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of bho inapplicability of an element which is even subordinate to its s u W -  
dii. iie. ' Because (in so rejecting the Class on the ground of the said irr 
t ppfieabiUij) you would he rejecting a fact of Sense-perception "on the 
ground- of Inference (an absurdity), *

42. Therefore it.is proper to reject only that element which is found 
to be wholly incompatible. But this cannot lead to the rejection of some
thing else which is quite compatible with actual facts.

43; Thus then (the cognition of Glass being due to Sense-perception), 
the Class, all-pervading as it is described, to be by the Vai^eshifcas, 
is recognised only in that place where it happens to be manifested by' the 
individual; just as a letter (though omnipresent, is cognised only when 
manifested by particular utterances),

44. Therefore (it - must be admitted that) the idea of ''cow/ with 
regard to the individual cows, is based upon the single class '-* Cow /’- -  
because in the idea of al! of these there is a tinge of the cow { and because 
the idea of all these (individuals) is of one and the same form,— just as 
the idea of a single individual cow.

45. The idea of th e ‘ cow ’ is not due to the “ black e o w /’— nor is it 
based upon any Other (particular c o w )b e c a u s e  that idea of cow is pos-

yidual, which, in its turn, ia subordinate to the Class. Hence the fact of the:inappli
cability of the two methods of relationship (accepted by you) cannot lend to the rejec
tion of the. Class. " Because, § 'c ” — The Class and its methods of relationship are all 
matters of Sense-perception; whereas the fact of the absence ot* any, relationship on 
the ground of the inapplicability of the two methods, i r  got al 'by means' of Infer
ence.

48 What is impossible is only the applicability o f the two methods of relationship 
to the ease of the Class. Therefore we mast reject this applicability. But this does 
not necessitate a rejection of the Class itself.

4* Though ornnipivaent, the Class—‘ Cow’ f-i,— ia not percoiyed everywhere ; 
because that which manifests it— the Individual Cow— exists only in certain places.'

44 Having proved the existence o f the Class, as based upon Sense-poroeption, the 
anti, or proceeds to cite certain syllogistic arguments. The minor term of the syllogism ia 
the fact of the idea of one Individual being like those of other Indivfdrials ; the Major 
term is the fact of this Idea being due to a single class (“ Cow” ). And the reasons 
are :—(1) Beoanoe the ideas of all these are tinged by the form of the “  Cow"; and (2) 
because- the ideas of all individual Cows are of one and the same form , Example 
That Idea which is tinged by the shape of the Cow, is always of one and the same 
form, and as such, must be baaed upon a single entity—e.g,, the Idea of an individual 
Cow. : •’ ’ - ^  ' ' .  > • ■ . , 1

46 The Idea of Cow Is not brought about by a particular Cow—the black one f.I, ; 
because the said Idea is present where the hiachners is absent,—e.g., in the ease of other 
binds of cows. Just as the notion of “ Earth” cannot'be said to be duo to the notion 
of the Jar. The Km rib a mentions two conclusions that follow from the sixmo premises .
The first is what has been explained and the second is expressed in the sentence--”
**Nw is it based, 8fc,” ■ ■>
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»ibio also in n place tv ho re there id absence of that particular cow, jjjwf .ttfi 
the idea of “  earth” with regard to the jar.

41. The idea of 'cow ’ has for its object something (*.«., the class 
“ cow ’ ') that inheres in every one of the individuals,— because with, regard 
to every individual (cow) there ifl.au .idon, of tho '* cow, which is com
plete m itself— just as the idea of every single individual cow (taken 
one by one),

47, Though inhering in each one of the individuals, the Class 
is one,— because (with regard to it, there is a single idea ot the class 
“  Cow ” ), —just as in the case of negative expressions (like “ non-Brah- 
mana/’ &c,), there is negation of the Brahmana, &c.

48, The idea of the “ cow "  is not based upon similarity (among tho 
individual c o w s ) ,-  because, being valid (he., correct) it is brought about 
by identity,— just as the recognition of a certain individual object (m  
being the same that was seen before),

49, And certainly, it cannot be argued that with regard to the class 
“ Co w ” any such single idea (as serves to embrace all the individuals in 
a single n o t i o n )  is false. Because in this (recognition of a single idea) 
there is no discrepancy in the means (by which wo recognise the single

'4ft The idea of i l »  Individual Oow resides in its entirety in that Individual; nod 
as such is held t.o have for ita object, the objective 'Cow.' In tho same manner, tho 
notion of ' ‘ Cow” has for its object something that is commonly inherent among all 
i .dividual cows ; and this oau only be the Class " Oow.”

«  That with regard to which there is a single idea must be one; even if inher
ing in many individuals. For instance, tho negative word “  Non-Brahmana ” applies in 
its entirety to many individuals—viz : the Kshatriya, tho Vaujya, &o. i and yet the negation 
of Brahman hood most be accepted to bo one only ; and this because, with regard to 
ait cases of the absence of Brihmanhood we have a single Idea,—that of non*BrdhmanHoad, 
Consequently, even the multiplicity of substrates does not lead to any multiplicity of 
the Idea itself. So also in the case of Class; though it inheres in every one of the Indb 
victuals constituting it, it must be accepted to be one, and one only.

*S The idea of the Oow is based upon a recognition of the fact of tho Class “  cow ”  
inhering in one Individual being identically the same as that which is found to inhere 
in another Individual Cow. And such an Idea coulcl not be based upon similarity, which 
differs with every two Individuals. In fact, just as a certain Individual Rama, f.L,— 
having been once seen, comes to be recognised again, as being the same person; 
h o  in the same manner, in the ease of the Class "  cow ,”  when we have oneo recog
nised it as inhering in the Black Cow, if we happen to see subsequently a Red Cow, 
we at once conclude that the Class inhering in this latter is exactly the sumo as that 
which inhered in the Black Cow. And so on, wo come to have a general Idea of the 
Class 11 Oow,”  apart from the Individual Cows.

*0 Art Idea that has oaco been cognised can ba rejected as false, on ly -(l)  if at 
some future time we come across a certain flaw in tho means by which wo got at the Idea; 
or (2) if subsequently stronger convictions to tho contrary present themselves, so 
strongly as to contradict, and, by its superior validity, set atude, the former Idea, In the

43
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idea); nor is there any stronger ccmviofcion, to the contrary, that w§hM  
reject jt, . ■ , "■ ... “ 1 “ r !

50, O bj.: Tn a place, where the fact of the Glass feeing something
other (fcb'fth file tmlividnai) has been proved on the ground of the rogni- 
sability of the Class' apart "from the Individual,'— the instances of the 
‘ forest/ & c„  are brought forward, in order to show the non-absolute (bo., 
doubtful) character of the argument j— and as each how can irrolex smcy 
be urged against this (citing of 1 forest/ & e.) ? ”

51. I f  we were to bring'forward the fact (of the perception of Class 
apart from the individuals) as an argument to prove (our position), then 
it would be quite proper to urge the non-universality' (of our preraises). 
But as. a matter of fact, vve 'bring forward (the aforesaid fact of Sense- 
perception) only as an objection (against those who deny the existence of 
the Class altogether) ; and (it is with regard to the citing of ■ forest, ’ &o., 
against this objection, which is not an argument,- that) u irreleomcy ’ ’' has 
beeu mentioned (in the Bhcishya),

laseof the Idea of the Claes “  Cow "  however, we have none of these two' contingencies ; 
and hence the idea cannot be rejected as false,

W> Says the Bhdshya: u asatyapyarthdntare evanjdtiyake hhavati pratyayah, paifktiryu- 
' tti'am vcmamiti yatha iti cit asambaddhom vmsnam, Ac., &o.’’ And the objector in the 
Rimka 'shows that the citing o f the instance of the Forest, &e., is not “ as ambaddha,” 
inasmuch as it strikes at she very universality o f tlid premiss brought forward by the 
Bhthhya to provo the fact o f  -Clam' being*' something different from the ludividoai. 
Because the Forest is also recognised aa something different from each Individual Tree 
in it, and yet as a matter of fact the Forest is nothing apart.from those trees j there- 
fore the mere fact o f the C'kiss being recognise-! apart from the Individuals constitut
ing it is not enough reason for holding the Class to bo something different from the 
Individuals.

fct The fact rb the Class being something different from the Individual is perceived 
' by the senses j and as such for proving tins we stand in need of no arguments. The 

fact is that the adversary having denied-tho existence of the Class'apart from the Indivi
duals, we preset)t before him the fact of the Class being actually perceived -by the 
senses to be something different from its constituent Individuals. And as this is no 
inferential reas.;rang that we bring forward,'it is not right that you should seek to set 
it aside by citing an argument, based upon the instance*'-of the forest. Specially as 
Eonao-peroeptiou depends, for its validity, only upon a correct functioning of the senses, 
and not upon ary non■ contradiction, &c. Consequently to bring’ forward a-solitary 
instance o f the Forest—even granting the validity of your reasoning With regard to 
this,—‘Would 'never serve to invalidate a fact of direct Sense-perception. All that your 
instance can do is to show that such is not '-the fact in every case. But a n y such 
exceptional instance cannot affect any particular ease of the Class which ia directly per 
ceivuct-by the senses, and as such, can never be set aside, except when we cognise, 
by -means of ths senses, the fact that the-class is ■not'psreeived apart frorr* the Individuals. 
And sc- long as this m nc-fc cogriised, no ainotmt o f his'taudes can sba-ko tho-validity- ofya 
fact founded noon direct-Sensd-perception.
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^2. By this (mention of the fact,of the Class being perceived .to.be. 
apart from the individuals) we only - meant to show that the arguments, 
brought forward to prove the turn-existence (of Class apart, from the 
Individuals), is contradicted by a fact of direct Sense-perception. The 
argument brought forward by. the adversary (with a view tp prove the 
said non-existence of the Class, &o,), has already been shown above (in 
Karikh 1 J),

53. Nor can the 1 falsity of. the above fact of Sense*peroeption be 
urged on the mere ground of the falsity of a like perception with regard 
to the forest. Because the falsity of one (Sense-perception) cannot lead, 
to the falsity of all (facts of Sense-perception), And hence the citing 
of 1 forest,’ &c., can not. but be declared irrelevant. •

1*4, Just os by the falsity of the cognition of the fortffif, ^c. (as some
thing apart from the' trees), the cognitions pf, taste, <&c., dp iiqi become 
f dse taste, do.,— so would the cognition of Class too (as something apart 
from the individuals) (not be rendered false, by the falsity of the cognr 
tion of the fared). Or else, you must mention some peculiarity (with 
regard to the cognition of Class) (that would differentiate it from the 
case of taste, &c\, and thereby save your position).

55. The idea of singleness, with regard to a/ors,s/a& cognised apart 
fiom the trees, may be a mistaken one, because of a discrepancy in the 
•diape of remoteness (of the forest, from the person perceiving it from 
a distance). In the case of the Class, however, there is no such discre
pancy (and hence it cannot be false).

50. (In the ease of the cognition of \he forest as one), when one gets

tS! This refers to the following objection: "Even if such be the case,, the instance 
of Jarett, Ac., may be accepted ns invalidating the fact of Sense-perception, urged by 
the Mimansaka, and as such there would be no irrelevancy in the matter,’* The acniao 
of tho reply is that because the perception of the forest, as something apart front the 
tree*>’ s false that cannot be any reason for denying the troth of other facta of Sense- 
perception, so even thus tho irrelevancy remains just as before.

H “ Peculiarity no such is possible,
J A cognition can be accepted to be a mistaken one, only when there happens to 

be some discrepancy in the means of that cognition. In the case of the person who 
(himself at a remote distance from the forest) makes the assertion that the forestis 
something apart from trees in it,- we may consider this to bo a mistaken notion, because 
Of the remoteness of the forest, which is a great discrepancy in the process of Sense- 
perceptu®; and there is every chance of such sensuous perception being mistaken.
*tn tb® ctkG0 of thc C0««»«0U of the Glass however, we have no such discrepancy, and 
oa such it cannot but be accepted as correct.

»  Another reason for rejecting a fact of Sense-perception as false lies in the fact 
of sis being such as ts euhsequently act aside by another conviction got by a raoro 
authoritativer&eans, The said Idea of the, Meet -u»y ha so reieetabioi but that nf tho 
Class is never found to be rejected. . -

r Tv
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near tho trees, the afugleness, of the idea (of the forest) with regard to 
thorn, ceases; whereas, by no moans whatever, is the idea of Class (being 
an entity apart from tho Individuals) ever found to be set aside.

5 7 4 8 . The idea of the singleness (of the forest as apart from the 
trees),— (based only upon perception), as Considered independently of (too 
denotation of) the word (“ Vana -.has been rejected (on the ground of 
tho remoteness of the observer, who could not be expected to see things 
rightly from a distance). And as for the Idea of singleness (of tho forest) 
based upon (the fact of the forest being the only object denoted by) the 
word “  Forest,’ ’— this (Idea) may also occur to one who is in the middle of 
the forest (and not at a distance). But even this Idea may bo taken to bo 
false, because of the impossibility of its being amenable to (any means of 
right notion) Sense-perception and the rest. As for the blast, it is always 
in the same character (of: singleness,- apart from the Individuals) that it is 
cognised by all the means of right notion (and as such, the idea of itJ 
singleness, &c., can never be set aside).

59. A s a rule, a word is always used with reference to an object, 
which has been cognised by other means of right notion. Consequently 
whenever it happens to be used, with regard to an object not (otherwise) per
ceived.— as .in the case of the “ forest,"— it must lead to mistaken (notion).

60. ( I .)  Some people hold that the singleness of the forest is always 
cognisable by the word alone ; and; as such, it would always be true, even 
though there were no support from other (means of right notion); just as 
the (cognition of) taste is true, (bough it is not supported by the ear, 
or any other means of right notion, save the tongue.

61. Falsity, caused by the non-support (non-cooperation of other 
means of right notion), could apply (to the case of the Idea of the singleness 
of the forest as signified by the word) only if it were not cognised. When 
however, it has once been duly cognised, the mere absence of extraneous 
corroboration cannot in any way affect its validity.

62. That the word can apply only to such objects aa are amenable to 
other means of right notion, is not accepted as a rule applying to all words.

w If tho notion of singleness were only based upon the word Yana,” then alone, 
being purely .verbal, it could not bat be false.

W The author now proceeds to explain the various views taken of the above ques
tion. Some people hold that the idea of the'singleness of the forest la got at by means 
of the word, and is true j and as such the case of this cannot servo to invalidate the 
notion of tho singleness of Glass. It is only the word that is tho moans of cognising 
the singleness of the Forest? and as such this idea of singleness would ho false, only 
so long as the word has not duly signified it. When however the idea has been once 
signified, it stands in need of no other support.

This rule cannot affect all words; because there arc certain things—•!)barrtia 
above all the reel— that are cognisable by word, and word alone.

III : §L
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63. (IX.) In fact, however (in the case of the Idea of the singleness 
of the forest) wo have the support (of other means of right notion), in
asmuch as the forest is only the many trees (considered together); and 
these trees surely are cognised by other means of right notion (Sense- 
perception, f i i . ) ; and as for the number (singularity in “  Vanam” ), this 
too is found to be cognised (by other means of right notion) in other 
objects (the jar, f,i.)

64. If it be urged that the many (trees) cannot he denoted by a 
single word “  (Forest we reply that) wo could have such denotation, 
as iji the case of the ikapSsha compound. And if if be said that in the 
case of the ekageiha the number is changed (into the plural),— then (wo 
reply that) we may leave off this factor (of the change of number) (and 
yet the fact of the denotation of the many by a single word remains 
common both to the ekageJha in ‘ ghat&h ’ and the word ** Vanam ” as signi
fying the many trees).

65. Thus then we find that the compatibility of singularity (with the 
many trees) can be established by means of a universal affirmative premiss.
And thereby wo could have the number (singularity, applying to the trees 
as constituting the forest)., even though it is not cognised by any other 
means of right notion ;— just as we do admit of the movement of the sun 
(which is not cognisable by any other means of right notion, but is 
established only by means of Inference).

6.6. Some people explain the word “  Vanam ”  as denoting the co»i. 
■monality or class of “ many ”  (he., Bahutwa ™ multitudinousness) as located 
in (he., belonging to) the tree. And certainly the class “ muUitudinous-

lji In the ekagiiha compound, many jars are signified by the single word ** ghatih”
The second objection means that the ekageaha in ‘ yhatah’ is Plural, whe» ms * Vanam' 
is Singular, and as such could not denote many trees. The sense of the reply is that 
though the word “ Vanam" will differ from the ekagSiha in the point of its number, 
yet the fact of one word signifying many individuals remains the same in both oases j 
and it is this alone that we seek to establish,

65 As a matter of fact, singularity belongs to the trees themselves. Since the name 
' Vanam' applies to many trees, and the relation of singularity (in * Vanam'}  with the 
many cannot bo cognised by any other means of right notion,—therefore wc must have 
recourse to » universal affirmative premiss, whereby wo could establish the compati
bility of the denotation of the noun ( “ Fana”  denoting the many trees) with the 
denotation of the affix (the Accusative Singular). This premiss is that “  the affix that 
is found joined to a noun connects its own denotation with the object denoted by the 
noun.”  From this premiss, we conclude that there is a relation between the objects 
denoted by the word " Fanes” (he., the many trees) and the singularity denoted by the 
singular Accusative affix in “  Vanam.’1

84 Finding that no amount of Inference can lead to the compatibility of singularity 
with many trees,—because this would mean the accepting of Inference iu the face of its 
opposition to a fact of Sense-perception,‘—the Kirika throws out another suggestion.

/J* ■ ĉ x :



'A&U

3 4 2  gLOA’ AJARTIKA.

