objects, in which we perceive this existence of this class,
are cognised as belonging to that class; and those in which this class ig not found to
exist are cognised as belonging to a different class, Your Apoha, on the other hand,
i# not perceptible by the senses; and as such it could ouly be cognisable by Inference
or Verbal Testimony, Both of these however depend upon the afirmation of a definite
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Verbal Testimony ), the existence of the]dpolia can not be established ; nor
can there be (cognised) any positive relationship with the unspecified abs-
tract specific forms (of objects). And since the Apoha itself has not yet
been establighed, where could we have perceived any positive relationship
(with the Apoka) ? And further, no positive relationship being recognised,
there can be no validity to any Inference or Verbal Testimony that counld
be brought forward in support of the dpoha.

75. Nor, on the mere ground of non-perception (of the contradic-
tory), could there be any conclusion arvived at by meauns of these two
(Inference and Verbal Testimouy). Becanse, since nothing is perceived
nothing is left that could be indicated (by Inference and Verbal Testi-
mony). ' . '

' 76. 1f, then, even in the absence of any grounds of similarity (among
individual cows),—~thers be an assamption of Apoka,~why] should
nob the rejection of non-cow apply both to the cow and the horse.

positive relationship, Bub as a matber of fact, no cognition of avy such relation 'is
possible, with regard to the wndefined specifio forms of objeets; becuuse these latter
are not, amenable to any of the recoguiged means of cognition, And inasmuch as this
specific form is the only entity, besides Apoha, that yon admit of,~~when no relation-
ship with such forms is cognised, how can there be any Iuference with regard to the
Apoha ?  The relationship, necessary for the establishment of the premiss cannot be
based upon the dpoha iteelf; because prior to the cognition of the relationship and
the snbsequent Inference based thereupon, the Apoha has no existence, And inps.
much as no positive relationship is cognised, how can there be any validity to the
Inference or the Verbal Testimony, that would apply to the Apoha ? Thus then, the
Apoha itsell, not being estahblished, there can be no notions of homogenity or hetero-
genity, based upon it. . ; '

7 This anticipates the following objection : ““ Inference and Verbal Testimony
would establish the fact of negation by wmeans of the dpoha (of entities other than
that of which the Apohe is cognised, fi. of the cow), on the sole ground of the non-
perception of any premiss contrary to the conclusion, which is aléo u recognised
ground of Tuference.” The sense of the reply is that when & positive relntionship ia
not perceived, and (according bo you) its contrary too is not perceived,~then, in that
cuse, nothing of the relationship heing perceived (either in the positive or in the
negative form) how conld Inference or Verbal Testimony, in such a case, lead to any
conclusion ?  For instance, just as the word ‘cow,” not perceived in connection with
non-cows (horse, &e.,) siguifies n negation of these latter: so in the sime manner, the
game word, having never before been perceived in connection with the cow itgelf (ao-
cording to the alleged basis of the Inference of your Apoha) conld also gignify the
negation of this also. And thus, signifying the negation of both, the cow and. the
non-cow, the Word, as well as the Inference based upon a non-perception, wounld lead
to the cognition of nothing ! - 3

8 If thers is no similuriby, the distribution of the characters of the Apoha (the
object rejected by the Apoha) and the dpoha must be at randomr, without any eoutrol.
ing ageney. Andin that case, both the horse and the cow could be asserbed to be
the objects rejected by ‘non-cow '—a pulpable absurdity !
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77, Difference from the black cote is common both to the red cow and
tho horse. And if no generie term (s the olass “ OOW, ") is aceepted, theu
whereto could the Apoha of the cow apply ?

78,  The refection of nom-cow is not recognised by moans nf {:he :
sensen ; and the funetion of the Word too does not apply to cases other
than those (that are perceived by the ‘senses); for on (the bna,m oF) thB
perception of what could the Word funetion ?

79, Wor reasons detailed before (in the Chapter on Negation”),
Inference cannot apply to the present ease. And for this rveason, there
can be no eognition of any relationship (of the dpoha with any Word).

80, Those people that do not know the meauning of the negative
word (“nobt”) can nev'm- be oognis&nt of (a,ny 'éuch'rmgativa enbity ag)

T Though ageording to our theories, dpohu ooald be the object of Negahon, which
we hold to be @ digtinct means of right notion-~yet in the abrence of a positive
generie entity, on what grounds conld similarity or dissimilarity be ascertained? For,

Apoha means mutual negation ; and this would apply to the case of the Red and the

‘Black Cow, jusb a8 muoh as to the ease of the Red Cow and the Karkd_--Hlbfse.' That
is to say, just as the Red Cow differs from the Black Cow, g0 also does the Earka
Horse differ from the Red Cow, specially as you do not admit of any such generic
property s belongs in comwmon to the differsnt kinds of cows, and not! to the horse.
Therefore, just as the rejection of the Karka Horse is common to the Red and the
Black Cows, 'so also is the rejection of the Red Cow common to the horge and the
Black Cow, , Thus then the Red Cow wonld be as homogenoug to the Black Cow, as
it is to the Kavka Horge. Consequently, there is no ground for specifying the groundy
of any Apoha (of the “Cow™ £i) TIf the mere fact of rejection by any one entity be
the gole ground of bomogenity, then, inssmuch as thig could belong to the most
disgimilar and heterogenous substances,—like the Tree, the Lion, &e,=-being, ag all
these objects are, capable of being rejected by a single word *“ horse ”, the Troe, the
I..xon, &o., would all be regurded to be homogenous !

"8 It is only those objects that have been perceived before by the senses thab can
be mentioned by words ; the Apohe however is nob so poveeived ; and the only other
enfity that you admit of is the mpecific forms (of idens)s hub'these too are nob percep-
bible by the senses. Under tho sirenmstances on what could you base the use of
your worde ? | In fact the uphalder of the Apoha cannot explain the use of words at
all. : i
% The ouly ground of inferving the existence of snme{;hing that is not _perchpt.lhla
by the senseg is the fact that, though itis not perceived now, yat it is present elsewhere,
and if it were present ib would certainly be perceived, And in this cage, the gronnd of
Inference wounld be the non-perception of something otherwise perceptible; and inasmuch
as this too is only a negative factor, we would require unother Inference for its estab-
lishment; and thig again would have to be based apon another negation; this nega-
tion too upon another Inference ; and o on and on, we wounld have an endless series of
negations and Inferences, which wonld be very fav from desivable. “ For thisreason, &.c
Since the dpoha is nob anienable éither to senke-perception or to Inferenco,

8 The horse, &o., mmust bo regarded to be the objects rejected, only in h_ha-form
of the “ non-cow'’ ; this is a negation ; and a negation ig not perceptible by the senses



the “non.cow ;" (and yet they may be fonnd to have an idea of the eow)
hence there can be 1o (x'ensomble) dema.l of a Class (m the form of n
positive entity).

81-82. And further how would you gef at the fact of any object:
being denotable by the word ‘“non-cow’ P ' (If it be urged that) ¢ we
would understand that to be so denotable, in eonndotion with which we'
wouald not find the word ‘ cow’ applying, at the time that nny velationship
with the objeot so denoted is asserted,” —then (we reply that) if yon were
(in'the above manner) to have, from a single individual (whose relation will
have been asgerted, on which basis you would get at the denotation of the.
word “ non-cow"), & coguition of all that is different (from that Individual),
—=then all these latter would be the objects negativted (by the Apoha of
“eow’); and thereby no denotability wounld belong to any generic ides.

83-84, It is an established cutity, the cow, which is negatived (by the
Apohd ; and  this Apoha is only the negation of the cow, Hence (in order
to explain this Apoha the cow should be explained. And'if this (cow) be
said to be the negation of the non-cow, then there would be mubual inter-
dependence.

84-85. And if yon admib of the cow s an (mdﬁpendently) esla.bhshed
entn‘-y, for the sake of having an object for your negation dpoka, then
the assumption of the Apoka would bocome useless (inasmuch as the idea
of cow is admitted to be established independently of it). Aund in the
absence of an idea of the cow as an established entity, there can be uo
iden of non-cow; and as such how eould yon explain the idea of the cow to
be based npon the idea of  the non-cow ? it

85-86. Between two negative entities there is no such relatmnslnp a8’
that between the container and the contained, &e. Nor is any specific (abs-
tract) positive entity ever cognised as related to Apoha.

#6-87. How, too, could any relation be assumed to snbsist between
a negative Apoke and a positive entity (the specific forms of ideas) P

and hence it could ,iiot but be cognized by means of the word, Then those that do not
understand  the méaning of the word * non'—f.i,; small boys—cannot underatand
the word “non-cow’’, and yet they do have a cognition of the meaning of the word
“ecow.” Henca we c'nnoludt- that the word * cow” musb signify a p031t;ve entity, in the
shape of the eluss ' cow.

