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of the mapphoabﬂlty of an element which is éven subordinate o by §n‘liéf’1 Ay
dinate.  Because (in ‘5o rejecting the Class on the ground of the said 2
epplicability) yon would ‘he' re;eatmg a fuct oJ:‘ Sénse pe‘rctapﬁon bu 6116 i
ground of Inference (an sbsurdity). )
1 42 Therefore ib/is proper to'vejeet only' tflmt e]cemtint which s fo‘uﬁﬂ
foibe wholly mcompahb]e. But this cantlot lead to the re}eﬁtmﬁ of mﬁld‘--
t!nng else which ig quite compatible with actual facts, i '
1430 Thius then (bhie cognition of Class Being due to Sense-psrcephon),
the Class, all- pervadmg a8 it is deseribed to be by the Vaiceshikas)
is recognised only in' that place where it happsna ‘to be' manifested by the
individual ; just as n letber (though ommpresent ia cagmsed otxly whﬁﬁ
manifosto .1 by particular uibterances), » : ;
44 Therefore (it niust be admitted ﬂ}fl}‘l‘:) t‘na zdea of’ ‘eow‘ wﬁh
regard to the individual cows, is' based mpon the migie ciasa W Nk
because in the idea of all of these there is a tinge of the' cow ;' and Beoﬁme
the idea of all these (individuals) is of one and bhe bame fcrm,mjust as
the ideéaof a single individual cow. 0 ' : i
45. The idea of the ‘cow” is not due to tha w bia,ck eow,”—»-«mr im it

basod upon auy other (parbloul&r cow) ;—-becn.use that idea Gf cow 18 pos-

) 3 o i ")
vxduml whwh in ibs turn. ia anhordma,te to the Clﬂss. He’naef l;he fact pf t.he mappliu-
cability of the two methods of relationship {mcaptgd by yon) eaunot lead to the rejece
tion of the Class, “Because, §o.”—The Class a,ml its meblmds 0{ re‘lamonship are all
matters of Senge-perception ; whereas the fact of the abaence of any. rslatmnshlp on
the g:ound of the mapphmln[ity’ of "the two' methods, ia gat al by means of In!’éﬁ

ence,

I

#2 What is 1mp0351ble is on!y the appllmhlllty ot‘ the two mathods of ! 1-elatmnship :
to the case of the Clags, Therefore we must reject  this .tppllcablhty, Bnh thrs ﬂoaa
nok ngeassitate a rejection of the Claas: 1tsalf. I

bl Though owmniprasent, the Olass— Cow’ £.i i,—~is nob parcmvsd evavywhera i
becanse that which manifests it—the Individual Cow--exists only in cerbain places.

4 Having proved the existence of the Class, ag based upon Sense- -porception, the
anthar proceeds bo eite certain syllogistic arguments,” The minor torm of the Eyllvgiam is
the fact of the idea of one Individual being like those of othér Tndividuals ; the Major
term is the faet of this Idea being due to a single class (Y Cow?”). Aud the reasons
are +—{1) Beoruse the ideas of all these are tinged by the form of the “Uow; and (2)
because the ideas of all individual Cows ave of one and the same form. Hadiple i~
That Iden which is tinged by the shape of the Cow,' isalwaysof one and the swnie
form, and as such, muat be baged upon a amgla entlty-——a g., the Idea. of an- mdrﬂﬁwﬂ

Cow. s

#5 The Idea of Gow is not brought about by & partmnlar (Jtmr--t.he blnck one f a5
becausd the said Idea is present where the blackiess is absent—e.g., in the case of ‘Gther
kinds of cows. Jast as the notion of *““Harth” oanmnot be suid to be due to the netion
of the Jar, The Kiriki mentions two conclugions that follow from the same premises’
Tie first i whitt has beon explained * and ﬂie aesond is expressed in t.‘her ‘sontenco-
5 Now s it based, &O.” L (Ll o GLRA N L B T o T
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sible also in o place whove there is absence of that partienlar cow,—jnst as
the idea of * earth” with regavd fo the jar, ' Rk

46. The idea of ‘cow’ has for its ohject something (i.e., the class
“cow ") that inheres in every one of the individuals,—becanse with regard
to every individual (cow) there is an idea of the “ cow,” which is com-
plete in itself,—just as the idea of every single individual cow (taken
one by one), T : i "

47, Though inhering in each one of the individnals, the Class
i3 one,~because (with regard to it, there is a single idea of the class
“ Cow ),~just as in the case of negative expressions (likz  non-Brah-
mana,”’ &o.), there is negation of the Brahmana, &e. '

48, The idea of the *eow’ is not based npon similarity (among the
individual cows),—becanse, being valid (i.e., correct) it is brought about
by identity,—justas the recognition of a certain indiyidual chject (as
being the same that was sgen before). e L

49. And certainly, it cannot be argued that with regard to the claes
“Cow " any such single idea (as sevves to embrace all the individuals in
a single notion) iy false. Beeanse in this (recogvition of a single ides)

there is no diserepancy in the means (by which we recognise the single

48 The iden of tha Individual Cow resides in itg entirety in that Tndividual; and
as sich is held to have for its object, the objective ‘Cow.’ In the same manner, the
notion of “Cow” has for its object something that ia commonly inherent among all
individual cowsy and this can only be the Class ' Cow.” :

41 That with regard to which thers is o single idea mugt bp one; eveun if inher-
ing in many individnals. For instance, tho negative word ‘' Non.Brihmana " applies in
its entirety to many individusls—uiz : the Eshatriya, the Vaigya, &o.; and yet the negation
of Brahmanhood must be acceptad to bo one only ; snd this bocpuse, with regard to
all cases of the absence of Braihmanhuod we have a single Idea,~that of nen:Bréahmanhood.
Convaqnently, even the maltiplicity of substrates doas not lead to any winltiplicity of
the Ides itself. 8o also in the case of Class; thongh it inheres in avery one of the Indi.
vidaals constituting it, it must be accepted to be one, and one only, )

48 Tha idea of the Cow is based upona recognition of the fact of the Class ' cow "
inhering in one Individual being identically the same a8 that which is found to inhere
‘i another Individnal Cow. And sach an Idea conld not be based anpon similarity, which
differs with every two Individuals. = In fact, jnat as & certain Individnal--—-Rama, f.i.,—
having beon onee seen, comes to be recoguised again, as being the game person ;
g0 in the same manney, in the case of the Class ' cow, " when we have once recog -
nised it ag inhering in the Black Cow, if we happen to see subsequently a Red Cow,
we at once conclude that the Olass inhering in this latter is exacily the same as that
which inhered in the Black Uow.  And 80 on, e come to have a general Ides of the
Class ¥ Cow,” apart from the Individual Cows. ' _

¥ An Idea that has ouce been cognised can be rejected as false, only—(1) if at

some fbnre time we comeacross a cerbain flaw in the means by which we got at theldea; -

© or (2) it subsequently stronger couvictions to the contrary present themselves, so
gtrongly as to contradict, and, by its superior validity, set aside, the former Idea, In the

43
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idea); xov is there any stronger com'mtmn, to the wntmvy, ﬁhat‘”ﬁbiﬂ‘d iyl
re]ect ;t ] 5 s e i |
50, . ‘Oby. : Wi place, swhere the fact of the OIHQS ’bmug aométhmﬂ'_ |
other (thrm the Tndividaat) las beon proved on’ tho grﬁund of 'the ddgni.
“sability of thé Class apart ‘from  tho Individual,~the instances of the
“forest,” &e,, nre brought forward, in order to slow the! noﬁ-abﬁolum e,
doubtful) charvacter of the argument;—and as such how ean xrmtévﬁﬁcy
be urged against this (citing of “fovest? &e.) P |
51, 'If we were to bring forward the fact(of tha pei'cbptlon of Qg
“apart from the individunls) 4s an avgnment td prove {our’ position ), then
it wonld be quite proper to arge the non—n‘mveréa.htxy (of our premises).
"But ag o matter of fack, we bring forward (the aforesaid fact of Bense-
‘perception) only as an objection (againat those who deny 'the existerice of
the Class altogether) ; and (it is with regard to the diting of ¢ forest,’ &o.,
against this objection, which i8 not an argument tsl’m{}) “-wrelauamy ”fhas
been mentxoned‘ (m the B‘Mskya) i A 5 g

N AR Sl el
Aol d b A WA T R

¢age of bhe $dod of the Class “ow howaver, wé have noﬁ& of thésa éwo‘ eanﬁingénmw,
and hence the idea cannot be rejected as false,
. £0 Bays the Bhishya: ‘' asatyapyarithantaré evawgatsyakr bhamta pr utyayah par,;ltwya-
“tham dandntits yatha it cét asambaddhaom vacanarm, &e. &) And! the objecioriin the
" Kaviki shows that theciting of the instance of 'the Forest, &e., is mnob "aswmbaddhd,
fhasmuch as it Btrikes ‘ut'the very universality ‘of ‘thé premies brought forward by the
Bhashya to prove the fact of Olass'being something different from the Individual,
“Becanse the Forest it also recognised as something different from eaoh Individual Troe
in it, and yeb as' a mitter of fact ‘the Forest is nothing apart.from these trees; there-
foro the mere’ fact of the Class being recognised apavt fron “the Tndividuals constitub.
ing it is not: eniongh reason for holding 'the  Class: to by smnethmg dlﬁerent from tho
Tndividaals, -
bt The fact'of the Olass being something different from*the Indmdnal i8: pereemed
“'by the senses ; and a8 such| for proving thig 'we stand in'negd of no arguments.!  The
fact is that the adversary having denied the existence of the Olassapart from the Indivi-
duals, we present before him' the fact of the  Class boing actually. perceived Sby the
sensesto be something different from its constituentIndividuals. And ag this ig no
inforential réemsoning that we bring forward, it is not right thabt'yon shotld geek to seb
it 4side hy eiting an argument, based upon’ the instance’ of the forest. SBpecially as
* Songe-petception depends, for its validiby, 'only' upom‘a correct fanotioning of the senses,
““and not npon any non-oontradiction, &e. ‘dun'saquently'*td' bring forward: 4 selitary
instance of ‘the Forest-—oven yranting the validity of your veasonidg with regard to
 this,==wonld never serve to invaliddbe o fact of dirdet Sense-perdeption, All that your
instance can do i8 to show that ‘such ‘is ‘not "the factin everyrcage. | Bub any: ilmc'h
exceptional instance cannot affect any particalar vase'of the Class which is/directly per-
~ caiyad by theé ‘senges, ‘and ag ‘such, dan’ never ‘be' 8ot aside,” except when wa eognise,
' by meany nf fhe Sonses,'the fack ‘that the' class is rob geresived apart from the Individuals.
_And'so long a¥ thid i not cognised, no aﬁiuﬁ‘nt ol ’hxﬂ%&udﬁséw ahake ther mﬁd:ﬁy of. o
facﬂottﬁded‘dﬂoﬂ direot'Senséperception, 0 ‘ B A
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52, By this (maention of the factof the Clags henqg parcmw& to be
apart from the individaals) we only meant, to. show, that the grgumsnhs,
brought forwpud to prove. the. non-existence. (of (lass apa.l‘tr from, the
Individuals), is. contradicted by a fact of divect Senwllemeptm The
argument brought, forward by, the,, &dversapy (w;tth a view, to, prove the
said non-existence of the Olass, &q ) hag alf:ﬁady hqen allqwu above, (m
Karika ll}

53.. Nor can tlie - falalby o’ the. almvp fact of Soqspspgrcaptmnbﬂ _
urged on the mere ground of the falsity of a. like perception with, regsrd
tio the; forest, Because the falsity, of one (Bense-pergeption). cannot lead
ko the, falsity of all, (facks; of 5ensa~percap§;qn} And, hemcﬂ the, cihng
of ‘forest,’ di¢., cannot-huy be declared irvelavant.

84, Just as by the falsity of the cognition. of the form;, &ﬁ (q,p, some-
thing apart from, tho trees), the cognitions. of, taste, &e., do not, become
false taste, &e.,—s0 would the cognition of Class too. (as something apart
from the individuals) (not be rendered: talpe, by the fa.lmty af, thrg B¢

tion of the forest). Qv else, you must mention, some ’pecuha.mt.y (mth
vegard to the coguition of Olass) (that would: differentiate. 11. from the
case of taste, dc., and thereby save yonr position), ,

95, The idea of: singloness, with regard to a forest as. cognwed apaa:ﬁ
from the trees, may be 4 mistaken one, becanse; of a dmcgepa.ncy in the
shape of remiotoness (of the forest, from the person garcewmg it f,rom
8 distance). In the casc of the Class, howeve;c, tlmro i3 no suoh d.l&(.‘@{ﬁ'
pancy (and hence it cannot be false), :

56, (In the case of thq gognition of the _forqst ag one,), whery ope gata

L) Thls rqfela tothe follnmng Obj{schon' "Evep If such be bhe Gﬂﬁe, f.he Instance
of j'orest &ov., may be accepted as invalid: ibing the fact of Sense: pameption, m-ged by
the Mimansaka, and as such there wonld be no ir relevangy in the ‘mafter”  Thé sense
of tho reply is that becanse the perception of the forest, as. something: apart, from the
troes, is false—thab cannot be any reason for denying the trath of other, faeﬁaog Songe-
perception, g0 even thus the xrrqlemncy, remaing ]uEh ag hefoga

- B “Peouliarity "o such is poas:hle. :

£5 ‘A cognibion can be accepted to be a mistaken ong, r;niy when ‘there happans l.o
be some, disorepanay in the weans of that cognition. In the case of the person who
(himself at a remote distance from the forest) makes the ngsextion that the, forest is
something apart from trees in it,—we may consider this io be. a mistaken notion, bocause
af the remotenees of the forest, which is a great discrepanoy in the Pprocess of Sense+
perception ; and thers is overy, chance,of such semsuous ' perception: being mistaken.
In the case of thu cogmtwu of th@ Clnaa howevar, we haye noa!mh ﬁmmﬂc& and
as sueh it cannot but be accepsod ag corvect.

E6. A.nor.her reagon for rejecting a fact of Senae«pcrceptmu a4 false liog in the fact
of ity bexug guch &g is gubsequently sk as::le by another conviution got hy & Yaora,
authotitative means, The said Idea of the E’umsf may bg 50 rejoctablo; bub that of the
Class ig never found ko he rojected. ; cra
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near tho treos, the singleness, of the idea (of the forest) with regard fo
thom, coages; whereas, by no means whatever, is the idea of Class (being
an entity apart from the Individuals) ever found to be set aside, Dk o

57.58. The idea of the singleness (of the forest: as apart from the
trees),~(based only upon pereeption), as considered independently of (the
denotation of) tho word (* Vana'),—has been rejected (on the ground of
the remoteness of the observer, who could not be expected to see things
rightly from a distance). And as for the Ldea of singleness (of the forest)
based upon (the fact of the forest being the only object denoted by) the
word “ Forest,”—thig (Idea) may also oceur to one who is in the middle of
the fovest (and not at a distance). But even thig Ides may bo taken to be
false, becanse of the impossibility of its being ameuable w--(any"'mwﬁ-'bf-' -
right notion) Sense-perception and the rest. As for the Class, 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 idon of its
singleness, &o., can never be set aside). W NI RS b ol

5. 'As a rolé, a word is alwaye used with reference to an object
which has been cognised by other means of right notion. Consequently
whenever it happens to be nsed, with regard to an object not (otherwise) per-
ceived,~-as in the case of the * forest,"-—it must lead to mistaken (notion).

60. (L) Some people hold that the singleness of the forest is always
cognisable by the word alone; and, as such, it would always be true, aven
though there were no support from other (means of right notion); just as
the (cognition of) faste is true, though it is not gupporfed by the ear,
or any other means of right notion, save the tongne. ~  * : N

61, Falsity, cansed by the non-smpport (non.cooperation of other
meang 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 as are amenable to
other means of right notion, is not accepted as a rule applying to all words.

69 If the notion of eingleness werse on!y‘hilsed apon the word “ Vanae,” then alone,
being purely verbal; it could not bat be false. - - Pt

60 The author now proceeds to explain the varions views taken of the above gques-
tion, Some people hold that the idea of the singleness of the forest is got at by means
of the word, and is true; und as such the case of this cannot serve to invalidate the
notion of the singlenesa of Class. It is only the word that is the means of cognising
the singleness of the Forest ; and ag such this idea of singleness would bho fnlse, only

80 Iu.ng a8 the word has not duly signified it. When however the idea has been once
signified, it stands in need of no other support, Ao i iy

i ‘? This rule caniot affect all words; becauss there are certain ‘things—Dharma
above all the resl—that sre cognisable by word, and word ulone, iy
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63. (i1) In fact, however (in the case of the Idea of the amgleness
of the forest) we 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-
poroeptmn, £i,); and as for the number (singnlarity in * Vanam "), this
too i found to bhe cognised (by other means of right notion) in other
objects (the jar, £.i.) .