»e ss”' .is only one (and as such fcb© singr.lair number in u Vanam”  becomes 
quite compatible with the denotation, of many trees). Or (we may accept 
the view that) l ho class “ F orest”  resides in the trees (and thus too the 
singular hi “  Vanam”  becomes■ compatible, as.the class “ Forest ” is-only 
one).. ' ■■ :, ' .

67, Even in the absence of any such, single - object that could be the 
substrate (of the denotation, of the word “  Vam  %  (such denotation is 
possible),— just ag (though) the whole (has no'one substrate apart from  
the parts constituting it, yet it ia accepted) to be one, and so forth. And as, 
for the fact of the manifestation (of the dngle. forest) by means- of the 
many trees, not in contact with one another (like- the-parts-of'a whole);'—  
since such, manifestation is perceived by the eyes (as really existing in 
the-case of the single forest and the many trees), therefore i t  cannot be- said 
to be incongruous. ;

68*60. The word “  Vana ”  may be the common (generic) name- of 
denotation -residing elsewhere (*.c., in the individuals): Just as we find the 
no,me “ wandering about” applying to the momentarily changing -parti
cular movements,— so in the same manner, is distinctly cognised the Class 
“ Forest,” even though its substrates are many and diverse.

69-70. ( in.) Or again, the “ Forest” may be accepted as one, on the
ground of (all the trees, eon jointly) bringing about a single effect (in- - the 
shape of the denotation of the forest),— just as the word “  Gauh,”  though 
made up of several letters, Ga and the rest, is. yet accepted as- being (in

$  J u st as th e  whole h as n o  su b stra tu m  ap art fr o m  ita .parts, so  th e  w ord “  fo rest ”  
has no su b stra te  a p art from  th e  trees contained in  i t .  T h e two, ea se s  b ein g  id en tica l, 

w e cannot r ig h tly  deny th e  one w h ile  ad m ittin g  th e  oth er. "  Incongruous”— T h o u g h  
th e m a n ifestation  o f the single fo r e s t  b y  th e manytrees, or vice r ersA, ia a  fa ct se lf*  

contradictory in itse lf ,— yofc in a sm u ch  as such m a n ifesta tio n  ia co g n ised  by S en se*  
experience to h a v e  a  real ex isten ce , it  can n ot h at be a d m itted  to b e  tru e .

i - .39 The- m o v em en ts th a t a re  a lw a y s  d isap p ea rin g  are also in c lu d e d  in a generic; 

term s and as fo r  “ fo rest,”  th o u g h  th e  in dividu al trees , th e  su b str a te s  o f th e g e n e ric  
notion erf the Forest, are m any a n d  carious, y e t, w e  ca n n o t deny th e  correctn ess o f  th e  
generic notion. ,

S9.10 T h o u g h  th e  letters, m a k in g  up th e w ord  “ G a u h ,”  a re  m a n y , y et, in a s 

m uch as a ll th e se  letters co n jo in tly  b r in g  about th e o n ly  effect, in th e  sh ap e o f th e s ig n i 
fication o f the ob ject Cow, the w o rd  is a d m itted  to b e  one only. B iro ilarly , in th e ca se  
oi the Forest, th ou g h  it con sists o f  many trees, y e t  inasm uch as a ll  tit esc trees con*  
jo in tly  taring a b o u t th e  single effect, in the shape o f the- m a n ifestation  o f  the Forest, th e  
collection o f th e se  trees is accepted, as. one c o m p o site  w h ole. T h o s e  trees th at ays  

are aye found to  e x ist singly  .b y  th e m se lv e s  can n ot h a v e  a n y  s in g le  jo in t  action  j in  
fa ct, th ey are th e  causes o f so m a n y  diverse id eas ( o f  variou s tre e s) ; an d  con sequ en tly  
th ese can n ot be. held  to  be included in the d en o ta tio n  of th e s in g le  w o rd  “ F o r e s t .”

A..ud as a m a tte r  o f  tact, w hen tr e e s  aro at g re a t d ista n ces from  o n e  anoth er, th e y  a re  
never c a lle d "  F o r e st .”  . . ,

W  <SL



‘. i ' i  <SL
r ; > ; v v-r,^̂ :-!:l!;s : v v̂O;̂ '̂ :iVV. .̂./X?■ C:'■ ;x-;.;

Vmavadu-. *;{̂ ''i

the- form made up of those letters taken conjointly) one word (denoting 
the cow). km\ as for those trees that are always -known to exist singly by  
themselves (apart from other trees), the word “ Forest is not meauti to 
apply to these,

70- 71. (IV .)  Or, in the case of such terms as “ Series," “ Group,"
“ Ihumt,’’ Ac.,—-even in the absence of the singleness of the objects {denot
ed by these),— we may explain the notion of singleness as being indirectly 
indicated, through the peculiarities of place, time and action, d-c.

71- 73. W e  have the idea of “ Forest" with reference to a collection 
of trees,-— but wo'voonld not hold the idea c»t the clam ‘ ■ Oow- to belong 
to & collection of cows, Because the idea of the class “ Oow -in similar 
to that of the “ tree” (inasmuch as- just as to each of the individual 
trees belongs the character of “ tree,” so to each individual cow belongs 
tho idea of the elms “ Cow ” ). Nor can we assume (the idea of the Class 
“ Cow” to belong to) a collection (of individual cows) ; because that idea 
of the class “ O ow ” does not resemble that of the " forest’ in the point of 
the non-cognition of this in tier apart (from the trees constituting it).

73 -74. ' Nor can a oongtoracratiou of the dewlap, <feo., be the subs-  ̂
trateof the idea of the Glass { “ Cow ” ); because the operation of these 
(dewlap, &c.)., ceases with the bringing about of the cognition of the 
individual (cow ); whereas the idea of the class “ Oow” rests in the com

monality of (he., the -entity common to) these (individuals). Then, 
even if you deny a corporate whole (apart -from tee constituent particles,—  
as held by the Banddha), 'the -'Class still remains (untouched).

75-76. By means of the arguments explained before (in support of 
the existence of Class apart from the Individuals), we could also prove

10.11 Inasmuch as the trees conjointly exist iu one place, or at tha same time, 
or have tho same joint action,— those special features indirectly point to the notion of 
singularity with regard to tho “ Forest," oven though the objects denoted by the 
word—viz,, the trees—are many and diverse.

lUIS " Does not resemble, $'c”—The forest is uofc perceptible, apart from the trees, 
whereas we are cognisant of the Class “ Cow,”  even apart from any individual bow 
that may come into our view.

1M* The conglomeration of the Dewlap, &c , is only capable of bringing about a 
cognition of the -individual cow; whereas the idea of the Class ‘ Cow’ extends over all 
individual ctmsy which are, on this very account, considered as belonging to one and 
the same class. “ Therefore even, be.”—The Bauddha holds that tho Whole is nothing 
apart from the constituent particles) i.a . the Jar ia nothing more than a conglomeration 
of atoms. But wo have shown above that the Class is something quite different from 
a conglomeration of parts. Therefore the denial of the whole does not affect the exist
ence of t'he Class,

16.16 We admit of the Glass, simply on account of the fact of the cognition of a 
certain single etnnmsnality extending, over many Individuals. In. the sumo manner,
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the existence of the whole also. But between this (W hole) and its 
constituent parts, there could be no absolute difference; inasmuch as, like 
the Class from the Individuals, this Whole also as never cognised as 
wholly apart (from its constituent parts).

7(5-77. Both difference and non-difference (of the Whole from the 
Parts) have been affirmed and denied by some people. But between the 
two sets of arguments it has never been ascertained which is the stronger 
and which the weaker; therefore it is best to take the middle course (be., 
admit of both difference and non-difference, partially).

78, Thus then, both difference and non-difference being affirmed as 
well as denied (with equally strong arguments), it must be admitted that 
(both these characters apply to the Whole, which thus becomes of a vario 
gated character), like a multi-coloured object; and as each it is incorrect 
to assert that it has only one character, (f.i. colour, in the case of the 
object).

79- 80. This fact of the non-absolute 'character of an object, does not 
render our cognition of it doutbtful (or invalid). Because it is oily  whore 
the cognition itself is doubtful, that wo can have its invalidity. In the 
present case however, our cognition is perfectly certain, viz., that the 
object is of non-absolute {or doubtful) character (arid, as such, the validity of 
this cognition cannot be doubted).

80- 81. The fact of the non-cognition of the Whole, when the parts 
1 ...* > been mentally abstracted, is also possible for the Auluhya (who holds 
the difference— theory), on account of the destruction (of the Whole) also 
being in the mind (of the person who abstracts the parts).

inasmuch as wo have notions of s i n g l e n e s s —̂ with regard to a ja r , f.i., even though it in 
made up of many constituent atoms,— we must admit of the existence of one corporate 
whole, as something different (though not absolutely) from the constituent parts

18.11 “ But between, $ ‘c .”— The arguments on both Hides are equally weak and 
equally strong.

19.80 The doubtful character of the object does not in any way Invalidate onr 
cognition of it. I t  is only where the cognition itself is doubtful—as in the case of the 
doubt as to whether a certain object before as is a man or a post—that, there being 
no f in e d  cognition there can he no validity to it. In the case in question however, we 
have a definite cognition, not doubtful in the least, of the duplicate character of the 
object; and hence the cognition cannot be said to be doubtful or invalid.

80.81 The upholders of the t; non-difference” theory urge as follows ; “  When we men
tally abstract the constituent atoms, one by one, from any object, we find that eventually 
nothing is left behind ; and hence we cannot think of any whole apart from the parts.”
The sense of the K a r i k a  ia that this argument is not by any means exclusive; because 
even one who holds the whole to be distinct from the parts, admits the whole to he only 
an entity, due to an agglomeration of parts; and consequently, when the parts have been 
mentally abstracted, the agglomeration of these also ceases (mentally); and thus 
there being a mental destruction of the object itself, it could not he cognised (after
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81- 82. The relation that the whole bears to the parts is recognised 
to be such as simultaneously extends over (all the parts); and hence the 
questions— whether the whole is related to each part in its entirety, &o.,
&c.— with regard to this, are to be rejected, just as they have been with 
regard to the Glass.

82- 83. I f  the idea of the Class “ Cow ” were due to (that of) the 
conglomeration of the various parts, dewlap and tiro 1’esfc,— then we could 
not have the notion of the Class “ Cow"  (which we may have cognised 
with regard to one cow) with regard to an individual cow (other’ than the 
one with reference to which the bovine character has been cognised) ; 
because the dewlap, &c., belonging to one individual cow are entirely 
different from those belonging to the other (and as such the idea of one 
could not apply to the other).

83- 84. Nor is any commonality of the parts acceptable to the ad
versary (the Bauddha, who denies all positive commonality). Therefore 
it must be admitted that the idea of the class “ Cow” is brought about 
by something other than the dewlap, &c.

84- 85, The idea of “ forest,5 that we have— with reference to a 
forest other (than the one that has been once perceived to be a collection 
of trees and so forth),— is said to have for its object the class “  tree ” with 
many substrates (in the shape of the many trees making ftp the forest).

85- 86. Just as, even though the Glass by itself is one, yet it has 
multiplicity, in view o f  the individuals (included therein),— bo  toe, though 
the individuals are many, yet - hey may be considered as one, in view of 
the Class (to which they belong).

th e  p arts have b e e n  tak en  a w a y ). In  t,he absence o f th e  parts th em selv es, w e  cannot  
b e  cognisant o f  a n y  con glom eration  o f th em .

8M® “ Rejected"'—because there is n o occasion for snch questions. (Sea abovei 
“  na hi bheduvinirmulcts Mrlsnyabhdga-vikalpanam),

8&.3S A n y  id e a — o f the bovine character, f . i .— b ro u g h t about b y  th e Dewlap 
seen  in one cow , can n ot be the sam e as th a t which is b ro u g h t about by th e  sam e th in g  
seen  in anoth er c o w . A.nd thus w e  w ou ld  have to  p o stu la te  as m an y bov- tree characters 
a s  th ere  are in d ivid u al cow s.

8E.8* Th is str ik e s  at the theory t h a t  th e  notion o f  th e  Glass “  C ow  ”  cou ld  pertain  
to  a ll the cow s, o n ly  if  we had a  class in the shape o f  th e  parts of the caio ,~~i,e.,, th e  
class “  dew lap ”  w o u ld  include th e  d ew la p s of a ll co w s, and so o n . B u t  inasm uch  
as th e  Bauddha d en ie s  a ll positive Class, even this r e f  a g o  is  barred a g a in st h im .

8M S  Tho idea  o f th e Forest h as b een  analysed a b ov e  into th at o f th e Class “  Tree ”  
with many substrates;  and the sense o f  th o  Kdrikd is  t h a t  th is idea m a y  b e  accepted  
a s th e  commonality inhering in a ll fo re sts .

8S.88 The Class b y  itse lf is one; b u t  in th e shape o f  In d iv id u als, it  ia m a n y . So  too, 
co n ve rse ly , th e In d iv id u a ls  by th em selv es are m a n y ; th ou g h  one o n ly , in the shape  
o f  th e  Class.
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86-89. In the mnHor of denoting either one or many (objects), 
words have their power (of denotation) irrevocably fixed by convention. 
Some (words), like “ Ambara ” (sky), and the like, denote the individual 
with its own number (i.e,, singular). In the assertion “ one corn is ripe ”  
(said with reference to the sheaves of com in a field), the word 
( “  Vrlhih ’”) denotes the class ( u Vrihi ” ) with its own. number (singular).
In the ease of the “ sannahanana (preparation) of the wife ” (“ in accord
ing to the Injunction Patnim sanntihyat ” ) the -word ( “  Pafavtm” ) denotes 
the individual (wife) as qualified by the number (singularity of the Class),
(In the Injunction “ Vasantaya kapnijalSn alabhet ” ) the word “ Kap-m- 

jalan ” signifies the class “  Kapinjala ” ,
91- 92. The word “ DiMlh,”  whether used with regard to an individual 

(wife) or to the Glass, is always used in accordance with the number of the 
constituent parts (i.e., always in the Plural'.

92- 93. The word “ Vana 7 (used always in the Singular) on the 
other hand, signifies many individual (trees) as qualified by the number 
(singularity) of the Glass; or it may be taken to signify the (single) Glass 
“ Tree” as located in many individuals.

93- 94. Similarly in the case of ail such words as “ Series ” ( “ Crowd” )
Ac., we always have some (singular) qualification or other, in the shape 
of conjunction, &o. (which serve to justify the Singular number). There
fore the notion of singularity (in those) is not groundless.

94- 95, If the idea (of single commonality), that is common between 
the Forest 'and the directly perceptible Glass, be said to be non-existing’
(i.e., false, with regard to the Class, simply because it is found to be false in 
the case of Forest),— then (even such known objects as) the trees, <fcc.} 
being equal to the Class (on the ground of sense-perceptibility), (would

8S.86 The Sky is one} the Corns are many ; hence the Singular is based upon the 
Class, The word ‘ pain?. ’ refers to the wives of all persons performing the Dargu-Puma- 
nutsU sacrifice; hence the Singular number, in the word "puiwm”  as appearing in the 
Sentence must be accepted as referring to the singleness of the Class “ Patm.” The 
class “ Kafinjala ”  is only one *, therefore the Plural number must be explained as 
pertaining to the plurality of the Individuals.

91.9S This lays down the conventional rules.
96.M The singularity of the word “ Series”  is based upon the fact of many indivi

duals being joined to one another in a certain fixed order; and thus this is based upon 
Conjunction,

9*.6S The idea of commonality belongs to the Forest, and also to the Class. And 
being found to be false in the case of the Forest, if it be said to be false in the case of 
the Class also, then the well-recognised perceptibility of the Class must also be 
rejected as false. Following the same course o f reasoning, sense-perceptibility being 
common to the trees, to the jars, in the same way as to the Class,—inasmuch as It haq 
been found to bo false in the case of this last, it cannot but be rejected as false, with 
regard to the others also, And this would mean that no sensuous perception is true! !
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have to be rejected as fa lse); and we would finally come to Nihilutu
theory of Cmyatada). , ,

95- 96.’ In fact the idea of Forest ” apart from the trees (contained
therein) is only an object of whafc is a mere semblance of Sense-peiception 

mistaken Sense-perception); and as such, it cannot vie w.it (*»*»» 
cannot, be held to be similar to) the (idea of) “ Class, which is an o >jec
of direct (and correct) Sense-perception.

96- 97. If you urge that " i f  there be equality between the Class and 
the Forest, then the Forest also becomes an entity (apart from the trees),” —  
then by this assertion, you would be renouncing the (refutation of the) 
Class-theory, and pointing out objections against an altogether different 
theory (with regard to the nature of the conception of Forest, &c.)

98. Thus have we explained things in accoi'danoe with the nature of 
Words and their. Meanings as accepted by all people. In fact, in philoso
phical treatises, we cannot use words in an arbitrary sense assumed by 
ourselves. A s a matter of fact (as shown above), in accordance with 
ordinary usage, there is a difference between the ( ideas of) Glass and those 
of “  Series,”  “  Forest,” &c. If however, such difference be not found to be 
reasonable (in accordance with general popular usage) even then that 
would mean no 1 ejection (of our theory).

Thus ends the Vanavada.

(Section 16).

SA M B A N D IllK SH E PA -PA  U lH lB A ,

1. The Word and its denotation may be as you have described them 
to he. But you ought to explain the Relation (between tnem ), for the 
sake of which you have taken all this trouble upon yourself.