35.88 The upholders of the Class «theory can assert the denotabﬂwy of the indi.
vidual as qualified by the elass (thongh this is not what is admitted by ns). Ag for you,
on the other hand,; you can never be cognisant of the denotability of anything qualified
by the dpoha. Becange one Apoka cannot be qualified by another, ag both of them
being negative, between them, there gan be no such relationship as that of the con.
tainer and the contained, and the like. Nor ean it be asserted that the specific forms 4¢
ideas may be quahﬁed by the Apoha; ag no such specific forms are signified by words

$6-81 ¢ That which colowrs, §'e,"’'—Since the specific forms of ideas are not cognised,



312 CTOKAVARTIEA.

There can be no qualification to anything (like the specific forms of idens)
which merely exists (and ig nob signified by the word). Becanse it is only
that which colours the qualified object by its own idea, that can be called & |
“ qualification.” ; . i
88-89. 1In fact, no cognition of Apoka is produced from the words
“horse,” doc.; and the cogunition of the qunalified object cannot be such as
is withont any idea of the qualification. Nor can a qua;liﬁca;tiozi of a
certain character bring abonbt an idea of a different character. Hence,
when the object hag been cognised to be of a certain character, how can
a qualification, which is of an opposite character, be said to belong toit?
90.91. If even in face of fhe opposite character of the object, a |
qualification (of the opposite character) be asserted to belong to it,—~then '
any qualification would belong to any object (without any restriction).
Hence, when the gnalifiention Apoka is of a negative character,no posi-
tive character can belong to the qualified (specific forms of ideas). There-
fore you cannot have, as the denotation of the word, any positive entity
qunalified by Apoha. : ' ._ il
02-94. Though Verbal Testimony and Inferential premises cannob
properly fanction towards an idea (or object) which is devoid of (not
qualified by) the Apoha, yet the cognition of the cogniser (brought about by
a word) vests upon a positive entity slone. And since no entity in the
shipe of the specific forms (of objects) appears in our cognition (of the

they cannot be affected (colonred) by the idea of anything; and as such, they cannot
have any qualifications,

88.89 Tle cogaition prodaced by the word “horge ™ is of the form of a posivtie entity,
in the shape of a horse; and never in the negative form of an Apoha. Consequentiy
apart from any peculiarities of the qualified (specific forms), tho dpoha itgelf can never
have the properties of & qualification. Inasmuoh as the Apoha is not cogniged as the
qualification, there can be no idea of anything qualified by it, '

% Non-cow, &e.’—Your qualification, Apoha, being of & negative character, it can
nover be cognised as belonging to the idea of a positive entity, ;

0394 This antioipates the foilowing Banddha argument : “The only positive enfities
that wo admit of are the undefined specific forms of ideas ; and these, being amonable to
Sense-perception, cannob be troated either by Verbal Testimony or by Inference; hence,
as an object denoted by a word, you must accept the aforesaid specific form (which is
a positive entity) as qualified by the Apoha, The sensa of the reply is that, though a
word cannot, in accordance with your theory, signify an object unqualified hy the
Apoha, yeb, inasmuch ag ordinary experience supports the facl of a word signifying a
positive entity (withoub any negative qualifications),—wa cannob but accept the truth
of such denotation of a positive entity, even without a qualification in the shape of an
Apoha s becanse we cannot very rightly deny a fact of common experience, Thos then,
it being established that the denotation of a word must be a pesitive entity, and for the
aforesaid reasons, the gpecific forms of ideas not being capable of being the objects
denoted by n word,—we cannot but admit of & generic pogitive entity—in the form of
a positive cluss—ag beivg the object denoted by a w ord, :
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denotation of words),~~and again since this (specific form) eannot be the
qualified, because it is an uwnqualified abstract entity,—and, lastly, since
it is sheer recklessness to assert something not signified by the word to be
the qualified entity ;—therefore, we must aceept a positive genevie enintjr
to be the object cognised and denoted by the word.

95-96. When the character of being the negatived object cannot bes
long to individuals,—becanse these are not denoted by the Word,—~then it
18 ouly the generic form (class) that could be the object negatived (Apoha) ;
and, becanse of the fact of its being negatived, it mugt be admitted to
be a positive entity, Becanse no mnegative enlity can ‘he the object
negatived, on account of the impossibility of the negation of a negative
entity (as such continned negation would give rise to an endless series
of negations, as shown in the chapter on Negation), -

96-97. In the case of (the cognition of) one Apoha, we hzwe a cleax
perception of another dpoka, in the shape of the rejection of gome generie
 positive entity.  If the negation of a negative entity were different from

the negative entity itgelf, then it could only be a positive entity; and if
it were non-diffevent from it, then we would haye (the abaurd:by of)
the cow being the non-cow. itk

98.99. Though in the case of other words (hls.e “eow,’ &o.), we
could somehow or other; haye positive entities as the objects negatived,—
yeb, in the cose of the word ¢ entity ” (sat), the object negatived by it can-
not be other than * non.entity ” itself ; and then (if yon were to hold
that objects negatived must be positive entitios), to non-entity would be-
long a positive char acter —an absurd-contingency surely ! And further,
without the ascertainment of the non-entity, we conld not have any idea
of entity; and the non-entity (being only a negation of enfity) cannot
be cognised (without the cognition of entity) (and this would involve &
most undesirable mutnal interdependence).

100, Nor can either the difference or the positive character of the

96.98 Tndividuals canuot be the objects of denotation by Words ; beeause that wonld
give rige to an endlessness of denotations, the nnmber of individuals being endless.
| 98.91 In the case of the Apoha—in the form of the negation of mon-cow—we have
the rejeotion of @ positive generic entity—in the shape of the elass * horse,” or “elu.
phant,” &c.; and thus all the objects rejected by an Apoha would come to he positive
generic entities. If, however, the object rejected he asgerted to he of a negative
chnraoter, then its contradiotory=—1i.¢., the class *oow’ ae rejecting the *non. -COW *—
could only be a positive generic entity ; otherwise, if the nagatmn of a negnhva cnblty
be said to be non-different from it, then we would have ‘ cow’ = nons0ow,’—a palpable
absurdity,
100 The Bauddhas declare that though the denotation of a Word is alwa.yu cogniged
in a positive form, yet insgmuch as learned men are incapable of recognising any
positive ground of similarity among objects, different from one another, the

40
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objects negatived be 9xplameﬂ on the ground of the dwerslty of Vdmm‘ia.
Becaunse there ean be no Visend with regard to a negative entity. o

101,  And further, excepting rememberance, to no other action can
the function (or foree) of Visand apply. Thevefore the Vasand eannot,

with regard to an object endowed with o certain definite charnoter (neg&tlve : |

or positive), produce a cognition of another sort (or character),

102.  And for you, the difference of 'Words «from the objects denoted
by them) cannot be based upon the Vasand: becanse the specific
(abstract) forms of Words cantiot have any denomblhty, inasmuch n,a'
these (specific forms) are never actually cognised.

103.  And on acconnt of the diversity of these (momentnmly changing
specific abstract forme of Words), these forms eaninot bring about the

iden of 8 single Vasand (which conld be the means of getting at an idea

of any generic entity). Nor do you accept any such single positive
generic entity, as “'Word,” that could bring a.bout the gsaid (smg[e)'
Vasand. '

104. Thus then a genevic entity, in the form of the dpoha of another
word (i.e., the Apcha of ‘non-cow’), being accepted (ad the denotation of
the Word “ cow ”),~~ingsmuch as this too is in the form of a negative
entity (the 7ejection or mogation of “ non-cow”)—we cannot admit of
any difference among the objects denoted (by the Word “ cow ™). '

105. And jnst as there wonld be no difference between two expressive
Words, so, in the same manner, there would be none between the ex-
pressive (word) and the expressed (meaning). And it has already been
proved above that there can be no such difference b&sud upon the dxﬂ'erenca
among the objects negatived.

denotations of words eannot but be admitted to rest in the negatives of their contradio-
tories ; and that though thig is of a negative chavacter, yet it i8 cognised as positive,
on acconnt of eternal Visands that help to bring about such eognition. This is denied
in the Kiriki on the gronnd that a Visani is produnced only by perceptions; and
as Perceptions belong to positive entities alone, no Visand can belong to a negabive
entity.

101 The only nse of the Visang liea in its being the means of ?'emembﬂfmg or
recalling the objects perceived in the pest. “ It cannot, §o"—with regard to & posi-
tive enfity, it can never produce & notion that it is negative, as held by the Banddha.

102 Difference is a property of positive entities; and inasmach as the only positive
entity that you admit of is the andefined specific forms of words (as you admit of no
other specific forms save those of the ideas of objects)--and as these undefined forms
can never be cognised as bearing any relationship (becanse no relationship can be cogs
niged in connection with undefined entities),~—the Word oannot but cease to have any
denotability ; and hence you connof bage the difference between Words and the objechs
denoted by them, npon Visands.

104 Just as no difference is possible among the denoting Words, so too there would
be none among the densted objects,
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106-107.  The Apoha of a Word, so long as it is not comprehended,
cannot in any way signify anything. As a matter of fact, it is nob
perceived, to be so capable, by the sense-organs: nor arve there any infer-
ential premises or authoritative assortions (asserting any snch eapability),
that could lead to the comprehension of that Apoka. If we were to
assume any such inferential premises, &o., then we should urge that, in
that case, we would have no resting ground, in the absence of any founda-
tion based upon sense-perception. -

108, The characters of being the expressed and the expressive can
not belong . to the two Apohay (of the Meaning and the Word respoect-
ively),~—because according to your theory these (Apohas) are nom-enti-
ties,—just ag (no such character can belong) to “ hare's horns " and * sky-
flowers.” ' _ :

109, If you were to nrge that—the aforesaid premiss ( hecanse they
are non-cnfities ') is faulty, inasmuch #s we have the inference of the
absence of rain from the absence of clonds (when both these sbsences are
non-entities),~~then (we reply that) according to uy negations too are only
positive entities, (see above) ; in fact, the task of explaining the wvalidity
of this inference also rests npon you (who hold negation to be a non-entity).

110. © One, who does not admit an object in the shape of & word fo
have a positive chavacter, cannot possibly admit of any negation thereof ;
inasmuch as wegation is always proceded by affirmation (that iy to say,
it is only the positive character of an object that is negatived by its
negation). i

111, Asamatter of fact, even the negation of a negative entity, which
is expressed by a donble negative, can pertain only to a positive entity,—-
and not to a negative entity, bocause there can be no conception of thig
Iabter (which is devoid of any substratam,

112-113.  “ Well, then, by the same argument (we conclude that),
the Apoha does not differ from n positive enfity; and thus the aforesaid

108107 ¢ No resting place ’—because for the aceomplishment of this premigsg, we
‘Wwould require another premiss ; and #0 on and on, ad infinitum,

10 Thug then, Negation depending upon the positive character of things,~—and
this latter, according to you, being only the denial of the negation,—yon sgtrike your-
gelf against the immutable rock of mutaa! interdependence.