(64, If it bo urged that the many (trees) cannot be denoted by a
single word * (Forest),~—~(we reply that) we could bave such denotation,
ag in the case of the élageshe compound.  And if it be said that in the
case of the ekagésha the mumber is changed (into the plural),—then (we
~voply that) we may leave off this factor (of the change of number) (and
yot the fact of the denotation of the many by a single word remains
common both to the gkagdsha in ‘ ghatdak ' and the word * Varam” as signi-
fying the many trees). .

65.  Thus then we ﬁnd thaﬁ the oump&hhlhfy of smgu!anfy (with the
many trees) can be established by means of a universal affirmative premiss.
And thereby wo could have the number (singularity, applying to tho frees
as constituting the forest), even though it is nob cogmised 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
eatablished only by means of Inference). 1

66, Sowme people expl&m the word ** Vanam" as dencting the com-
monality or class of “ many '’ (i.e, Bahutwa = multitudinousness) as located
wn (i, belonging to) the tree. And certainly tle class * multitudinous-

& In the ékagéshe compound, many jars are mgmﬁad by the single word " ghatdh.”
The second objection means thab the ékagésha in ¢ ghatah’ is Plaral, whersas ¢ Vanam’
ig' Singular, and ag such could not denote many frees. The sense of the reply is that
thongh the word “ Vanam * will differ from the ékagésha in the point of its number,
yeob the fact of ono word gignifying many individuals reraing the same in both ocases ;
‘and it ie thig alcne that we seek to establish,

86 Ag a mabbor of fact, singularity belongs to the trees themselves, Since the name
¢ Vanum® applies to many trees, and the relation of singularity (in ‘ Vanam’) with the
many cannot be cognised by any other means of right notion,~~therefore we must have
recourse to # universal affirmative premiss, whereby we conld establish the compati-
bility of the denobation of the noun (“Vana' dencling the many trees) with the
denotation of the affix (the Accusative Singular). This promiss is that “ the affix that
is found joined to & 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
deunoted by the word “ Vana” (i.e., tho many trees) and the amgu&arity denoted by the
singular Accusative affix in © Vanam.”

8 I'inding that no amount of Inference can lead to the compatibility of singularity
with many irées,—becaune this would mean the accepting of Inference in the facs of its
opposition to a fact of Sense-perception,~the Kirik# throws ont another sugeestion,
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ness’” iglonly one (and ag such. the singularnumber in. ¢ Va“m bsaomea i

quite’ aompa;mble with the denotation of many. trees).. O (we ray accopt
the view that) the class:* Forvest” resides/in the troes: (and thus teo the

smgnlal in: “ Vamm 1 becomas cumpatlble,\ a8 the o]a.ﬂs b Foreat il fisco,nly :
one).. : i

67 }hvou in: thie absonce of any sucli smgIe ohee{;~: t]mt enuld bé ﬁh‘s
substrate (of the denotation of the word * Vane'), (suchi denotation is
possible)~just as (though) the whole (has: no ong substrate apart from

the pavts constibuting it yet it is accepted) tobe one, and so forth. And as, i

for the fhaet of ‘the: manifestation .(of! the wngle fovest) by meavs ofi the
mapy trees, nob’in contact with one another (like the parts of a whole)y—

since such manifestation is perceived by the ayes (ds really existing gty

tha caso of the single forest and i:he 'm(my t.mes); thmfanauﬁ cmmf: hh» smﬁ
to be ingongruous. e

68-60. The word * Vam o may e, the commion (genqmn)t name’ mi;. i
denotation residing elsewhere (d.e.; in the individuals) : Justas we find the
naome ‘“ wandering about” 'aipplying to: the momentarily ehanging parti-
cular movements,—so in the same maunery is distinetly coguised the OIaﬂs ]
* Fovest,”: even though its substrates are many and diverse, ! |

69:70.° (TIL) Or again, the ‘ Forest” may be accepted as one, onltha
ground of (all'the trees conjoiutly) bringing sbout a single effect (in the
shape of the denotation of the forest),—just as the word: *“ Gauh,” though
made up: of souerml latters, Ga and the tresﬁ, 18, yeb: a.coepted as bemg (m-_

87 Just as.the whole has a0 substr abum apard from ity pm*ts‘ 50 t.ha word “ ‘orast "
has no subsbrate apnrt from the trecs contained in it. The two cases being identicsl,
we caunob: xightly deny the one while admitting the other. ** Incongruous.”~~Though
the manifestation of the single forest by the many trees, or vige verséd, is a fagt self
contradictory in itself,—yet inasmuch as such manifestation is cogniged. by Bense-
experignce to! hzwa a real exigtence, it cannot bub be admitted to be trae.,

9.8 The movements that are always dlanppemng are also iucluded in a geperio
term ; and a8 for “forest,” though the individaal trees, t.hg subgtrates of the generic
notion of the Forest, are many and various, yet, we cannot deny the conent.qesn of the
generic notion, By

89.10 Though. the letters, ma.kmg up the word o Gm‘h & a.ra mmy, yet, iinqa \
much ag all these latted conjointly bring about the only efleat, in the sbape of the signi-
fication of the object Clow, the word is admitied to be. one: only, Similarly, in the. casp
of 'the Forest, thongh it consists of many breeS, yek inasmuch  as, all these trees, canr
jointly bring about the single efiect, in the shape of tho manifestation of the. Forest, the
colleation, of these trees is accepted as one composite whele. Those It_;reeq that are
abways found o exisk singly by themselves cannot have any single joint agtion; in
fact, they are the causges of co many diverse ideas (of various treeg) ; and consequently
{these cannot be beld to be included in the denotation of the single, word. ¢ Fozest.”

And as a matter of fael, when trees are af glﬂatr ddgtauceq fl;om one. a,not,hep, thax are
never called ** Foresb "» SR i bl
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‘the form made 'up of these letters'taken' conjointly) one word (denotivg
“the-ooy). 'And agfor those troes that are always known tor axist singly by
‘themsolves (apart from other trees), the wourd ‘¢ Horest!” 1is mob meant’ to
apply to these. oA - A el gt
70271, (IV:) | Oy, in the ease of such: terms ag Series,” “ Group,”

U Wovest, do.-—even in the' nbsenae uf the singleness of theobjects (denot-

‘ed thy thesa),~we may explain bho notion of singloness as being indireotly
_iddieated; throngh the peculiavities of place, time und action,’ &o. |

71-73. 'We have thoidea. of “ Forest” with weforencs to a collection

of | tres j==but 'worconld not hold the idea of the class S Qow” to belong

to o collestion 'of cows, Beeunse thevidea of the' olass “Cow” is similar
~40 'that of the ‘tree” _('i‘iia'sfmubh' g just as’ to ewch ‘of ' the individual

‘trees balongs the charaoter of “‘tree,” so ‘o each individual ‘cow belongs
Jtlie qden of the elass ¥ Cow ). Nor¢an we assume (the ideaof the Class

“Cow" to belong to) a collection (of individual cows); becanse that idea
" of tho claks * Cow " does mob resernble that of the fforest’ in the point of

the nonscognition of this latter apart (from the trees constituting it).

473-74, | Nor ean a conglomeration ‘of the dewlap, &e., be the subs-

trate of theidea of the Class (*Cow ”);  because the roperation of these
\(@ewlap, &o.); censes with the bringiug about of the cognition of the

individual (cow) ; wherens the idea of the elass “ Cow” vests in the cowm-
imnonality  of v (d.e., the  eukity eommon to) these (individuals). ‘Then,

Jeven if yow dény a corporate whole (wpart from  the congtituent particles,—
‘o held by the Bauddha), the Class still romains (nntouched).
75.76. By meavsof' the arguments explained ‘before (in support of
the existence of Class apart from the Individuals), we could also prove

.0 [nasmuch ag the trees. conjointly exist in one place,-or ot the same time,
~or have the ssme joint action,——these specisl features indirectly point to the notion of
singularity ‘with regard to the ‘“‘Forest,” even though the objects denoted by the
. word—suiz, the trees—are nany and.diverse. ot
1.8« Does not resemble, J-c_sa._"l‘he forest is not; perceptible, apart . from the trees,
whereas wo are cognisant of the Class “Cow,” even apart from any individual oow
_ that may come into our view, ; _
| 1?1 The conglomeration of the Dewlap, &e., is only capable of briﬁging abont a
goguition of the individual cow; whereas the idea of the Cluss ‘ Cow’ extends oyver all
. individual cows, which are, on this very scoount, cousidered ag -Mlon'ging o o and
the pame. clasa. ‘' Therefore cven, §c”~—The Bauddha holds that the Whole is nothing
. apart from the constituent particles; #.0., the Jar is nothing more than a conglomeration
of atoms. Buf we have shown above that the Class is something quite different from
. conglomeration  of parts.  Therefore the denial of the whole does not affect the pxjst-
ance of the Clasgs, . _
L B8 Weadmit of the Cliass; simply on acoount of the fach of the cognition iy S0
cenbain single comnmonality extending over many, Individuals, In the samo manner,
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tho oxistonce of the whole also.  But between this (Whole) and its
constituent parts, there could be no absolute difference ; inasmuch as, like
the Class from the Individuals, this Whole also is never cogpise_d--as
wholly apart (from its constituent parts).

76-77. Both difference and non-difference (of the Wko!e from the
Parts) have been affirmed and denied by some people. But between the
two sets of arguments it has never heen ascertained which is the stronger
and which the weaker; thevefore it is best to take the middle course (i.e,
admit of both difference and non-difference, partially). -

78, Thus then, both difference and non-difference being affirmed as
well as denied ( w,lth equally strong arguments), it must be admitted that

‘(both these characters apply to the Whole, which thus becomes of a varier
gated character), like & malti-colonred object ; and as such ib is incorrect
to assert that it has only one charactor (£.4. eolom-, in the case of the
object), s el

79-80. This fact of the non-absolnte charactar of an ohgeob, does not
render our cognition of it dontbtful (or invalid). Because ibis only where
the cognition itself is doubtful, that we can have, its invalidity. In the
present case however, our cognition is perfectly certain, wiz, that the
object 18 of non-absolute (or doubtﬁa?.) character (a.nd a8 such, the validity of
this cognition cannot be doubted), '

80-81. The fact of the non- cogmtlon of the Whote, when the pm-t.ﬂ
1) beon mentally abstracted, is also possible for the Aulukya (who holds
the difference~theory), on aceount of the destruetion (of the Whole) also
being in the mind (of the person who abstracts the parts).

inasmuoch ag wo have notiona of singlenese—with regard to a jar, f.i., even though it is
made up of many constituent atoms,—we must admit of the existence of one corporate
whole, as something different (though not absolately) from the constituent parts.

1617 “But between, §o."—The argaments on both sides are equally wenk and .
equally strong,

19-80 The doubtful character of the object does nofi in any wa.y fnvalidate our
cognition of it. It is only where the cognition itself is doubtfnl—as in the case of the
doubt as to whether a certain object before us is n man of a post-——that, there being
no fized cognition, there can be no validity to it. In the case in question however, ‘we
have a definite cognition, not doubtful in the least, of the daplicate character o{ the
object; and hence the cognition cannof be said to be doubtful or invalid. '

80.81 "T'he upholders of the “ non-difference” theory urge as follows : ¢ When wo men-
tally abstract the constituent atoms, one by one, from any object, we find that eventmlly'
nothing i3 left beliind ; and hence we cannot think of any whole apart from the parts.”
The sense of the Karikd is that thiz argument is noc by any means exclusive; becanse
even one who holds the whofe to be distinct from the parts, admita the whole to be only
an eutity, dne to an agglomeration of parts; and consequently, when the parts have been
mentally ‘abstracted, the agglomeration of these also ceases (mentally); and thas
theére being a mental destruction of the object itself, it oould not be cognised (after

-
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' B1.82. The relation that the whole bears to the parts is recognised
to be such as simultaneonsly extends over (all the parts); and hence the
questions—whether the whole vs related to ecch part in ifs entively, &o.,
&o.—~with regard to this, are to be rejected, 3119‘& a8 they have been with
regard to the Olass.

' 82:88. If the idea of the Class “Cow” were due to (that of) the
conglomeration of the varions parts, dewlap and the rest,-—then we conld
not have the notion of the Class “ Cow’ (which we may have cognised
with regard to one cow) with regavd to an individual cow (other than the
one with reference to which the bovine character has been cognised) ;
beecause the dewlap, &e., 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. Norisany commonality of the parts acceptable to the ad-
versary (the Bauddha, who denics all positive commonality). Therefore
it must be admitted that the idea of the elass * Cow” i3 brought about

~ by something other than the dewlap, &o. A

84.85. The idea of *forest” that we have—with reference to a
forest othor (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 up the forest).

85-86. Just as, even though the COlass by itself is one, yeb it has
multiplicity, in view of the individuals (included therein),—so0 toc, though
the individuals are many, yet they may be eonsldered us: onéy in view of
the Class (to which they belong)

the parts have hoen taken awa;r) In the abgence of the parts themselveﬂ, we cannot
be cognisant of any conglomeration of them.

8133 “ Rejocted ’~—because there i8 no oceasion for such qnest:ons (Ssa above s
“na hi bhédavinirmulté kirtsnyabhiga-vikalpanam),

8.8 Any idea—of the bovine c¢haracter, f.i,~brought about by the Dewlap
seen in one cow, cannot be tho same as that which is brought about by the same thing
seen in another cow. And thus we wonld have to postulate as many bovire characters
a8 there are individoal cows,

8.8 This strikes ab the bheory that the notion of the Class *“Cow ” conld pertain
to all the cows, only if we had a class in the ghape of the paris of the cow;—ie,, the
class “ dewlap ” would include the dewlaps of all cows, and so on. Bub inasmuch
a8 the Bauddha denies'all positive Qlass, even this refnge is barred against him,

86.85 The idea of the Forest has been analysed above into that of the (Yass “Tree
with many substrates; and the sense of the Kiriki is that this ides may be aceepted
as the commmahty inhering in all forests.

- 86.88 The (lass by itself is one; but in the shape of Individaals, it is many, So tog,
convemly, the Individnals by themselves are many; thongh one on} ¥». in the shape
of the Class.

44
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86-89. In the mattor of denoting either ome or mn.ny (ob;ects),
words have their power (of denotation) irrevocably fized by convention,
Some (words), like * Awmbara” (sky), and the like, denate the individual
with its cwn number (7.c., singular). ' In the assertion * one corn js ripe'’
(said with reference to the sheaves of ecorn in a field), the word
(** Vrihih ') denotes the class (*“ Vrihi”’) with its own number (singular).
In the case of the “sannahanana (preparation) of the wife” (““in accord-
ing to the Injunction Painim sannahydt’’) the word (* Patnim’') denotes
the individual (wife) as qualified by the number (singularity of the Class).
(In the Injunction “ Vasanitya kapnijoldn alabhet’’) the word i Kapm-_
jolan " signifies the class ** Kapinjala ', i

91-92." The word “Dﬁrﬁh " whether used with regard to an individual
(wife) or to the Class, is always used in accordance with the number of the' j
constitnent parts (i.e., always in the Plural). ! : _

92-93. The word “ Vana " (used always in ﬂrm Smg‘ular) on the
other hand, signifies many individual (trees) as qualified by the number
(smgu]nmty) of the Class; or it may be ’oa,keu to mgmfy the ( smgle) Qlass
“Tree” as located in many individunals.

93-94. Similarly in the case of all such words as ** Series ” (“ Crow d"'}
&o., wé always have some (singular) qualification or other, in the shape
of conjunction, &e. (which serve to justify the Singulaxr mumber)., There.
fore the votion of singularity (in these) is not groandless. ]

94.95. If the idea (of single commonality), that is common between
the Forest and the directly perceptible Class, be said to be non-existing
(i.e., false, with regard to the Class, simply becanse it is found to be false in
the case of Forest)-—then (even such known objects as) the trees, &,
being equal to the Class (on the gronnd of sense-perceptibility), (would

8.8 The Sky is one; the Corne are many ; hence the Hingular is based upon the
Olass, The word ‘patni’ refers to the wives of all persons performing the Darga-Parma-
masd gacrifice ; hence the Singular number, in the word * pitnim” as uppesring in the
Sentence must be accapted as referring to the singleness of the Olass “ Patni.)! The
clagas “ Kapinjala” is only one; therefore the Plural number nyugh ha explmned a8
pertaining to the plurality of the Individuals.