2.8, ** This relation having already been explained (before), why
should the question be again asked ? And the reply too ( that the Bhashya

96.W Therefore the instance of the “ Forest "  cannot In any way affect the validity 
of the idea of Class,

M.VI If the ease of the “ Clasa*’ is exactly similar to that of Purest., -—then, just 
as the Class has an existence apart from the Individuals, so also would the Forest
come to have an existence apart from, the trees.

98 ««2fo rejection”—because, even in that case, we have already proved that the 
idea of “ Forest” is not false j and so even if the case of the Forest were similar to
that of the Class, none of the two could be false.

l This refers to the BMshya! “  atha hah Sambanrthah, &c., Ac.1 The sense o f the 
KdriU is that even if it be granted that the word :s made np of letters, and that its 
denotation consists in the class,— we have yet to explain what relationship the denote., 
tion hears to tho word.

8-1 “ Reply’-'— the Bhashya says that the relationship ltetween the word and its 
meaning lies in the fact that the meaning is cognised on the cognition of tho word.

I
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gives to the question) cannot be the correct reply, because it does not 
mention the form of the relation. If, on being asked ‘ what is the medicine 
for fever ?’— if one were to reply * that by which it is destroyed,’—*what 
information will have been afforded by this reply ? ”

4. In view of this objection, some people declare, that the author 
of the BhSshya, nob being satisfied with the explanation (of the relation 
described) above (in a previous chapter), has again raised the question (of 
the relation, between Word and its Meaning), with a view to laying down 
(and explaining) another relation.

5. Since the relation of “ the name and the named”  (which is the 
relation that has been explained above as subsisting between the W ord and 
its Denotation) follows after the comprehension (of the W ord), and the 
comprehension must have been preceded by some other relation (because 
without some relation no comprehension is possible) j therefore that 
relation of the “ name and the named” cannot be a (causal) factor in the 
comprehension (of the word).

6. Even before one has come to know the fact of (such and such a 
word) being the name (of a certain thing), he comprehends its meaning 
through the cognition of some other relation; and it is later on that 
he comes to think of the word being the name; (therefore the relation of 
the “ name and the named” cannot be the moans of comprehension).

7. Others hold the relation (between Word and Meaning) to be one 
of invariable concomitance; inasmuch it is only this (relation) without (a 
cognition of) which, the comprehension of the word could not bring about 
fcho comprehension of the denotation.

8 . This, however, is not right; because in the Bhashya there is no 
mention of such a relation (as that of invariable concomitance). I f  the 
reply given in the Bhashya alone be taken to imply this relation (even 
though it does not mention it), then why should the sentence in the 
Bhashya not be taken to imply the contrary (that even without the 
relation of iu valuable concomitance, comprehension is possible) ?

The sense of the objection is that this alone cannot be sufficient; as this does not 
make quite clear the specific relationship borne; specially because the reply is a mere 
begging of the question. As the meaning of the Question is—“ what is the relation 
by which the meaning is cognised on the cognition of the word ?” —and the Reply that 
is given is only a paraphrase of this, just as in the counter “Instance, "  that whereby 
fever is destroyed”  is only a paraphrase of the term “ fever-medicine.”

* This supplies one answer to the first question in SC. 2,
1 The latter half of the Karika sets the relationship into the Reply given' in the 

Bhashya.
8 “  Why should, fy'c” —When the sentence denotes neither the necessity of the 

relation nor its contrary,—then it ia as reasonable to infer one thing as the other 
There is no restrictive rule.
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9. Aivi thorn again, the (application) of the relation of invariable 
concomitance (to the case of the comprehension of words) has,already been 
set aside. And as for the Name, the fact of its (application to the case of 
the Word and its Meaning) comes to be recognised, through tho usage of 
ordinary people; and even when, the Word is not definitely recognised to 
be the f name,’ we are still cognisan t of its denotativeness (of the meaning),

10. Therefore it must be admitted that the (treatment o f) “  Rela
tion ” having been interrupted by a. consideration of the nature of the 
denotation of words ( in the chapters on Sphota, &o.'), it is again brought 
forward simply ■with a view to the consideration of the question of its 
eternality or non eternalifcy.

1 1 . The expression— “ on the comprehension of the Word, the 
meaning is comprehended’ ’— also points to the power or denotativeness (of 
the W ord),— which (power) consists in the fact of the Word being either 
the agent or the instrument (or means) of the denotation (or significa
tion, of the Meaning).

1 2 . Obj: “  The relation of denotability does not belong to the Denoter 
(Word) and the Denoted, (Meaning) by themselves. And as for compre
hension, this is based upon certain conventional rules laid down by men 
(in Dictionaries) just as (wo comprehend certain meanings from) cer
tain gestures of the eye. "

13. Reply : Is this “ conventional rule ” made in accordance with the 
requirements of each individual mortal being, or of each utterance (of the

•* As a matter of fact, there is no such invariable concomitance ns is mentioned 
above (under "  Sphota Even before the word is cognised as the name, it is known 
to be the denotation of a pertain meaning 5 and this is due to tho fact of oar finding 
experienced old persons using it in a certain definite sense j and it is only when an old 
person says that such nnd a rich a word is the name of such and such a thing, that we 
become cognisant of the fact of the word being a Name. The Nyayciratnakara adds 

Though the word is not definitely pointed out as being a name (at least not in go 
many words),—yet the Denotability, that we are cognisant of, and which is quite 
different from the sense-organs and tho other means of right notion, is nothing more 
or lose than what is meant- by “ Name ”  (‘ Name ’ *  that winch denotes). For this 
reason, it is certain that it is the relationship of the 4 Name and Named ’ that is the 
chief factor in the comprehension of meaning. Consequently, the fresh raising of the 
question cannot be attributed to any aversion to this theory (explained above), and to a 
desire for pointing out some other relationship in the shape of invariable con* 
oomitance, <Stc. &c.“

U 41 Power,”  ‘ Denotability,’ f Name,’ &c., are all synonymous—all signifying the 
fact of the word being either the agent or the means of signifying the meaning.

23 With a view to the refutation of the objections, urged in the chapter on 
“  SanibandhakshSpa,” against the Relationship, the Antbor first of all recapitulates the 
objections. The sense of the objection is that tho Relationship not being natural, it 
cannot be hold to be eternal.
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■word) ? Or is it made once for all, at the beginning of creation, by some one 
person (Brahma f.i.) ?

14. And, does the relation differ with each (different person and 
utterance), or is it one only If it be one only, thou (being common to all 
individuals, of the past, the present and the future) it cannot be said to be 
caused (andhence non-eternal) j audit' it differ (with different individuals), 
then people would surely be cognisant of some such differences.

15. I f  the rule be different (with each different individual), then it. 
won Id be necessary to assume a power (or denotative ness) with each of these 
different relations (fixed by convention). .Arid then too, a person, who has 
recognised the denotability in accordance with (the rule laid down by) 
one person, could never understand the word when used by another 
person.

^  he urged that each wmrd will be comprehended in accord
ance with the rule laid down (with regard to it) by some one person,—  
then, how could a word, with regard to which different conventional rules 
(of denotability) are laid down by different people, be at all comprehended 
(to have a definite meaning) ?

17 If it be held that there is an option among the many significations 
of a single word, this cannot b e ; inasmuch as the one (conventional 
denotability) necessarily rejects the other (and there can be no ground for 
option). Nor, in ordinary usage, are we cognisant of the (simultaneous) 
co-existence of these (different conventional denotabilities).

18. For, we find that all usage is based upon only one (out of the 
many diverse conventional denotabilities). Whereas, if the relation were 
to be governed by different rules laid down by different persons, no one 
(relation) could bo the means of the comprehension (of the word),

31). Even where there is no difference in the (form of the) W ord or 
in that of the .Meaning (£<?., in a case where the same word is applied to

16 Because the Rule, and hence the denofcability, differs with each, person.
16 With regard to a word of which the convention is laid down by a single person, 

there will not bo much difficulty in comprehending its meaning. But with regard to a 
word where there is a difference of such conventional denotabilifcy (as in the case 
of the word "pilu* which is made by us to denote a tree, whereas tHe Mleechm make 
it denote an elephant),— how could there bo any comprehension ?

18 Ct is ot,iy wberi therc ia »  Single relationship between the Word and its Mean- 
ing,—that we can say that, such and such a person is trustworthy and the other is not.
If, however, the meanings o f  words wore to be regulated by different persons, in 
accordance with stray rules laid down by themselves, then, all persons would be equally 
trustworthy,—a palpable absurdity .

<9 We always comprehend the Word as bearing one and the same relation to its 
meaning. Hence there can be no option with regard to this relation: it must be 
accepted to be one only.
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the same meaning),— if there be a multiplicity of persona (Le.t if tbo 
relation subsisting between that word and its meaning be said to be 
different, in accordance with the rules laid down, by-different people) ;—  
then no option would be possible j inasmuch as the person comprehending 
the word) is not found to doubt whether this or that is the relation 
(between the Word and its Meaning).

20. And again, on the word “ cow”  being pronounced once,— the 
persons present, willing to comprehend it, being many,— if the relation 
were optional, then some people would comprehend the word and others 
would not.

21- 22, I f  it be urged tbat “ we could have a simultaneous co-existence 
(of different relations) with regard to the difference among the persons 
(holding the different relations)’ )— this cannot be; as such (co-existence) 
is impossible, on account of the speaker being one only (who must have 
used the word with regard to only one relation in his mind). And if there 
were a difference between the ideas of the speaker and the hearer (with 
regard to the relation borne by the Word to its Meaning), then all ordinary 
parlance would become faulty; inasmuch as the relation in the mind of 
of the hearer would be quite different from that in the mind of the speaker 
(and which latter ho desires to be conveyed by the word he uses),

22- 23. In order to poiut out a relation (for the sake of) the hearer 
what relation could the speaker have recourse to ? If  it be the one which 
he has already known, then the speaker cannot bo said to point it out to 
him (because he already knows it);  and if lie points out an altogether new 
relation, then this latter not having ever been known by the hearer to 
lead to the comprehension of any meaning, (he could never comprehend 
the word used).

24. I f  it be urged that “ in any case (whether the relation be one *

*0 It would be comprehended only by that person who had accepted the relation in 
which the word had been used.

S1.S3 “ Co-exiatenee“ —One and the same word may be accepted to bear the differ
ent relations, at one and the same time, in accordance with the opinions of different 
persons. “  Speaker being one only9’ -Since he can have only one relation in his mind 
therefore only those among his listeners will comprehend him who wonld have that 
relation tallying with that which they themselves hold. Other people wonld not com
prehend him, at least in the particular sense that he wished to be conveyed.

“ Parlance, <&e.”—Because the hearer not comprehending the meaning desired to 
be conveyed by the speaker, there would be an inextricable confusion, and all intelli
gent conversation would cease altogether.

SS.SS This is the reason why Convention cannot be held to be different with 
different persons.

St It may be all very well with the hearer; but the speaker himself cannot use a 
word in a certain sense, unless be knows for certain that the word wonld convey that
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known bofore, or n o t) the end of the hearer (*u*., the comprehension of 
the word) would he accomplished all the same ” j—(then, we reply), that 
the other person ( i  e., the speaker) could not use the word with regard to a 
relation which he himself does not know to be the well-established (means 
of getting at the comprehension of the word). If it he urged that the 
objection urged in k. 22-23 applies , also to the cane of the Jar, &e (we 
reply) it is not so: because in the case of these it is the class (“ jar”) 
which is held to constitute the meaning (of the word).

25-26. Though (even in the case of the jar) it is not reasonable to 
point out (to the hearer) an individual which he already knows to bo 
denoted (by the word), and the denotability that may be newly pointed 
out is not known (by the speaker himself) to have the power of bringing 
about the effect (comprehension),—yet the denotability (of the individual 
jar),—in the matter of fetching it f.i.,—is based upon the (fact of the) clans 
(“ jar” being the object denoted by the word, which fact is known both 
to the speaker and to the hearer). And this ( “  Glass ’ *) has no beginning 
in time ; whereas your relation has a beginning (depending as it does upon 
conventions made by persons),

27. If you admit of an eternal commonality (Class) (covering all the 
Relations), then out: position is established (since you also revert to that).
But still (even though you have modified your theory with mine, yet, it 
cannot be the correct theory, because) it is not possible (for the denotation 
of a Word) to have it double form.

28. Because the Relation is only a particular kind of potency (or 
Denotability) ; and of this (Potency) there can be no different individuals. 
And further, the Potency being only inferable from its effect (which iB 
one only), it cannot be many.

meaning. “  It i. the Glass, And hence, even to a person who is already cogni
sant o f this denotation, we could point out that “  this,”  a certain individual before ns, 
belongs to the Claes “  Jarj”  and this will be conveying a new information to b in , ; and 
yet in due accordance w ith i word whose denotability the speaker is cognisant of. 
Consequently tho objection urged iu K, 22-23 cannot apply to the case of the 
individual jar.

“  And this has no beginning, — Inasmuch as the Class has no beginning
our theory is unaffeotei by the question—"  Before the Class existed where did the 
denotability exist ? ”  This can only affeot the other party who hold tho relation to be 
a caused one. and hence not everlasting.

Si “  Double form ” — that of the Class and the Individual— is not possible: and hence 
your theory cannot be correct j inasmuch as you attribute this double character to  the 
denotation o f a Word.

The Potency being one and one only, it cannot be divided into individuals; 
specially as the existence o f  the Potency can be inferred only from  its effects; conse
quently it could be many only if its effects were many. As n matter of fact, however,
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29. In fact ih(; existoner ,f the Potency is : assumed xraly because, 
without- it, certain facts are inexplicable; and these facts being explained; 
through one en tity  (C lam ) alone, it is not .rigfkfc to assume m an y  in-, 
dividual;)

80-31. At the time of the mention of the Relation (as fixed fay the 
speaker himself), on the word “ cow” (f.i.) bring uttered, some people, 
would understand the word by means of their comprehension ot the ( new) 
relation ; whereas others would not do go (being non-cognisant of the, new 
relation fixed upon). Thus then, we aee that if the relation did not exist 
(from time immemorial, and wore only coined by different Speakers) then, all 
persons could not understand the word. If it be argued that* “ if the relation 
were ever existent, them all people would comprehend it (which also is not 
possible),”—we soy it is not so; because the relation, though eternal, is 
not cognised by certain people at a particular time (and so the difference 
with regard to .each person governs, not the relation itself, but rho cog
nition thereof by different people),

32, The w<nd, being the means of: the comprehension of its meaning, 
stands in need -of its own cognition-(by the hearer). Hence even though 
ever-extant, the relation could not express (its meaning), so long as it 
itself wore not duly recognised.

33- 31- With regard to an object that exists, we often find that (in 
some cases, and by certain people) it is not perceived ; whereas that which 
is absolutely non- existent, is never, by any person, known to be extant; 
because the two properties of existence and non-existence, being mutually 
contradictory, can never belong (simultaneously) to the same object.

34- 35. Obj.; “ In the same manner, there is a contradiction between the: 
known and tho.unknow n." R eply l The Cognition resides in thejperam; and 
since there are many .persons, this ( cognition  of the relation simultaneously 
with its non-cognition) oannot be incompatible. Because the cognition does 
not contradict tiro nen-eognition residing in another person,

we find the effect, in the shape o f the denotation, to be o:ie .'inly, in the for;;; o f the 
Glass; therefore the Potency cannot be many.

3* “  Pact* of the denotation of a word j and this is quite reasonably explained, us 
referring to the one entity, Glass j and as such it is not fight to  apply the denotation 
to the individuals, which are many.

62 The meaning of a word can never be comprehended until we cognise the 
relation subsisting between them.

3®*M I* ia a fact of common experience that an object, though existing, may not 
be perceived ; and it is quite possible that the relation, though existing, .may not b e  per- 
oeived, If, however; it were wholly non-existent, it could never be perceived to exist,

8*'S* Th® sense of the objection is that the properties of existence and non-existence 
can never belong to the Relation; end similarly the character* o f being Known .and not 
knoii'ti could not belong to it at one and the same time, Tho sense of the reply is that

45

® )  . <SL
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36. On the other hand, between e&istence and m n-eam tenee there, is
a distinct contradiction, on account of both residing in (a single sob 
skate) the Relation itself. And since a multiplicity ( i .e ., number greater 
than one) of this (Relation) has been denied (in K erik S s  28, 29), therefore 
we cannot base the compatibility (of existence with a simultaneous non* 
existence) on that ground (of multiplicity) (as we have done in the case 
of p e rso n s )„ - , , , ^

37. The whits colour, placed before the blind and the not-blind, is not 
perceived by the blind, while it is perceived by the other. But this ’fact 
(of its cognition by one person and non-cognition by another) does not 
prove that it is both non-existent and existent.

38. There is no contradiction in the former case, because there is 
» diversity, among the persons, based upon, the fact of one (person with 
eyes) being capable (of perceiving colour) and the other (the blind person) 
being incapable (of perceiving it). And of perception (of thoicolour) too, 
there is no other reason', save the fact of its existence.

39. Thus then, the cognition of usage being equal (on account of its 
efficiency to prove the existence of the Relation between Word'and its 
Meaning) to the organs of sense-perception (which also infallibly proves 
the existence of the object perceived),—only those, that are endowed with
the Cognition of the relation belongs to several persons; and hence it Is quite possible 
that at one and the same time, it may be known to one person and unknow n to 
another. Existence, on the other hand, belongs to the Relation itself j and as this is one 
only, it cannot have both Existence and Nda-existence at one and the same time.