Il Like the Apoha of an object, the Apoha of the Word too, being devoid of a
real snhatratum, can iy_a_ver be conceived of; and the specific forms of these, being
only in the abstract, san never be realiged in conception. Consequently we cannot
but admit of a positive gemeric entity. As for example, even the nse of a doubly
negative—‘ This is not mon.cow '=can pertsin only to a positive entify, the cow. ¢.f
above : ‘ apolyamdané eabhivé bhava Evavagishyats,’

15118 The gense of the objection i8 this: “One Apoha does not diFer from another,
because hoth are non-entities; in the same manner, no Apoha would differ from a
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gbjéctiohs eannot aﬁect it 'True, but that would only Tead you to my
position. ~ And, as a matter of fact, yon can have no 100phole fcrr eﬂcape
(exeopt accepting my position). T
118114, (Then the qaestlon is) have we an ides of poathﬂty mth '
regard to an objeot which is in reality negatlve,wor that we have neg&two
notions belonging to an object which is in reality positive ¥ But in the
oase of 4n object of negative charactér, any idea of positivity would be
totally groundless; whereas in the case of a positive entity, even nega,twe
conceptions are quite pnsalble, in view of another entity. i
115117, Again, if to all objects we attribute the character of bemg i
denoted by the Apoha,~then, in the case of such expressions, as *“ the blue
lotus,” which have mixed denotations, we could not have the ralatioushrp:
of the qualification (blue) and the qualified (lotus), and algo that of co-exten-
siveniess (of the property blue with the object lofus), Because the negation
of nonsblue is not always followed by the absence of non. Totus, nor vice-versd;
therefore they conld not be cognised as the qualification and the qualified.
117:118.  Nor could these relationships belong to the words (*blue’
and ¢ lotns’) therselves, independently of their denotations ; becanse there
can be no co-exbensiveness between the two Apohas (of the words), ingmg-
much as. theso (Apokws) ave enhrely dnﬁel‘enb from each other, :

positive entity; bacusa.thia labter too i8 in reality, only & non-entity. The positive
entities Lowever differ among themselves, through their abstract specific properties,
and apou this difference, wo could base the difference among the various Apohas: and
thns we sail cleay of the absurdity of muking all words synonymous (as urged above).”
The sense of the reply is that if you once admii that Negation being a probarty of the
entity, canuot absolutely diffec from it,—~youn come bto accept a positive generio entity
Because barriug this acceptance, you can have no means of asserting any difference
among the various Apohus;ns the specific properties, thab youn speak of, cannot afford
the requisite meand; inasmnch as they can never, by themselves, be conceived of.
Then the only point at dispute, between you and me, is what we show below.

118.11¢ The only point of difference between the upholders of Apohe and ourselves
now, is, that, while, admibting, 1/ke ourselves, the final conception to be of a positive
charaoter, they hold the real character of the object to be negative; while wa hold
thig also to be positive ; and even the negative conceptions that we have, we refer back
to the primary positive oharacter of the objects, The sense of the latter half of tha
Karika is that the notion of positivity with regard {0 a negative outity ‘ovnmot but be
regarded a8 a mistake ; but & mistake we oan never have unless there is some grotnd
for it. And as 'we have shown that tliere is no snch ground, this alternative cannct be
tenable. On the other hand, in the case of a positive entity—the cow f.i.~wa can
always have a negative couception, that of its not being something else,—the horse £ii.;
For:these reasous, we cannot but admit of & posmve generic entity in tha shape of
the class ‘cow, &o., &o.

11.118 Entirely different, &o. ”--'I‘he Apoha of ¢ Blae ' is dxﬁarenﬁ frum tli&t of _
‘lobue ’ 3 and as guch they can never co-exist, ;
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118-119,  If such co-extensiveness be held to belong to the denctations
of the words (‘ Blue’ and * Lotus "),~~then, we ask—in what manner can
they be contained in any one substratum (in order o be co- exbenswe) ? 'We
know that an abstract specific entity is never cognised ; and any entity
besides this you do not admit of. Then, as for the uncognised co-extensive-
nesé of the words (as based upon the abstract specific character of their
denotations),—of what use can this (ancognised fact) be P -

120. If it be held that what is denoted by one word (f.i., ¢ (.ow e
an object qualified by the negation (Apoha) of other objects,—then too, the
pervasion (i.e, denotation) by the word becomss weak (or impossible ),
on account of the dependence of this (denotation, upon something else).

1214122, Just a8 in s piece of sugar, the sweetness not denoting the
whatemss-——on aceonnt of the difference in the negations of theso—, there
is 1o notion (produced by the expression * sweet-white "), and ( hence) there
i8 no relation of qualification and the qualified (between the two); so, in
the same manner (in the expression * Sun-ghatah ') the meaning (of ¢ San’
according to yon) being the negation of mon-evistence (non-San), the word
(*San’) would not touch that pavt of the devotation which consists in
the negation of non-ghata. i

123. 1If it be urged that there could be such relation (between the *

US.119 A pegative entity can never be the confained. Qo-retentiveness can belong
to bwo words, only when both of them sigrify the same object, either directly or in-
directly. T'his is not possible, in your case ; while in my case, as we hold the Olass
(“ Liobus *) to ve identical with the property (‘ Blie ")=though the word ¢ Blne’ a1gmﬂea
the property ‘Blue’ and the word * Lotus’ signifies. the Class of Lotuses.—yet,
inagmuch as both of these co-exist in the individual Lotus before ng, ther® can he no
discrepancy in onr theory, .

120 If the word by itself were to denote an objeot, then, in the case of the expres- -
sion ¢ San-ghatah’ the object signified by the word ‘ San ' would be precisely the same ag
that engmﬂed by the word. ‘ Ghatah ’; and in this case, it is only right that there ghould
bb 4 co-extonsiveness. On the other hand, if, ag yon hold, the denotation of a word
consisted in the negation of other objeots~~upon which negation the denotation would
be totally dependent,—then, the word ‘San ’ would signily an object qualified by the
megation of non-8an ; and this would certainly be totally distinct {rom the negation of
non-Ghata, Similarly, the word ¢ Ghata’ wonld signify the megation of non-Ghata, which
would be totally distinot from the megation of non-San. And thus, the denctations of
the words being totally distinot, there could be no co-extensiveness between them,

181138 Tn the case of the expression ‘tikfo madhurah,’ even when it has some
moaning, thig can only be in reference to the sagar-piece itself ; and the only reason of
this non-signification lies in the fact that the one word * fiktah,’ according to yon, de-
notes only the negution of non-bitter, and the word ‘madhura’ the negation of non- sweet ;
and these two depotations being totally distinct from each other, there could be, no
co-extensiveness between them, So also, in the case of the expression * Han
ghatah?

138 1f it be urged that the denotation of the word ¢ San” lies in *he object qualified
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denotations of ¢ San’ and ¢ ghatak’), in the form of objects (signified by each
of these),~-then (we say, that) such relation conld only be based on the
class “ entity " (satt@) ; and certainly no one denies that the objects belong'lng_ |
to the olass *“ Jar ” are included in this olass (“entity ).
124. Such an implication, of the word by the class (“ entity’')y
cannot be denied on the groond of that class being a positive enticy.
Because with regard to the recogmt-mn (of the meaning) the action (of
the word, in signifying that meaning) is the s&me, whether the clasy * entity '

be a positive or a negative entity. :

125-126: The form of positive objects (in the case of ¢ San ghatak :
though impartite, is yet expressed by words, only in parts. Because the
cognition of the word ¢ San’ alone does not lead to the cognition of the jar,
Therefore (in your case also) you have the fault of % non-sigunification ”’ (of
the San by the word ‘dan’) and you have also (cqually with us, the fault

of “gegondariness.”)

126-127. Siuge it is the qualifying adjunet, therefore the Apa?m, like
the class, must be the primary element (of the denotation) ; and hence (just
as yon have urged againgt the Class theory) there can he no denotation of an
object ag qualified by that Apoka, ~because such an object would be only
secondary (and as such cannot form an object of denotation). If you urge

by the megation of non-San, and that as sach, this wonld also touch the negation of nons
ghata,—then, we wonld reply that this assertion would he a tacit admission of the Class
theory ; because an ohject qualified, §'c. §¢., must be & positive entity ; and in that 0nse
the necessary co-extensiveness becomesy gnive possible,

18 That the clags ‘entity’ 18 a positive entity cannot be a ground for denying ita
signifieation of objocts qualified by esistence; because whether the object denoted by
the word ‘San’ be positive or negative, so long as it deunotes an object, an implication :
by it, of the ghata, cannot be denied, j '

135.126 This Kiriks anticipates the following objection: * In the Ulags theory, the
object denoted (by ¢ Sun’ £i.) being always positive and concrete, cannot but be partite ;
and henoe even if one part of it i3 cognised, the other parts remain uncognised;
wheroas on the Apoha theory, the object denofed being negative and abstract, the
mere negation of non-San wonld lead to the cognition of the impartite whole, all ab
once; and hence the funotioning of words, according to the two theorigs, cannot be
held to be similar.” The sense of the reply ig that even if you hold the object denoted
by ¢ San-ghatah’ to be impartite, you must admit bhe word ‘8an’ to denote ove park
while the word * ghata® denotés another part ; and it i3 only subsequently that the two
join together and produce a joint effect, in the shapa of the denotation of a single object,
And even in this cage, yon are opeun, like ourselves, to the faunlt of fSun’ nob
signifying the ghate, Then again, you have urged ngainst us the objection that the
clags being the primary demotabtion, that of the individaal becomes only gecondary.
But both of us are equally open to this objection, as shown below. ! _

136187 We hold the objech to be qualified by (belonging to) the claus ; and vcm hold
it to be qualified by 4poha; the result is the sames
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that Apoha, being a negative entity, cannot be the primary element,~then
{we say that), in that case, it conld not be a qualified adjunct either (and
hengs the object dencted by *San’ conld not be one thab is qualified by the
Apoha of * non-San;’ and this would mean the total giving up of your
ground ). - '

128. The ohject qualified by your Apoha could only consist of different
individuals; and yon have yourself explained that these (individnals) can-
not be the objects of denotation, becanse of eudlessness and contradietion.
And certainly, you do not admit of any single object qualified by Apoha (that
could embrace the individuals in one corporate whole, like onr ** Olass.’’)