91.9% This lays down the conventional rules. -

98.9¢ The singularity of the word * Series” is based upon the fact of wuny indivi-
dnalg being joiued to one another in a certain fixed order rmd thus this ia based upon
Conjunction,

94.96 The idea of commonality belongs to the F{)regt and a,lgo to the (‘Iﬁﬁ.g Am]
heing fonnd to be falss in the case of the Fovest, 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 of reagoning, sense-perceptibility being
eommon to the trees, to the jars, in the same way as to the Class,—inagmuch s It hag
been Tonnd to he false in the case of thig last, it cannot but bo rejected ag false, with
regard to the others also. And this would mean that no sensuons perception is true! !
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have to be rejected as false); and we would finally come to Nihilism (the
theory of Canyavada). - ,

. 95.96. In fact the idea of “ Forest” apart from the trees (contained
therein) is only an object of what is a mere semblance of Sense-percoption
(i.¢, mistaken Sense-perception); and as such, it cannot vie with (%.e.,
cuonot, be held to be similar to) the (idea of)  Class,” which ig an object
of direct (and correct) Sense-perception. _

196.97. If you nrge that “if 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 wonld be renouncing the (vefutation of the)
. Olass-theory, and pointivg out objections against an altogether different
theory (with regard to the nature of the conception of Forest, &e.)

98, Thus have we explained things in accordance with the nature of
Words and their. Meanings as accopted by all people, In fact, in philoso-
phical treatises, we cannot use words in an arbitrary gense assumed by
onvselves, As 4 matter of fact (as shown above), in accordance with
ordinary usage, there is a difference between the (ideas of) Class and those
of “ Qeries,” “ Forest,” &e. IE however, such difference be not found to be
reasonable (in accordance with general popular nsage)—even then thab
wonld mean no rejection (of our theory).

Thus ends the Vonavada.

(Szcrion 16).
SAMBANDHARSHEPA-PARIHARA.

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

2.3, “This relation having already been explained (before), why
should the gquestion he again asked ? And the reply too (that the Bhashya

95.98 Therefore the justance of the “Foreat ” cannot in any way affect the validity
of the idea of Class.

98.91 Tf the casge of the ** Class” is exactly similar to that of ‘‘ Forest,”—then, just
ag the Class has an exiskence aparb from the Tadividuals, so also would the Worest
come to have an existence apart from the troes. .

98 < No rejection’—bacause, even in that case, We have already proved that the
ides of “Forest” ig not false; and so even if the case of the Forest were similar to
that of the Class, none of the two could be false,

1 Thig refers to the Bhashya!  atha kah Sambundhah, &c., &e.? The sense of the
Kariks is that even if it be granted that the word is made np of letlers, and that its
_ denotation consists in the class,~—we have yet to explain what relationship the denota.
tion bears to the word. :

3 “ Reply’—the Bhashya says that tha relationship between the word and its
meaning lies in the fact thabt the meaning is cognised on the cognition of the word.
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gives to the question) cannot be the correct reply, because it does not

mention the form of the relation. If, onbeing asked ¢ what is the medicine
for fever P'—if one were to reply that by which it is desﬁroyed --what' '

information will have been afforded by this reply P

‘4, Inview of this objection, some people declare, that the a.uthor _
of 'the ‘Bhishya, not being satisfied with the explanaﬁmn (of the relation
deseribed) above (in a previous chapter), has again raised the questxon (of
the relation between Word and its Meaning), with a vlew to la,ymo- down
(and explaining) another relation.

0. Bince the velation of * the name and the named » (which 1ig the
relation that has been explained above as subsisting between the Word and
its Denotation) follows after the comprehension (of the Word), and the
comprebension must have been proceded hy some other relation {because
without some relation no comprehenmon is possible); therefore that
relation of the “ name and the named” cannot be a (ca.usal) factor m the
comprehension (of the word).

6. Hven before one has come to know the fact of (anc‘u and such 4
word) being the name (of & 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 means of comprehension).

7. Others hold the relation (between Word and Meaning) to ho one
of invariable concomitance ; inasmnch it is only this (relation) without (a
cognition of) which, the comprehension of the word could not b:mg about
the comprehension of the denotation,

8. This, however, is nob right; becuuse in she Bhashya there is no
mention of such a relation (as that of invariable concomitance).  lf the
reply given in the Bhashya alone be taken to imply this relation (even
though 1t 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 invariable concomitance, comprehension ig possible) ¥~

The sense of the objection is that this alone cannot be sufficient; as this 'does nof
malke quite clear the specific relationship borne ; specinlly because the reply is a mere
begging of the. question, As the meaming of the Question is—* what is the relation
by which the meaning is cognised on the cognition of the word #’—gnd the Reply that
ig given is only a puraphrase of this, just as in the counter-instance, “that whereby
fover is destroyed " is only a paraphrase of the term * fever-medicine.” -

¢ This supplies one answer to the first question in X. 2,

T The latter half of the Kiriks sets the rahtwnsh:p into the Reply given in the
Bhashys.

8 « Why should, §e.’—When the senfence denotes neither the necessity of the
relation nor its contrary,—then it is as rensonable to infer ome thmg w8 the othar
There i no restrictive rule,
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9. And then again, the (application) of the relation of invariable
congomitance (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 fo be recognised, through the usage of
ordinary penple, and even when the Word is not definitely recognised to
be the  namie,” we ave still cognisant of its denotativeness (of the meaning),

10. Therefore it must be admitted that the (treatment of) * Rela~
tion "’ baving been intertupted by a consideration of the nature of the
denotation of words (in the chapters on Sphota, &e.), it is again brought
forward simply with a view to the consideration of the question of its
eternality or non-eternality.

11, The expression—‘“on the comprehension of the Word, the
meaning ig comprehended "—also points to the power or denotutiveness (of

“the Word),—-which (power) consists in the fact of the Word being either
the agent or the instrument (or meana) of the denofation (or significa-
tion, of the Meaning).

12, 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 ¢ertain conventional rules laid down by men
(in Dictionaries) just as (we comprehend certain meanings from) cer-
twin gestures of the eye.”

13. Reply : 1s this  conventional rule ” made in accordance with the
requirements of. each individual mortal being, or of each utterance (of the

9 As u matter of fact, thers iy no such invariable convomitance as i8 mentioned
above (under *‘ 8phota ). Kven before the word is cognised ag the name, it is known
to be the denotation of & certain meaning ; and this is due to the fact of our finding

“experienced old persons uding it in s certain definife sense; and it is only wher an old
pereon says that ench and such g word is the name of such and such a thing, that we
become cognisant of the fact of the word being n Name. The Nydyaratnikara adds

“ Though the word is not definitely pointed out as being & name (ab least not in 50
wany words),—yet the Denotability, that we are cognisant of, ahd which is quite
different from the sense-organs and the other wmeans of right notion, is nothing more
or less than what is mennt by ¢ Name ” { Name® = that which denotes), Hor thig
renson, it is certain thal it ig the relationship of the ' Name and Named ' that is the
chief factor in the comprehension of meaning, Cousequently, the fresh raiging of the
question eannot be attribnted to any aversion to this theory (explained above), and to a
desire for pointing oub gome other relationship in the shape of invhariable con.
comitance, &o, &e.”

Il “ Power,” ¢ Denotability,! ¢ Name,” &o., are all synonymous—all signifying the
fact of the word being either the agent or the means of signifying the meaning.

12 With a view to the refutstion of the objections, urged in the chapter on
¢ Sambandhakshépa,” against the Relationghip, the Author first of all recapitulates the
objections, The genge of the objection is thai the Relationship not being natural, if
vannot be held to be eternal, -




350 QLOKAVARTIKA,

word) ? Or is it made once for all, at the beginning of ereation, by some one
person (Bralima £i.) ? : ! )

l4. And, does the relation differ with each (different person and
utterance), or is it one only ? If it be one only, then (being common to all
individuals, of the past, the present and the futare) it cannot be said to be
cansed (and hence non-eternal) ; and if it differ (with different individuals),
then people would surely be cognisant of some such differences.

15. If the rnle be different (with each different individual), then it
would be necessary to assame a power (or denotativeness) with each of these
different relations (fixed by convention). And then too, a person, who has
vecognised the denotability in accordance with (the rule laid down hy)
ove person, could never understand the word when used by another
person, Uil ' / AL
16. If it be urged that each word 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 conveutional rules
(of denotability) are laid down by different people, be at all comprehended
(to have a definite meaning) ? : -

17. I it be held that there is an option among the many significations
of a single word,—this caunot be; inasmuch as the one (sonventional
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 rvelation were
to be governed by different rules Iaid down by different persons, no one
(relation) could be the means of the comprehension (of the word ),

19.  Even where there is no difference in the (form of the) Word or
in that of the Meaning (ie., in a case whore the same word is applied to

16 Because the Rule, and hence the denotability, differs with each person.

I8 With regard to u word of which the convention is laid down by & single person,
there will not be much difficulty in cowsprebending its meaning. But with regard to a,
word where thore is a difference of such conventional denotability (as in the case
of the word “ pilu™ which is made by us to denote & tree, whereas tHe Miecchus make
it denote an elephant),~-how could there be any com prehension P '

18 1t is only when there is a 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 of words were to be regulated by different persons, in
accordance with stray rules laid down by themselves, then, all persons would be equally
trasiworthy,—a palpable absurdity,

19 We always comprehend the Word ag bearing one and the same relation to ‘its
meaning. Henca there can be no option with regard to this relation: ib muet be
socepted to be one only,
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the same meaning),~if there be a multiplicity of persons (i.e., if the
relation subsisting between that word and its meaning be said fto be
different, in accordance with the rules laid down by different people) ;-—
then no option would he poseible; inasmuch as the person comprehending
the word) is not found to dounbt whether this or that is the relation
(between the Word and its Meaning). : :

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

21-22, 1Tf ithe urged that ““ we conld have a mmulba.neous 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 heing one only (who must have
nsed the word with regard to only one relation in his mind). And if there
were 8 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 he desires to be conveyed by the word he uses). i

22.23. In order to point out a relation (for the sake of) the hearer
what relation counld the speaker have recourse to? TIf it be the one which
he has already known, then the speaker canuot be said to point it out to
him (becaunse he already knows it); and if he points out an altogether new
relation, then this latter not having ever been known by the hearer to
lead to the comprebension of any meaning, (he could never comprehend
the word used).

24, 1If it be nrged that “in any case ( whether the relation be one

0 1t would be comprehended only by that person who had accepted the relation in
which the word had been used.

1.83 “ Qo-exiatence”-One and the same word may be accepted to bear the differ.
ent velations, ab oneand the same time, in accordance with the opinions of different
pergons, “ Speaker being one only”~-Since he can have only one relation in his mind
therefore only those among his listeners will comprehend him who wounld have that
velation iallying with that which they themselves hold. Other people wounld not com-
prehend him, at least in the particular sense that he wished to be conveyed.

“ Parlance, &o.”--Because the hearer not comprehending the meaning desired to
be conveyed by the speakor, there would be an inextricable confusion, and all intelli-
eont conversation would cease altogether. ;

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

8 It may be all very well with the hearsr; hut the speaker himself cannot use n
word in & certain sense, unless he knows for certain that the word would convey that
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kuown before, or mot) the end of the heaver (viz., the comprel:enswn of
the word) would be accomplished all the same ;— (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 be urged that the
objection mged in k, 22.23 a.pplles also to the case of the jar, &e,~—(we
veply) it is ' not so: because in the case of these it is the class (% jar ")
which is held to eonstitute the meaning (of the word). :

25.26. Though (even in the case of the jar) it is not reasonable to -
point out (to the hearver) an individual which he already knows to be
denoted (by the word), and the denotability that may be newly pointed
ont 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 matber of fetehing it £.i.,~~is based upon the (fact of the) class
(*jar” beihg the object denoted by the word, which fact is known both
to the speaker and to the hearer). And this (* Class™) has no beginning
in time; whereas your relation ha.s ® hegmnmg (dependmg ag it does upon
conventions made by persons).

27. 1f yon admit of an eternal commonality (C]ass) (eoverwg all the
Relations), then our 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, becanse) it is not poamble (for tha denota.t:on
of & Word) to have a double form. -

28, Becsuse the Relation is only a particular kmd of potency (or
Denotability) ; snd of this (Potency) there can be no different individuals.
And further, the Potency being only mferab]e from its effect (which is
one only ), it cannot be many. *

meaning. ‘* It is the Class, §e."—And hence, even to a person who is alrendy cogni-
sant of this denotation, we could point out that * this,” a certain individual beforo us,
belongs to the Clags ¢ Jar;” and this will be conveying a new information to him ; and
yet in due accordance with a word whose deuotability the speaker is cognisant of,
Consequently the objection urged in K. 22-28 cannot apply to the case of ths
individaal jar,

.89 “ Aud this has no beginning, §e.'—Inasmnch as the Class has no baginnmg
our theory is unaffected by the question—'* Before the Class existed where did the
denotability exist 2> This can only affect the other party who hold the relation to be
a caused one,and hence not everlaating.

31 “ Doubls form”—that of the Clnss and the Individual-—is not possible : and henca
your theory cannot be correct ; inasmuch as you atiribute this double eharacter to the -
denotation of a Word.

# The Potency being one and one only, it cannot be divided into mdwnduula,'
apecially a8 the existence of the Potency can be inferred only from it effects; conse.
guently it could be many only if its effecta were many, As n matter of fact, however,
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L2090 “In fact the existence of the Potency is! assumed ouly: becanse,
without it, certain facts are inaxplicahle joand these facti being ex;plniﬂﬂdr;
throngh ong tmht ¥ (Glas.s) alone, it i mob . right b0 assume anany m-‘-
dividuals. . (e

1 80-31. At the tnme of the mentmn of the Reln.ttou (as ﬁxed by the-
s,_paak,er ‘himself), on the word * cow ” (fi.) being utteved, sorme  peopla,
would understand the word by means of their compreheusion of the (new),
rolation ; whereas othirrs wotld not do 8o (heing non-cognisant of . the  new
relation ﬁxed upon). - Thus then, we see that if the relation did not exist
(from time immemorial, and were only coined by different spe&km: ) bhen, all,
persons could not understand the word. If it be argued that, “if the rolation
were ever existent, then all people wounld eomprehend ib (wiuch also 8, not.
possible ),"~~we say it is not so; because the relation, though eternaly is
not coguised by certain people at & partienlar time (and, so. the difference,
with regard: to ench person govarn& not the rela.twn 1tself but the cog-
nition thereof by different people).

. 82, The word, being the means of the compre]:enmon oE 1ts mmmng,
stands in meed of its own cognition (by the hearer)., Henece even thongh
ever-extant, the relation could not express (its meaning), so long ns it
itself were not duly recognised.

33-34. With regard to an object that exista, we often finrl that ( in
some cases, and by certain people) it iz not perceived; wherens that which
iz absolutely non-existent, ig unever, by any person, known to be extant ;
beeanse the two properties of exdstence and non-ewistence, being mutually
contradietory, cai never beolong (simultaneously) to the same objects - .

- 34.85,  Ovj.: “In the same manner, there is o contradiction hetween the
known and the wnknown.”  Beply : The Qognition resides in the person and
since theve arve many persons, this (cognition of the relation s:multaueomly
with its non- cognition) cannot be incorpatible. Because the cognition does
not conbra.dmﬁ the nomcogmtmn residing in another person

we find tha eﬁeaf-, in the ghape of the denotation, to ba one orﬂy, in the form of the
Clags; therefore the Potency catinot be many,

M Pact “~of the denotation of & word ; and this is quite masombly explmnad,
ro!emng to bhe one entity, Ulass ; and as guch it is nob nght to apply bha denotnhon
to the individuals, which are many.