SI The substrates of Perception and Non-perception are d istinct; whereas that of 
Existence and Non-existence is one on ly : v -•» Colour. Consequently, though it is quite 
possible for one person to perceive it, while the other does not do so,— yet it cannot be 
said that the colour is both extant and non-existing,

W '• And o f  perception, <Src.” —!This anticipates the following argument: “  Granted 
that there can bo both Existence and Non-existence o f the Relation j even then, we could 
hold that, inasmuch as some people do not perceive it, it does not exist at all." The 
sense of the reply ns embodied in the second half of the K ir ih a  is, that the mere fact 
of a certain thing not being perceived by some people can never establish its Non
existence 5 because the non-perception might be due to some defect in the perceptive 
faculty o f the man; and while the thing is not perceived by one person, it may bo 
perceived by other persons. As a matter of fact, it is the fact o f  a certain thing bring 
perceived tlmfc can conclusively establish its existence; for the simple reason that if 
the thing did not exist it could never have boon perceived by any person. Conse
quently oven if the thing happens to be perceived by a single person, this fact o f its 
perception at once goes to establish, beyond doubt, the fact that the thing exists.

BS The means of visual perception is the E ye; hence one who ia without the Eye 
can never see an object. In the same manner, the cognition of the usage o f the word 
is the means of comprehending its moaning; and hence one who has nob that cogni
tion,— i.e . who does not know the sense ia which the word is used by ordinary people—- 
can never comprehend the meaning of that word, ■

• G° [ ^ X  \  > W i ' f f i f
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the former ((.e., those that are cognisant of the usage of the word),’will 
be able to comprehend its meaning ; while others (being devoid of the 
cognition, and thereby) resembling the blind (in the matter of visual per
ception), cannot (comprehend it).

40. And though this (usage) is one only, yet. it will, by “ t a n t r a f —  
i.m.f tacit supposition—help (all future comprehension),—-like the l’ laying 
of the fire” (at A gnihofra), The remembrances oi it wilt, of course, 
ditfor,—like the fetching of the “ A gnihoira  ” Fire.

41. To a,11 persons ignorant (of the Relation of a Word with a certain 
meaning), the Relation comes in a well-established form, through previous 
traditions (».e., from people who have known it before them, and so on ad  
infinitum ) ;  and therefore there can bo no beginning of the (application of 
the) Relation (to the Word)-; and (as such it must bo held to be eternal).-

42. The theory, of the accomplishment (of the Relation) based upon 
(conventional rules made with) each utterance (of the word), has been 
rejected in the Bhaehya. And as for the fixing (of the relation) at the 
beginning of Creation,— (this Cannot be'; since) we 'do sot admit of any 
such time (tho world being eternal and as such having no beginning 
in time).

43-44. O b ].: “ Bat, if there be such a Person as would create tho 
world, and then set going the processes of D karm a and A d h m m a , and the 
uses and relations of words, for the sake of the world,—then, such a fact would 
not in any way vitiate the Veda.” R e p l y :  Yet this theory is ae difficult 
to prove, as an omniscient person; hence we have not admitted It (in the 
M im ilnstt system).

*() One who performs the daily Agnihotm  has not got to prepare tho fire for tho 
performance o ; any other sacrifice; oa the once consecrated fire is used by him in 
all actions, In the same manner, when wo have once cognised the usage o f a word, 
this one cognition helps us to comprehend it in every case. And as in tho case 
of fire, the A jnihotra  fire has to be fetched from one place to another,—and this fetch
ing differs in each ease,™so in the case of the usage of words also, in every future 
case, we will have to remember the usage, and this recalling to mind will always differ 
with different persons,

tt Up to K. 41, we have refuted the theory that the relation is governed by c o n v e n 

tional rales laid down with each different individual speaker and hearer, W o now 
proceed to consider the other* two alternatives. The theory referred to in the first 
half is refuted in the BKSihya, in tho section on Words, where it has been declared 
that 15 a single utterance cannot accomplish the relationship o f the word with its denot
ation, nor can it bring about its usage, Ac., A c.’ ’  We need nob repeat that refutation 
on the present occasion. Then there remains the theory that the meaning of each word 
is fixed by the Creator at the very beginning o f creatiou, and this theory is refuted in 
the next K M H  by a total denial of any such creator or beginning o f creation, &c.

rt.4* Tho opponent means that auok a theory is not contradictory to  the Veda,
For a refutation of the "  omniscient”  person, see above, Sutra 2 .
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•45. At & time wjbeo all this, (earth, waiet’, &o.), did not exist, what 
octal d have been the. condition of the tmivorso P Aa for Prajapati himself, 
what'could be his position ? and What hia form P

46, And at that time (when no men existed) who would "know Him 
and explain His character to the later created persons. ? (If it be held that 
Ho cannot bo perceived by any man, then) without perception (or cogni
tion of some sort, by some person), how can we determine this (fact of 
His existence) ?

47. Then again, in what manner do you believe the world to have 
had.a beginning in time.?. (If it be held that it ia brought about by 
a desire bn the part of Prajapati, then) since Prajapati is (held to bo) 
without, a material body* Ac., how could fife have any desire towards
creation ?

48- 49. And if He has a body, assuredly this body could not have 
been created by Himself; thus (hen wo would have to postulate another 
creator (for his body) (and so on, ad infinitum .). If Prajapafi’s body be held 
to be eternal, then.(we ask)—so long as earth (water, Ac.), have not been 
produced, of what material would that body be composed?

49- 50. Then again, in the first place, how is it that He should have 
a desire to create a world which is to be fraught with all sorts of troubles 
to living beings? ? Per at that time (of the beginning of creation) he has 
not got any guiding agencies, in the shape of the. virtue (or sin), Ac,, of the 
living beings themselves. Nor can any creator create any thing, in tho 
absence of means and instruments.

51, Even tho production of the spider’s net ia not hold to ho without. 
some sort of a (material) basis; as (the net is spun out of) the saliva, which

All place exists in one o f the substancen. Hence if these did not exist, where 
could FrajXpnti stand ? And of what materials oonlit his body he composed ?

*1 If Fr'jdpati has a body, it toast be hold to be eternalj and when one body 
would be eternal, how could vro dony the etornality of other bodies—our own, for 
instance ? The only ground of the belief in the transient character of our own body 
consist:) iii tho foot of its being corporeal or'm aterial; and when one material body ia 
transient, them is no reason why Prajupati’a body should be held to be eternal. For 
i f  hia body is eternal, oars also must be eternal.

49.50 People hold that all the trouble in the world is due to the vicious deeds of 
living beings in the previous birth. This may bo quite true ; but at the very beginning 
of creation, there being no previous birth, no such guiding principle would bo available; 
and tho blame o f creating a troublous world would rest with tho creating God.

61 Even granting the agency of Virtue and Vice, that alone could never suffice for 
tho creation of worlds. Because it is always out of some such material as clay nad 
tho like, that a certain thing—f.i., the Jar— ia made ; while Prajapati has got no such, 
material at hand; and as such there being no material basis on which H© could proceed, 
all (hat you supply Him with are the' unseen agencies of Virtue and Vice $ and this 
could be of no initial help to Him.

® )  <SL
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is produced Out of the body of the animals (flies, & o.), eaten (by the 
spider),

52. (If it be held that Prajapati creates the world, otit of pity, 
then, we say) in the absence of objects of compassion (in the shape of 
living persons), no Pity (or Compassion) could be possible for Him. And if 
He were urged to-creations by pure compassion, then He would create only 
happy beings.

53. If it bo urged that “ without some pain, neither tho creation nor 
the continuation of tho world would ho possible,'1—then (we reply that) 
when everything depends upon tho mere will of the Creator Himself, what 
could bo impossible for Him ?

51. And if He wore to depend upon Laws and Agencies, then this 
fact would deprive Him of His (boasted) independence. (You say He 
desires to create the world,—will yon let me know) what is that end which 
Ho desires, and which could not be gained without creating tho world ?

55, For without some end in view, even a'fool does not act. Then if 
Ho were to act so (without any end in view), then what would bo the good 
of his intelligence P

56. If the activity of the Creator were due to a desire for more amuse
ment, thou that would go against his ever-ccmtentodness. And (instead 
of affording any amusement), the great amount of work (required for 
creation) would be a source of infinite trouble to Him.

57 And His desire to destroy the world (at P ra la y a ) too would be 
hardly .explicable. And (above all) such a Creator could never he known 
by anybody.

58, Even if Ho were known in form, the fact of His being tho Creator 
could never be known. Because, at that time (i.e ., in theinfancy of creation) 
what could the living heiugr, appearing at the beginning of creation, 
understand ?

59. They could not understand wherefrom they have been born ; nor

bi It is wo who recognise and bow down to tho law that without Pain the world 
could not exist , Your Creator, however, being all-powerful, could annul the said law,—-if 
He were really moved to creation by sheer compacskm—and create a world eter
nally happy.

5s “  What would, f r e ” —For in that case, the action being without any motive, your 
Creator would resemble tka Pradhuna of the 8dnkhyas. This Vradhdna is held'to bo 
noil-intelligent, and as such it could not have any motive for its activity. Thus then, 
inasmuch a* your Creator too would act without a motive He also would have to be 
admitted to bo sum-intelligent; and certainly this could not be a very palatable morsel 
for you.

68 Out? has recourse to an amusement with a view to please Mmaelf, Hence if the 
Creator wants amusement, He cannot be said to be eternally happy and contented.

w- Because they have appeared after Prop pat: has finished his operations.

r'?̂  f t 1 ^ *! iff^  ̂ ■
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could they know the state of the world prior to creation, or the fact of 
Prajapati being the Creator.

60. Nor could the idea that they would derive from His own asser
tion (with regard to His being the Creator), be altogether trustworthy ; 
because even though He may not have created the world, He might 
speak of having done bo, in order to show off His great power.,

61. In the same manner the Veda that would proceed from him 
would only be doubtful, and hence could not be admitted as a sure proof 
of His existence (and creative power). And m  for that { Veda) which is 
eternal, how could it make a mention (of facts and processes with refer
ence to the creation of living beings, &c.) ?

62. For, if the Veda existed before the objects (created), then there 
can he no connection between this (Veda) and the objects created. Therefore 
the passages (occurring in the Veda) (which appear to describe the process 
of creation) must be interpreted as praising up something else (*.«., some 
injunctions of sacrifices, Ac.)

63. The idea common among ordinary people (that the Veda men
tions of the creation as proceeding from PrajSpati) is a mistaken one, 
caused by certain valedictory passages (praising up certain injunctions).. 
Because whenever a passage is not duly considered and. interpreted together 
with the passages that precede and follow it, it is bound to give rise to a 
misconception.

fit. The use of the Mahabharata, <&c., too to the matter* of 
D h a r m a , &o,» is in the form of telling stories (exemplifying and praising 
up certain duties and sacrifices), just like that of the Vedie passages 
(which seem to mention certain processes, while they- only praise up 
certain sacrifices). Therefore the notion (of the creation proceeding from 
Prajapati) got from these (m „ passages occurring in the Puraijas, Ac.), 
would also bo only a mistaken one.

65. Because mere story-telling cannot have any use, therefore in all 
these (stories making up the Puranas) we must admit of something that 
could be the object of praise or dispraise (embodied in the stories ) ;—and 
this something may be that which is enjoined either in the Veda, or in 
the Puranas themselves.

66. If there were any such thing as the f i r s t  activity of the Veda
*51 ginco there is a mention of creation, it most have been composed after 

the event.
62 !t No connection. the Veda that existed before tbo creation oatne about,

could not speak of the event,
M The story of the creation mentioned iu the Puranas must also be taken only as 

praising certain g&orificef; it cannot be taken as literally true.
M The second half of the KariM refers to the theory that during Pralayt the 

Veda lies latent ia the bosom of Prajapati; and' at - the .beginning of creation it is
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(toward? injunction, &c.), (this would moan that the Veda has had a 
beginning, and) then we could never have an idea of the fact of its not 
being composed by anybody (but being eternal h i itself). The theory 
too, that during universal dissolution the Veda resides in (the person of) 
Prajapati, could, at best, only bo considered doubtful.

6 7 . If, however, you assume the eternality of the Creator and the 
processes of creation and dissolution,—then too, wo could only admit of 
» gradual process of creation, each as wo see in the case of present living 
beings (creating the Jar, &c.)

68, And as for a “ J h a la y a  ” in the form of universal destruction, 
we find no proofs for admitting it. Nor could such an action (of dentine- 
tion) on the part of Prajapati servo any useful purpose.

59-70. And for such souls as.have (the load of) actions (D h a rrn a  and
brought forth by Him i to its full activityj and this fact of being brought into activity 
does not necessarily imply Its uon-oteniality.' The meaning of the Kariltd is that the 
theory referred a i« extremely improbable, and has already been refuted under 
S«#a (2).

ti With this K&rika begins the consideration of the Vai t̂shika theory, which is 
111’8 summed up in the Nyrhja •ratndkam; “  The processes of creation ami dissolution
are eternal. A Iter a hundred years of Rrahmh have elapsed daring the existence of the 
world, there arises In the mind of God a desire to destroy the world; and in obedience 
tb this deairo, there cotut - about a universal disjunction of atoms, and in the end all 
that is left behind, is only a number of disjointed atoms of Earth, Water, Fire, Air,
AkŜ Of (i.e., Space) and Sou!; during this tune all the Dhctvmu and Adharma of indivi
dual men are kept in abeyance by Divine Will ; these Dhama and Adhuma lie latent 
in the soul of each individual. When the period of dissolution passes, the same God 
soeing the souls of men lying idle, without, obtaining the results of their deeds and 
misdeeds, takes pity on them; aud this pity gives rive to a desire on His part for 
or> ation, and directly all homogenous atoms become combined,—those combinations 
bringing into existence nil the various objects of the world ? and then the Dharrna and 
Adharma of the men are let loose; and this going forth into activity comes to affect 
the destiny of each individual soul, throwing Homo of them dowu into animal life, 
while raising others to Uvea in nobler families. And then the same Gcd creates the 
Voda, with a view to explain Dhinna aud Adharma to the world. Thus it is that the 
Veda cornea to differ with each cycle of creation. But inasmuch act this process itself 
is eternal, the Veda, the Creation and the Dissolution, should all be considered eternal, 
and so also the Creator.” The sense of the second half of the Kirikd is that any such 
simultaneous creation as the Faifeshika speakes of, we never come across in ordinaj y 
life, whore every process is distinctly gradual. Hence we cannot admit of any such 
simultaneous creation.

#8 And no intelligent creator could have recourse to such a suicidal process, unless 
it served some very imports,ut purpose of his ; and since we cannot think of any such 
purpose wo cannot believe in a Universal Dissolution.

W* i'} The V'liqexhika holds that during Pralaya th<j souls of men continue to exist 
wbh all their Dharrna and ddharma lying latent, without bringing about any results ? 
this the KAriha denies.
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JtJAama) upon them, there can be no existence, during which, there ia no 
enjoyment of their results. Nor can the results o f one action be res* 
trained by any -other action (in the shape of the Creator’s desire, as held 
by the Vais-eshihd) ;  and it is not possible for all actions to continue to 
remain devoid of their results. Nor is there any single action, the result 
of which could be the non-fruition of all other actions (and which single 
action would thereby keep the other actions in check).

71. Then again, if all the actions (of parsons) were to be destroyed 
(at the dissolution), then no future creation would be possible ; for, under 
the circumstances (i.e., i f  actions were destroyed), what could be the means 
of bringing out these actions (out of their latent state) ?.

72* i f  the desire of God be held, to fee finch a moans, then that 
(desire) in itself could be an efficient cause of the creation of souls. A ad 
if creation were dependent upon God’s wish, it would be useless to 
assume the (agency of ) actions ( Dharma and Adftarma),

73, And it is not possible for the God’s desire too to be produced 
without any cause. I f  there be any such cause (of the production of 
the God’s desire), then that could also be the cau.se of the (production of 
the worldly) elements also.

74. I f  one were to argue that 1 the production of the bodies of living 
beings is controlled by an intelligent agency (in the form of God s 
desitp),— because they arc made up of certain constituent parts,— liko a 
house, &e.,’— then, he should be answered thus:

75-76. I f by control”  it is meant only the fact o f  some intelligent

U The Vai^eshika holds that when the God desires to create again, then tho 
Dhami { and Adharma of men coma out; and it is in accordance with these that 
l-.e regulates the next creation. But when all actions are destroyed at Pralatja 
they would cease to exist and there would be no means o f bringing them into 
activity.

78 i t  would be a needles* com plication to assume that it is God’s wish that 
manifests the destroyed actions which regulate the creation. God being omnipresent 
and omnipotent, if His wish had anything to do with the creation, there would be no 
need for any other agency.

13 God’s desire too cannot be eternal; m  that would lead to eternal creation or 
eternal dissolution. If, on the other hand, the desire be non-eternal, there must be 
some cause that gives rise to it in the mind of tile Creator, And tsieu for Gie activity 
of this cause also, we would require another cause, and so on, ud vnfi-niluui. liven 
granting the possibility of a ca n *  for tho God’s desire, if there be such a causa, that 
alone could siiffioe for the creation of the world, and there would be no need of postu
lating an intermediate agency, in the shape of the God’s desir .

*&.7« “  Redundant” —because it only proves that, the world is affected by intelli
gent; agencies;. and aa the notions of even individual living beings are such intelligent 
agencies, your argument does not necessarily establish the superintendence of a supi x* 
mundane intelligent cause, in the shape of au omniscient God.
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agonoy being the cause of creation,—then, inasmuch as all creation could 
be accomplished by the actions of all living beings (which are intelligent 
agents), your argument would become redundaut (proving a fact already 
proved ; for no one denies -the fact that the diversity of the world is regu
lated by the actions of living persons). (And you hare the same redun
dancy) even if by “ control ’ ’ yon mean that the creation of bodies is 
preceded by the desire of an intelligent agent j because the actions (ot 
living beings) too are preceded by it (i.e., a desire, to act, on the part of 
the acting persons).

if, however, you mean that the creation follows immediately after the 
desire, then (we say that) there is no such immediate sequence even in the 
case of your own instance (the making of a house not following imme
diately after the desire of the builder)-

77. Your pi raises too are inconclusive (ie,, deficient and doubtful), 
with regard to the body of God Himself. For His body too must have 
had a beginning, inasmuch as if is also a body, like ours (made up of 
const itnent parts).