129-130. 'There ean be no sueh thing as “ Apohavattwa” intervening
between the Apoka and the individuals (contained in it). Even if you
were to assume some such intervening entity, we would ask,—Is this a
positive or a megative entity P If it be positive, then it is the same
as “elass”; and if it is negative, thon all the aforesaid objections (urged
against the denotation of the Apoia alone) would apply to it. '

130-131.  Or again, if this (intervening entity) be assumed to consist of
the relation (subsisting between the Apoha and its substrate); then (we reply
that) the denotability of snch a relation cannot bo desirable to you (since
you have urged many ayguments againgt such denotability.) Norvig there
any such single object, as would serve as the substrate of Apoha,and as such,
exist in another cbject. And for this reason too, no geueric entity is the
object of denotation ; nor lastly, can it be the qualification,

185 The Apohists have nrged against the Class-theory the objection that individuals
van never he the objects of denotation, becanse that would give vise to endless denota-
tiong on the one hand, and many overlapping and gelf-gontradictory denotations on the
other. The same objection is shown to apply to the dpohe theory also. TIn fact, the
upholders of the Classtheory escape the anomalies by postulating the Class, which forms
for them the troe denotation of the word, and which, as occasion presents itself, ia
cognised ne qualifying distinet individuals. This loophole for éscape is not available
for the Apohists hecanse if be admits of such a corporate whole, embracing all in-
dividaals, he would only admif the Class theory.

130,181 You have wrged, &e’~~The Bauddha has argued that if the denotation of a
word oconsisted in the relationship between the Class and the Individual, then there
would be no co-extensivenessa. This same argument may be applied to the denotubility
of the relationship between the Apoha and its substrate.  Nor (s there any such single
ohjact, §c.’~If you acoopt any such single object as the jur to be the sabstrate of
Apoha,—then, this objeot could nob exist in any other object ; and hence such a word
conld nob denote a generie entity.

“ Poo ?—i.e., it is not only on acconnt of the want of the co-extensiveness of such
a single object with any other object, that the said generi¢ character is impogsible, but
it is also impossible for the following reason: Xven if yon hold to the theory of the
denotability of the eubstrate of Apoha~—~inasmuch as, in that case, there is no single
word that would include all such substrates,—no generic character conld helong bo i, It
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182, The Apoha-of * Asan.’ does not indicate the partxcnlm' Apohas (of
the nonsjar, &e.), while these latter do not inhere in the former; conses
quently, the Apoka of ‘Asan’ cannot he qualified by those (Apohas), in the
gamg manner a8 ““ Blue” is (qualified) by the suecessive higher degrees of
its shades. (ot ' il AN

133, On account of its doubtfulness we cannot have even an indirect
implieation (of the Apohas of non-jar, &e.), as we have that of the object
(fire) by means of its characteristic (smoke). Because the Apoha (of
Asan) in ite general form is not such as cannot be accomplished without

those (Apohas of non-jar, &a.)

134. In the same manner, there could be ng implication of the object
(the substrate of Apoha) by means of the dpokha. Becanse the Apoha (that
the Bauddha holds) wonld apply also to the “ hare’s horns ” (and certainly
in this case, the Apoha conld not be said to indicate a real oi.qeut ; inasmnch

as therve is no such thing as agagavish@navydvrita ). ;

135. And further, no gender or number, &e., could posslbly bnlong'
to an Apoha (a pure negation), Nor could there be any relationship
throngh the individualg (said to constitute the Apoha),—because these
(individnals) are not (according to you) demoted by the word (which yon
restrict to the denotation of the Apoha).

136. Nor can the individual be said to be 1mphed by the Apoha,
because (you hold) the individual to be a specific abstract entity, And
that which is not understoed as thas :mphed (or indicated) cannot be the
object of any such specification (as that by gender, &c.)

is for this reagon that when any one ohject is spoken of as qualified by °‘ewistence, the
gameword cannot be applied to any other object; and hence oven zuch a word as ¢ Sutia
can nob gerve e the gualifioation,

18% Tust ng the clasy fsat? does not indicate the class ‘jar, which latter does not
exiet in it, and hence the former is not gualified or spavified it,~~go the same would be
the case with the dpoha of © Asat. A

188 ¢ I not such, &e.'—Withoub fire there could be no smoke, Thers is no such
relationship between the Apoha of Asaf and the Apohus of non-jor, &o. The Apoha of
Asat conld belong to the Apoha of the jar also. So all that we ca say is that the Apoha
of Asat would raise a doubt with regard to the dpoha of mon.jar, §e.

i8¢ 1 the word be held to denote the substrate of Apehe, then we woulfl have the
absurdity of the indieation of another dpoha, as gshown ahove, 1f on the other hand,
it will be held to denote the dApoha only, then, there can be no indication of the real
objective snbstrate of the dpoha, Beocanse the 4pohe being a wegative quantity,—and
as such being applicable to gnch absnrdities as the * hare’s horns,'—cunnot be takeu to
be necesgarily indicative of a real object,

188 Tn the Clasa theory, though the word denctes the Class, yet this latter implies
the individuale, to which apply ull such specifications as those of Number, &o. Baut this
is possible only when we accept the individnal to be a definite conorete entity ; but you
hold to be an undefinad specific absbraock enb:ty, and as m;cb, according to you no

specification can belong to it.
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.~ 137, Then again, the Apohas of gender, number, &o., cannot by thens
selves be the objects of specification; and as for the objects theraselves,
how can they be cognised, by means of words, to be the objects to be
- gpeclﬁed (inasmuch as you hold the objects to be indefinite and abstmdb
and as such not denotable by words) ?

138. And further, as a matter of fact, wn’uhout (the pa,rhoula.r mcans
of right notion which we have termed) ¢ Negation,” there can be no
notion of any negativity, Aud as for theobjects * cow,” &e., we do not
find them to be in any way amenable to the said means of Negation.

139. And again, in the case of verbs, we are not cognisant of the
negation of something else (the necessary factor in an Apuha) ; becaunse in this
case there is no object of negation in the shape of any ea.ceptwn (or pro]n-
bition), &e.

140. Even the double negative ‘ na-na’ (that he cooks not is not) only
serves to deny the negation (of the action of cooking); the verh * cooks,’ on
the other hand, by itself stands on its own unnegatived (positive) form.

141-142. And further, the specification of verbs as unfinished (¢ pre-
sent’) and ¢ pa.at &o.,, would become groundless; inasmuch as the dpoha
(a negation) is always a finite and complote entity (and as such, can never
be either unfinished (d.e., present) ov past, &c. And in the ocase of an
injunction and other similar cases (imvitation, &e.), we arve not cogulsa.nf:
of any negation of other things.

142-145. And again (1) of what form would be the negatlon (Apoha)
of a negative connected by another negat‘-lve (na-na)? (2) And then too,
in the case of (conjunctions like) ‘and’ (cha), &e., where there is no
negative eloment, there can be no negation (Apoka). {3) The meaning. of

& sentence cannot be said to consist in the negation (dpoha) of something
else. (4) In the ease of such words as ‘ananydpoha' (the negation of
something that is not different), we cannot couceive of’ any meaning.
(5) And, lastly, where could we find the objects to be negatived by such
words as © na,meable,” “ knowable,” &e, (wlnch are universal, and 28 such
do not leave anything unfouched that conld be negatived by themaelvas) ?
If you were to assume & new object to serve as the object of negation by
these words (‘ mameable,” &e.),~—(we say) it would be far more reasonable
to accept a positive (generic) entity (which would form the denotatlon of

such and other words).
145-1&6 Since it has been proved (in the cha,pter on gwnyavada)

152 T'he exprogsion ‘na pacate ' simply means the absence oj‘ the action of oookmg,.
and not the prohibition of the action.

140 The latter ‘ma’ serves to negative the former ‘na? and the verh by itgelf in itn
own pristine positive form remaina free from negation,

1648 Tt is only an external object that can be either denoted or naguh?eil,

41
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that ‘the denotation of a word does not consist df o meore Idea (or cogni=
tion),~therefore denotability eannot beilong to any factor within (i)hts
mind of man) ; nor can (such an internal factor) be the object of negatlom
Thervefore Apoha cannob npply to these internal factors (Ideas, &c) And
again of such words as ‘évam,’ ‘i’ and the like we can n_onlcewa of no

Apohya (object to be negatived). :
147, If you wore to assume the Apohas of parhcular mdwxdun.ls,_-

on the ground of one partienlar being the contradictory of another,—then
you would have the notion of such eontradiction based upon Apohas, and
that of Apohus upon the contradietion (mutual iuterdependence).

148. Elen the specifying specification of the same Class is not
in a positive form. The fact is that the word “ Cingapa’ (a kind of tree)
particularises the gencric term *“ Tree,” only aftar it has noga;twaﬂ the
“Paldga,” &o. (as being nof-Cingapa), j s

149-150.  Even the non-negation (Auapuha ) of tlm (lass, &e., cannob
be postalated, on the ground of their non-contradictory chavacter, Because .

Hence it caunot be nrged that the chject negatived by the verb ¢ cooks’ is the idea of
non-cooking. Since this idea i not an external object, tho argument must fall a victim
to the reasonings brought forward in the chapters on (fanyavada and Nirdlambanavida.

181 The particular tree of the mango will have such trees as the Banyan, §e , for
the object of its dpoha; and so on.  ‘* Mutual, §'c ,~~becanse there can be no notion of
difference, wunless we have a notion of the thing itself ; and this latter notien cannot
bat be based, acoording to you, npon Apoha; and this, dpoha you now bage upon a
difference among the particular individoals.

1% This refers to the objection that the contradiction among individuals is dne,
not to the Apoha, but to the fact of each of the individuals belonging to the same class.
The gense of ‘the reply is that inasmuch as the Apohists do not admit of & positive elass,
they cannot base the contradiction of the individoals wpon any sach Clags. “ Their
specification, §o)'-—It is true that the contradiction lies in the fact of their belonging
to the same olass 3 but this specifieation too is a]wa.ya preceded by the Apoka, Becanse
the word ¢ Qingaps’ has no positive signification, in the shape of any particalar tree,there-
fore it i not in this positive form that it oan be said to specify the troe. Aga mabter of
fack, the word ‘ @ingapi’ in the first instance, according to you, negatives all thaf is
Nt fingapd, and then withdraws the name ‘tree’ from the f Pald¢n’ &¢., and
restricts it within itgelf; and thus at last, it is the Apoha that is the sole basis of the
coniradiotion. Such a negative signification also gives rise to another absurdity :
* Qingapad’ being taken to negative all that is not Cingapd, may be acoepted as negobiv-
ing the ‘ tree’ also; because the tree also is not-Cingapa.