82 The meaning of & word can never be eomiprebended nntil we cogmae the
relation subsisting between them. !

.58 It is o faol of common experience that an object, though exiabmg, may noi.
be perceived ; and it iz qnito possible that the relation, though existing, may not bs per-
omvad. If, howaver, it were wholly non.existent, it eonld never be perceived to exiat,

(8085 The sense of the objection ia that the propertics of existence and non-existence
omi never belong to the Relation ; and similarly the eharacters of being known and not
known conli not belong to it at one and the same time; The stnse of the reply is thot

5
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36. On the other hand, between existence and non-ewistento thsre i
a distinet contradiction, on account of both residing in (a siogle sube
strate) the Relation itself. Aud since a multiplicity (7.e., number greator
than one) of this (Relation) has been denied (in Karikas 28, 29), therefore
we caunot base the compatibility (of existence with a simultaneous non-
exigtence) on that ground (ot mnlhphmby) (as we have done m the ~ease
of persons). )

37. The white colonr, pla,oed before the bhnd and the not- blmt] is not.
perceived by the blind, while it is pemewed by the other, But this fact
(of its eogmtmn by one person and non-cogaition by a.nobher) dqea nob.'-
prove that it is both non-existent and existent. . :

38, There is no contradiction in the former case, because thare is
o diversity, among the persons, based npon the fact of ane (person with
eyes) being capable (of perceiving eolonr) and the other (the blind person)
being incapable (of perceiving i6). ' And of perception (of thejcolour) too,
there 18 0o other reason, save the fact of its existence. :

39. Thus then, the cognition of nsage being equal (on (wcount of 113
efficiency to peove 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 andowéd with

the Coguition of the relation helongs fo several persons ; and hence it is quite possible
that at one and the same time, it may be krown to one person aud wnknown to
another. Extsteuee, on the other hand, belonys to the Relation iceelf ; and as this is one
only, it eannet have both Existence and Non-existence at one and the same time,

87 The substrates of Perception and Non-perception are distinet ; whereas that of
Existence and Non-existenoo is one only : viz., Colaar,  Consequently, thongh it is qaite
possible for one person to'perceive it, while the qther does not do 80,~~yef, lb cannok ba
said t.hat the colonr is both extant and. non-existing,

‘t And of perception, &c.”"-~This anticipates the fullumng argument : " Granted'
ﬁhnt there onn be both Existence and Non- oxigtence of r.he Belation ; even then, we could
hold that, inesmuch as some peopla do not' perceivo it, it ‘does nob exist at all.” The
senge of the veply as embodied in the second balf of the Kiriké is, that the mere fact
of a certain thing not being perceived by eome peoplo can never: establish ita Nons
existence; because the nmon-perception might be due to some defect in the percepiive.
faculty of the man; and while the thing is not perceived by one person, it may be
perceived by other persons. As a mastter of fact, it is the fact of a certain thing being
porceived that can conclusively estublish its existence: for the simple veason that if
the thing did not exist it could never have been perceived by any person.  Conse-
quently even if the thing happens to be perosived by n single person, this fact of its
peroeption ab once goea to establish, beyond doubt, the fact that the thing exista,

89 The means of visual perception is the Eye; hence one who ig without the Eye
can never 866 an ohject. In the same manner, the cogaition of the usage of the word
is the mesns of compreherding its meaning; and hénce one who has not that cognis
tion,~i.e; who does not krow the genge jo which tha word 18 uaed hy nrdinary paople-..
can never comprehend the meaning of that word. ' bl
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the former (de., thoss that aro cognisant of the nsage of the word), will
beable to comprehend its meaning; while others (being devoid .of the
cognition, aud theveby) résembling the blind (in tha matlserﬂi vwnal per-

eeption), cannot (comprehend it). .

40, And though this (usage) is one only, yet it w1ll by “ temtm Mk
i.2, tacit supposition—help (all fulure comprehension),~-like the *‘laying
8¢ the five” (ab Agwiholra). | The remembrances of it m}l of ‘course,
ditfor,~like the fetching of the Agwihotra" Five.

41, o all persons ignorant (of the Relation of o Word w1th bbb
méaing), the Relation comes in a well-established form, through previous
traditions (i.e., from people who have known it before them, and so on ad
infinitum) ; ‘and therefore there can be no beginning of the (application of
the) Relation (to the Word)-; and (us such it must be held to be eternal).

' 42, "The theory, of the accomplishment (of the Relation) based upou
fconvonhonal rules made with) each utterance (of the word), has been
rejected in the Bhashya. And 'as for the fixing (of the relation) at the
beginuing of Croation,— (this cannot be; since) we do tiob admit of any
such time (the world bemg eternal and as sach ha.vmg uo beginning
in tame)

43-44. 0lyj.: *“ But, if there be such a ‘Pergon #x would create the
world, and then set going the processes of Dharma and Adhayma, and the
uses and relations of words, for the sake of the world,—then, such a fact wonld
not in any way vitiate the Veda.” Reply » Yet this theory is as difficult
to prove, as an omuiscient person; henceo we have noﬁ admtttccl ib (uz the
Mrmama gystem). ;

9 One who performs the daily dgnihotra has not got to prepare the fire for the
performance of any other sacrifice ; a3 the once congecrated ‘fire ia used by him in
all actions. Ia the same manner, when we have once cognised the nsugel of & word,
this one cognition helps ns to comprehend ib in every case. And ag in' the case
of fire, the Agnihotia fire has to be fetched from oue place to another,—and this fetch-
ing differs in each ¢age,~s0 in the case of the nsage of words also, in every fature
case, we will haye to remenber t.ha usage, and this recalling to mind will always. d;ﬁer
with different persons.

4% Up to K. 41, we have refnted the theory that the rela.tton is governed by conven
" tional roles laid down with each different individnal speaker and hearer: We. now
proceed to consider the other twa alternatives. The theory referred to in the first
lalf ig refuted in the Bhdshya, in the section on Words, wherse it has been declared
that * n gingle utterance cannot accomplish the relationship of the word with ita denots
ation, nor can itbring aliout its usage, &o., &."” We need not repeat that refatation
ou the present occasion. Then there remaing the theory that the meaning of sach word
ia fixed by the Creator at the very beginning of creation, and thig theory ig refuted ig
the next Kérikd by o total denial of any such crestor or beginning of creation, &o.
¢ 4.4 The opponent meaus that such a theory is not contradiotory to the Veda,
Yor a vefutation of the “ omniscient " person, sde above, Sutra 2 ¢
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45, At & time when all thig (earth, wateyr, &oe.), did not exist, what
eould have been the condition of the nniverse ? As for! Pragﬁpnh hxmaalf,
what'eonld be his position ? and what his form 2 o000 by Wil

46. And at that time (when no men existed) who wmﬂd lmow Hlm
and explain His characten to the later created persons £ (Ef it be hel.d:__.bha.b
Ho cannot be perceived by auy man, then) without perception (or cogni:
tion of some sort, by OO person), how can e datm nine bhns (fact of
His existence) ¥

47.. Then again, in what manner da you beheva fhﬂ: worlél tn ha,ve
bad & beglnmug in time?  (If 16 be held that it is brought about by
& desire on the pact of Prajapati, then) since ijﬁp&ti 18 (held to be)
without s material body, &oi; how eould He have any deawe tawa.rds '
creatipn ? ]

4849, And if: He has ® body, aaauredly t.hxs hody conlcl nqﬁ hn.ve
been ereated by Hlm.se_lf thus then wo would have to postulate another
creator (for his body) (and so on, ad iﬂﬁnitqtm)  If Prajapati’s body be held
to. be eternal, then (we ask)-—so long as eavth (water, &c.); have not bean _
produced, of what material would that body be oomposadf’ - 10

49.50, Then again, in the first place, how is it that Ho ahon.ld hava _
a desire to create & world shich is to be fraught with all sorts of tronbles
to living beings P For at that time (of the boginning of cveation) he has
uot got any guiding agencies, in the shape of the virtue (ov sin), &e,, of the
living beings themselves, Nor can any . creator create a.ny t}nng, in the
absonce of means and instruments,

51. Even the production of the splder & not i8 not held bo he mthout.
some sort of & (material) basis ; as (the net is spun out of) tha saliva, wluch

4 All place exists in ono of the substances, Honde il t.hesa a8 niot oxist, where
could Prajapati stand ?  And of what materials conld his body he compasad ?

"4 Jf Prejapati has a hody, it must be huld to bo eternal ; and when one body
wonld be cternal, how conld ‘we deny' the etornality of other Bodica —our own, for
iustance ? The only ground of the belief in the transient character of Hur own boﬂy
congista in the fact of ite being corporeal or material ; and when one material body is
transient, thore is no xeason why Prajipati's body should be held to be aternal ]’!‘o'r
if his hody is cternal, onrs also must be eternal.

49,50 Pcop}a hold that ‘oll the trouble in the world is due to the wuious deeds of
living beings in the previons birth. This may be quite trno; but at the very beginning
of creation, thero being no previoits birth, no such guiding principle would be zwa:lnbla;
and the blame of creating a troublous world would rest with the creating God.

5t Even granting the agency of Virtue and Vice, that alone could naver suffice foi
the creation of worlds, Becanse it is always out of some such material as clay and
the ‘like, that a certain thing-—f.i, the Jar~iy made ; while Prajiipati has got no snch
material at hand ; and ag'suoh there bolng no maberial basis on which He eould proceed,

all that you supply Him with ave the' unseen agenoies of Virtuo and ‘Hce- a.nd bhts
could be of no initial halp to Him, T ;
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is produced out of ‘the body of tho ewimals (fHes, &o.); eaten (by 'the
gpider). : R TR T ok Uy

52. (If it bo held that Prejapati creates the world, out of pity,
then, we say) in the absence of objects of compagsion (in the shape of
living persons), no Pity (or Compassion) sould be possible for ‘Him. And if
He were nrged to creations by pure compassion, then He would create ounly
happy beings. . Ll i e MR

53. If ib beurged that * without some pain, neither the creation nor
the continuation of the world would be possible,-—then (we reply that)
when everything depcnds upon the mere will of the Creator Himself, what:
could be impossible for Him ? - NN - RN !

54, ‘And if He were to depend upon Laws and Agencies, then this
faot would deprive Him of His (boasted) independence. (You say He
desires to create the world,~~will you let me know) what is that end which
He desires, and which conld not be gained without creating the world ?

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

56, 1f the activity of tho Creator were dite to a desive for mere amuse-
ment, then that would go against his ever-contentedness. = And (instead
of affording any amusement), the great amount of work (rvequired’ for
creation) would be a sonrce of infinite trouble to Him.

57. And His desire to destroy the world (at Pralaya) too would be
hardly explicable. = And (above all) such a Creator could never he known
by anyhody. % Ll ! s Kalsi '}
B8 Bven it Ho were known in form, the fact of His being the Creafor
could naver be known, Becanse, at that time (2.e., in the infancy of creation)
what conld the living beings, appeaving at the beginning of creation,
understand ¥ . .

59. They conld not understand wherefrom they have been born: nor

8 16 38 we who vecognige and bow down to the law that without Pain the world
could not exist.  Your Greator, howover, being all-powerful, conld anrml the said law,~—if
Heo were really moved fo oreation by sheer compassion—and create a world aber-
nally happy, :

58 What would, §c.”—For in that case, the action being without any motive, your
Croator would reserable the Pradhdna of the Sdnkhyas, This Pradhdna is held to bo
nonsintelligent, and as guch it ¢onld not have any motive for its activity. Thuw th en,
inasmuch. ag your Creabor too would act withont a motive He also would have to be
admitted to he non-iatelligent ; and certainly this could not bea very palatable morsel
for you, ' .

88 Oune has recourse to sn amansement with a view to please himself, Hence if the
Creator wants amusement, He caunot be said to be eternally happy and contented.

5, Bocause they have appeated after Projipati has Snished his operationg,
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could they kuow the state of the world prior to craa.txon, or ﬁm fact of
Prajapati being the Creator. A

60. Nor could the idea that they would derive from His own asser-
tion (with regard to His being the Creator), be altogether trustworthy s
because oven thongh He may not have ecreated the world, He: mght
speak of having done 8o, in order to show off His great power.

6i. TIn the same manner the Veda that would procecd from: h:m
would only be doubtful, and hence conld’ not be admitted ag a suve proof
of Hig existence (aud creafive power). And as for that (Veda) which is
oternal, how could it make a mention (of facts and pmcesaes mth refer.
ence to the creation of living beings, &e.) P | - Ik

62. For, if the Veda existed before the objects (createﬂ), theh thﬂm
can be no connection hetween this (Veda) and the objects cveated. Thevefore
the passages (occurring in the Veda) (which appear to describe the protess
of creation) must be mterpreted as grmsmg up somathmg else (wq some
injunctions of sacrifices, &c,) . J _

¢3. The idea common a.mong ordmary people (tham tho Vedar meu»
tions of the creation as procecding from Prajapati) is a migtaken one,
cansed by certain valedictory passages (praising mp| certain injunctions).
Because whenever a passage is not duly congidered and interpreted together
with the passages that precede and follow ity 1t is bound to give rise to a
misconception, Dt

64. The use of the Mahabhara.ba, &e, too  to. the . mabtor of
Dharma, &e.y 18 in the form of telling stories (exemplifying and praising
np certain duties and sacrifices), just like that of the Vedie, paseRept
(which seem 'to mention certain procesges, while they only praise up
certain sacrifices), Therefore the notion (of the creation procosding from
Prajapati) got from these (i.o, passages occarring in the Pura.nas, &c.),
would also ho only a mistaken one.

65. Because mere story-telling cannot have any use, therefore in a.ll--
these (stories making up the Puranas) we must admit of something that
could be the object of praise or dxaprmse (embadied in the stories) ;—aud
this something may be that which is en;|01nad either in the Veda, or in

the Purdnas themselves.
66. If there were any such thing as the firsé acthty of the Veda.

$L Mince there is a mention of creation, it must have been mpoﬁad “fm

the event.
62 “ No connection ?—~i.¢,, the Veda that existed before tho creation came nboub

could nof speak of the event.
64 The story of the creation mentioned in the Paranas m.ust also be tuLen only s
ptaiging cerfain saorifices ; it cannot be taken as literally true.
88 The second Wulf of the Kariks refers to the theory that: dunng Prulaya ﬁlﬁ
Veda lies latent in the bosom of Prajipati; and at the beginning of creation’ it is
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(towards injunction, &e.), (this would mean that the Veda has had a
beginning, and) then we could never have an iden of the fact of its not
being composed by anybody (but being eternal in itself). . The theory
too, that during universal dissolution the Veda vesides in (the person of)
Prajapati, could, at bpst, only be considered doubtful.

67, If, however, you assume the eternality of the Oreator and the
processes of creabion and dissolution,—then too, wo could only admit of
@ geadual process of creation, such as we sce in the case of present living
l:femg-i (creating the Jar, &o.) -

68.  And ags for & * Pralaya” in thaldorm of nuwarsal destrnchon,
we find no proofs for ndmitting it. Nor could such an action (of desbrucs
tmn] on the part of Prajapati serve any useful purpose.

169-70. And for such smxls o8 have (the load of) actions (Dharme and

hrought forth by Him into its fall actint.y ; and this fact of bemg hronght into activity
does not necessarily imply its uon-etevuality, The meaning of tho Kirikd ia that the
thaory refecrmd Lo iy extramely :mpmbable, and’ Ium slrea.dy been refuted nnder
Satra (2):

67 With this Karika begina the cuna:ﬁer&tion of the Vuigéshika theory, which is
thus snmmed up in the Nydya-rateakars :  * The processes of creation and digsolution
are eternal, After a hundred years of Brahma have elapsed daring the exisience of the .
world, there arises in the mind of Glod o desire to destroy the world; and in obedience
t0 this deyire, there comes about a universal digjunction of ntoms, and in the end all
that ig Jeft: behind, is only & number of Qisjointed atoms of Warth, Water, Fire, Air,
Akaga, (i.e., Space) and Soul; during this time all the Dharma and Adharma of mdm-
dnal men are kept in abeyance by Divine Will ; these Dhayma and Adharma lie latent
in the soul of each individaal. When the period of dissolution passos, the game God
feeing the soula of men lying idle, without ohtammg the results of their deeds and
misdesds, takea pity on them; and this pity gives rive to a desire on Hig part for
creation, and directly all homogenous atoms become combined,=these combinations
bringing Into existence all the varions objects of the world; and then the Dharma and
Adharma of the men are let loose; and this going forth into activity comes to affect
the destiny of each individual sounl, throwing some of them down inio animal life,
while raising others to lives in nobler families. And then the same (od creates the
Vada, with a view to explain Dharma and Adharma to the world,  Thus it i that the
Veda comes to differ with each oycle of croation. Bat inasmuch ns this process itaelf
ig eternal, the Veda, the Creation and the Dissolation, should all be congidered eternsl,
and g0 also the Creator,” The sense of the second half of the Kdriki ia that any such
simultaneons oreation as the Vai¢éshika speakes of, we never come acrosa in ordinary
life, whero every process is distinctly gradual, Ience we cannot admit of any suoch
gimnitaneons oreation.

.88 And no intelligent creator conld have recourse to such & suicidal process, unless

it served some very important purpose of his ; and since we cannot think of auy such
porpose we cannot beliave in a Universal Dissolution.