78. If it be argued that ‘ ‘ the production of t.ln. God’s'body too is 
controlled by His own intelligence, and as such this (case of the God’s 
body) does not go against the conclusion (of the argument mentioned in 
K. 74),” —then (we reply that) Hie bodiless God, being like an emancipated 
soul, could not exercise any control.

79. And if in the case of the jar, Ac. (that you cite as an instance) 
you refer to the superintendence of the potter, &c., then the control of the 
God would not apply to these (and as such the instance could not prove 
the fact of the creation, of the body being controlled by G od ); if, on the 
other hand, you mean that the making of the jar is controlled by God, 
then you would have the deficiency of the major term (that is to say, the 
fact, of the jar, &c., being controlled by God is not recognised by us, and 
hence these could nor serve as instances to prove the same with regard fo 
the body, Ac.)

80. And if you take the instance (of jar, &e.), as it is commonly

11 And thus the body of the God also would have to he controlled by an intellig. 
ent agent, in accordance with your argument. But yon deny any such control over 
the divine body, and thereby yon weaken yonr own argument,

78 •< Bodiless God " —If God wore to control the production of Ms own body, then 
be could do so only in a bodiless state; inasmuch as so loDg this controlling force has 
not been exerted, bis body con!d not have been produced. And just as a son! that has 
been emancipated from the world and has become bodiless emuot exert any controll
ing force over anything, so too a bodiless God could not exert any control,

to The jar is found to be made by the potter, who is not a god and who is perish
able. Hence in accordance with this instance, the argument would stand thns; “ The 
body is not created by a God,—because it is controlled by intelligence—as for instance.
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i'e cognised, then the premiss would contradict (the con elusion) ; inasmuch 
as in that case (the instance would load to the conclusion that) the body, 
Ac., are prod need by  one who is not a God, and who is himself: perishable.

81- 82. Tf it be hold that God does not Himself carry on any opera
tions, as the potter does (towards making the jar)^—then, how could an 
insentient entity (in the shape of the atoms) follow His desire ? Therefore 
the creation of the atoms, Ac., could never be brought about by a more 
desire of His.

82- 83. Of a Person who is ■Himselfextremely pure, the modifications
(in the shape of this universe) could not be impure-(as the world is found 
to be). Dhctrma, Ac., too being absolutely under His power, it; is not right 
(and reasonable) that there should be pain (in this world). And if the 
activity (of the world) were to be dependent upon regulated by)
these (Dharrua, Ac.), then that would be accepting something- else (i.e., 
an agency other than God’s desire).

8 k The God himself being absolutely pure, and there being no other 
object (at tho time of creation), what could bring about the activity of 
Nescience, which (in falsity) resembles a dream P

8b. I f  the mobility (to activity) wore held to be due to. something 
other (than Brahma), then you would have duality (since you would be 
admitting the existence of Brahma and something else to stimulate tho

the jar, A c .; and thus the premiss that you brought forward to prove the creation to 
have been brought about by a God comes to prove something quite to tho contrary.

Si-88 The K&rikit combats the theory that God does not actually work out the 
creation Himself, as all that he sloes is to express a desire, that is instantly obeyed by 
the eternal ntom- of matter, which proceed to combine homogenously and thus form 
ti»e endless substances. Against this theory the question in put—-how could the insen
tient atoms be cognisant of, and obey, the wish of the God ?

88.® Now begins the refutation of the Sankhya-Ved&nta theory that the world is 
only the modification of a single .Person, who is extremely pure, Ac., &c. If then, it be 
held that the evils in the world are due to the past Adharma of the men,—then, inas
much as this Adharma also would bo under His guidance, He might, on account of His 
extreme parity, remove the imparities of the world, which would bo left absolutely -pare 
and happy. Farther, if yoa grant die fact of tho creation of the world having its 
charac’ or regulated by DJmrma, Ac,, then that would amount to an acceptance of 
agencies other than that of Divine Will, operating towards the creation of the world.

Even the Vedanta theory is not tenable by itself. Because when nothing but 
Brahma exists, what is it that causes the Nescience to operate towards creation? It 
could not be Brahma Itself; as That, can have nothing to do with Nescience, which is a 
false entity and whose functioning is as unreal ns a dream.

85 If Nosomnoe were natural, then to whom wonlrl it belong ? Certainly not to 
Brahma j as thal consists of Absolute Knowledge, and as such could not have any con
nection with. Nescience. Then the existence of Nescience apart from Brahma would 
bring about Duality, And above all, if Nescience, like Brahma, were natural, it could 
never bo set aside, and hence no Deliverance would bo possible.



III <SL\*s>--- <«<V ' : ; . . . . .  : ■,
. ■.

SAMBATJDEAKSmtWMlUHARA. 363

activity of Nescience). And if Nescience itself were only natural (and ns 
such not requiring any stimulation from without), then uoue could strike 
its off (and wo could not have any Deliverance).

86. A natural existence (like that of Nescience) could be destroyed 
only by the influence of something unique (i.o., some such agencies as those 
of meditation, &e.) But for those who have their only menus (o f deli
verance from Nescience) in the Self, there cannot be any unique agency.

87. Even for those (the SfinJckt/as) who hold the Person (soul) lob e  
inactive, how could there be any functioning of the Attributes, at the begin
ning (of creation) P Beer,use till then there would be no karma (of the 
souls)

88. Nor at that time could there he any false cognition j nor could 
there be any attachments and aversions (that would disturb the equilibrium 
of the Attributes); because all these are functions of-the Mind; and.this 
Mind will not yet have been produced (at the beginning of creation).

89. Some people hold that the. cause, of the bondage of souls, lies in 
their actions existing in a state of latent potentiality. But this is not 
correct; inasmuch as the effect is not produced from a cause which is only 
latent (and does nob function towards .its production).

90. " ’lie potentiality of the curd,— so long a s  it is only lying latent 
in the milk (and has not come out in the curd itself)—is not able to bring 
about the Dadhika (a special substance prepared out of the curd). This 
potentiality of the curd in the milk is the cause of the curd only (which 
is prepared directly from the milk) ; and as for the Dadhika, its cause is 
something else (i.e., the potentiality of the Dadhika itself, in the curd).

91. I f  the effect were to be produced from the cause still in. d state

M The Adwaiti holds that the only means of destroying Nescionee is the know
ledge of self} but since this Is not possible, and no other adequate means 'Is ad
mitted, therefore Nescienoe, if held to be a natural entity, could never be destroyed.

81 Now begins the refutation of the Sankhya theory That theory is that the 
soul does not operate towards the creation, of the world, which is brought by a disturb
ance in the three Attributes of Primordial matter, that function along, and bring about 
the various objects of creation; and the agency that disturbs the equilibrium is that 
of the karma of persona to .take their births in the forthcoming creation. The sense 
of the K: rik& is the first creation could not have boeu due to any such Karma ; because 
till then none existed,

90 The, Dadhika is made of the curd; and in milk wo hare the potentiality of the 
curd; consequently, if latent potentialities were to bring about effects, the Dadhika 
could be prepared directly from the milk. Similarly the child could perform the feats 
of the grown-up matt; as it has all the strength and energy of the man lying 
latent in it.

because even when the effects of the action have been brought about, and 
experienced, the action is not destroyed (as an entity can never be destroyed), but con
tinues latent; and if latent causes were to bring about their effects, what would hd
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oj latent p o ten tia lity*—then there would be bondage (to the soul) (by 
k a rm a ), evuii when this latter will have already produced its results.

92. Because it is held (by the S ankhyas) that even on its destruc
tion (by fruition) karm a continues to exist in a slate of latent potentiality, 
lu fact even the performance of an action would be useless, as even before 
(it has been performed) its potentiality must exist (and this would bring 
about the result for the sake of which the action is sought to be performed,) 

93* And aau, why is it that you do not postulate Attachment (aver
sion ), Ac., in their latency (at the time of creation),-—to be the cause of 
bondage (of the soul) r If you say that you accept karm a (to be the cause 
ot bondage) because it has not yet produced its results,—this cannot be; 
because there could not be even a manifestation (or appearance) of that 
karm a.

94, l  hen again, Knowledge could not be the cause of Deliverance; 
since it is not a counter-entity (contrary) to the potentiality of karm a (and it 
is this latter that you hold to be the only cause of bondage) ; for, assured
ly, Knowledge is not in any way contrary to the potentiality of karm a.

9o. Though it is understood that actions are, like attachment, Ac.,

there fco prevent this action from producing its own, in the shape of the bondage of the 
soul; and thus no deliverance would bo possible.

■t Must exis Ac.,—because the Sdakhya holds that everything that .is done or 
produced in this world already exists in a latent state,—finally in the Frakriti.

** Because at the time of oroation also, the attachment, &o., of the soul must be 
continuing in them latent state,—why cannot you attribute the soul's bondage directly 
to these ? And why should you seek for its cause in the notions only P The sense of 
the intermediate objector is that certain actions, before they had produced their 
results, had been restrained in their activity, at the time of Dissolution, by the desire 
of Wodj consequently inasmuoh as these have to bring about their effects, it is these 
that we bold to be the cause of bondage. The latter part of the KSrikS rejects this 
explanation on the ground that, if a latent cause were to produce its effect, an action, 
encowet with all i s  potential dies, would at once bring about its results, even before the 
action has had time to manifest itself. The purport of all this is that, as shown, in the 
oregwug fr n b  aa «t»ou would (in accordance with the activity of the latent cause) 

bring about itsefteots, even before it is performed (and thereby manifested). and as such 
it coal not exist, for any length of time, without bringing about its effects, in order to 
curst torth, at the time of creation. And it is equally impossible, in accordance with 
your theory, tor the actum not to produce its result at the time, as it should appear
. , ° ’■ •c wuo i- Because*, according to you, an action must produce iis effects

a raight off, as also that the action cannot manifest itself.
, Actions being brought about by ignorance, as soon as knowledge would appear, 

t. f T ,-0™ W° Uld CeaSe t0 b* p6rformed' But fch0y would still continue to exist in their
.. . 01ins, and inasmuch as these potentialities of aotidna would not be the effects'

o ignorance, no amount of knowledge could remove them. And, according to you, 
.vout'causicj ulae ming about their effects; consequently, these latent potentialities 

ttC ,onft wou*B 8—6 bringing about their effects in the shape of the soul’s
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brought about by ignorance, yet Knowledge cannot set aside these (actions 
m  existing in a state of latent potentiality).

96. That there is destruction of actions by means of Knowledge is 
not proved; as is also the theory that (through the force of knowledge) 
the Action exhausts itself by producing its result in the smallest degree (ini 
order to free the knowing soul from bondage),—just like some crime com
mitted by a royal prince ■■(which is let go after only a nominal punishment 
has been inflicted upon him).

97. Tf, even now-a-days, an action in a state of latent potentiality 
were to be the cause (of its effects), then it would be quite reasonable to 
speak of its causal efficiency even at the time (of Dissolution) when the 
only entity held (by you) to remain would be the P ra k rit.

98- 99. In ordinary life, we find that it is the function (or active 
state) of the mind {of a person), that is the cause of (his) actions. But 
this (activity of the mind) does not exist at the time (of Dissolution). 
And (even if such activity of t he minds were possible at the time of Dissolu
tion), since (at that time) all minds would be mixed up (in the Prakrti), 
there would be an admixture (of their functions, and consequently alo) of 
the actions. Therefore that which is called | A dhikdra  ” (i .e ., the actions 
iu a state of latent potentiality) cannot be held to be the cause of bondage.

99- 100. Even if fi Adhikdra”  be taken to mean capability, no separa 
tion (of it from the Prakpti ami the Soul) would be possible; as the capa- 
bifity of the soul to enjoy consists in his intelligence, and that of Prakrti, 
to be enjoyed, in its non-intclfigenco. And these (capabilities) are never 
absent in them (.Soul and Prakrti),

bondage, and no Deliverance would be possible. Therefore knowledge cannot bo held 
to be the means of Deliverance.

98 There is no cause for believing in a destruction of actions by knowledge.
Because you hold that at the Dissolution, all things become dissolved into, and 

continue to lie latent in, the Prakfti-(Primordial matter),—to burst forth again ' into 
creation at a suitable time,—you nmat admit that the actions have their potentialities 
lying latent in the same Prakrti; as, according to yon, nothing ©an be totally annihi
lated. And thus, even at the Dissolution, there would be nothing to prevent the actions 
from bringing about their effects.

S!;.9S ** Admixture ’ '—all tlie minds and the actions due to them being mixed up in 
the Prakfti, the actions of a soul in bondage might belong to a soul that has been 
delivered, and vice versa,

99_i.oo Some people hold that in the assertion that “  the cause of bondage is the 
Adhikdm ”  what is meant by the word ‘ adhiktira * is not the potentiality of actions (to 
be performed), but the capability oj the Prakrti to be enjoyed and that of the Soul to 
C‘i,oy. The Kdrikd rejects'this explanation, on the ground that neither the Prakrti 
nor tbo Soul could ever lie severed from this capability; and as such, the cause of 
bondage continuing for ever, there could be no Deliverance ; just as intelligence never 
loaves the Soul, so, in the same manner, non.intelligence never leaves the Prakfli.

f(M ' ' <SL
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101. Tf Ignorance be held to be the cause of the production of 
actions,— then from the destruction of Ignorance could result only the nou- 
procluofcion of (fresh actions), and not the cessation of the results (of 
previous actions).

102. It is not by means of Sense-perception (Inference), &c., that 
Knowledge is cognised to be the cause of Deliverance. Nor does the Veda 
declare that deliverance results from Knowledge, such as it is held to ho 
by the S&nkfo/as and others.

103. That “  Self is to be known ” has not been enjoined with, a view 
to the attainment of Deliverance. All that it indicates is the fact that 
the knowledge of self is a cause of activity towards certain sacri
fices.

104. And when this (knowledge of self) has been recognised to be 
(enjoined) for Die sake of something else (i.e., engagement in sacrifices), 
the mention of results (“  He doth not return/’ Ac.), that wo find (in con
nection with the passage— The soul ought to be known ” ), must be 
taken to be merely as a valedictory declaration (meant to praise up the 
knowledge and its results in the shape of activity in sacrifices); and as 
for real results, thes e can be uoue other than Heaven, &c, (mentioned as 
the results of various sacrifices).

105. I f Deliverance be held to bo merely the enjoyment of pleasures, 
then it would ha synonymous with “ Heaven / ’ and this is perishable (and 
not eternal as you hold Deliverance to be).

106. Because nothing that has a cause (i.e., that which is caused)
101 The destruction of the cause could only result in the non-production of its 

further effects. Consequently, even when ignorance would be destroyed by knowledge, 
all that we could expect would be that no more actions would be brought about. But 
the destruction will, iu no way, be able to affect the fruition of tho seeds sown by the 
actions of tho past 3 for the simple reason that this fruition is not tho effect of ignor
ance, whose destruction, therefore, could not affect the former.

10* The Veda, even seemingly, lends its support only to such knowledge as is held 
by the.YSdlnfci to be the means of DeHverauce.

106 The knowledge discriminating the Soul from Prakjti is of use in the Jyotishtoma 
and other sacrifices that lead to results beyond the physical world; inasmuch as, unless 
the Soul is loarnfc to be discriminated from she Body, how can people believe that ' 
Saoh results as are not obtainable iu this physical world could bo attained by men ?
And unless one believes in the possibility of such results being obtained, he can never 
engage himself iu tba performance of those sacrifices of which the results are said to 
accrue to the performer in a superphysical world. Consequently, it is with a view to 
making people take to the performance of such sacrifices, that the Soul is enjoined to be 
distinguished from Prnkjti. And having this perceptible result, the said knowledge ■ 
cannot be said to have any other, iu the shape of Deliverance, &o.

W8 Bondage consists of attachment to the Body; raid it is the negation of this that 
constitutes Deliverance. Therefore Deliverance must be held to bo. the ifastruciiott of
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is ever known to bo Imperishable (eternal), therefore one could be tloli- 
veivil (i.e., Deliverance would be possible) only through the absence of 
the cause (of bondage)—(an absence) due to exhaustion (by fruition) of 
ad karma (karma being the sole cause of bondage).

107. Barring its negative character, there is no other ground for the 
eternalifcy of Deliverance. And no negation can ever he the effect of any 
action (therefore Deliverance cannot be held to be the effect of Knowledge),

108. The fact (as to the manner of Deliverance) is that for those that 
have come to know of the real character of Self,—all their past actions 
having been exhausted (by fruition, and there being no subsequent residue 
(of actions),-—the body is never again produced (and this is wlmt is meant 
by Deliverance).

109. It is only for t he purpose of enjoying the results of our past 
actions that our body is produced; consequently, when there are no actions 
(left to bring about their results), there is no cause loft for such produc
tions (of the body).

110. One desiring Deli verance, therefore, would not engage in ( l e . , per
form) such actions as are either prohibited or are enjoined with a view to the 
attainment of certain (material) results. But he would, continue to per
form those that are enjoined as necessary (and to be performed daily) 
and those that are enjoined as to be performed on certain specific occasions 
(such as eclipses and the like),---in order to avoid the sin (accruing from 
the non-performance of such actions).