138160 T'his refers to the view that, o particular term * q ingapd ' does not negative
the general term “tree’; becanse theve is no contradiction between theso. The senss
of the reply is that the Apohista have no means of ascertaining such a non- contra-
diction, so long as they do nov admit of o positive class to which the different kinds of
individuals conld belong. Because go far as the words themselves are concerned, apart
from the objects that they might denote, we cannot be cognisant of either the contradics
tion or the non-contradiction of these. And secondly, asfor the objects that the words may
aigmfy, the Apolist cannot base his idea of the contradiction on thoee ; bec&nse hie doea
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the contradictory or the non-contradictory character does not belong to the
verbal forms of words (independently of their significations) ; nor can this
(contradiction, &o.), depend upon the forms of objects (to be denoted by
the word ) ; hecause (according to the Apohist) the objects have no relas
tion with words. 'And as for the Apohas themselves, we can mever res
cognise the contradictory character, &e., of these, before the word has

already functioned (to its fullest extent). i :
151, As for the Word itself, it funetions only with regard to such an

ehject as is not amenable to ancther (means of right notion); and as such,
in what form can it be said to belong to any generic class ? {oahs

152. 1f it be said that the cognition of the negation of the contradictory
(anydpoha) could be based upon the specific: forms of the words them-
selves,~—then, there being & difference between the words “ Vrksha” and
“gapn (in form, though both denote a tres), how could your deny the
negntion of the ouve by the other? Dkl AR

153, As a matter of fact, without & touch of (the action of).words,

the Apohu cannot be cognised, eveu by moans of inferential premises.

not admit of any definite concrete ohject boing denoted by aword. The only alternative
then lefb to him is that of the Contradiotion, &o., being referred to the Apohas signi-
fied by the words. But even this will not hold. Beocause inagmuch as these Apohas
are not veoognized before the word has already fanctioned, we can never have any
notion of the contradiction, &o., of these Apohes. Andit is for the comprehension of
the full signification of the word that the Apohigt has had recourse to the determination
of the contradictory character, &c. And thus there ig an inevitable mnfnal inter.
dependenco. i
161 The sense of the Karikd is that we have no meang of ascertaining the faoh that
the particnlar term ‘ (wngupa’ is not contradictory to the ‘general term Tree,
Becanse no such cognition i possible, until we have become cognisant of the relation,
“borne by the word ir question fo a cerbain Apoha. That is o say, it i8 only when the
Apoha, i.e., the denotation of the word-——has been comprehended, that we can attribute
any character to it. And do long as the form of the Apoha ia not cognised,—how can
it be known that this Apoha is generic aund that specified. Nor have we any other
means ab our command, save the word, for acquiring any idea of the Apoha. Heuce in
this also, tho Apohist cannot be free from the aforesaid mutnal interdependence. '
188 This auticipates the theory that—* prior to the functioning of the word,' wo
conld ascertain the form of its Apoha, its goneric or specific character, and the coutra.
diction, &o,, of thege,—by means of Inferenca; and then we conld have ideas of the
co-extengiveness, &o., of the word and its signification, &c.” The gense of the Kirika
is that an inferential premises can have for ita snbject only such a thiug as has been
already cognised to have cortain relations with certain other things ; and consegnently,
#o long as the Apoha has not been ascertained, we cannot be cognisant of any relations
ships borne hy it ; and as such how could there be any inferential premises dealing with
snch an uncognised Apoha? That is to say, until we have understood what the word |
and its Apoha mean, how can we make any inferences with regard to thewm ?
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Not can theso preruises ascortain the afm%mdlef:ory or t.he nﬁn-mnm&%ﬂi: i

tory character of these dpokas. . NI
154155, We have alveady refubed the: thaory that tha negaﬁwn (m}'t_ i

contradietion) of one (ie, Paldpe) by the other (the word “Cingaps ™) 19

based upou the fach of the former being never seen to be expressed by the B

latber, And (if négation wero based npon the mere fact of one Wr:mi not'
being used to express a certain. object) then, dince the goneris e

(““tree ") is.nobh held to'be expressive of t.he individuals (Pelaca, ng:ap@,.

&e.), thetefore @ 'negation in ‘this case (of the individunl tveos by the
generic term ¢ tree "—~an absuvdity) would be inevitable/ Aud #d for &
word beihg applied to an cbject, somehew or other,-~we have the appli-
oation of theword * kshatriya ? with reference to a Bréimane (endowed

with Wwarlike propensities) ; and i that ense we would have 0o naga.ﬁwn (ofr A

the Brahmune by the wovd “ kshagriya?), © 00 il A
156. Non-negation, based on the fach of t.ha gy bemg i med S
another, is equally applicable to the ‘case.of the verh and the noun; and
thus there would assuredly be non-negation of the vefb e ﬂ%nds;” b;-y the' |
noun * the tree” (an absurdity).
157, And a.g:-un (in the case of R@j?mh puruskah”) lf, {r .Réi;mh”-**

164,156 o W haw ahead_; refuted "--Imder tho Kd: dc sawdtmim ?ryaii@ s'hfm'u'ﬁt :
prufyayo navagishyate,! 'The gerse of the vefubation is that so long as the word ig not.
fully comprehended in all its hearings and relat:ous, and then uged,-—if 13 never,
found to express anything; and as. such. the yword ‘ ingopi’ would negat;vo uoti anly,
the © Palica’ bub everything alse, oven the Qingapé tree itself.

186 Samehow ar other,” —Though we find the genoral torm applied to partmula.r
mﬂmdunla. yebsuch applma.tlon ¢an boe based only npon indirect mdmu.bmn, and nob,
upon direct denotation. For the word * traa cannot: be siid o directly denote tha_
Qingapa. And if we were to attach much importance to such indirech mdmab;ons, we.
would have a difficulty in the cage of the word ¢ Kihdlyriya’® when fignratively apphed'
to a Brahmina, who is endowed with the qualities of the wareior. For this single
ingtance of the figurative use of the word wonld annul the sole cond;tmu of negs.bmn (by.
o word)<~the only such condition, according to yon, being ! adpshtatwa,” the fact of the
word never being used with reference to the objeot; and so the word ¢ Kshatﬂyu
would nover negutive or precludo the Brahmina  And as for direct Elenotatmn‘
even the general term does not divéctly denote the individual, \

186 Thig refers to the theory that inasmuch as the general ter‘m % !1 an stamia in
need of avéry one of the fndividual trees, it must be taken to be related to eve;‘y ‘one of?
them, none of which could be negatived by it. The gense of the Karika i that :ft
the mere faot of being in need he sufficient gronnd for non-negation, then we wou]d ba
meb by the absurdity pointed out in the second half of the Karikd, where it s ahown:
that the verb “to stand’ needs a plucs; and the place 'tres’ requires a verb; and heuce .
ou aocount of bhis wutual need, the word * trea’ wonld nof negatwa the ‘verb ‘stands, .
and the two words woald become synonymons. j

51 In bobh cases you are faced by an ﬂbsurdity.
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werd to nega.twe i ;mmshak » then, this latter conld not be qm&hﬁed by the
former. On the other hand, if it weve vot to nogative it, then there wdul& '
bo an identify, as in the case of ¢ blue lotus.”

158159, Tt is asserbed (by the Apohists) that in the easd oE the
gories of words+«~* tres,” ¢ earth,” * gubstance,” ¢ entity,” ' and Y know-
able'” (where the one following is more exiensive than the preceding),
taken first in one, and then in the reverse order,—if we swere to accept @
positive denotation, we would have the (absurdity of) every word denoting
all the above five objects. But this assertion iz tiot ‘eorrect ; because as
a matter of fact, all words are not fouud to be applicable to all cases.

159-160. « (1f a word be held to deuote all the various parts or shades
of an object simply because of) the location (of all thess parts) in a single’
substrate, then, we would also Have the fusctioning of the eye towards
taste; &o., also (simply becanse these reside in the same substrate; a teait,’
a8 'the colonr). . And just as the cognisability of the different objects
(colour, ‘&e.), is restricted to each separate geuse organ, the eye, &oi, so,
in the case of words too, we have the applicability of each word restricted
to definite classes of objects ; and so there can he no snch adrmxtum (of
denotations as urged above). il -

161.: When the word (fi. “tree”) lias ceased to ‘I’unctwn (after
having denoted its specific object free),—the denctability of * entity,”
&e., is possible, but only through concomitance sand non-concomitance, as
leading respectively to deficiency and excessiveness.

168189 The memse of tha objection iy this: “If we were to accept the positive
denotation of words, then, inasmuch as all objects are complete wholes, the words
must donote the whole objects; aiid in the easn of the five words cited, u tree has gob
the chaructor denoted by each of the four following words; and hence it iy that the tree’
is always recognised ag having a five-fold character ; and consequently all the five will
huve to ho nccepted to be constituent parts of the tree. And then inasmmnch as the'
object tree is an iudivigible whole, and it isag sach that it is denoted by the word
“tree,” all the aforvesaid parts of the tree mnst be held to be identical. The word
“knowable’ too, while denoting knowability would denote the tree and the other four
of the aforesaid, bub in the reverse order _Bntaa a matter of fach, we find that this
latter process i not o sure as the former, and hence is not equally probable; aud in
order to avoid this abaurdity, we must deny the fact of words denoting positive abjecta.”
The sense of the reply is that ali objects are not necessarily indivisible ; and hence it is
¢uite possible for a word to denote one portion of it, while other parts are denotod by
other wards,  And thusg, there can be no identity among the deunotutions of the wmds'
cited, That the object is not indivigible has been shown ahove, £

161 The word * tree’ cannot properly be taken to gignify the earth, &c., divevtly,
The functioning of o word censes as soon ad it hae served to denote the free alone.
After that it may indirectly indicabe the higher genus of the earth, en account ‘of the’
class  tree’ being included in the class ‘ Barths But in this case, the indication of
Farth will be deficient in one point, having been dragged from the higher to Lhe lﬁwer
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162. In fact, the objection yon have nrged would apply only to youw,
who hold general words to apply to specific objects. Hpecislly as (im
your theory) there is no difference between the obJectﬁ (t»he Bpeciﬁ.d
entities) and the factor denoted by words. : A

163. And again one—who (like the Apohlst) would a.bt»nhuhe tof.: i
negative entities, liks the Apoha, snch properties as singloness, eternality and.
pervasion over each separate individual,~could also &dmzt af a piece of oloth
without any yarns, (