.10 The Vaigéshika holds that duwring Pralaya the souls of men coutinne to exish

with all their Dharma and Atlharmn Iying latent, withont brmgmg ﬁlelu any resulfas
this the Karika denies.
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Adharma) upor them, there can be no existence, doring wh-:i(_ahl‘fm_\_ig.-(,;ﬁg._'.
enjoynienﬁ of their results: Nor can the results of one action bo res-
trained by any other action (in the shape of the Creator’s desire; as held.
by the Vaigéchika) s and it is not possible for all actions o gontinue to.
remain dovoid of their results. = Nor is there any single acbion, the result
of ‘which eould be the non-feuition of all other etions (and which single
action would thereby keep the other actionsin choek). o oy
71, Then aguin, if all the sotions (of persons) were bo be destroyed |
(at the dissolution), then no future creation would be possible; for, nndér.
the circumstances (7.e., if actions were destroyec ), what could be the means
of hinging out these actions (ont of thigir latent state) ®.0 00 0 Tl
w9, 1f the desire of God be held to be snch a means, then that
(desiro) in itsolf conld be au officient caunse of the ereation of souls. And
it ereation were dependent upon God’s wish, it would be nseless to
aseume the (agency of) actions (Dha{*_ﬂia and Adharma). . . =~ A
73, And it is not possible for the God's desire too to be produced
without any cause, If there be any such cause (of the production of
the (rod’s desire), then that eonld also be the canse of the (production of
the worldly) elements also. iy S
4, i one were to argne that ¢ the production of the hodies of living
beings is controlled by an iutelligent agency (in the form of God’s
desive),—becanss they are made up of eertain constituent parts,—like &
honse, &e., ~~then, he should be answered thas: b : : :
75-76. If By * control” it is meant only the fact of some intelligent

1 The Vaigéskilke holds that when the God desires to creatd again, then the
Dhicrma and Adharma of men ecome ont; and it is in accordance with these that
he regulates the next creation. But when all actions are destroyed at Pralaya
they would ceagse to exidt and there would be no means of bringing them into
adtivity. : g W et R AN .
% 1t would be n neodless complivation to assume thab it iz God's wish ihiat .
manifests the destroyed actions which regulate the ceeation,  God being omnipresent
and omnipotent, if Hig wish had auything to do with the oreation; there would be no
need for any other agenoy. et R e MR

B God’s desire too cannob be eternal; a4 that would lesd to eternal oreation or
eternal dissolution. If, on the other hand, the desire be non-cternal, there must be.
some cahse that givas rize to it in the mind of‘the Creator. And thon for the activity
of this cause also, we would réquire another cause; and 80 on, ad infinitum. Even
granting the possibility of a cause for the God's desire, if there be snch a canss, that .
dlone conld saffice for the ereation of the world, and there would be no need of postu-
lating an intermediate agency, in the shape of the God's desir . LA

76,78 “ Redundant”—becanse it only proves that the world is affected by intelii-
gent agencies ; afd ag the notions of even individual living boings are 'guoh intelligent
agencies, your argument doss not necesgarily cstablish the superinteondence of a supris
mundane intelligent cause, in the shape of an omuiscient God, : s
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agency being the canse of crention—bben, ingsmuch as ali ereation could
be necomplished by the actions of all living beings (which . are intelligent
agents), your argument would beecome redundant (proving a fact alvendy
proved; for no onedenies the fact that the diversity of the world is regu-
lated by the notions of living persons). (And you have the same redon-
danoy) even if by “control” you mesn that the cveation of bodies is
proceded by the desire of an intelligent agent ; beceuse the avtions (of
living beings) too are preceded by it (i.e., a desire, to act, on the part of
the acting persous).

1f, however, you mean that the creation follows :mmedm-t-ely after the
desirve, then (we say that) there is no such immediate sequence eveun in the
cage of your own instance (the making of a howse not following imme-
diately after the desive of the builder). -

77. Your premises too are mconcluswe (1.0, deﬁment and doubtiul),
with regard to the body of God Himself. For His body too must have
had a beginning, inasmuch as it is also a body, like ours (made up of
constitnent parts). :

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

79. And if in the cage of the jar, &o, (that yon cite as an instance)
you refer to the superintendence of the potter, &e., then the control of the
God wonld not apply to these (and as such the instance could not prove
the fact of the ereation of the body being contrelled by Ged); if, on the
other hand, you mean that the making of the jar s controlled by God,
then you would have the defiviency of the major term (thatis to say, the
fact of the jar, &c., being controlled by God is not recognised by ns, and
hence theso could not serve as instances to prove the same with regard to
the body, &ec.)

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

1 And thus the body of the God also would have to be controlled by an intellig.
ent agent, in accordance with your argument. Bub yon deny any such control over
the divine body, and thercby yon weaken your own argament.

18 ¢ Budiless God "-~If God ware to pcontrol the production of hig own body, then
he could do so only in a bodiless state ; inasmuch an go long this contyolling force has
not been exerted, his body conld not have heen produced, And just as a goul that has
been emancipated from the world and has become hodiless oanunob exert any contre!l-
ing force over anything, so too n bodiless God could not exert any eontrol,

8 The jar is found fo be made by the potter, who ig not a god, and who is perigh-
~ able. Hence in accordance with this instance, the argument would stand thus: “The
body is not created by n God,—becauss it is controlled b by intelligence —as for instance,

46
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recogniged, then the premiss wonld contradict (the cohcluston) inaamnoh
as in that case (the instance wonld lead te the conelusion thﬁt} the body,
&e., ave produced hy one who is not a God, and who is himself pemslmble, .'
81.82. ' If it be held that (tod does not Himself carry on any opera-
tions, as th(‘ potter does (towards making the 1&1‘)‘**—them how could an
insentient entity (in the shape of the atoms) follow His desive ? Therefure
the oreation of the atoms, &o., conld never be broughb a.btmt by o mefe
desive of His. }
82.83. Of a Person who iy Hlmself oxtremely pure, the modxﬁcahonsn“
(in the shape of this universe) could not be impure (as the world is found
to be). Dharma, &e., too being absolutely under Hig powel- it is not right
(and reasonable) thut there should be pain (in this world), An,r_l, if the
activity (of the world) were to be dependent upon (i, regu?dted"liy)"_',
these (Dharimng, &o.), then that wonld he acce’phng sometlmw eslﬂe (1. ,"'
an ageney other than God’s desire). i
84 The God himself boing absolutely pure, ancl thom bamg no otheﬂ .
object (at the time of creation), what conld brmn' abouat; the aehnty of
Nesoience, which (in falsity) resembles & dream ? - :
8%, If the mobility (to activity) were held to be dné to snmethmg
other (than Brahma), then yon would have duality (since you wounld be
admitting the existence of HBrahma and gomething else to st1mu1ate the

the jar, &ec.; and thns the premiss thab yon bronght forwa.rd to pmve the creation fo
have heen brought about by & (iod comes to prove something quite to the contrary,

8.8 The Karikd combats the theory that God does not actually work out tha'
croeation Himsalf, ag all that he does ig to express a rlesue, that ig ingtantly oheyed by-
the sternal atoms of matter, which proceed to combine homogenoasly and thus form
the endless substances, Agaiogt this theory the question iy pub—~how conld. t,he ingen-
tiont atomg be cognigant of, and ohey, the wish of the God ?

83.85 Now heging tho refatation of the Sankhya- Védanta theory that the world is
only the modification of a single Pergon, who is extremely pure, &o., Lo, 1f tlien, it be

hield that the evils in the world are due to the past Adharma of the men ;~—then, i inag.
much ag this Adharma also would be nnder Hig guidance, He might, on aocount of His
extreme purity, remove the 1mpurlhes of the world, which would be left absolately pare
aund happy. Fuarther, if you grant the fact of the creation of the world hzwmg its
charactor regulated by Dharma, &o, then that would amount to an accepbance of
agencies other than that of Divine Will, operating towards the ‘creation of the world,

# Hven the Vedanta theory is not tenable by itself. Bocause when nothing bub
Brahma exists, what is it that canses the Nescieuce to operate towards oréation ? It
conld nob be Brahma Itself; as That can have nothing to do with N eaclenca, whieh s a
false entity and whose fnnatmnmg ig ag unreal ag a droam,

85 If Nesecienoe were natural, then to ‘whom wonld it belong ? OertamTy not fo
Brahma ; as that congisés of Absolute Knowledge, and as such could not have any con-
neotion with Nescience. Then bhe existence of Nescienoe apart from Brahwia would
bring about Duality, And above all, if Nescience, like Brahma, were ‘nabural, it could
never be set agide, and hence no Deliverance would be possible.
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actw;ty of Nesomnce) And if Nescmnce itself werc only na.tuml fand as
such nob requiring any stimalation from without), then none uould strike
ib off (and we could not have any Deliverance). :

86. A natnral existence (like that of Nescience) LO‘lﬂd be deﬂtroyed
only by the influence of som.ethmg unique (7.e.; some such agencioss asthose
of meditation, &e.) Bub for those who have their ouly means (of deli-
verance from Neseience) in the Self, there cannot be any unique ageney.

87. Even for those (the Sankh yas) who hold the Person (soul) to be
inactive, ow could there be any fanctioning of the Attributes, st the begin-
ning (of ereation) ¥ Becnnaa txl] then there would be no kmma (of the
souls} - -

88, Nor ut that time could there bo any false cognition ; nor conld
there be any attachments and aversions (that would digturb the equilibrium
. of the Aftributes); because all these aro funetions of the Mind; and this
Mind will nob yet have been produnced (at the beginning of ereation).

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

90. The potentiality of the curd,—so long as it is only lying latent
in the milk (and has not come out in the enrd itself)—is not able to bring
about the Dadkika (a specml substance prepared ouf of the enrd). This
potentiality of the curd in the milis is the cause of the curd only (which
is prepared divectly from the milk) ; and as for the Dadiika, its cauee is
something else (i.c., the potentiality of the Didhika itself, in the curd).

91, If the effect were to be produced from the cause still in a stale

88 The Adwaiti holds that the only means of destroying Nescionce is the knov-
lodge of self; but since this is not possible, and no other adequate mesns is ad:
mitted, therefore Nesciencs, if Lield to be a natural entity, could never be destroyed.

81 Now begins the vefatation of the Sankhya theory. That theory is' that the
goul does not operate towards the crention of the world, which is hroaght by & disturb-
ance in the three Attributes of Primordial matter, that function nlong, and bring about
the varions objects of creation; sud the agency thab disturbs the equilibrium is that
of the karma of persong to take their births in the forthcoming oreation. The sense
of the Karika is the first creation could not have been due to any such Karma. ; becauge
till then none exiated.

9 The Dadhika is made of the ourd; and in milk we have the potentiality of the
card; consequently, if latont potentinlities were to bring about effeots, the Dadhika
conld be prepared directly from the milk, Siwilarly the child could perform the feats
of the grown-up man; as it has all the strength and enargy of the man lying
latént in it

9L Because even when the eoffects of the action have boen brought about, and
experienced, the action is not destroyed (as an entity can never be destroyed ), but con-
tinnes latent; and if latent ocnuses were to bring abont their effecte, what \wuld be
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of latent potentiality,—then theve would be bondage  (to the soul) (by
karma), oven when this latter will have alveady producel its vesults, . .
92, Because it i3 held (by the Sankhyas) that even on its destrue-
tion (by froition) karma continues to exist in a state of Iatent potentiality.
Iun fact even the performaunce 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 thev, why is it that you do nob postulate Attachment (aver-
sion}, &o.,~~in their latency (at the time of creation),—to be the cause of
bondage (of the soul) ? If you say that you aecept karma (to be the cause
of bondage) because it has not yet produced its resulte,~-this canunot be;
becanse there could not be even a manifestation (or appearance) of that
karma. : et il
94. Then again, Knowledge could not be the cause of Deliveravce ;
since it is not a connter-entity (contrary) to the potontiality of kurma (andit

is this latter that you hold to be the only cause of bondage) ; for, agsured-

ly, Knowledge is mob in any way contrary to the potentiality of karma.
95, Though it is understood that actions are, like attachment, do.,

there to prevent this action from producing its oms"n, in the shape of the hondage of the
soul s and thus no deliverance would be possible. ;

% ¢ Muat exist, &o.,~hecause the Sinkhya holds that everything that is done or
produced in this world alveady exists in a latent state,—finally in the Frakriti. :

% Because at the fime of creation also, the attachment, &e., of the soul must be
coutinuing in their latent state,~why cannot you attribute the goui's hondage directly
to these 7 And why should you seek for its cause in the aotions only ¥ The senge of
the intermediate objector is that certain acbions, before they had prodaced their
rogults, had been restrained in their activity, ab the time of Dissolution, by the desirve
of God; consequently inasmuoh as these have to bring about their effects, it is these
that we hold to be the cause of boudags. The latter port of the Karikd rejects this
explanation on the ground that, if a lateut cause were to produce its effest, an antion,
endowed with all its potentialities, world at ouge bring aboub its resalts, even Gélure the
aotion has had time to manifest itself, The puzport of all this is that, as shown in the
foregoing Kirikd, an action would (in accordance with the activity of the latent mﬁsé)
bring about its effects, even before it is performed (and thereby manifested); and as such
it could not exist, for any length of time, without bringing about its effects, in order to
burst forth, at the time of creation. And it is equally impossible, in accordanse with
your theory, for the action not to produce its result at the time, as it shonld appear
at the time of creation, Becnuse, according to you, an action must produce ity effects
straight off, ag also that the action canuot manifest itself, '

% Actions being brought about by ignorance, as goon as knowledge would appear,
the actious would cease to be performed.  But bhey would &till continue to exish in their
latent forms; and inasmuch ag these potentialities of actions would not be the efests
of ignorance, no amount of knowledge could remove them, And, accorvding to you,
atent causes alss: bring aboat their effeots; consequently, these latent potentialities
of aoctions would be sure of bringing about their effects in the shape of the soul’sy
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brought about by ignorance, yot Knowledge cannot set asido these (actions
as existing in a state of latent potentiality ). Ykt

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

97. If, even now-a-days, an action in a state of latent potentm.hty
were to be tho canse (of its effects), then it would be quite reasonable to
spenk of its causal efficiency even ab the time (of Dissolution) when the
only entity held (by yon) to remain would be the Prakyti.

9899, In ordinary life, we find that it is the funchion (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 the minds were possible at the time of Digsolu-
tion), since (at that time) all minds would be mixed np (in the Praksti),
there would bo an admixture (of their functions, and consequently also) of
the actions, Therefore that which ig called ‘“ Adhikdra’ (1.e., the actions
in a state of latent potentiality ) cannot be held to be the canse of bondage.

99-100. Even it * Adhikara” be taken to mean capability, no separa-
tion (of it from the Prakrti and the Soul) would be possible: as the capa-
bility of the soul to enjoy consists in his intelligence, and that of Prakrti,
to be enjoyed, in its non-intelligence. And these (capabilities) are never
absent in them (Soul and Prakrti).

bondage, and no Deliverance would be possible. Therefore knowledge caunot be held
to be the means of Deliverance. g

9 There is no cause for believing in a destrnetion of actions by knowledge.

91 Because you hold that at the Dissolution, all things become dissolved into, and
continue to lie latent in, the Prakpii-(Primordial mattor),~~to burst forth again into
creation at a suitable time,~—you must admih that the actions have their potentialities
lying lateot in the same Prakrti; as, according to you, uothing can be totally anuihi-
lated. And thus, even at the Dissolation, there wonld be nothing to prevent the actiouns
from bringing about their effects. '

998 “ Admisture "—all the minds and the actions dus to them being mixed up in
the Prakpti, the actions of a soul in bondage might belong to a soul that has been
delivared, and vice versd,

99.10° Some people hold that in the asserbion that *“ the cause of bondage is the
Adhikara,” what is meant by the word * adhikdra’ is not the potentiality of ections (fc
be perjormed), but the capability of the Prakrti to be enjoyed and that of the Soul to
" ewjoy.  The Kdrika rejects this explanation, on the ground that neither the Prakrti
nor the Soul could ever be severed from this capability; and as such, the canse of
bondage continuing for ever, there could be no Deliverance; jast as intelligence never
leavos bhe Soul, 80, in the same manner, non-intelligence never leaves the Prakeli.
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101. Tf Ignorance be held to be the cause of the produefnon oi' g
wotions,—thon from the destruction of Tgnorance conld result only the nou-
production of (fresh actlona), aad not the cess&tlon of the results (of
previous actions).

102. It is nobt by means of Sense pm'cephou (Inference), &c., that.,-
Knowledge is cognised to be the cause of Deliverance. Nor does the Veda
declare that deliverance vesults from Kuowledge, such as it i8 held to ba
by the Sankhyas 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 iy a cause of achivity trma;rds oer’a&m sacrie
lices. -

104, And when this (knowledge of self) has been recognised to ba-'-_
(enjoined) for the sake of something else (i.e., engagement in aacuﬁee.'t),"
the mention of resalts (* He doth not veturn,” &ec.), that we find (in con-
nection with the passage—*‘The soul ounght 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 vesults, there can be none other than Hea.ven, &e. (meutloned as
the results of various sacrifices).

105. Tf Deliverance be held to be merely the enjoyment of pieasures
then it would be synonymous with * Heaven ;" and this is pensh&ble (a.‘ncl :
not eternal as you hold Deliverance to be).

106. Because nothing that has u oause (¢.e, that which is caused)

101 The destruction of the caunse could only resalt in the non-production of its
~ further effects. Consequently, even when ignorance would be destroyed by kuowledge,
all that we could expect would be that no more actions would be brought about. But
the destruction will, in no way, be able to affect the fruition of the seeds sown by the
actions of the past; for the imple reason that this froition is not the effect of ignor-
ance, whose destritotion, therefore, sould not affect the former. '

103 The Veda, even seemingly, lends its support only to such knowladge as is held
by the, Védinti to be the means of Deliverance.