I.U. The effects (of the necessary sacrifices f.i.) are known to result
‘M  present, body and t h e  non-production of any future body for t h e  particular Soul, 
Bondage, again is d,ao to Karma ; sc when Karma is destroyed by fruition, fcho conse
quent Bondage ceases by itself on the cessation of its instigating cause (Karma); and 
titas Deliverance being of a negative character, would be eternal; in fact all total des
tructions are otornnl; and Deliverance too has been shown to be only the total 'dettfou*
Hon of the present body, &c., &c.

The result of knowledge is what has been explained, above, in &. 1015.
109 “  BodV *  never pitriwccd " —Because it is only Karma that brings about the Con 

finement of the Soul in a body. Says the “  Since ail persons so deliver* i arj
also found to be knowing the character of the self, therefore wo must admit that such 
knowledge is only an indirect auxiliary aid to Deliverancej but it cannot bo held 
to bo the real direct final oanse of deliverance ”  (see above).

DO This refers to the following objection: “  Jf such bo the case, then one who 
destros Deliverance would cease to perform the actions enjoined in the Veda- beennse 
if be were to perform such actions he would bo sowing seeds for the reaping whereof 
he should have to take Another birth in the physical world”  The sense of the Kdrile ~ 
ia clear. J'" v lha

“  To avoid sin, If he does not avoid sin, he will have to bo bora again in
order to reap the harvest of that sin. *

11! Due refers to the following objection: "Even of necessary actions—the Aani 
otra and the like,-certain results, in the shape of Heaven, &c., are mentioned in Hm

■ 50k \  .. . , ' '
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only when they are desired by the agent; and as such they could not accrue 
to one who does not desire them. And as this (aversion to results) exists 
in one who knows one’s real self, it is in this that such knowledge comes 
to be of indirect use (to the attainment of Deliverance).

1.12, It is not at all necessary for people who are conscious of their 
bodies {as being the only impediment to Deliverance), to ha ve an idea of 
Creation and Dissolution, beyond (their own bodies), with regard to the 
whole universe.

113. Therefore the theory of Creation and Dissolution must be admitted 
to resemble the present every-day processes (of production and destruc
tion) ; and any particular idea of these with regard to the production and 
destruction of the whole universe cannot be established, for want of proofs.

114-116. Even the existence of a Creator is to be rejected in the same 
manner as an omniscient person. Any such Creator cannot differ from 
ordinary people, except, through (an excess of) Dharma; nor is Dharma 
possible without performance (of actions) ; and performance is not possible 
Without an idea (of the action to be performed) ; this idea is not possible 
except from the V eda; nor is (a  knowledge of) the'Veda possible without 
(a comprehension of) words, &c. Therefore it must be admitted that all 
these (Words, &c.,) existed before the Creator. And again, such a creator 
may be proved to have been preceded by the Veda, on account of His being 
an intelligent being, like ourselves (who are preceded by the Veda),

117. It is impossible to give an adequate reply to the people who 
assert (the fact of the Creator being preceded by the V e la ) on the ground 
of these reasonings (explained in K. 114-116). Therefore the followers of

Veda; consequently, even if one were to perform these necessary notions, he would 
have to ho born again for the enjoyment of those results.”  The sense of the reply is 
that the person desiring Deliverance performs these necessary actions, not with a view 
to their results, but simply with a view to avoid the sin accruing from the neglect of 
the necessary actions; consequently, the results of these actions can neyer accrue to 
him. “ Indirect use, A c.”—If there were no knowledge of Self, the person would not 
have an aversion to results; and as such, he would perform actions with a view to their 
results, which would thus accrue to him, and he would have to be horn again for the 
enjoying of these results. Thus we find that the knowledge of Self is of indirect use, 
in that it indirectly saves the person from falling into the meshes of actions and their 
results.

112 |n order to establish the possibility o f  Bondage and Deliverance, it is only 
necessary to have distinct ideas of Creation aqcl Dissolution with regard to the Body. 
Therefore the mention of "Creation'' and “  Dissolution”  with regard to the whole 
universe must be taken to be meant only to eulogise Destiny, and lienee to induce man 
to perform such sacrifices as would turn the tide of .hat Destiny.

m.ilQ Prajapnti cannot be accepted as the Creator, unless he be something greater 
than other persons. And as no such greatness is possible without a knowledge of the 
Veda, the Veda must be accepted as having existed before Prajapati,
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the Tela mast explain the image (of Words) as being without a beginning 
( i .e ., eternal).

118-119. Those persons—who, finding Sense-perception inapplicable 
to the case, seek to prove, by Inference, the existence of an Ordainet* of 
the (meaning of the words) “ cow,” Ac., on the ground of these being 
related (to the objects denoted), like the words “ B itth a ? ' Ac. (proper 
names fixed by ourselves),—are to be met by this counter-argument: ‘ all 
people come to know the relation of the words “ cotv ” (to their denotations) 
from other people,—because they use the words,-—like myself.’

120. 01  j . : “ If such be the ease, then even the relations of (proper 
names) ‘ Devadatta, ’ ‘be. (with the individuals they signify) would come 
to be eternal (which is absurd, because the persons themselves are not 
eternal).” l i p h j  :  (Though the inferential argument just brought forward 
would justify such eternality of proper names, yet) this idea of etornality 
would cease on account of its contradiction (and consequent rejection) by 
a, fact of Sense-perception (the pevishableness of the persons named),— 
specially ns this (Sense-perception) is more authoritative (than Inference).

121. Or, as a matter of fact, in the case of proper names too, the 
denolability may be regarded as eternal, even though its application (to a 
particular individual) may be non*eternal. And it is the nou-eternality 
appertaining to this (application) that leads us to mistake the denotability 
(to be non-eternal also).

122- 123. In.the case of (commonnames) “ Cow, ” Ac., however, there 
is no such mistake; because, in this case, the application too is eternal.
For, as a matter of fact, the Relation (between the word and its denotation) 
must be admitted to exist before all the people that are found to use it.
The relation being thus established (to have existed before all persona using 
it, from times immemorial), there could be no beginning for that relation.

123- 124. If a word be taken to signify its meaning on the ground 
of its being used by a trustworthy person,—and not through its own

11S.U9 !< A l l  p e o p l e ,  $rc.” — We Sind in our own case, that whatever word we nse, 
we nse it only in that sense which wo have learnt from other people. So from this fact, 
we can conclude that- all persons mast nse words only with Kirch meanings as they may 
have learnt from other people.

liS.lSS Wo find that the relationship mast exist before it can be made nee of by 
anyone. Tims t hen, inasmuch as iho word had been found to have been used, since 
timo out of mind, to express a certain meaning, we must admit that the peculiar rela
tionship between the word and that meaning must have existed, even before that time. 
Consequently the relationship cannot be conceived of as having a beginning in time, i . e . ,  

we must admit it to be eternal.
lSS.J.St Thn B K i s l i y a  says that we arc not cognisant of any originator of the rela

tionship ; and that therefore, there can be no such originator ; and the significance of 
words must rest wholly upon themselves, and not upon any personal agency.

47
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inherent denotabilitj—, then, how is it that wo have no cognisance (either 
direct or recalled to memory) of the trustworthiness (of that person) P

124- 125. For example, the Banddhas, so long as thoy do not recognise 
an assertion to emanate from Buddha, <&e. ( their trustworthy source), they 
do not accept it as true, oven though there may be an idea brought about 
by the sentence.

125- 126. O b j . : “ But when a certain conventional rule is laid down 
by someone (as that ‘ d and « f ' should be known as ‘ r rd d h i *), people accept 
S, and ai to be styled ‘ tirddM ,’ even when, subsequently, thoy cease to re- 
member Panini (the originator of the rule). Therefore the remembrance 
of the originator cannot he regarded as necessary.” R e p ly : But the 
aphorism itself, carrying with it the name of Panini, would lead to an idea 
of Panini (being the trustworthy originator of the rule).

127. Then again (in the case of the word “ cow1’), wo have no asser
tion (of the rule) in the form that“ the word cow  is to apply to the object 
with the dewlap, &e.” In fact it is impossible to make any such (asser
tion), because the words dew lap, fyc.), (of which the assertion consists) 
could not have got their own relations (with their individual denotations) 
known at that time.

128-129. For these reasons we could in no way have any comprehen
sion, without (an idea of) the originator (of the meaning of the word).

iS'i.lSfc Those who take their stand npoa the trustworthiness of the source of the 
assertion, do not accept the truthfulness of any assertion nutil they have found that 
it has emanated from one of theso trustworthy sources. So, if wo held to the view 
that a word can denote a meaning, only on account of the voracity of the originator 
of its connection with that meaning, then, in the case of every word, we would stand 
in need of an idea of the originator of the significance of that word, in order to bo 
sure of the meaning applied being authorised by a trnstworthy origin.

186.136 This refers to Panini’e Sutra—1 frddhirdddia * (I—1--1). The sense of the 
reply is that as soon as the Sutra is cognised, it is directly known as one of Panini’a 
8‘Urr 5 j consequently the Sutra must bo hold to carry, within itself, the authority of 
Panini 9 name. Therefore every idea of the Sutra and its meaning is necessarily accom
panied by au idea of the originator of the Siitra This is fonnd to be the case with all 
words whose trustworthiness depends upon the character of their originator.

Unless the meanings of the words, ‘ dewlap,’ ‘ animal,’ &e., are all known 
generally and distinctly, how could thoy be used in laying down any roles, &e. If one 
rule were held to bo based upon another set of rules, pertaining to each word of the 
assertion, then these latter rules would stand in need of another set of rules, and bo on 
and on, ad infinitum.

;38.LS9 In tin case of visible things, such comprehension is quite possible; only 
because such things are capable of being verified by other means of right notiop. In 
another case,—where f.i. Panini lays down the rule that “ one should use the Sanskrit 
word ‘ ({auk,r and not the vernacular word ‘ Chivi,’ because in using the former we acquire 
a certain Virtue,” —whore the Virtue is not capable of being verified by any other 
means of knowledge, if wo use the word ‘ Oauh’ in preference to the others, we would
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Though in the case of tho words referring to ordinary perceptible tacts 
such m the ease of “  Vnldhi ”  noticed above— such comprehension may be 
possible,—yot in a case where the rule is based upon Tiharma only (an imper
ceptible filing’), wo could have no sure comprehension, without (an idea 
of the rale emanating from an authoritative source) Panim. _

129- 130. And again, the comprehension of the letter A in “  A?wal&- 
yana,”  brought about by the change of the simple A  (in Agivctlayana) into 
the broad A. (in AijwaUydna =  relating to Aftoalaijana)— (in accordance with 
a rule of Panini’a that if the nominal affix hit bo added to a noun, the first; 
vowel is broadened),— is never recognised to bo correct until if, is known 
that the change is in accordance with a rule laid down by Panini.

130- 131. In the case of visible objects, there may .or may not be an 
idea of the orig inator (of the word) ; but as for the use ( o f  words) in the 
Veda (where for the moat part only invisible transcendental things arc 
spoken of), such, (use) would not be possiblo without a remembrance of 
the originator (o f the meanings of words).

131- 132. How do yon apply the word “  Cow ”  to the cows existing 
in inaccessible places ? If it be said that certain persons (who have managed 
to get to the place) have seen them (and found, them to agree with the 
denotation of the word “ Oow,#?)--thon (we may ask) why could not the (all- 
powerful) originator (of the meanings of words, as accepted by our oppo-

bo sure of having what ia right, only if we remembered the fact of the restriction having 
been laid down by a trustworthy person.

W3.W0 The word 1 A^walipana,* when pronounced with a broad ‘ S ’ (in the begin- 
idngjj could never be believed to signify ‘ relating to ,fyw(tlat/ana,J unless we knew that 
the word ‘ Aqwaliiyahti’ had undergone a change on account-of the addition of the kit 
affix,—a change authorised by a trustworthy lawgiver, Panini.

160.131 Inasmuch as we have no idea of snob art originator as that spoken of m 
K, 128, the denotation of a Word cannot be bused upon the fact of its emanating from 
ft trustworthy source; and consequently the Word must, be accepted to denote its 
meaning, by its own inherent denotative potency, which is uncaused and eternal.

181.132 In Sutra 8, wo have the word 1 Avyafireka’ ; and this word is explained as 
a&stmce of any incompatibility, either (1) in time, or ( ’3) in place, between the Word and 
its Denotation. In connection with this, the Bh-thhpi explains that, fast as we find 
the ’word ‘ Cow ’ iu one place, denoting the animal with the dewlap, $*e„—so would wo 
also find in all'other places, be they howsoever inaccessible. And consequently, inas
much as no hnmau originator could reach these inaccessible places, how could the 
signification of the word ‘ Cow’ (embracing as it does also inaccessible cows) he based 
upon tho authority of any suet personal agency ? For this reason, the Denotation must 
be accepted as being due to tho inherent denotative potency of the word itself.

With the present Katikii begins a series of objections against this interpretation of 
tho Bhashya; and the sense of these is that the Mimansaka could not be sure of the 
word * Cow * being not i neompatible with the inaccessible cows. “  Could never be restrain- 
ad, ife."—and m  such the word could very well have its signification based upon the 
trust worthiness of a personal agency.

|(t)f ' <SL
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nenfc) go there P Certainly being all-supreme (God) His accession to any
place could never be restrained.

133- 134. As for the meeting together of the many (originators of 
word-meanings), who could deny a meeting convened for a special (im
portant) purpose ? While, as a matter of fact, a rule laid down in one 
place (by one person) is used by people in every other place—e.y., the rule 
with regard to “  Vrddhi ”  (laid down by  Pjjnim). Therefore it is only 
the second interpretation (absence o f incompatibility in time) that can 
bo accepted as correct.

134- 135. If someone were to assert that the origination of the rela
tions (of words and meanings) is based upon certain other relations that are 
accepted to be a lready existing,— then, it would be hard to say which (words 
and relations) are the self-established ones (not requiring human agency).

135- 136. Because it is not right to assert that words, other than 
those known now-a-flays, are those that existed before (and on which 
the origination of the meanings of the present words is based). Nor do we 
perceive any difference among the words that are in use at the present tim e;
(and lienee we cannot assert some of these to have existed before the 
origination).

18S.13* This refers to tlie objection raised in the B'hSshya against the theory of the 
significance of words being baaed upon the trustworthiness of personal agencies. The 
objection ia that, inasmuch as there must bo many such trustworthy persons, wo 
could not know that all of them agree on the point of the rules regarding the significa
tion of words. The sense of the KariUd is that such important issues depending upon a 
committee o f the trustworthy persons, it is just possible that there may be such a 
meeting; but as a matter of fact, wo find that no such committee is necessary. 
“ Second interpretation.” —It has been shown that the interpretation of the word 
* avyatinlka’—as 'absence of incompatibility, in place’—will not do; ns that will effect 
our own theory as much aa—I f  not more than—that of our opponent, therefore wo 
must take it in the sense of 1 absence of incompatibility in time ’ ; that is to say, there 
is no point of time nt which the word ‘ Cow’ does not signify the animal with, the dewlap,
, '̂c. As for the aforesaid personal agencies, these could not exist at rhe time of 
Dissolution ; aud hence this interpretation will completely demolish the position of our 
opponent. In otu- own case we could explain the significance of words as being based 
upon their own denotative potency, which continues at all times,—a fact proved by their 
use in the Veda, Thus then, there can be no incompatibility in JtVm between the Word 
and its denotation.

134,13V This refers to the Bhdshyn; If no denotations were admitted to be self a uthor* 
itative, then no new significations could be attributed to words, tyte. (of. Karikn 137), 
Some people desire to escape from this dilemma by declaring that they admit of the 
self-sufficiency of certain words (in affording their denotation). The sense of the Kdrikd 
is that this is not possible; because it caunot be rightly defined which are the few words 
that are self-sufficient in their denotativeness.

186.13*1 “  Hot right”—-because uobody knows ot any such words aa existed before 
aud have ceased to exist now.
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13(‘-UJ7. Barring the otornality of the Word and its Moaning, there 
could be no other reason for (holding the eternality of the Relation 
between those). Therefore (since the eternality of Words and Meanings 

has been proved above) in the Veda, there can bo no beginning for the 
relation (between them).

137-188, The inference of the origination of the relations (between 
Words and Meanings) is negatived by the (act of the absence of any 
means (ot assorting or laying down that relation) • and as for the inference 
of the non-assertibihty (of a pro-established relation by us), it is set aside 
by a fact of direct perception.

i<>8-139.  ̂The only moans of comprehending the meaning of words 
,os lu I,0l'GM«H ;̂(atjd noting) the repeated comprehensions by experienced 

people (of. words uttered by o th er  experienced persons). And certainly 
u m  weans is found to fail with regard to ( U ,  can bo of no avail to) people, 
Who do not comprehend the relation (between words and meanings, prior 
to the laying down of the rule).

m .m  We have proved, in the section on ‘ Words/ that the Word is eternal ; and 
aiso, ui the section on 1 AkfH* that, its denotation is eternal. Aud theu, inasmuch 
as no Word eau be used without a meaning, we cannot but accept (even on the sole
ground of the eternality o f Words and fchoir Denotations), the eternality of the relation- 
Snip between them.