164. Hor these reasons, it must be a.d:antted thab we ean ha.va tha:
negation of something else only in the case of such words ag have a negative
particle attached to them, Tn the case of words othu: ‘than thesa, it s
only the positive form of the object that can be denoted. _ '

165. Some people (the Nasydyikes) argue that the denob&tlon (nf a
word) has not the character of negativing things other than itself,~—becanse

it is a means of wight notion,~—like the seuses of touch, &ec. Bub this

argument is rendered douhtful with regard t,o those werdﬂ to whlch naga.
tive particles are attached, . . . i

genus. 8o foo, the same word °tree’ may be taken to indieate a parhlculmr b:aa——-hhe 4
Palaen, §i.~, on acconub of this latter being included in the class ‘tree’; and this
indication will be o step higher, as in this case the lower is raiged to the place of the
higher. For these reasons, the word must, steictly speaking, be t,a.kan ad hnving 11;5
denotation confined to a particular object only,

158 The Apohist holds that the general term * tree’ denotes only an abstract speciﬁc
entity, which cannot but be held to be indivisible ; and as such there could he no dlsbmqb_
factors in the object denoted; and hence it ig only the Apohist that can be s vietim to
the objections nurged in the Kariks Vekshatwapdrthivadravya, &o, * Because, §e.*  This,
moets the following objectiong: “ The Bauddha does not hold the words to rest with the
specific entities, becanse thig would land him in endlessness, &o.; what he actually holds
to be the objects of words ave the ueggations that have their distinet forras definitely
individualised, either by the individualities of the objects negatived, or by those of
thoir attendant Vasands ; and as these ave different from one anothey, the above objection
cannot apply to the Bauddha theory.” The sense of the reply is that mccording to the
Apohist, there is no difforence between the objects (specific entitios) and the' fa,ctors
denoted by the word (viz. Negations). For if he were to admit of n Negation that would
inclade various gpecifio entitios, then that would amount to au admission of the Class i
and we have already refuted the theory that there can be any difference among tha-
objects negatived based upon the difference of Visandg, &o. _

168 The Apohist is constrpined to atbribute the said pmperheﬁ (that helorlg toa
- positive class) to his dpoka; otherwise he falls into the diteh of endlesanesy, &c. And
it is simply ubsmd tn attribute positive properties to negative entities.

184 “ Non-cow™ = negation of the cow ; and not that * Cow " = negation ofnon-caw

1% Up to the lasb Kirik, the refatation of the Apohe-theory hag been based upon
ordirary expevience. 'The Naiyiyika seeks tovefute it by mesns of an inferential argus
ment—~propounded in the presont Kariké, This argument however is fallacious ; becanue
negative words are means of right cognition, and yet they have negative denotations,
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166, And if all (WOI‘CIS*"‘_[JOB!‘(‘.WG and negative) are made tho subjects
of the conclusion, then the argument becomes doubtfal (nob universal
and hence uncertain) with a view to negative a,aguments, and it also
hecomes opposed to certain facts accepted by all porsons.

167, If your conclusion,~—that © the word does not negative, &c.,-
refer to the agency of the word (in negativing ),~ov, if it vefer to the fact
of words denoting negation nlone,—then it would only be proving what
is alrendy an accepted fact (and as such bocomes redundant).

168, 1f the conclusion mean that ‘a word does not in any way apply to
an object which s the negation of its contradiclory,’—theén that would go
against a formerly accepted view: for certainly, in the cow we have a
negation of the horse, &e. (which are contradictory to, 4.6, something
other than, the cow).

169, 'I‘he instance (fhat you have cited in your syllogisru, that of the
sense-organs) is such as is entirely at variance the conclusion. Because
the eye, &ie. (the sense-organs) do, as a matter of fact, apply to objects that
are the negation of something else, though they do not comprehend this
(negative aspect of the thing). ) !

170. T, again, the conclusion be taken to mean that the idea (o
cognition that we have from a word) is not coloured by any taint of the
negation of other things’—then too, the argument hecomes redundant;
because though the denotation of a word is actually in the form of a
negation, yet it is ordinarily known (by means of Visandt) as being &
positive object.

171.172. ~Again, if the conclusion be taken to deny the fact of the
Apoha being the means of the application of the word (to its denotation),——

168 Tf the conclusion algo included negative words,~i.e., if it be asserted that even
negative words have no negative denotations,—then the argument becomes doubtful s
becanse as a matter of fact, even the Nuiyayike admitd of negative promises and
argaments, which prove the conclagion only by negativing the contrary of the conclusion s
and eortainly, this goes against the universality of the assertion that no negative words
have negative denotations. And furthev, all ordinary people are cognisant of the puga-
tive denotationg of negative wovds; and hence bhe argument in question algo goes
against n popularly-accepted notion. .

181 What does yonr conclusion mean? Does it mean that the word g never a
means of negativing ? If so then, it is redundant ; because the Banddha does not hold
the word to be such a means; all that he holds is that the word is ezprassive of nega-
tion. Secondly, if your conclusion mean that words cannot denote negation only,—
then too it becomes redundant; because the Apohist does not hold words to have for
their denotation negation pure and simple, by itself ; though it is true that he resolves
the denotations of all words into the negative form of the Apoha,~yet he always bases

this npona palpuble entity,

Wl-178 % Removal of a doubt’—with regard to a pole, there is a doubte* iy this n
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then, this too would go against a fqrm:erly &Geapted bhmry, | Knﬂﬂnuwh 'W s

you do admit of negation (Vyatirska) being a means (of denotation)., Tn

the case of Inferemce too, you have the, same thing (ingsmuch as the
negation of the contrary of the major term is also accepted as a means of
getting at the middle term and the, premises); and so the yery basis of
your argument (4.¢;, the middls: term) becomes doubtful. = And lastly, your

argument is doubbful and inaceurate, when viewed as. a.gamst a perceptlbl?
idea that we'obtain on the removal of & doubt,
173. Aud further, your ar gumeub would also be con:’bladmtory ; inag.

much as a word resembling in action the sense- organs, Har, &b_,mgugh ;

words s i Self” ¢ Mind,”' ¢ Akaga., '—would ceaso to. alg:ufy their

meanings [beca.uae none of bhase} objects are pexwpuble to ’ohe aens&-': e

organs).
174. Then again, *the a.ppllcatmn of a word to n poaltwa Orb]eot

éanrxob buat be through Negatmn,_bemuaa the Word 18- thu mea‘ns of mfel:

ential reasoning,—like nega.twe prarmses it
175.  And again;—" the word cannot denote the Olassg qr a.p, In;ll-

vidual as qualified by the Gla&s,——-because it 18 a metms of n&ht 11{}{31011,'*1 '

like the seuses of tough, hearing, &e.”

176.. It was in view of such couuter-m guments bemg a,va,:]a.ble fm;
the Apohist, and on finding that by means of (inferential) amguments we
oannot arvive atany definite determination of Wh'a,t does, and what does not;
constitute the denotation (of wo:ds),——bhat we have trea.ted of the qneatlon
above wholly in accordance with Usage. o

T?z'us mds the Apofmvddu i A i
post or a human body standing’ ? Whau wo go near it, the doubt d]_gappears, AR A
have the idea—thig ig a pole, not ¢ mon --whlc.h ,3 thus foand to P&rtad; i fulily' gl
negative plemeant,

113 If in the idabtter of the darmtatmus of woy dp,\ Wo \_v.er'e-.to-'depe;_ld-.wholl.y npon'

inforentinl prgnments, without having anything to do, with wsage,~then inasmuch ag
the gelf, &c., are not amenable 6o the senses, or bo inference eithor, the very same 8rgu-
ment that you have urged above may be utilised in proving that the word “ gelf does
not signifly what it is acoepted to signify—i.e., it does not s:_gn:l'y.Jtma,—-bac_anse_;t isa

meang of right notion,— like the ear, eya, &c. You eapnot bring fnrwa'.rd any argus

ment in support of the faet of the word “ self* signifying dtng, unless yon hiwe recourse
to nsage, For this renson, you must base all yonr argnments nganust Apoha, upon usage,
and not apon any inferential reasonings, -

T4 Against the Naiyayika's inferentiul m‘ﬁ'umeut the Apohist pxts n.nother mfar-
ential reasoning, And without having a recoursa to -usago, there i3 no escape from
l'.ha dilemma, : s

s This pmbodies another emmtanargumenth -

178 "Therefore the Nuiydyika was wrong in calling in tha mﬂ. Of Infewuce, tor
demohshmg the strugtu.te of Apoha. i ; !
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e Obgnctson; “ How is it that ib is nsserted (m tha Bhash a) i‘-hﬂé
{;hp Mkrti. (Olass) 1s qualified by the dewlap, §., when, a3 & m&tter of fact,
* gotwa " (an: AFrti), whlch i3 related to that (mdxwdual (,ow) whlch i
endowed with tho parts (dowln,p, &c.), does mot reside in thesa parks.
themsolves P
2.3, Reply:' These pa,rts are related t-o the cluss Cow, onl‘»;r through
their wvelationship with a certain mdnndnal (cow) endowed with these
parts, Hence, inasmuch ag these are peculiar to that pa,rtlenlar C!a.ss
“ Cow,’ they may bo taken ag apeclfymg that eluss.
‘_ In the individual (cow) thers is an inherence of many classas, such a,s
anht_y, &e, 5 and Lhe’ i dewlap,” &y a.asurerlly serve to spemfy (or dmtm-
gmsb) the cluss cow ' fr om those ot‘.her clasges, - e
4, The dewlap, &o., are not the manifestors of ﬁha cla.sa cow 3 ; nor
are they qu&hﬁmtmns (of it), like prupertles (gunas) For if it were 80,

......

then there would be no cognition of the (ﬂass cow,’ untﬂ tllese (dawla.p,
&e.), lmd hegn reuogmaed - ¢

9. (If the mamfestatlon of one clags ¢ cow were to dopend upon oblmr'
clagses “ dewla ip, &y’ * then) wo would have to assume the cognition (ma,m.
festation) of these latter themselves by means of othor maxnifestora ; thus
there conld be no resting pla,c:e from .such. assumptlonﬂ and consequently
t‘here would be 1o dehmte eogmtmu of the closs ‘ cow.’ :

1 This referg to rha following Bhushya passage f atha guur:tymyr; ko' fthaﬁ? 8dge
Addwvigishia dkvitiritd” The ‘senge of the objection in the Kariké is that it is the mdu i
didal cow that is'ondowed with the dewf.up; 18 tmd hence tha elass ‘oow uhonld never
be spoken of ag gualified by these.