18 The knowledge discriminating the Sonl from Pmkrh is of use in the Jyotishtoina
and other sacrifices that lead to results beyond the physical world ; inasmuch ag, nvless
the Soul is loarnt to he diseriminated from ihe Body, how cat people believe that
puch results as are nob obtainable in this physical world could be attained by men P
And unless one believes in the possibility of such resnlts being obtainud, he can never
engage himself in the performance of those sacrifices of whicl the resulis are said to
acorne to the performer in a saperphysical world, Cousequently, it is with a view to
making people take to the performance of such sncrifices, that the Soul isenjoined to be
distinguished from Prakpti. And haviog this perceptible result, the said kunowledge -
cannot be gaid to have any other, in the ghape of Deliverauce, &e.

108 Bondage consists of attachment to the Body ; and it is the negation of this that
coustitutes Deliverance, Therefore Deliverance must be held to be the destruciion of
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~is ever known to be imperishable (cternal), theréfore one could be doli-
vered (ie, Deliverance would be possible) only through the absence of
the ﬁ&nse (of bondage)—~(an absence) due to exhaustion (by fruition) of
all karma (karma being the sole cause of bondage),

107. Barrving its negalbive character, there is no othei gronnd for the
eternality of Deliverance. And no negation can ever he the offect of dny
aotion (bherefore Deliveranco eannob be held to be the effect of Knowledys).

108. The fact (as to the manner of Deliverance) is that for those that
bave comp to know of the real character of Self,—all their past actions
having been exhausted by fraition, and there being no subsequent residne
(of actions),~~the body is never again preduced (and this is what is meant

by Deliverance). _ .

' 108, it is only for the purpose of enjoying the resnlts 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 produg-
tions (of the body). _ i -

- 110. One desiring Deliverance, thevefore, would not engage in (.., per-
form) snch actions ag are either prohibited or are enjoined with a view to the
attainment of certain (material) vesults. But he would continne to per-
form those that are .enjoi.nm_i a8 necessary (and to be performed daily) ;
and those that are enjoined as to be performed on certain gpecific oceasions
(such s eclipses and the like),—~in order to avoid the sin (acerning from
the non-performance of snch actions).

111. The effects (of the necessary sacrifices f.i.) are known to result

the present body and the mnon-predustion of any future body for the particular Boul,
Bondage again ia dae to Karma ; 80 when Karma is destroyed by fruition, the conse.
quent Bondage comses by iteclf on the cessation of its instigating canse (Karma); and
thus Deliverance being of a negative character, would be eternal i in fact all total des-
tractions are etornal ; and Deliverance tioo has been shown to be only the fotal destrue.
tion of the present body, &c., &o, i

19% The result of knowledge is what hag heen explained above, in K. 103,

198 Body s mever produced.”—Becanso it is only Karma that brings about the con-
finement of the Honl in a body, Says the Kdgiki : ' Since all persons so deliversd are
aleo found to be knowing the character of the self, therefore wo musi admit that such
knowledge is only an indirvect auxiliary aid to Deliverance; but it cannot be held
to be the veal diroct final canse of deliverance ” (see above).

1O Thig refers to the following objection: “1f such. be the cage, then one who
desires Delivorance would cease to perform the actions enjoined in the Veda ; becauge
if he were to perform such actions he would be sowing seeds for the reaping whersof
he should have to take dnother birth in the physical world.,” The sense of the Karika

*is clear,

“To avoid sin, &e~If he doea not avoid gin, he will have to be born again, in
order to reap the harvest of that sin.

H1 Thig refers to the following objection : “ Rven of necessary actiong—the Agni-

otra and the like,~~cortain results, in the shape of Henyen, &e., are mentioned in the
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only when they are desired by the agent; and as such they conld not acerne
to ona who does not desive them, And as this (aversion to results) exists
in one who knows one's rveal self, it is in this that such knowledge comes
to be of indirect use (to the attainment of Deliverance). . :

112. 1t is not ab all necessary for people who are conscious of their
bodies (as being the only impediment to Deliverance), to have an idea of
Creation and Dissolution, beyond (their own bodies), with regard to the
whole universe.

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

114-116. Hven 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 i8 Dharmae
possible without performance (of actions); and performance is not possible
without an idea (of the action to be performed) ; this idea is not possible
oxoept from the Veda; nor is (a knowledge of) the Veda possible without
(a comprehension of) words, &e. Thereforo it must be admitted that all
those (Words, &c.,) existed before the Creator. And again, such a creator
rany be proved to have been preceded by the Veda, on nccount of His being
an infelligent being, like ourgelves (who are preceded by the Veda). e

117. 1t is impossible to give an adequate reply to the peoplo who
assert (tho fact of the Creator being preceded by the Veda) on the ground
of these reagonings (explained in K, 114-116). Therefors the followers of

Veda; consequently, even if one were to perform these necessary actions, ne would
have to be born again for the enjoyment of those results.” The sense of the reply is
that the person desiring Deliveranco performs these neceseary actions, nob with o view
to their results, but simply with a view fo avoid the sin accrning from the naglect of
the nocessary aetions ; consequently, the results of these actions enn neyer acorge to
him. Y Indirvect use, &e.’—If there were no knawledge of Self, the person would not
have an aversion to resnlts ; and as snoh, he would perform actions with n view to their
results, which would thus aecrue to him, and he wonld have o be born agaio for the
enjoying of these results. Thus we find that the knowledge of Self is of indivect unse,
in that it indirectly saves the person from falling into the meshes of aeotions and their

results. .
18 In order to establish the possibility of Bondage and Deliverance, it is only
necessary to have distinet ideas of Creation and Dissolution with regard to the Body,
Therefore the mention of **Creation” and * Diggolution” with regard to the whole
aniverse must be taken to be meant only to eulogise Destiny, and hence to induce man
to perform such sacrifices as would turn the tide of thab Destiny. '
114.116 Prajapati cannot be accepted as the Oreator, unless he be something greator
than other persons. And a8 noench greatness is possible without a knowledge of the
Veda, the Veds must be accepted as having existed before Prajapati, :
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the Veda must sxplain the nsage (of Words) as being without a beginning
(2.e., oternal). : : ! :

118119, Those persons—who, finding Sense-perception inapplicable
to the case, seek to prove, by Inference, the existence of an Ordainer of
the (meaning of the words) “cow,"” &o., on the ground of these being
rolated (to the objects denoted), like the swords “ Dittha,” &o. (proper
names fixed by ourselyves),—are to he met by this counter-argument: ‘all
" people come to know the relation of the words “ cow ” (fo their denotations)
from other people,~—becauge they use the words,—like myself.”

©120.  Obj.: “If such be the oase, then even the relations of (proper
names) ¢ Devadatta,’ &e. (with the individuals they signify) would come
to be eternal (which is absurd, becanse the persons themsgelves are not
cternal).”  Roply ¢ (Though the inferential argument just brought forward
wonld justify such eternality of proper names, yot) this idea of eternality
wonld cease on aceount of its contradiction (and consequeut rejection) by
o lact of Sense-perception (bhe perishableness of Lhe persons nmamod),—
specially as this (Sense-perception) is more suthoritative (than Inference).

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

122.123.  In the case of (eommon names) * Cow,” &o., 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 ifs denotation)
must be admitted to exist before all the people that ave found to use it.
The relation being thus established (to have existed before all persons using
it, from times immemorial ), there counld be no beginning for that relation.

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

LS9 ¢ AL} peopls, §el'—Wa find in our own case, that whatever word we nuse,
we use it only in that sense which we have learnt from other people. 8o from this fact,
we can eonclide that all persons must ase words only with guch meanings a8 they may
have learnt from other people,

132.123 We find that the relationship must exist before it can be made use of by
anyoune. Thus then, inasmuch as bho word had beenh found to have been nsed, since
time oub of mind, to express a certain meaning, we must admit that the peculiar relns
tionship betweéen the word and that meaning rousb have existed, even before that time.
Conzequently the relationship cannot be concoived of as having a beginning in time, .6,
we mast admit it to be eternal,

138.13% The Bhashyn saye that we are not cognisant of any eoriginator of the relas
tionship ; and that thavefore, 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 denotability~-, then, how is it that we hayve no cognisance (mther
direct or recalled to memory) of the trustworthiness (of that person) P

124-125. For example, the Banddhas, so long as they do uqbrecogmsa
an assertion to emanate from Bu&dha, &e. (their trustworthy source), they
do not accept it as true, even thongh there may be an idea brought about
by the sentence.

125-126. Obj.: “But when a certain oonventlonal rule is 1a1d down
by someone (as that ‘@ and ¢’ should be known as ‘ vrddhi '), people accept
d and ai to be styled ‘vpddhi,’ even when, subsequently, they cease to re-
member Panini (the originator of the rule). Thevefore the remembrance
of the originator cannot he regarded as necessary.” Reply: But the
aphorism itselt, carrying swith it the name of Panini, would’ leud to an 1dea.
of Panini (being the (rustworthy originator of the rule). '

127. Then again (in the case of the word “cow"’), we lmve no naset'-
tion (of the rule) in the form thaf the word cow i to apply to the ob]eot
with the dewlap, &e.” In fact it ig 1mpoaszb]e to make any such (a.ssar-
tion), becanse the words (* dewlap, §e.), (of which the assertion consists)
could not have got their own rclntzons (with their individual denotations)
known at that time. '

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

134,12 Those who take their stand npon the trustworthiness of the sonrce of the
assortion; do not accept the truthfnlness of any aesortion nntil they have found that
it has emanated from one of these trngtworthy sources. 8o, if we held to the view
that a word can denoto a meaning, only ou account of the veracity of the originator
of its connection with that meaning, then, in the case of avery word, we wounld gtand
in nead of an idea of the originator of the significance of that word, in order to be
sare of the meaning applied being anthorised by a trustworthy origin,

135188 This refers to Panini's 8atra~ Vrddhdradaie® (I=~i~~1). The sense of the
voply ig that ag goon as the S#lra is cognised, it is directly known as oné of Panini’s
S#tras; consequently the Satra must be held to carry, within itself, the anthovity of
Panini’sname. Therefore every idea of the S«tra and its meaning is necessarily accom-
prnied by an idea of the oviginator of the Sitra: This isfound to be the cage with all
words whose trusbworthiness depends upon the oharacter of their originator,

127 Unless tho meanings of the words, ‘dewlap,’ ‘animal,’ &o., are all known
generally and distinotly, how conld they be used in laying down any roles, &c. If one
rule were held to be based upon another set of rules, pertaining to each word of the
asgertion, then these latter rales wonld stand in need of another set of rules, and go on
and on, ad infinttum.

133,18 In the case of visible things, such comprehension is guite possible ;. only
because such things ave capable of being verified by other means of right notion. In
another case,—where i, Panini lays down the rule thaf “ one should use the Sanskrif
word ! fauh,’” and not the vernacular word * @dvi,’ becanse in using the former we acqnire
ncertain Virtne,”—whore tho Virtue is not capable of being werified by any other
means of knowledge, if we uge the word ¢ @axk’ in preference to the others, we wonld
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Though in the case of the words referring to ordinary percoptivle facts—
such as the case of  Vrddhi " noticed above—#such eomprehension may be
possible,—yet in n case where thio rule is based upon Dharma only (an imper- .
coptible thing), we conld have no sare comprehension, without (an idea
of the rule emanating from an authoritative source) Panini. _

120-130. And aghin, the comprehension of fthe letter 4 in “ Apwala-
yans,” brought about by the change of the simple . (in Apwaldyana) into
the broad A (in Agwaldyana=relating to 'ﬁpwalh“yrma)«—_(in accordance with
a rule of Panini’s that if the nominal affix ki¢ be added to a noun, the first
vowel is broadened),~is never recognised to be correct until it is known
that the change is in accordance with a rule laid down by Panini.

130-131. In the case of visible ohjects, there may or may not be an
idea of the originator (of the word) ; but as for the use (of words) in the
Veoda (where for the mogt part ounly invisible transcendental things ave
spoken of), such (nse) would not be possible without a remembrance of
the oviginator (of the meanings of words).

181.182. " How do you apply the word * Cow  to the cows existing
it ihaceessible places ¢ 1f it b said that cortain persons (who have managed
to get to the place) have seon them (and found them to agree with' the
deuotation of the word *Cow,'")—then (we may ask) why could not the (all-
powerful) originator (of the meanings of words, as accepted by our oppo-

ba sure of having what is vight, only if we remembered the fact of the restriction having
heen laid down by a trustworthy person.

1%0.180 'The word * Apwaldyana,” when pronounced with @ broad ‘a’ (in the begin.
ning), could naver he believed to siguify ‘relating to Ajwaléyana,’ unless we kuew that
the word ‘ dewaliyata® had undérgone a change on eccount of the addition of the kit
affix,—a change aunthorieed by o' trustworthy lawgiver, Pinini,

I180.181 Tnasmuch as we have no idea of smel wn originator as thab spoken of in
K. 128, the denotation of a word cannob be based npon the faet of its emanaling from
a trustworthy source; and consequently the Word must bé accepted to denote its
meaning, I_iy its own inherent denotative potency, which is uncansed and eternal.

1BL.IB2 In Sutra 5, wo have the word * Avgatiréka’; and this word is explained as
absence of any incompatibility, either (1) in time, or (2) in place, hetween the Word and
its Denotation. In consection with this, the Bhdshya explains that, just as we find'
the word ‘Cow’ iu one place, denoting the animal with the dewlap, §c..—s0 wonld wo
algo find in all other places, be they howscever inmccessible. And consequently, inas-
much a8 no haman oviginator could reach these inaccessible places, how could the
signifloation of the word ‘Cow ' (smbracing as it does also inaccessible cows) be bused
upon the anthority of auy such personal agency ¥ Tor this reason, the Denotation must
bé accepted as being dae to the inherent denotative poteucy of the word itself,

With the present Kariki begins a series of objections agninst this interprotation of
the Bhashya ; and the'sense of these is that the Mimingake eould not be suve of the
word ¢ Cow ' being not incompatible witlethe Inaceessible cows, ¢ Uonld ‘never be restrains
ed, ye”—and nd such the word could vory well have its signification based upon the
tritstworthiness of o personal agenoy. i
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nent) go there ? Certainly being all-supreme (God) His accession fo ‘?‘*‘J’“
place could never be rvestrained. : g i

133-184, Ag for the raeeting together of the meny (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 oue person) ig used by people in every other place—e.q, the rule
with vegard to “ Veddhi’’ (laid down by Panini). Thevefore it is only
the second interpretation (absence of incompatibility in fime) that cau
be accepted as corvect. gy

134-135. If someone were to assert that the orvigination of the rela.
tions (of words and meanings) is based upon certain other relations that are
accopted to be alveady existing,~then, it wounld be hard to say which (words
and relations) ave the self-established ones (not requiring human agency ).

185-186. Because it i8 nob right to assert that words, other thau
those known now-a-days, are those that oxigted before (and on which
the ovigination of the meanings of the present words is based), Nordo we
porceive any difference among the words that are in use ab the presetif: fime ;
(and hence we canuot assert some of these to haye existed before the
originefion ), ! '

188.13¢ "I'his refers to the objection raised in the Bhdshys against the theory of the
significance of words being based upon the trustworthiness of personal agenoies. The
objection is thab, ‘inasmuch a8 there must be many such trustworthy persons, we
conld not know that all of them agree on the point of the rules regarding the significn.
tion of worde. The senge of the Kariki is that snch important issnes depending upon &
committee of the trustworthy persons, it is just possible that there may be such o
meeting; bub as o matter of fact, we find that no aioh commibtep I8 nocedsary.,
¢ Second interpretation.’~—Tt hag been shown that the interpretation of the word
' avyativdka’~~08 © absence of incompatibility in. place ’-—will not do; aglhat will effect
our own theory as much asg—if not more than—ihat of onr opponent, Therofore we
must take it in the sense of ‘absence of incompatibility in time’; that is bo say, thore
is no point of time sk which the word ‘ow’ does nob siguify the animal with the dewlap,
§e. Az for the aforesaid personal agencies, thesa could not exist ab the time of
Dissolution ; and hence thia interpretation will completely demolish the position of our
opponeut. In our own case we conld explain the significance of words a3 being hoged
upon their own denotative potensy, which continnes at all times,~—8 fact proved by their
uge in the Veda. Thue then, there can be no incompatibility in Jime between the Word
and ita denctation, i

184,185 This refers to the Bhdshya : If no denotaiions were admitied to be self author-
itative, then no new significations could be attributed to words, §¢. &c. (of. Karikd 127),
Some people desiro to escape from this dilemma by declaring that they admit of the
self-suficiency of certain words (in affording their denotation). Thesende of the Kdrike
is that this is not possible; becausd it caunot be rightly defined which are the few words
that are sell-sufficient in their denotativeness.