0,16 woaItl " ,ve bk th to dm denotative relationship of words, could never
utter any sentences himself; inasmuch as lie would not recognise any pre-established 
meanings o f words. And m he could not utter any sentences, how could he lay down 
any rules with regard, to the meanings of words (of. K. 127 and 134-35) ? On the other
, ti.1(>3e W?K,“ lik9 u9’ acceiM‘ < pre-established eternal relationship of words and
denotations, can very well lay down and explain to others, in weli-ohosen words and sen
tences, the tact of such and such u word having such aud such a meaning; Consequently 
the argument of the opponent-that ‘ a young boy could not understand any sentences, 
because he would not know the meanings of tlrn words used’— becomes refuted by the 
perceptible fact that whoa certain words and-their denotations have been c*plained to a 
young boy; he readily comprehends the meaning of the sentences composed of those

m  r U0 a!ft0UUL ° f IufettMW 0,UI *****  tlie tmtbfttlffless of this perceptible faet.
1 (  i t  Cannot be asserted that the MhmnmM  cannot make any assertions with 

regard to the relations of. words. Because, in the first place, according to the Minium 
no euoIi asaection i!i neoessary; as young boys come to comprehend the meanings 

of words by picking up a word here and a word there, out o f the conversations of 
muer people. And then this knowledge Gomes to be supplemented by the explanations 
that he is favoured with from these old people, who are cognisant with previously 
estab ashed relationships, and are capable of making any number of assertions with 
regard to these. Par our opponent, on the other band, none of this would be possible ■ 
because before the meanings will have been laid down for him by his trustworthy 
persons, they did not exist for him; and m  such, in what words could the ‘ trust- 
worthy person express the relationships, that ho meant a certain word to bear a 
defmuo meaning ? Hor coaid the trustworthy guide oarry on any conversations, from 
which you coaid pick your knowledge of the words.

n
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139-140. Even such moans, as gestures of the hand, &oM could not 
exist at the first actions (at the beginning of creation). Because the 
meaning of these (gestures) could not be known unless there were other 
persons (using them).

14,0-142. (According to us) the young inexperienced observer (1) per
ceives the word, the experienced persons, and the object (talked of— the 
cow f.i,), by his semes (the Ear and the E ye),— (2 ) cognises, the fact of the 
hearer (the directed experienced person) having understood (the meaning 
of the word uttered by the older experienced person directing him to ‘ fetch 
the cow ' f .i .), by (a process of) Inference based upon tho action (of the order
ed person,—going and fetching the cow),— and (3 ) lastly, he comes to recog* 
n iso,-the fact of tie notability resting upon both (the denoting Word and the 
denoted Meaning), through Apparent Inconsistency based upon the fact of the 
inexplicability [o f the action of the directed person, except on the ground 
o. the denotabilifcy of tho Meaning (the object com) by the word “ 'Cow ’*; 
and the consequent resting of the denotability in both Word and Meaning). 
Hence wc find that the rotation (between W ord and its Meaning) is com
prehended by (the joint action o f) three moans of right notion (Sense- 
porception, Inference and Apparent Inconsistency),

Thus cuds the Chapter on Sambandhakshepaparihara

00-140 it  cannot be urged that—“  Sentences are not the only means of explaining 
the meanings of words-, m Gestures could bo easily used for that purpose.”  Because evmi 
Gestures could explain only such meanings us would be known to have boon established 
beforehand as expressible by such Gestu res. And hence Gestures could not help you 
any further than the Words whoso meanings are laid down for yon by trustworthy 
persons. Further, it is only when we find one person performing a certain act 
in accordance with the Gestures of some other person, that wo realise that Gesture to 
be significant of that a ct; there can be no other means of comprehending the meanings 
of Gestures. But at the beginning of Creation, there could not have boon any person 
to understand, and act according to, the Gestures of tho Creator, Consequently, even 
the help of Gestures does not carry you a step further than your former theory with 
regards to Words having their relationships laid down by trustworthy persons.

;?■'> B The Nyayar-xtntikara interprets the last line in a different way: It takes 
it to mean tliefc, though. Senso-poroeption and fnferenoo help in the cognition of the 
relationship, yob it is only Apparent inconsistency which is the direct and immediate 
inaans of its cognition. The translation, however, follows tho interpretation of the 
Karik/i, by preference,— inasmuch as the Vartika itself, calling the cognition' of the 
Relationship ‘ tripramanaka,’ does not appear to have made any difference in the degree 
of help accorded by each of tho three moans of cognition. The difference in the two 
interpretations however is not of much consequence,—as it conics to the same thing, 
after all.

‘ G° i ^ X  . 1
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(S ection 17.)

C IT R  d K S H f i  FA-PA U IU A B A .

I, The two arguments,—that have been advanced above (in the 
chapter on “ Oitraksh&pa ” ) to prove the fact of the “ O itrfr”  &q,, not having
any results (in the shape of cattle, Vo..),....have their premises unproved
(i .e .; false); because the itnmedial .mess (of the result after the action) 
is not laid down (in the Veda).

2. The immediateness (of the appearance of the result after the 
action) cannot be hold even to be indirectly implied (by the passage en
joining the performance of the OitrH for the sake of acquiring cattle); 
because, as a matter of fact, it is not impossible for the results of actions 
to appear without some specification (with regard to time or place, &e.)

3-4* Since actions become mixed up with one another with regard
1 This refers to the reply given by the Bhashya to the arguments on ‘ GitrSkeheya* 

The passage referred to is the following : 1 ntthi yruyate kfte karmani tdvatySva phalamJ 
The Citrdkshepa argument is mentioned in the Bhashya thus : “ Xarmakule karma. 
phalena bhavitavyotn, TatlidUm hi mardanam tathalam mardanasukham wlcalSnl-urum.'* 
And this latter baa been resolved by the Vdrtika into two distinct arguments:
(1) “ The O iird  sacrifice cannot have the acquisition of oattle for its result,—because it 
does not bring the cattle in its time,—like the Bath. <fec,”  ; (2) “ Cattle cannot bo ac
quired by means of the O jtrS  sacrifice, —because at the time of' the obtaining of cattle, 
the O itrd  does not exist,—like the attainment of Heaven.” Both these arguments ui'o 
to be refuted in the present section j and the present K a r ik u  strikes at the premises. The 
souse of the K d r ik d  is that the premises—*“ because the O itr d  does not bring the cattle 
■h>. its omi tima ”—is false % because the action’s ' own time ’ in not the time immediately 
following its completion; because the relationship between the Aotion and its 
Result can be cognised only from the Veda; and the Veda does not declare that the 
Result is to follow immediately after the Action. Ccnscqu ‘ utly by the expression 
‘ notion’s own time* (Karmakdla) we must understand that particular time at which, all 
impediments having disappeared, the fruition of the latent potency generated by 
the Action in the past manifests itself ; and as this would be the exact time for the 
appearance of the Result, there would be nothing incongruous in the non-appearance 
of the cattle immediately after the completion of the Oitrd sacrifice

8 “ Because, §*6*—If we found that the Action could not bring about the Result, 
unless some specification of time and place is made, then, through Apparent Inconsist
ency. we could have made the passage enjoining the Oitrd sacrifice to imply a specifi
cation of time,—vis.: that the result of the sacrifice would follow immediately after 
the completion o f the sacrifice. As a matter of fact, however, we find that the result 
: .f the Oitrd sacrifice can as reasonably appear daring this life, aa during the next • 
and hence we have no Inconsistency of either time or place, on which we could fall 
back, for the implication of your “  immediateness of sequence.” The peculiar potency 
of sacrifices is «uch that, once performed, it persists for any length of time, till the 
Result has been fully accomplished.

9-‘  ThiB meets lh® blowing argument: “ We infer such immediatenesa of the
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k» space, time, Ac., and it often happens that the result of one action has 
been only half-realised, therefore the fruition of one action is often found to 
be deferred (to appear at some future time). Therefore the idea of 
immediateness must be regarded as groundless.

4*5\ The in ot o i  Sense-perception, Ac., not agreeing with (support
ing the declaration in question), it does not in any way -vitiate the (validity 
of ; ds Verbal Authority, Because the disagreement (of Sense-perception) 
wrth regard to immeditiknesa cannot in any way set aside the injunction 
whoso application is free from any specification (of either time or place) -
inasmuch as the defects of the two (the Sense-perception and Injunction) 
are totally different, ' %

6. (On the contra,ry) it is the inference of imniediateness, which yon 
deduce from the similar instance of the - rubbing,that would be re-

H<;S,ilfc tmrarth0 ,mtnre of ftctionH {n The sense of the KdHU is that when
once a certain action has began to bring about its results, even if notions bo performed 
their fruition will bo postponed till all the results of the former action L v e  been 
acqnu ed. Such being the case, and we finding, in every-day life, one Action follow
2 ?  H i 6 u°n °°l 0f “nother aa t0 mlsed up, it is not possible for the
results of all actions Jb follow immediately after the completion of the Actions. Says
fc In ordinary experience we find that certain action, by f,hiir
very nature have then- results removed from them; , the operations of irioul- 
turo; some have their results removed on account of certain specialities of time, place 
u c . ; while in the case of others, it may happen that the results of some other Action 
may not have been completed. For these reasons the idea of the hnmedlatencss of 
the sequence of the Result cannot but bo false,”

The n r  * ° r  bvnught f<™ rd in * * * * * 2 -3 °f *T  e sense of the reply em body in the present KoHki is that the fact of the 
cattle not being seen to appear immediately after the completion of the Citrd sacrifice 
cannot m any way .Aversely effect the Injunction of this edifice , M a l S ^ a s

'  ; 098 n0t â ify thp Hue the appearance of the Cattle as being
teat w.nch billows immediately after the sacrifice. « The objects of the two afe
f ' f*  ■ “ Ule n<»-Pe»®ption of the Cattle is restricted to the time Immediately
thoTfttc ’ Wherea8 tlje l^ anofcion ,ttys down merely the acquisition of

0f  l > miy rest*,Ct,0n of Hme- Consequently the fact of the now
peicophon oi the Cattle immediately after the sacrifice docs not contradict the fact 
° f the nPPfiW*noe (toAperception) of the Result at some other time; and as such 
appearance of the Result would be quite in k oping with the Injunction,—and it has 
<.»oeu shown to be not incompatible with the fact of the non-appearance of the Cattle 
immediately after the sacrifice, -  therefore we do not see how the Injunction can be in 
any waj set aside by such limited uon-pereeption of the Cattle. In fact if the 
Cattle were to appear at some other time ban that at which the sacrifice is finished,
-th a t alone would bo compatible, both with the Injunction (which specifies no time) 
and the said non-perception

» The opponent has argued that the Result of the Action must always follow 
immediately after it,—as we find in the ease of massage, The meaning of the KdrihU 
is that what is proved by the Inference based upon this Instance is the immediate

| H I ;||| I I  |
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jectefi by the “ non-pore option. ” (of the cattle immediately after the 
sacrifice); inasmuch as both refer to the same object.

7. (In ordinary life) we find that even, in the case of actions—as the 
attendance on o n e ’s master—the ends of which are quite visible, even, 
though the result (the satisfaction of the Master) has been accomplished, 
yet, through some impediment or other (either seen or unseen), it takes a 
long time in manifesting itself (in the shape of rewards, &c.)

8-0. The final result (its the shape of the harvest) does not follow as 
soon as the corn ia sown. If it be said that in the case of the corn ire 
have an immediate effect in the shape of the sprout (growing out of the corn 
sown),—then (in the case of the Sacrifices whose result is the attainment 
of Heaven) we may hold that the Heaven results immediately after the 
Sacrifice) (in a. subtle and etherial form) and it takes time to mate
rialise into a condition of being enjoyed. For, in the case of evory effect 
being produced ( from a cause), there is a certain marked sequence in tin 
process (of its production), Which is natural to each and every one of
them.

10. Even if ( by the instance of ru bb in g ) you seek to prove the fact 
of the CitrH, &c., having immediate results, then too, your argument;
sequence of the Result to the Action; and as it is the immediate sequence that is nega
tived by the fact o f the non-appearance of the Cattle immediately after the sacrifice, 
and as this Inference would be opposed to a fact of Perception (negative), it is the former 
that, should be rejected, and not the latter.

1 Another instance is that of the effect* produced by medicines, which appear 
sometimes very long after the medicines have been administered.

8.9 If it be argued, that in the case of the Corn, there is an immediate result in 
the shape of tlm minute form, Which takes some time to develop into the final result 
of the Harvest, on account of the natural impediments in the way of its attainment,—
then, wo can nay the same thing with regard to the cane of Heaven, <k»., also, that 
are brought about by means of sacrifices. We might argue that after each sacrifice there 
is immediately produced its result, in a subtle form, w hich takes some time to become 
sufficiently materialised for actual delectation, because of certain natural impediments 
in the way of such accomplishment. And in both these oases, the orderly process, 
beginning with the appearance of the result in its subtle form and ending with its 
ultimate realisation, would be only natural; the interruption, in both cases being due 
to natural impediments in the way of immediate accomplishment. Thus then, from 
the fact of our non-perception of the attainment of Heaven, or of Cattle, immediately 
after the- completion o f the DarfcoPArnamasa, or the CUra, sacrifice, cannot lead us 
*o the inference that the sacrifices can have no such results,

10 The translation follows the reading f anantamphalutivam,’ which has been 
accepted by the Kaqifol, The Nyayaratnakara however reads ‘ anantarphalativam’ ; 
and explains it thus : “ If by the non-perception of the immediate result of the Citrii
sacrifice, you seek to prove the fact of there being no such immediate results,-*then, 
inasmuch as wc also accept the fact of the results! not being immediate, all your effor 
would he useless, as von would be proving what we also accept as true,” But this

48
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becomes rednndunt, proving only what wo also admit; for (we also admit 
of such immediate production of the result in a subtle ethevial form ); 
or else, how could we have the fully-developed results at any other time 
(if we had no sprout-like germination in the beginning) ?

11-12, Finding a discrepancy in the case of service and other per* 
oeptible means (%.$., finding that service, &c., do not always bring about 
the results in the shape of cattle, wealth, <fec.),— .we must admit that for the 
acquirement of cattle (in this life) there is some unseen cause, other than those 
Hint we oan perceive (to-day). And then* too, the application of the causes, 
othqir than what we accept, is groundless; inasmuch as such agencies 
as those of “ Bod’s w ish” (held by the VaipSshikas), “ Potency” (of 
Matter raid Soul, held by the S(inkhyas) and the like, have been shown to 
have neither Verbal Authority nor Reasonable Premises, &o., in support of 
them. Therefore we must accept, on the strength of Verbal Authority, 
the Qitrft sacrifice performed at some time (either during this or iu some 
previous life) aa being the cause of the obtaining of cattle.

13. The bringing about (of cattle) cannot be said to be without any 
cause. Because (the necessity of every effect having a cause having been 
proved by all the menus, of right notion) all the means of right notion 
cannot be invalid. In fact, in the present case, the Word (i.e., the Veda) 
indicating an adequate cause (o f t he acquirement of cattle : in the shape 
of the Citra sacrifice) cm not be said to be invalid (untrustworthy).

14. And those, who hold that the results of the Citra, &c., must 
appear in this very life, will uot be able to show any cause for the appear
ance of their results (cattle, Ac.), in favour of those who have never 
performed those sacrifices during their present lives.

reading and its explanation do not quite clear up the last foot of the Kdrikd. lienee 
the preference given to the reading adopted in the Kitrihd.

11-1* Unless we admit of an.Unseen Cause, wo cannot explain the acquirement of 
cattle by one man, and not by the other,—when their visible efforts are exactly the 
same. Then the question is as to what this Unseen Cause is. All other causal 
agencies, postulated by the various philosophical systems, have already been proved 
to be inapplicable (under the section on ' Sambandhiiishepa). It has been shown that 
no such agencies—as that of Divine wish and the like—.are proved either by Verbal 
Testimony, or by any process of Inference, or by any other means of right notion. 
Therefore, we cannot but admit that the person acquiring the cattle must have, at some 
time or other, performed the Citra saorifine; and the ground for thi3 belief ia supplied 
by the Yedic injunction—‘ one desiring cattle should perform the Citra sacrifice,’

IS jt  cannot bo urged that tha appearance of the cattle is without any cause; so 
long as wo have verbal authority distinctly pointing to the fact of the Citra sacrifice 
being an adequate means to its ati ainmont,

1* We tint! that parsons who have not performed the Citra in this life have ob
tained cattle ; aud as we have shown that there is no other means of acquiring it, we 
must admit that it is due to the umu having performed the Citra in his previous fife.
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15, Because (according to these theorists) tho oitocts of the C-Urd,
&c, (performed during some previous life) must have been exhausted in 
the course o f that life , and portions of the (previous) enjoyment of
Heaven cannot follow one to a new life.

10. Because actions, which have one definite result attributed to 
thorn (by the Veda) cannot accomplish other results for us. In the asoer- 
tion of Gautama too, the “  residue ”  must be interpreted with reference 
to tho Citra sacrifice) (in the present case, where the effect under- consi 
deration is the acquiring of cattle).

17. If' the effects were held to be merely natural (i.e., brought about 
by chance, and not by any adequate cause) , then oven such results, as folknv 
immediately after the Action (e,g„ the m a s  brought on by tho K w vn  
sacrifice), would not be believed to have tlieir cause in that Action.

18. And then (if-this Chance Theory were time) people could obtain 
the results (Heaven, &o,), even if they were, like the MlSchchhas, not to 
perform the actions enjoined by tho Veda (as bringing about those

16 The latter half rejects the theory that the oatfcle may be a portion of the joys 
of Heaven that the person may have been lately enjoying before bis birth into bis
present life.