4.3 By the declaration that the dewlnp, &c, qnahfy Hhe cl‘rass "oow,’_ it in not.
teant that the relationship between these and the olass’ is that of qualification ‘proper,
as in the ease of blue aud lotws; bot that the parts mentioned--the dewlap, &ei
serve:‘to specify the elass ‘ cow” and differentiato it from other classes: And this
gpecilication i8 'baged upon waere relationship in general,  And ingsmuch ag' the dewlap,
~ &e., are rélufed $o the class * cow,’ thronugh their direct connection with the individual
cows,~even in the absence of an inhevent relation (aw in the éage of blue and !otm),——xt
would naot ‘be’ noreasonable o accept them 'ag: spevifying or chamctaﬁﬂng the class
“eow " ; just a8 the ear-ring, though not bearing an inherent relationshi p to the waarer,
serves to dtatmguzsh her from other persona, nob woaring i6. And though - many other
properties—such ae ¢ existence’ and the like-~inhers in the individaal, yob inasmuch as
these propertieg aro common to individuals of many other clagses, they cannot be
secepted a8 apeeifying the cow whioh can be apamjwd only by tha fkaaga, &e., whwh
Bxist in mo otheranimuls.

4 They are not the manifesters of the * cow ”mas t.'l:a smokc is of the .E'u-e. Becaum
even before the existence of these has boen duly asceriained, wibh regard to a part{cnlar
individual, this is recognised as & cow, 1,0, belonging to the ‘class * cow

4%
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6. And further, if the dewlap, &e., were the manifesters of the class
‘cow’ then) we could have an idea of ‘cow’ only when we would have
cognised all of those (viz., dewlap, hoofs, horns, &oc.) But, as a matter
of fact, a simnltaneons coguition of all of these is never poaslble.

7. Therefore it must bo admitted that just as the parts (making up'
the individual cow), by the mere fact of their existence, bring about the
iden of extension in vegard to that individaal,—so would they also (bring
about the ideps) of the class (to which the mdlwdual may belong) and the .
properties attaching to it, &e., &e.

8. Question: “If so, then how is it that we have no idea of the olass
(cow) in o place where these (constitnent parts the dewlap, &o.), arve not
at all cognised (i.e., where these do nob exist)”? Answer: The very
simple veason for this (non-recognition of the Class) lies in the fact that
the cognisable object (Class or Individnal) does not exist in any othar' i
place than the one oceupied by its counstituent parts. -

9-10, The trath is that when the Clags  Cow” has been recogmsed
there appears a coguition, of the dewlap, &e., as oceupying the same point
in space (as the “ Cow ”'),~this latter cognition being due to the inseparabi-
lity (of the cognition of the ‘ Cow ' from that of the dewlap, &ec.) Or, on
account of the absence of any absolute difference (between the dewlap, &e.,
and the individual cow, and also between the individual cow and the class
¥ Cow "), the Class may he said to be qualified by the dewlap, o S

10-11. Tt is with a view to reject an inferential reasoning of the
adversary that it is added (in the Bhashya) * being perceptzble to the

8 © Never possible "—and hence no cognition of the cow wouald be possible!

7 Quridea of the eztension of an ohject is due to the fact of the mere existence of its
parts, That is to say, we believe it to be estended, gimply becanse of the existence of its
parts; and it is not necessary for us to have a distfict cognition of each individual part,
before having an idea of extension. For if it were so, we aould find no resting ground,
until we reached the Atom; i.¢, in the case of every objeot, we would have 10 be cognisant
of ita Atom,~~x palpable absurdity ! In the sama manner, the more fact of the existence
of the dewlap, &o., is sufficient to give us anidos of the class “ cow " 3 and it is not
nocessary for ug to have a distinet recognition of every one of its dxatmgnishmg fens
tares, in the shape of the dewlap, the horns, the hoofs, and the like, -

8 The sense of the reply is that onr (las¢ i not omnipresent; like that. of the
Naiydyika; and we do not admit of its existence in apy  place, save the one where the
individuols as characterised by the Dewlap, &o., exist. Therefore the non-cognition nf
the class is due to mere Negation,—in the shape of the absence of the said conatitnent
featnres, and not to the non-cognition of these features,

9-10 As p matter of fact, it has been shown that it cavnnot be the qua.hﬁmtmn; but
it can be accepted to be 8o, on the ground that there is no very great difference among

the three. _

10- Haying put-the question-—*Is the Akrti capable of being the subject of ®

syllogism” ?—the Bhashya replies—na pratyakshi sati, sadhyd bhavitumarhati. (Being
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sonses, it cannot, &c.” And theargument eniployed by the adversary is
this: “The Class is nothing apart from the Individual,—becanse in the
absence of the cognition of these (individuals) there is no idea of that
(1., Class),~~just as ic the case with a series, a crowd, a forest, &e. (where
no idea iy possible without an iden of individuals constituting these.”

12. We ourselves do not stand in need of the statement of auny argu-
ments (snpporting our theory); because it is known, and accepted by, all
men. - And against onr opponents trying to megative our theory, we can
bring forward the fact of their theory contradioting universally-accepted
ideas. | (eak i : : )

- 13, Objection = “ But in case the Olass were perceptible by the senses,
there could be no difference of opinion (with regard to its existence).”
Reply : The very fact of there being euch a difference with regard to the
means of right notion themselves, whence conld argumentative people (like
you) agree as to these (fundamental bases of all cognition) ?

14, And even with regard to * colour, &e.”-~objects that are accepted
to be perceptible to the senses——these (worthies) have an objection! And,
as a matter of fact, no sane person objects to the existence of the Qlose.

15. We find varions usages based upon class-—notions,—e.q., the case
of offering curd, takra, &o., to the Brahmanas and the Kaundinyas (respec-
tively). ;

16, By the word * Alkpts" here (in the Bhashya) is meant Qlass, and
not the shape. Because in the case of Air, Fire, Sound, &e., we are ot

perceptible te the senses it cannot be the subject of a ryllogism), The sense of this is
that our adversaries seek to prove, by inferences, that there is no guch thing as Class ;
but all sach reasonings are set aside once for all, by the fact of the Uless being per-
¢eived, by the senses, to be something distinct from the Individmals; and as sach no
amonaut of inferential arguments can shake our theory.

12 We do not require any inferential arguments, either for strengthening our own
position, or for assailing that of the opponent, In both cases we take our stand ywholly
upon Popular Usage. j

'8 The objection is clear, The sense of the reply is thab even with regard to such

things as the means of right cognition, we have an endless divergence of opinions,—
specially with regard to the forms and the gource of such means, Consequently, if the
mere fact of there being difference of opinions were considersd sufficient grotnd for
denying the existence of an object, how could the Bauddha establish hig own two
means of cognition—viz, Bense-perception and Inference.

18 Qolour, &o,, are percoptible by the genses; and yef the Batddha denies their
existence, and resolves the whole external world into mere Idea; and hence he cannot
reasanably deny the perceptibility of an object, on the sole ground of there being o
differencs of opinion with regard to it.

B THe fnjunction 8 in the form~—“give curd t0 the Brahmanas, but Takra to the
¥Kanndinya,” Here, unless we acoept the word “ Brahmana™ to denote the goneral
class Brihmane (which ivcludes the Keundinya)~we could not justify the exception,
with regard to Kaundinya. it
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cognigant  of amy 8}1.-!'![#‘ (thnngh we art'a aogmka.nt 'erf b!’te ol\:ws“ %.&‘m"* |
‘l“lle &c) | Al foca i
17, © And:furthery mth each mdwxdna} |We are cogmsant bf & c’tmtmdt i
shape (and ‘this we would have an endless series of | shapes, ‘and no'ider |
of cominonality).” Aund if the dommionality Were to consist in the donjones
tion of  the constltuant pa,rtles, then it fvou Id ber déstmyed on & &mﬂ!ﬁtmn
of these (particles): o (17 4 e
<M it be m'ged iﬂmb we ccmld have it shnpe mself ol (a. clags):
domimon ( to all shapes, thits dvoiding snd}eﬁmam and explaining thedden of! |
commonality),~then (we reply that) this (class * shape ") would be equally:
common tb the Horse, the Cow, & « And; as a matter of fuot, we ateé nobt
dognisant of any sndh:class as'the a}.mpe, apamb fmm what 1& popnia‘uly‘
kraown e bhecldyd Comd X iyl i y
190 And fowther, bhodgh we. mcogmse C snineness ot s?mpa mzmlh- _
mrm]ﬂ,r objects. (fii the yavaya), yet we never have any idewof the class
“Cow ! with regard to, thése, Thereford it must be' admltted thm‘. t.ha_
Clasi is something entirvely different from the Shape. 1 1 /e ol o
20, In the mention of the Rucaka, &oi, the mashv& ’ha,a exemphn
fied the clussss * Rucaka,” ahd the rest. (But this is done with a view
to ghow  that) in all ! these different ' (shapes of gold) we rqcagmae w !
common elass '* Gold.” '
5y 21-286 0 When 'the Var dkam?fm?cw heihg bmken upy e Pucaka 1§ made
(o_n,t of the same gold), then the persen_, who desires o' have the foérmer

11 “ And if, ‘jf'c. -Shapﬂ 18 noLhmg more tlum @ cnnﬂ'lomerahon of certmn part.lclaq ;
and aoglumemtmu ag a whola i bonnd to, ﬁnsa.ppeac, whenever there is, tha slightest,
digjnuetion of the partioles, - Convequently any commonality. bisged mpon hhls oonglo '
merabion conld never be a,nyt.hmg permmumt. o

18 The Cow, as well as tha Horse, hag ,sha;ps smd hanca 11? n.Il the notion ei’ eom-
monnhty that we have, with regard to all individaal cows (taken together), were: to
consigt in the mere fact of their having a’mpe then infsmnch as this communa.’.sty would
belong to the Horse also, it wounld.alko oome to be called ¢ Cow.” A8 & matter of facl'-
aven the notion of the commonaliby shuporlnws {cnvanng all mdmdﬂal cows) is not
possible without an iden of the class * Cow.”