186,188 ¢ Not right"—because nobody knows of avy guch words ag esisted before
aud have ceased to pxist now. '
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136-137.  Barring the etoruality of the Word and its Meaning, there
could be no other rveason for (holding the eternality of the Relation
(bebween these). Therefore (since the eternality of Words and Meanings
has been proved above) in the Veda, there can be no begiening for the
velation (between them ). A i)

. 137-188.  The inference of the ovigination of the relations (between
Words and Meanings) is negatived by the fact of the absence of any
menus (of asserting ov laying down that velabion) ; and as for the inference
of the non-assertibility (of a pre-established velation by us), it is set aside
by a fact of direct perception, )

 138-139,  The only means of comprehending the meauing of words
lies in peveeiving (aud nobing) the vepeated comprehensions by expervienced
people (of words uttered by other exporienced pevsons). And cortainly
thig means is fouud to fail with regard to (i.e., can be of no avail to) people,
who do not comprehend the velation (hebween words aud ‘meanings, prior
to the laying down of the rule). /

188.18T We have proved, in the section ,on * Words, that the Word is ebernal ; and
algo, in the section bn * dkrei* that, ite denotation is eternal, And theu; inasmuch
a8 no Word can be nsed withoab a meaning, we cannot but accept (even on the ole
ground of the eternality of Words and their Denotations), the oternality of the relation
ship between them, ;

1183 One who would give birth to the denotative relationship of words, could never
utter any sentences himuolf 5 inasmuch as he would rot recognise any pre-established
meaniugs of words. And as he could nob uttor any seutences, how could he lay down
any rales with regard to the meanings of words (of. K., 127 and 184-85)7 On the other
hand, those who, like us, aceeph the pre-established eternal relationship of words and
denotations, can very well lay down and explain to others, in weli-chosen words and seu-
teudes, the fact of such and such o word having snch aud zuch a meaning ; congequently,
the argament of the opponent—that ‘a youag boy could not understand any sentences,
because he would not know the meaniugs of the words nsed '—becomes vetuted by he
perceptible fact that when cerbain wards and _their denotations have been axplained to o
young boy; he readily comprehends the ‘meaning of the seutences composed of those
words, - And no smount of Yuference onn shnke the trubhfaluess of thie perceptible fant.

183.189 It cannot be asserbed that the Mimansuka cannot wake any nssertions with
regard to the relations of words. Beocanse, in the firet place, aceording to the Minmdin-
&ka, no such assertion iy necessary; ue young boys come to comprehend the meanioge
of words by picking op a word here and a word thevo, wnt of the conversations of
older péople. And then this knowledge cumes to be supplemented by the explanations
that he is favonred with from these old people, who are cognisant with previously
established relationships, and are capable of making any number of assertions with
regard to these.  For our opporient, on the other band, none of this woald be pogsible ;
becanse Lefore the meanings will have been laid down for him by hig trasfworthy
. persons, they did nob exist for him; and asg such; in what words could the *trust.
worthy person’ express tho relubionships, that he meant a certain word to bhear &
definite meauing * Novr could the brustworbhy gaide carry ou any conversations, from
whiok you could pick your knowledge of the words,
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130-140. Evon such means, as gestures of the hand, &e., could not
exish at the first actions (at the beginning of creation). Becanse the
meaning of these (gestures) conld not be known anless thore were other
peraons (using them). ! A -

140-142. (According to us) the young inexperienced abserver (1) per-
coives the word, the experienced persons, and the ob;;ect (talked of=the
cow f.i.), by his senses (the Har and the Eye),~—(2) cogunises, the fact of the
hearer (the directed experienced person) baving 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 the action (of the order-
ed persoun,—~going and fetching the cow),—and (3) lastly, he comes to recog-
uise, the fact of denotability resting upon both (the denoting Word and the’
denoted Meaning ), through dpparent Inconsistency based upon the fact of the
inoxplicubility [of the action of the directed person, except on the ground
o the denotability of the Meaning (the object cow) by the word ‘““Cow” ;
and the consequent resting of the denotability in both Word and Meamng]
Heonce we find that the relation (between Word and its Meaning) is com-.
prehended by (the joint action of) three means of right notion (Seuse-f
perception, Inference and Apparent luconslstency)

Thus ends the Chapter on Sambandh&ksképaparﬂiﬁm.

169,140 Tt caunot be urged that—'* Sentences are not the only means of explaimiug
the meanings of words; as Gestures could be casily used for that purpose,’’  Because even
Qestures could explain only such meanings ag would be known to have boen established
beforehand as expressible by such Gesturves. And hence Gestures sould not help you
any further than the Words whose meanings are laid down for you'by trustworthy
porsong. ' Further, it is ooly when wb find one person performing a certain act
in accordance with the Gestares of some other person, that we realice that Gestuve to
be significant of that act; there can be no obther means of comprehending the meanings
of Gegbures. Bat st the beginning of Creation, there could not have baen any person
to undergtand, and act according to, the Gestures of the Ureator. 'Consequently, even
the help of Gestures does nob carry you a step farther than yonr former theory with
vegards to Words having their relationships laid down by trustworthy persons.

180.92 The Nydyarotnikaera interprets the last line in o different way: It takes
it to mean that, though Sense-perception und Iufsrence help {n the coguition of the
relntionsbip, yet it is only Apparent Inconsistency which is the direct and immedinte
means of its cogaibion. The trauslation, however, follows the interpretation of the
Kagikd, by preference,~imasmuck ag the Fartika itself, calling the cognition of the
Relationship * tréipramanaka,’ does not appear to have made any diffevence in the degree
of help accorded by each of the three means of cognition. The difference in the two
interpretations however is not of much consequence,~as it comes to the swme thing,
after all,
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(Secriox 17.) i
CITRAKSHEPA-PARIHARA.

1. The two arguments,—that have been advanced above (in the
chapter on “ Oitriikshépa’) to prove the fact of the * Qitra,” &e., not having
any results (in the shape of ocattle, &o.),~haye their premises unproved
(2.6, falso); becamse the immediateness (of the vesnlt after the action)
18 not laid down (in the Veda). _ it
2. The immediatenesg (of the appearance of the vesalt after tho
action) cannot be held even to be indirectly implied (by the passage en-
joining the performance of the Clitra for the sake of acquiring cabtlo) ;
beeanse, ag a mattor of fach, it is not impossible for the results of actions
to appear without some specification (with regard to time or place, &o.)
3-4.  Bince actions become mixed np with one another with regard

I Thig refers to the reply given by the Bhashya to the arguments on ¢ Citrakshipa.!
The passage referred to is the following : ‘nahi griyaté keté karmani tavotydva phalam.
The C'-Etrﬁk..mépa argument, is mentioned in the Bhishya thuz: ¢ Karmakdilé kavma-
phaléna bhavitavyam, Yatkilam hi mardanam tatkalam mardanasukham na kéléntaran.”
And this latter bns been resolved by the FVartika into two distinet argnments:
(1) “The Citra sacrifice cannot haye the acquisition of enttle for its resalt,~—~becnuse it
does not bring the oattle in its time,—like tho Bath, &c.’; (2) © Cattle cannot be ag-
quired by means of the Citré snorifico,~becanse at the time of the obtaining of eatile,
the Uitra does not exiat,—like the attainment of Heaven.” Both these arguments are
to be refated in the present section ; and the present Karikd strikes at €he premises, The
senso of the Karika is that the premises—* because tho Citré does not bring the cattle
in dts own timp —is false ; becauso the action’s ‘own time’ is nob the time immediately
following its completion; because the relationehip between the Action and its
Resnlt can be cognised only fram the Veda; and the Veds docg not declave that the
Result is to follow immediately aftor the Aotion, ;Conseqnénbly by the expression
‘nohion’s own time’' (Karmakila) we must understand that particular time at which, all
impediments having disappeared, the fruition of the Iatent pobency geénerated hy
the Acgtion in the past manifests itself ; and wss this would be the exact time for the
appearance of the Resalt, thers would be nothing incongraous in the non-appearance
of the cattle immediately alter the completion of the (Jitr@ saorifice.

8 “FHecause, §¢."~-1f we found that the Action could nobt bring about the Resnlt,
unless some specification of time and place ig made, then, through Apparent Inconsigt-
enoy, we could have made the passage enjoining the (itrd sacrifice to imply a spocifi-
cation of time,—wiz. : that the result of the sacrifice wonld follow immediately after
the completion of the sacrifice. As a makter of fact, however, we find that the result
of the Citrd snerifice can as rensonably appear daring this lifs, ag during the next}
and hence we have no Inconsistency of either time or place, on whizh we conld fall
back, for the implieation of your “immediateness of seqnence.” The peculise potency
of sacrifices ig such that, once performed, it persists for any lengith of tiwme, till the
Resuit has been fully accomplished.

3-3 This meets the following argument: “ We infer such immediateness of the
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to space, time, &e., and it often happens that the result of one action hns
been only half-realised, therefore the fruition of one action i5 often fonnd to
be deferred (to appear at some fature time), Therefore the iden of
immediateness must be regarded as groundless. i : g
4-5. The fact of Sense-perception, &e., not agreeing with (support- -
ing the declaration in question), it does not in any way vitiate the (validity |
of) its Verbal Authorvity. ' Becanse the disagreement (of Sense-perception)
with regard to wmmedicienoss cannot in any way et agide the injunction
whose application is free from any specification (of either time or place);
inasmuch as the defects of the two (the Sense-pereeption and Injunction)
are totally diffevent, : I A RN
6. (On the contrary) it i the inference of immediateness, which' yon
deduce froni the similar instance of the * rubbing,”~that would be -\

Resnlt from the nature of actions in genersl.” The sense of the Kdriké is that when
onee a certain action hag begun to bring abous its regults, even if notions be performed
their fraition will bo postponed #ill all the results of the former nction kave been
acgaired. - Sach being the cpse, and. we finding, in every-day life, one Action follows
ing s0 closely on the heel of another as to hscome rixed up, it is not possible for the
results of &ll actions to follow immedintely after the complotion of the Actions, Says
the Nyayaratnakara: “In ordinary experience we find that certain mctions, by thair
very nature, have their results romoved from them ; 0.4, the operationa of agrionl.
gare; some have their resnlts renmoved on acconnt of cortain specialitios of time, place,
&e.; while in the case of others, it may happen that the results of some other Aotion
may not have beeni completed. Tor these reasons the ides of the immediatenocss of
tbe sequence of the Resnlt onanot but be false” ' : .
.6 This refers to the ohjections brought forward in Karikis 2-8 of ‘ Qitrakshépa.’
The sonse of the reply embodied in the present Kariki js tha the fact of the
cattle not being seen to appear immediately after tho completion of the Citré sacrifice
cannot in any way adversely affect the Injunction of ‘this sncrifice ; inasmuch ng
the Injunction doss not specify the time for the appearance of the Cattle ag beiug
that which' follows vmnediately after the sacrifice. The objects of the twe are
different.”-~The non-perception of the Cattle is restricted to the time immediataly
following the sacrifice; whereas the Injunotion lays down merely the acquisition of
the Cattle, without any restriction of time. Consequently the fact of the non-
perception of the Cattle immediately after the sacrifice does not contradict the fact
of the appaarance (and perception) of ‘the Result at some other time; and as such
appearance of the Result would be quite in kzeping ‘with the Injunction,—and it has
boen shown to be not incompatible with the fact of the non-appearance of the Cattle
immediately after the saorifice,~thorefors we do not sea how the Ynjunction can be in
any way seb aside by such limited non-perception of the Cattle. In fact, if the
Cattle were to appear at some other time Shan that at which the sacrifice is finished,
—that alone would be compatible, both with the Injunction (which specifies no tinie),
and the said non-perception. ; y i
8 The opponent has argued that the Resalt of the Action must always follow
immodiately after it,—ag we find in the case of massage.  The meaning of the Rarikds
is that what is proved by the Inference based upon this Instance is the imwediate
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jected by the ¢ mon-perception” (of the eattle immediately after the
samﬁca) ; inasmuch as both refer to the same object.

(In ordma.ry lifo) wo find that even in the case of aetions—as the
a.tta_ndancﬂ on one's master—the euds of which arve quite visible, even
though the resalt (the satisfaction of the Master) has bheen accomplished,
yet, through somie impediment or other (vither seen or unseen), it tokes a
long time in manifesting itself (in the shape of rewards, &e.)

'8-9. The final result (in the shape of the havvest) does not follow as
soon as the corn is sown. If it be said that in the case of the corn we
have an immediate effect in the shape of the sprout (growing out of the egrn
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 tekes time to mate-
rialise into a condition of being enjoyed. For, in the case of every eftect
being produced (from a cause), there is a certain marked seqnence in the
process (of its pwduchcm), which is natural to each and every one of

them.
10.  Even if (by the msttmoe of rubbing ) you seek to prove the fact
of the Oitrd, &e., having immedinte vesults, then too, your argumenf

gequence of the B.esult to the Action; and as it is the immediate seqnence that is negn-
tived by the fact of the non-appearance of the Cattle immediately after the sscrifice,
and as this Inference would be opposed toa fact of Perception (vegative), it is the former
that should be rejected, and not the latber.

1 Another ivetance is that of the offects produced by medicines, which appear
sometimes very long afier the medicines have been administered.

8.9 If it be arguod, that in the case of the Corn, there is an immediate result in
the shape of the minute form, which takes some time to deyelop into the final result
of the Harvest, on secount of the natural impediments in the way of its attainment,—
then, we can say the same thing with regard to the case of Heaven, &o., also, that
are brought abont by means of sacrifices. We might argue that after each sacrifice there
is immedintely prodnced its result, in a subtle form, which takes gome time to become
safficiently materialized for actusl delectation, becaase of certain natural impediments
in the way of sich accomplishment, And in both these cases, the orderly process,
beginning with the appearange of the resnlt in its subtle form and ending with its
nltimate realisation, would be only natuvael ; the interruption, in both cades being due
to natural impediments in the way of immediate nccomplishment, Thus then, from
the fact of onr nons<perception of the attainment of Henven, or of Cattle, immadiately
after the completion of the Darje-Parnamasd, or the Citrd, gacrifice, cannot lead wus
to the inference that the sactifices can have no such results,

40 The translation follows the reading ‘anantaréphalatwam,” which hus been
accepted by the Kagiki, The Nydyaratnakara however reads ‘anantarphalatwam’ ;
and oxplains it thus: “If by the non-perception of the immediate resnlt of the Citrd
snorifice, yon seek to prove the fact of there being no such immediate resalis, - then,
inasmuch as we also accept the fact of the resalis not being immediate, all your effor
would be useless, as yon would be proving what we also accept as true,” 'Bab this

48
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becomes rednndant, proving only what we also admit; for (we also admib
of such immediate production of the result in a subtle ethevial form);
or else, how could we have the fullyudevalnpad resitlts ab sy other time

(if we had no spront-like germination in the beginning) ¢ e 2R

11-12. PFinding a discrepancy in the case of sevvice and other per-
ceptible means (4., finding that service, &ei, do nob alhways bring about
bhe vesults in the shape of cattle, wealth, &e.),~~we must admib that for the
aequirement of eattle (in this life ) thereis some nuseen canse, other than those
that we oan pereeive (to-day). And then, too, the application of the causes,
othgr than what we accept, is groundless; iuasmuch as such agenecies
as those of “God’s wish " (held by the Vaipzshikas), * Potency” (of
Matter and Soul, held by the 8ankhyas) and the like, have been shown to
have neither Verbal Anthovity nor Reasonable Premises, &o., in suppor of
them. Therefove we must accept, on the strength of Verbal Anthorvity,
the (litra sacritice performed at gome time (either during this ov in some
previous life) as being the cause of the obtaining of cattle.

13. The bringing about (of cattle) cannot be said to be without any
cause. Becanse (the negessity of every effect having a cause having been
proved by all the means of right notion) all the means of right notion
cannot be invalid, Tn fact, in the present case, the Word (i.e., the Ve_da)
indicating an adequate eause (of the acquirement of cattle : in the shape
of the Citrd sacrifice) caunot be said to be invalid (untrustworthy). f

14. And those, who hold that the vesults of the Citra, &e., musi'.
appear in thig very life, will not be able to show any canse for the appear-
auce of their vesults (cattle, &e.), in favour of those who have never:
performed those sacrifices during their present lives.

reading and its explavation do not guite clear up the last foot of the Kamka. Hence
the preference given to the reading adopted in the Kagikd,

11,13 Unless we admit of an Unseen Clause, we ocannot explain the a.oqmramant of
eattle by one man, and not by the other,—when their visible offorts ave exactly the
game. Then the question is as to what this Unsepn Cause is. All other gausal
agencies, postulated by the various philosophical systems, have already been proved
to be inapplicable (under the section on ' Swmbandhdkshépa), 1t has been shown that
no such ngencies—as that of Divine wish and the like—ave proved sither by Verbal
Testimony, or by any praosss of Inferance, or by auy other means of right notion,
Therefore, we cannot but admit that the person acquiring the cattle mast have, at some
time or other, performed the Cilrd sacvifice; and the ground for this belief is supplied
by the Vedie injunction— one desiring eatile should pexform the Cilrd sacrifice.