I# This meets the following theory: “ The cattle might be the remains of the. 
joys of Heaven accompli shed by means of the Tyotiahtama performed in a previous 
life ; as declared by Gautama (in the THyS^mtras) t ‘ The person having experienced all 
the effects of Ms deeds, comes to be born in a station in life, which is fixed by the 
residue left of his p<is»b deeds.’ ”  The KariU declares this to be impossible ; because tho 
Jyotishtoma has boon laid down as having the joys of Heaven for its result ; and as 
such could never bring about any such result as the obtaining o! cattle. As ror 
Gautama’s assertion, it must be taken to mean that whenever we perceive a man possess, 
ing, in the present life, something for his acquisition of which we do not find any 
cause in his present actions,—we must conclude that this acquisition ’ ll- tm, 
remnant of a like possession of his in his previous life, brought about, at that time, 
by ius previous performance of a- sacrifice whereof that acquisition- is mentioned m the 
Veda as the specific remit. That is to say, even if the obtaining of cattle daring the 
present life be held to be a remnant, it must be the remnant of the cattle, to which the 
person mast have >een entitled by the previous performance of the Citra sacrifice, in 
some past life o f Ms, and .•liic-Si toe must have been unable to obtain, in full, during all 
his intervening lives. And thus the obtaining of cattle could be the result of the 
Citra sacrifice only.

H Because it is always easier to explain an effect as natural, than seatoh for as 
cause, Ac., and thus all effects would come to bo looked upon as due to mere 
chance,

H Tho authority of the Veda Ues in the Injunction of certain (sacrifices, with a 
view to the fulfilment of certain definite ends. I f  these ends were held to be fulfilled 
by mere chance, and not- by those elaborate sacrifices, then no sane person would be 
willing to undergo-all the trouble of performing these latter. And as a necessary 
consequence of this, people would cease to have any faith in, and regulate ,.hoir 
conduct by, the Vedn.
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results). And con; oquently all the authority of the Veda would fall 
to the ground.

19. And again, if the cattle were always, as if by command, to 
follow immediately (after the sacrifice), then the sacrifice would come 
to have a purely perceptible result, and in this it would come to resemble 
the case of a purgative bringing about the movement of the bowels.

20. And in that ease (i.e., if all results were to appear during tins 
life) we could not explaia the declaration of the Rkiishya— facts experienced 
in previous births are not remembered ” ; nor that of the Sutra— “  the 
Scripture lias its purpose in pointing out facts not got 'at (by  any other 
means of right notion).”

211 Therefore just as the Injunction is found to be without any speci
fication of time (as to the appearance of the result),— so must it always be 
accepted to be; as anything (idea) beyond that (which is directly signified 
by the Injunction) is groundless, and as such cannot (reasonably) be com
prehended (in connection with that Injunction).

22. Even those (NaiySyikas), who hold to the theory of immediate 
sequence (of the result), and explain the cases of non-appearance of

19 u G m e to have a purely perceptible result,*’—If the result of the Oitrd were always 
to follow immediately after the performance of the sacrifice, or even at any time 
during the present life, invariably,-;—then, the fact of the Gitri leading, to that result, 
would become an object of pure Sense-perception and Invariable Concomitance {Infei • 
ence) ; cud as such there would be nothing left for the Veda to enjoin, on the score 
of that sacrifice; and consequently, the Vedic sentence enjoining the Citrd would 
come to bo taken ns merely descriptive of a fact of Sense-perception • and thus it 
would resemble an Arthaviida, thereby losing all its injunctive authority. In the case 
O' tho Kdriri sacrifice, the result of which appears in this vary life, the result 
does not always come about as expected, being interrupted by impediments; and 
henoo we could not have any idea of invariable concomitance (of the Karin with its 
lcsnlt, rainfall). And hence the removal of this uncertainty would bo a fit object for 
rhe \odio passage enjoiuing the Kdriri, In order to distinguish the case cited in the 
KdriJcd, from that of the Kdriri, wo have the word ‘ niyogena’ (--always, necessarily, 
as if by the command of a superior authority, and not by reason only).

20 lu the Smrtyaclhikarana (Adhyfiya I, Pada, in) the Bhmhyet says; 1 We do not 
recognise any causal relationship between the Action and its result necessarily in the 
present life....Facte experienced, Ac.; &o.’ And the theory, that the results of sacrifices 
must appear iu the present life, would go against this assertion of the Bhishya, as also 
against that of the Sutra (in Adhyaya VI) which declares that the Vedio Injunction has 
its purpose in the pointing out of something not yet cognised by any other moans of 
knowledge. For if, as shown above, the result, of the Ultra were to appear ir. the 
present life, it would become an object of Sense-perception; and hence the sentence 
laying down the Citrd would fail in its only purpose of pointing out something net 
caymsed by any other meants of knowledge.

i% The Naiydyika holds that the result of the Gitni must appear during the present 
■ife, holding as he does the theory of the immediate sequence of Clause and Effect ;
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results as being due to some discrepancy in the Action itself, are also 
in the same position as the upholders of the “ Chance ”  theory.

23, The fact of (the attainment of) Heaven belonging to a future 
life will be proved in the first part of Adhyaya V I.; and the absence of any 
fixity of time (i.e., whether belonging to this life or the next) with regard 
to tiie acquirement of cattle, &e. (will be proved) in the adkikamna 
(section) on “  Y o g a s i d d l d (iv— iii— 27, 28).

24i. Besults, in the shape o f the acquirement of cattle, &e., are held to 
occur at any time possible (either in this life or in the next), and not 
belonging exclusively to the next life. Therefore even for one, who would 
be in an extreme hurry (to obtain the result), the means enjoined (i.e., the 
Oilra sacrifice) would bo the same (that is enjoined for the sake of the 
result to happen either in this or in the next life).

25. That (result) which is common to many persons— such, as the 
obtaining of rains and the like—must naturally be accepted as such 
(common); and since by all persons it is only immediate for approximate) 
rain that is desired, therefore it can be rightly regarded as belonging to this 
life exclusively.

26. Though in this case (o f  the * Kariri ’ sacrifice bringing about rains) 
the root “  Kami (to desire) ”  is not qualified (by a specification of time; and 
as such it is similar to the case of the Citrii) yob we indirectly g t at the 
specification of the result (as belonging to this life), as otherwise it could 
not be desired. If, iu some ease, the Karin, be found to bo non-produc
tive of its result (in this life), we must conclude that, in that case, there 
undoubtedly exists (the force of) some other (contrary) action (performed 
by the person at some previous time) whose result is declared, in the Veda 
(to  be contrary to the obtaining of rains), and which has not been all enjoyed 
by this time.

Thus cuds the Chapter on “  Qilv<ik$h§pa«parihara. ' ’

and as such he is open to the objection against the “  Chance ”  theory (Vide Kdrikd 14) ; 
and he will not be able to explain the acquisition of cattle by one who is not found to 
have performed the Citrd during the pm -m t life.

sa This meets the objection that if there be no specification of time, then Heaven 
also may, sometimes, be attained during the present life.

** Whether the person be in a hurry or not, the means is the same, viz., the per
formance of the Citrd sacrifice.

36 “ IndimcLly,"— i.e., through Apparent Inconsistency. If the results did not 
belong to this world, they would not be desired. If the Kdriri is fouud, sometimes, not 
to bring about rainfall, we must conclude that the performer has had some residues 
left of soma action done by him in the previous life, whose result must have been con
trary to that of the Kdriri, which latter result has had no time to be spent up in 

realisation, and still persists iu counter-acting the effect?.! of the jKdriri.

4 a
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(S ection 18.)

' A T M A - V l D A .  ■
1. Though it is true that the Soul cau have do direct connection with 

the sacrificial implements, yet it is possible for it to ha^e-an indirect 
relation, through the body,

2. The perceptibility (signified by u l']$ha”  in the sentence ‘ ufol 
yajnHyndhi yegamhiuth anjasit swaryain lokavi yd ti' ), though really pertain
ing to the Body, is indirectly referred to the Soul also (on account' o f its 
connection with the body), {Conversely, the approach to Heaven, though 
really (primarily) belonging to the Soul, is indirectly (and secondarily) 
referred to the body,

8, B y the denial of the Soul la connection with this particular 
passage, all the Veda is rendered open to objection. Because ( i f  there 
be no Soul, then) the relations of the means and consequences laid down 
therein, become incapable of being established.

4. '1 he Vedas have declared that the results o f sacrifices appertain to 
the performer, in some birth or other; and if the Soul were nothing 
more than mere Idea, then it could not have the character of the performer 
(of actions) and enjoyer (o f results),

5. If, after the perishing of the body, nothing is held to exist, then 
many sacrifices failing to bring about their results (iu this life), the Vedio 
passages, mentioning these (sacrifices as leading to supernatural results)., 
become false.

0. Therefore, it is with a view to establish the authority of the Veda, 
that the existence of the Soul is sought to be proved here ; even though 
the single passage in'question ( “  fisha-ijajmiyudhi, <fcc.” ), may be explained 
away as being an Arthuvada (because the mere explanation of this one 
passage does not free us from the aforesaid difficulties with regard to the 
authority of the Veda),

1 It. has been argued under ‘ Citrahshipa* that the Vedio sentence—' «*/ta yajn&yii- 
dhi, &o.’ is not true; &c., Jfco., Ac, (Vide supra). And to this the Bhnxhyn renHe:.—
‘ (Jarirasambandhild yat tarrya ftirmnn stfpi tairyajnayudhi bhavatV ;  audit is this passage 
that the Kdrikd is meant to explain. “  Indirect tlm implements are related to
the body, and the body to the Soul.

8 TW« meets the objection that the sentence in question may he taken as a mere 
Arthcti da, which obviates the net "s ity  of having recourse to the above farfetched, 
interpretations, The sense of the Kdrika is that the' explanation of the particular 
passage is not what we are driving at; what we mean is that if the existence of the 
Son! be denied, then the Veda loses all its authority. “ -Means and CoHsequencea,*'1— 
That »  certain sacrifice leads to Heaven could not be true, if there were no Soul to 
experience the joys of Urartu, as the body is always loft behind.

®  • ' <SL
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7. We hold tliafc the Son] is something different from the body, the 
sense-organs and ideas, and that it is eternal; while all the rest, the body,
& o„ are perishable.

8-9. O b j. : “ If it be eternal, even when it has the character of the
ioev and the enjoyin', then,—as at the time of the enjoyment of the result, 
it is not cognisant of the relation between this result and the action (that it 
may have performed to bring it about),—having no such idea as that 
* these results that I am enjoying are the effects of such and such virtuous 
or vicious deeds that I had done (in my last life)/—how could it have any 
liking (for a virtuous action as being the cause of good results, &q>, &c.)?

10, “ And when one does not recognise a result to have been brought 
about by any action of his own, then there can be no difference between 
the enjoyment experienced by one’s own Soul, and that by other’s.

11, “ And even while doing a vicious deed, one might think that at 
the time of the enjoyment (of the result of this action) ho would not 
remember it (to have been brought about by that particular action of 
his),—and thereby he would not avoid that vicious deed.

12, f< Thus then, even in accordance with the theory of the eternality 
(of the Soul), you have, with reference to the result, the disappearance of

8.9 in  fcho first place, it is not possible for an eternal entity to be either the doer, 
or the eaperiencer, as an eternal entity cannot but bo free from all activity. Bat even 
if ws admit such characters, for the sake of argument, then too, inasmuch as at the 
time that the result is experienced, no person is found to have any idea of the action 
leading to that result, that ho may have performed in his past lives, he cannot have 
an idea of any action bringing about any particular results either good or bad. Hence, 
he could not be attracted to the performance of any actions with transcendental 
results ; and that would mean a total cessation of all sacrifices.

10 That, is to say, we cannot b sure whether the results wo are experiencing in 
t he present life are the effects of actions performed by other Souls, or of those done by 
our own Soul. And thus there being an Inextricable confusion, one would bo tempted 
to give up all sacrifices, hoping to obtain the results of those performed by others, 
specially as there would bo nothing to convince him after the fact that the results ho 
would experience in his future lives must be only those of his own actions ; because 
during his present life, he is never able to fix upon any relationship between the results 
hr is experiencing now and the actions that he may have performed in his past 
lives.

11 The person wOnld not avoid an evil deed; because he would be unable to establish 
any connection between the evil effects he may be experiencing and any past deeds of 
bis own. And thus ho cannot he convinced that evil deeds bring about evil consequences.
And as he would not avoid evil deeds, when tempted to them by the promise of 
temporary pleasures, of which he ia quite sure,—he would Vie unwilling to forego 
these pleasures in consideration of future evil eomequepcea, the chances whereof he 
finds to be, at best, extremely doubtful

ri As shown above, it may happen that, even if the Soul bo eternal, the person 
may not experience the result of his own deed, whereas he may experience those of
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wluit hfts been done (by the Sonl), anti appearance of what hnanofc been done, 
exactly similar to what yon have urged against the theory of non-eternality; 
and consequently (since you cannot avoid the objection) it is heedless to 
prove the eteruality (of Souls;.”

13. Reply: This does nob affect our theory: because, for ns, a remem- 
branco (of the action) is of no consequence in the enjoyment (of its result) ; 
as neither engagement in, nor avoidance .of, ah action 3 duo to any lenieru- 
brance (of it) at the time of the enjoyment (of its results).

14. An idea (of a certain action leading to a desirable end),--the  
existence of which, as the moans to engagement in that action, is sought 
after,— is already distinctly eoginsed, through the Veda, by the learned, 
before his engagement (in that action).

15. Even subsequently to .the performance of the action (at the time 
0t the appearance of the result), people versed in the Scriptures do hare an 
idea of the result being duo bo a particular action in some previous life.
\nd it is only such persons that are entitled (to perform sacrifices). And 
as for unlearned fools, ifc docs not matter it they have no such idea 
(because such fools are not in any case entitled to the performance of 
sacrifices).

16. Such ideas (or remembrances) need not, in every case, bo amenable 
to all means of right notion ; therefor© the idea gob at by on© means of 
right notion cannot be rejected on account of the fact of its not being got 
at by the other means.

other people's actions. Anri inasmuch as this Seems to be the only important objec
tion that yon have urged  against the non-etornality of Souls,—it is no use trying to 
prove their eteru a lity ,—as tils too has been found to be open to the same objection.

18 “ da neither, The process is |i follows: (1) the operation of the Per
former, (2) the Action itself, (3) the experiencing of the Result j and we find that the 
experience com es three degrees Tatar than the original operation ; and hence this latter 
cannot be said to be due to that.

1* Even though one cannot have any Idea, at the time, of the experiencing of a. 
R esult, or that of the Result being duo to any particular action of his,—yet, the idea 
of a certain action leading so a certain desirable result is obtained by us, from the 
Yodft (where such causal sequence is distinctly laid down); and this idea would be 
enough to lead ns to the performance of that action, for which we would not stand in 
need of any remembrance of the result having boon actually brought about by that 
action (in a previous life),

it As a matter of fact, even at the time of experiencing the Result, learned people 
do recognise Ra relationship to a previously-performed action. And thus there would 
he no hindrance to these people becoming engaged in sacrifices ; and as for ignorant 
people, it does not matter whether they do, or do not, perform any sacrifices.

t* It is true that such an idea is amenable to the Verbal Authority of the V e d a ; 
and this is enough to establish its correctness; notwithstanding the facts of its not 
being amenable to Sense-perception, Inference, &c.
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17, One who does not understand that from such an action such a 
result will accrue to him, must be an ignorant fool ; and as such naturally 
he has no chance of performing the action (and hence oven if ho lias not 
the idea necessary to lead him to a certain. Vedio action, it does not 
matter).

18. As a matter of fact, even though at the time of the enjoyment 
of profound sleep, we have no idea of the enjoyment being due to the 
softness of the bed we had prepared,— yet we are led to prepare our soft 
beds beforehand,

19, And further, if one were to realise, at the time of enjoyment, the 
fact of its being the result (of c, certain well-defined action),— then, as in 
the case of roads, &c„ so in the matter of sacrifices also, the Veda would 
lose ail its authority.

20. Obj.i “  I f  your Souls be inactive (without any action), on ac
count of their eternality and all-pervading character,-—and upmodifiablo 
by pleasure and pain,— what sort of the character of doer and e n jo y e r  can

they have?
21, « If it be held that at the time of the performance of an action, 

ud at the tim e of the appearance of pleasure, &c\, the character oi the
; '*ul is transformed, then its eternal ity disappears.

22. .Reply t W e  do not deny the applicability of ihe epithet “ non- 
eternal” to the Soul; if “ non-eternality” mean only “ liability to modi
fication” ; as such liability does not necessarily imply destruction,

11 « M  chance"— because it is only the learned that are entitled to the perform- 
ance of Vedio actions. ( Vide Adh., III.)

As a matter of fact, no snch idea ia necessary, at the time of the experience of 
the result, for the taking up of an action.

i<> if aneh an idea were possible, then it would be a case of connection, between the 
Result and. the Sacrifice being amenable to Souse-perception and Invariable Con- 
comitanco. Consequently, just as in. oho oast of the Road, the fact of ita connection 
with the convert mt passing of the people is amenable to Sense-perception j and hence 
the Vedio passage speaking of it cornea to bo taken as a Valedictory sentence describ
ing a perceptible result,—so really in the same manner, in the case of Sacrifices also, 
the relation between these and their results being held to be amenable to Sdnse-per- 
ception, the Vedio passages declaratory of the Sacrifices would have to bo taken as 
Valedictory sentences describing a well-established fact; and as such, the Vena weald 
cease to bo the sole authority for snch sacrifices.

StO “  When ho has no action, how can he be the doer ? Ar.d whon ho ia unaffected 
by pleasure and pain, how can he be the enjoyer ? As the only objects to be enjoyed are 
pleasure and pain.”

si ** i f  tin' principal character of the Soul can undergo a transformation, it cannot 
bo eternal,”

88 We do not deny the Soul’s liability to modifications; and if this is all that you 
mean by ‘ non-eternality,1 then in that case, wo could call the Soul * non-eternaV 
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