20 Thia refers to. the Bhaahya- “ Rueakal swamko uartihammaka 165 }u ;tmszke
sham drgyeté.” . This pagsage is explamed with a view to prove the. fact- of (lass bemg
perceptible by the senses, (¢ Rucaka,’ &o., bemg the names of different kinds of golden,
ornaments]. 1f the Class were not something different from the shape, then, how gould
we haye any gnoh common name as ' Gold,” a,pplymg to objects of such ﬂwarae shapes
a8 the Rucaka, &o, |

9138 In this process of tha brea.kmg up of one o na.mant a.nd the mnkmg Df anothm'
ont of the same gold, the indifferance ¢vinced by one who wants mere gold, would be
possibla only if he could perceive a cerfain character porsisting in the gold, indepand’-
ently of its three states—of destruction of one shape, the continuance ag & masg; and,
the remaking of it into another shape Aud the ouly eommon ahamctﬁr tuhat can’ be.
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becomes sorr y, while one: dmiz'mg the lattanw oruamaﬁt hkm f.he Pprocedsy
while a third person who only desires gold remains mdlﬂferant unaffeeted.
Therefare the! object (gold) must bo ddmitted to have athreefold charac-

Bec&ude unless the object partook of p&o&uctnon, wintinnanee and
daatmctzon, there could not be (with rugard to it) the three notions: (of
like, dislike and judifferonce ), There dan be no gorrow (or dislike) with-
ot destruction’ (of the. object degired) ; and there can: be fip ‘plensure
without. produgtion i(or appearange of: the lebject desired); and Jastly;
there ican be g indifference without continuance er permansnce (pf the,
desived object).  For these ;'aéu_gqnal there mudt be apenmanence of the Class.
il v --I'g,,tihe-.,ca,'ae_ of w hieap of Mudpa, Seqaninum; §ey tod, where we are:
notr, eognisans of any diffevence in shape among the itdividnal graink, wei

“have an ides of a single commonality (belonging to all the grains, of Sedsns
e £i.), whish is distinetly amenahble to. Sense-pereepbion, &iow 0 g
4012610 Tu thie case of npenson geen ab & distance, we have (in our minds)
a douht ns to his belonging to the Brahmana-class, &o.s aid, this 'wcmld%
not he possible if the Olass weve not per ﬂaphble to the genses.. -

26.29. The specification of the, Class is bromght abont hy eel*tmn,
agencies; in the shape of the peculiavitios of golour, &o. and these uf_T:_ma,
Place; ‘&e.. (For instance) Gold is assuvedly tllisbi;l’gltisi.leﬁi from, Copper..
by, its dolowr y Boiled buttor is ,-disbing-uialiad fromi Qi1 , by its odowr,
and faste ;. Firve bovered  oyer by ash e distinguished by . its _tm_w}';f;--
the 'Horse at a d_.istanca iB : diat_i_nguisfhed (i’r_om other a._ninmls) bx ity

i‘rmnd fo perﬂrsb t.hns is the cammma uhty i Gold ,” a.ml N8 BUG ‘1 we mmrmtr but adm:b t,ho

class f gold”’ to be eternal. Thersfore the object must be ctdm:ttqd,” &a, Bammse we
conie across these three {'eelingn, therofore we must ac(.eph the Dbjefltl gold to have A
threefold (;hﬂ.mcfer. ' Permanence nf the Olass "' —1It is only becausa we ‘hn.vo an ob]ect. :
in the form’ of the gold, that we perdeive it to continue dnring all the three dtates,
through which the mass of metal has passed during the above process. And beoanse it
contiones thas, in all the three suates, therefore the Class mmst. 'be r-dmxtted tu e éome~
thing permavent and everlasting.

2 This: fact shows-—~(1) that the Oiass i Brnhnmna," fii)de aomethmg cd:hqr tha.n

_the individasd, beoanse even though the individual porson. 13 pareeived definifely, yot
there is a doubb ag to the class to which he beldngsy (2) and also thub the clask is amens:
abia to Bense-parception ; inssmuch as we find that whon the pemou has come near ﬂu,r
wo have a definite iden of the Class to which he belonga.

2039 This anticipates the: following ohjection’s . ¢ If the- Glma ia perqentibls hy tha
senses, how is it that we do not recognise Brihmanahood by means of the eye, as !
guickly as we do the fact of the object before us being an individunl man 27 The derian.
of the reply is that the Clasa depeads, for its due specification, upon tepbain agenmeg,-
in the shape of certain peculiavities of Colowr, Time, Place, &u. " And sometimes, Fe.' v,
In aplace ;where man's; conduct {s rightly regulated, therp are uavha.m actionag that are.
performed by the Brihmana aluna. Thig wounld gevve fo dlsbmgulah the mﬁh'maﬂas
from. the other castes,
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neighing ; the Jar, &c., are distingmished (from one another ). by i
shaps ; the (castes) f Brahmana,’ &c., ave distinguished by their tm'giﬂ;

(birth and parentage of the individual), and sometimes also by actions =

(where they happen to be) propet'ly l'egulated by the ng (of thb
realm ).

30-31, The fact of the Class mhemng in each md:vldua‘ bemg thus
perceived (by the senses), it cannot be said to be contradictory (ie, un~
reagonable). And even thongh such is the case (7., thongh it inheres in
every individual), it cannot be held to be many, because (with regard to the
Clags) the idea we have is that of single (commonality). Nor can the
singleness of the form (of Class) be et aside by & difference among the
individuals to which the Olasz bappens to be velated (by inherence),
And the absence of omnipressnce, as also that of parts, is to be proved m'
the same manner as (they are proved) with regard to sound. - __

892, Just ag @ single individual, even when met with ab dlﬁerenﬁ '
times (and in different places), is recognised to be the same,—so, in the
game manner, would also the Class, though mhermg in dxﬁarent (m*_-
dividual) substrates (be yet recogmaed to be one). ' i

33. The questlon—-whethar the Class belongs to the m&widual in tis
entirety, or in parts,—is not proper with reference tothe Class. Because
apart from the individuals themselves, thers can be noidea either of en-
tivety or of parts (with regard to the Class, which, by itself, is impartite), -

34, Therefore (it must be admitted that) we are cognisant of the
mere fact that the Class inheres in the individuals. And there being no
occasion for any furblier questions, tho above fact (of the Class inhering
in the individualg) rests within itself (ie., we take our sta,nd upon thza
well-aggertained fact). :

35.86. The contact in parts, which we perceive in the cage of the gar-

#0-8L Thig refors to the following objection:  ‘‘ Does the Jlass belong to each of
the individuals, in its entirety,—or does it pervade through all of them, like a thread
passing through all the beads of s mecklace? The former alternative cannot hold ;
becanse & single obhjeot cannot reside in its entirety, in more than one place; and as for
the second alteruative, how can there be a recognition of auything pervading overall
individuals, of the past, the present, and the futurs? Consequently no idea of the
clasa is possible.” T'he sense of the reply is that the Class inheres in its entirety in
every individual ; and as for the possibility of such inherence, in as much as we actually
perceive it to be go, its reality cannot be gainsaid, Norig it altogether unreasonnble;
as it is quite posaible for a single object to be similarly related to a number of objects;
“ Ommnipresence, Se—A Olags is guch ax is not limited in space ; and not that it exisia
everywhere, The fact of Sound being without parts has been proved under 8 Sphotn H
and that of its heing not omuipregent will be explained in the chapter on ? qﬂbd“*
later on.

T 8836 The thread, through ite parte, is in contact with every one of the beads,~~ong
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land and the thread (on which the garland is strang), and the contact in
emtiroly, which we poerceive between animals and their properties, and
between the voice and ity properties,—all these ave due to the partite
character (of the thread) and the non-exteusive (limited) character of the
properties respectively. And inasmuch as both these characters are
wanting in the CUlass, we can have none of the aforesaid contacts with
reference to it.

37, There is no hard and fast ruls vestricting the methods of relation
to two only, Because the three methods (explained in K, 20 el seq), just
o the two jnst mentioned, ave alse possible, on account of their being
perceived by the senses (as described ahove). :

38, Ifit be urged that *the threefold relation perceived with regard
to the Class is not perceived anywhere else (and hence no such velation
can exist),"—(we reply that) in that case, the same would be ths cnse
with the garland, &c.; because thero is no equality (or similarity) between
those two (the relation of the string with the boads and that of the pro-
perty with the animal), nor is there any (equality) of these with the
relation borne by the Class to the individuals. !

39, For, the heat of fire does not cease to exist, on the mere ground
of 1ts not being perceived elsewhere. Nor is the relation borne by the
Class to the individual got at by means of Inference, so as to stand in
need of a corroborative instance.

40. Thaus then, a relation (the one borne by the Class), which, in its
proper form, is perceived by the sense, cannob possibly be rejected on the
ground of the form of other relations,specially when we are not cogni-
savb of any (such) peculiarity in the former (as would place it in & position
of weakness in comparicon to the latter).

41, And again, it is not proper to reject a principal element (in the
shape of the Class and ita methods of relationship), on the mers ground

part of the thread being in contact with one bead, and ro on. And the propertiea of
whiteness, &o., of the animal, reside in it, in their entirety. The reason for the former
fact lies in the faot of the thread having 6 many parts; and that of the latter lies in
the fact of the properties not being omanipresent, The Class on the other hand, is omuni

present; inasmuch as it belongs to all individaals of the past, the present and th;
fature; and aa it i8 20 perceived, it camuot be said to inhere in its entirely in aphoh
individua)l,

B9 Becanse p certain property is mot perceived anywhere, save in a single gub-
strate,~that cannot be a reason for denying its existence altogether. ¥or instance,
Warmth is found in fire only; and certainly ite existence ¢annot he denied, “Infors
gnce)’—-1t has been shown ahove that the relation borae by the Ulass is perceived by
the Senses.

; #1 By laying stvesa apou the twofoldness of relationghips you geek to prove the
absenice of the Class. But as a matter of fact, this method iy snbseivient to the Indi-