18 Tt onunob be urged that the appearance of the catile is without any canse ; o
long us we have verbal authority distinotly pointing to the fact of the Citré sacrifics
beiag an adequate means to itd attainment.

4 Weo find that persons who have not performed the Citra in this life have ob-
tained cattle ; and as we have shown that there is no other means of acquirving it, we
mnst admit that it is dae to the man having performed the Citrd in his previous life,
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15, Because (according to these theorists) tho effects of the Cibra,
&e. (performed doring some previous life) must have been exhausted in
the course of that life; and portions of the (previous) enjoyment of
Heaven cannot follow one to a new life. h _

. 16. Because actions, which have one definite result attributed to
them (by the Veda) cannob accomplish obher resnlts for ns. In the ascer-
ion of Gaubame too, the ¢ residue” must be interpreted with reference
to the Citri sacrifice (in the present case, where the effect under consi-
‘deration is the scquiring of cattle).

17, 1f the effects were held to be merely natural (.., brought about
by chance, and not by any adequate cause), then even such results, as follow
Jimmediately after the Action (eg., the rains brought on by the Xiriri
sacrifice), would not be believed to have their causo in that Action.

18. And then (if this Chance Theory were true) people could obtain
the results (Heaven, &o.), even if they were, like the Mlechchhas, nob to
perform the actions enjoined by ‘the Veda (as bringing about those

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

18 This meets the following thoory: “‘ The cattle might be the remains of the
joye of Heaven accomplished by means of the Jyotishtoma performed in & previous
life; ne declared by Gautama (in the Nydya-sutras) : ‘'The person having experienced all

the effects of his deeds, comes to he born in b station in life, which is fixed by the
residue left of big pant deeds’” The Kirikd declares this to be impoasiblé ; becanse the
Jyotishtoma has beon laid down ad having the joys of Heaveu for its result; and as
such could never bring about any such result asg the obtaining of cattle, As for
Gautama’'s assertion, it wnst be taken to mean that whenever we perceive u man possoss-
fug, in the present life, something for his acquisition of which we do not find any
" ¢auge in hig present aotions,~—we must conclude that this acquisition musk be the
remnant of & like pussession ‘of hig in his previous life, brought about, at that time,
by his provious performance of a sacrifice whateof that acquisition’ is mentioned in lhe
Veda as the specific result. Thatis to say, even if the obtafuing of catile daring the
present life be held fo be a remnant, it must be the remnent of the caltle, to which the
person must have heen entitled by the previous performance of the Cilra sacrifice, in
-"g'ome_ past life of L.is, snd whioh he muyb have been unable to obtain, in full, during all
"hig intervening Tives. Aud thus the obtaining of cattle could be the result of the
‘Citrd sacrifice only.

" 11 Because it is always easier to explain an effect as nataval, than search for iis
‘eaunge, &c., and thus all offeots would come to bo lovked upon as due to mere
chanee, i

1 The authority of the Veda lies in ‘the Injanction of certain gecrifices, with a
View to the fulfilment of certain definite ends. If these ends weres held to be fuifilled
by mere chance, and not by those elaborate sacrifices, theu no sane person would be
willing to undergo.all the trouble of periorming these Iatter, And ae a necessary
tongequence of this, people wonld coase to have any faith in, and regulate Lheir
sonduct by, the Veda., :
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results), And cousequently a.ll the authomtzy of the Vada would Iall‘
to the ground. :
19, And again, if the catble were lways, as 1f by r*ommaud to
follow immediately (after the sacrificc), then the sacrifice wonld come
to have a purely perceptible result, and in fhis it would core to resemble
the case of o purgative bringing ahout the movement of the bowels, .
20. Anpd in that cage (i.e., if all results weve to appear during this
life) we could not explain the declaration of the Bhashya—* facts experiencad
in previous births are not remembered”; nor that of the Safrg-—tho
Seripture has its purpose in pointing oab facts not got at (by a.ny obher
© means of right notion).” '

21, Therefore just as the Injunctlon is foand to he without a.ny spacl-
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- (reasona.bly) be com-
prebended (in conuection with that Injunction).

22. Even those (Naiyayikas), who liold to the theory of 1mmedmta
sequence (of the result), and explain the cases of non-appearvance of

19 “ Come to have a purely perceptible result.’—If the result of the Citra were always
to follow immediately after the performance of the sacrifice, or even ab any time
during the present life, invariably,—then, the fact of the Citré leading to Lhat result
would become an object of pure Sense-perception and Invariable Concomitance (Infer:
ence) ; and as such there would be nothing laft for the Veda to enjoin, on the score
of that sacrifice; and consequently, the Vedic sentence enjoining the Citré would
come to he taken as merely descriptive of a fact of Sense-perception; and thus it
wonld resemble au Arthavida, thereby losing all its injunctive suthority. Tn the case
of the Kaviri sacrifice, the result of iwhich appeara in this very life, the resulb
does not always come about as expected, being interrupted by impediments; and
hence we could not have any idea of invariable concomitance (of the Kariri with its
result, rainfall). And hence the removal of this uncertainty would be o fit object for
the Vedic passage enjoining the Kariri. In order to distingnish the case cited in the
Karika, from that of the Kariri, wo have the word ‘ niyogéna’ (==always, neoemnly,
as if by the command of s superior anthority, and not by reason only).

0 In the Smrtyadhikerana (Adhyiya I, Pida iii) the Bhishys says: ‘We do nob
recoguise any causal relationship between the Action and its result necessavily in the
present life.,. Faocbs experienced, &e., &." And the theory, that the results of sacrifices
must appear iu the present life, would go against this agsertion of the Bhashya, as alao
against that of the &tra (in Adhyiya VI) which declares that the Vedic Injunction has
its purpose in the pointing out of something not yet coguised by any other means of
knowledge. For if, ag shown above, the resulé of the Citri were to appear in the
preseut life, it would be¢ome an ebject of Sense:-perception; and hence the sentence
layiog down the Citrd would fail in its only parpose of pointing ot somethmg nob
cagnised by any other means of knowledge,

* The Naiydyike holds that the result of the Ciré must appear duung the I’f"s"“l'
lite,~holding as he dues the theory of the i1mmediats pequence of Cause and Lffect ;
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results as heing due to some diserepancy 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 Adhydya VI; and the absence of any
fixity of time (V.2 whether belonging to this life or the next) with regard
to the acquirement of catble, &c. (will be proved) in the adhikarans
(seetion) on “ Yogasiddhi.” (iv——iii--27, 28).

24, Results, in the shape of the acquirement of cattle, &e., ave held to
occur ab any time possible (either in this life or in the mext), and not
balonging svclusively to the next life. Therefore even for one, who would
be in an extrome huvry (to obtain the reqnlt), the means enjoined (i.e., the
Qitra. sacvifice) would he tho same (that is enjoined for the sake of the
vesult to happen either in this or in the next life). -

. 25, That (result) which is common to many persons-—such asg the
obtaining of rains and the like—must naturally he accepted as such
(oommon), and since by all pevsons it is only ¢mmediate (or approximate)
rain that is desived, thevefore it can be rightly regarded as belonging to this
life exclusively,

26, Thongh iu thiscase (ot the ¢ Karir:' sacrifice bringing &houb mms)
the root “ Kami (to desive) " is not qualified (by a spocification of time; and |
as such it is similav to the case of the Uitrd) yob we indirvectly ge t.&t. the
specification of the result (as belonging to this life), as otherwise it could
not be desived. 1If, in some ¢ase, the Kariri, be found to be non-produc-
tive of its result (in this life), we must conclude that, in that case, there
undonbtredly oxists (the force of) some other (contrary) action (performed
by the person at some previous time) whose result is declaved in the Veda
(to be contrary to the obtaining of rains), and which has not been all enjoyed
by this time,

Thas ¢uds the Chapter on * Qitrakshépa-parihira,”

e

nnd as such he is open to the objection against the “ Chance ” theory (Vide Karika 14) ;
. and he will not be able to explain the aoqguisitiou of cattle by one who is not found to
have performed the Citrd during the presant life.

# This meets Lhe objection that if there be no specification of tiine, then Heaven
also may, sometimes, be attained daring the present life,

# Whether the person be in a hurry or not, the means is the same, viz.y the per-
formance of the (itra sacrifice.

8 \ Indirecily,”"—i.e, through Appareni Inconsistency. If the vesults did not
belong to thig world, they would nob be degived. If the Kariri is found, sometimes, not
to bring about rainfall, we wmust conclade that the pexformer has had some residues
left of some action done by him in the previous lifs, whose result wust have beeu con-
trary to that of the Kariri, which latter result has had no time to be apent up in
realivation, and still persists iu connber-scting the efects of the Kirire,
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(Sedrion ' 18.)
ATMA-VADA,

1. Thougli it is true that the Soul can have no direct connection with
the sacrificial implements, yet it 'is possible for it to have an mdwec#
relation, throngh the body, | |

2. The perceptibility (signified by “Msha,” in the sentence ‘aa?ea.
yagndyndhi yajamanah anjesa swargam lokam yat’ ), though really pat‘tgm{t-
ing to the Body, is indivectly referved to the Soul also (on accotnt of its
connection with the body), Conversely, the approach to Heaven, though
veally (primarily) belonging to the boul i8 mduectly (and secondamy)
referred to the bedy.

3. By the denial of the Soul in connection with this pa‘.rtzcu}a.r
‘passage, all the Veda is rendered open to objection. Because (if flicte
be no Soul, then) the relations of the means and consaquencea Iaad down_
therein, become incapable of being established. i

4. The Vedas have declared that the results of sacrifices appertain to
the performer, in some birth or other; and if the Soul were nothing
more than mere Idea, then it conld not have the charwtar of the perforrné;
(of actions) and enjoyer (of results), '

5. 1, after the perishing of the body, nothing is held to exist, then
many sacrifices failing to bring about theiv results (in this life), the Vedic
' passages, mentioning these (sacrifices as leading to supernutural resuﬁﬂ):
“become false,

6. Therefore, it is with a view to establish the authovity of the Veda,
that the existence of the Soul is sought to be proved hove; even thoﬂ.gh
the single passage in question (* Dsha-yapnayndhs, &c.”), may be explained
away. a8 being an drthavida (because the mere explanation of this one
passage does not free us from the aforesaid difficulties with regard to the
authority of the Veda). '

i R § o lifiy

L It has beert argued under * Citrakehépa,” that the Vedic sentenoe—éska yajnayn-
d}u, &o.’ is not frue; &o. &o., &e. ( Vide supra). 'And to this the Bhﬂshyu replfaﬁ--
Q‘am asambandhdd yat tasya garivam s0'pe tairyajnidyudhi bhavats’ ; and it is this pagsage
that the Kariki is meant to explain, * Imdivect,"—-i.2., the implements are related to
the body, and the body to the Soul. ' : RS

8 Thix meets the objection that the sentence in guestion may be taken as a mere
Arthavida, which obviates the necoasity of having vécoirse to the ubove farfetched
interpretations. The sense of the Karikd is that the explanation of the particular
paséage is not what we are diviving ab; what we mean is that if the existence of the
Son! be denied, then the Veda loses all its authority. * Meanas and Uonaequerrcés
That a certain sacrifico leade to Heaven conld not be true, if there were uo Soul to
experience the joys of Heaven; as the body is always left behind,
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7. We hold that the Sonl is something different from the body, the
songe-organs and ideas, and that it is eternal ; while all the rest, the body,
&o., are perishable. :

89, Obj.: “If it be eternal, even when it hag the character of the
doer aud the enjoyer, then,~—as ab the time of the enjoyment of the vesult,
it.is nob cognisant of the velation between this result and the action (thatb it
may have performed to bring it about),—haying no such idea as that
‘these results that I am enjoying are the effects of such and such virtuons
or vicions deeds that I had done (in my last life),’~how conld it have any
liking (for a virtuous action as being the canse of good results, &o., &e.)?

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
tho enjoyment experienced by ono’s own Soul, and that by other's,

1L “And even while doing & vicious deed, one might think that at
the time of the enjoyment (of the result of this action) he would not
remember it (to have been brought abont by that particalar action of
his),—and thereby he wonld not avoid thab vicious deed.

.12, “Thus then, even in accordance with the theory of the eternality
(of the Soul), youn have, with refevence to the result, the disappearance of

8.9 In the first place, it i nob possible for an eternal entity to be either the doer,
or the eaperiencer, as an eternal enbity cannob bt be free from all activity, But éven
if we admit snch charnocters, for the sake of argument, then too, inasmuch as at the
bime that the resnlt is experienced, no person is found to have any idea of the action
leading to that resalt, that he may have performed in hia past lives, he cannot have
an idea of any action hringing about any particular resnlts either good or bad, Hence,
he econld not be attracted to the performance of any actions with transcendental
results s and that wonld mean a toial cessation of all sacrifices,

10 That ia to say, we cannot be sure whether the results we are experiencing in
the present life are the effects of actiong performed by other Souls, or of those done by
our own Soul. And thus theve being an inextricable confasion, one wounld be tempted
to give up all sacrifices, hoping to obtain the results of thoge performed by others ;
specially as there would be nothing to convinoe him after the fact that the reanlts he
would expericnce in his futore lives mast be only those of his own aotions ; because
during his present lie, he ig never able fo fix upon any relationship between the results
he {8 experiencing now and the actions that he may have performed in his past
liyes,

Ll The person wonld not avoid an evil deed; becanse he would be nnable to establish
any connection between the evil effects Le may be experiencing and any past deeds of
his own, And thus he cannot be convinced that evil deods bring about evil cbnsequanceﬂ.
And as he wonld not aveid evil deeds, when tempted to them by the promise of
temporary pleasures, of which he ia gquite sare,—he wounld be nnwilling to fufegu
these pleasnrea in counsideration of future evil consequences, the chances whereof he
finds to be, at hest, extremely donbtful.

13 Ag shown above, it may happen that, even if the Soul be eternal, the person
may not experience the result of his own deed, wherens he may experience those of
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what has heen done (by the Sonl), and appearance of what has not been done,
exactly similar to what yon have nvged against the theory of nou- oternality ;
and consequently (since you cannot ayoid the objection) it is needless to
prove the eternality (of Souls).” S b A R i
18. Reply: This does nob affect our theory : because, for us, a remern: i
brance (of the action) 18 of no consequence inthe enjoyment (of its result) ;.
as neithor engagement in, nor avoidance of, an action is due to any remems-
brance (of it) at the tine of the enjoyment (of its resalts), «' = 11
14. An idea (6f & certain action leading to a desirable end),~the
oxistence of which, as the moans to engagement in that action, is songht
after,—is already distinetly coginsed, through the Veda, by the leancd,
before his engagenent (in that action). SRR i o PR
15, Kven subsequently to .the performande of the action (at the time
of the appearance of the vesult), people versed in the Seriptures do have an
iden of the vesult being due to a particalar action in some previous life,
And it is only such persons that ave entitled (to perform sacrifices).  And
as for unlearned fools, it does mot matter if they have mno suel iden
(because such fools ave not in any case entitled to the performance of
sacrifices). ' ' A i AR il
18. Such ideas (or remembrances) need not, in every case, bo amenable |
to all menns of right notion ; therefore the idea gob ab by one means of
vight notion cannot be rejected oun account of the fact of its not being got
at by the other means. - : . g

other people’s actions, And jnasmuch o8 this seems to be the only important objees
tion that yon have nrged against the non-eternality of Sonls,—it i3 no nse trying to
prove their eternaliby,—as this too has been found to be open to the same objection.

18 “ A3 neither, §e.”-—The process is as follows: (1) the operation of 'the Per-
former, (2) the Action itself, (8) the experiencing of the Reealt ; and we find bthat the
experience comes three degrees lnter than the original operabion ; and hence thig lattel
cannot be said to be due to that, A i

14 Fven thongh one eannot have any ides, nt bhe time, of the experiencing of a
Resulb, or that of the Resnlt baing dne to any particular action of his,—yet, the idea
of a certain action leading to w certain dosirable result is ubtainafl'by us, from the
Veda (where guch cansal sequence is distinetly lald down) s snd this idea wonld be
enongh to laad us to the performance of that action, for which we wonid not stand in
need of any rewmembrance of the resnlt having been nctnally bronght about by ' that
gotion (in a previous life), - '

16 As a matter of fact, even at the time of experiencing the Reanlt, lenrned people
do recognise its relationship to a previously-performed action.  And thus there wonld
be 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.

1 T6 is trne that such an idea is amenable to the Verbal Authority of the Veda;
and this is enongh to establish its correctness; notwithstanding the facts of its mot
being amonable to Sense-perception, Inferance, &e. : ik
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17, One who does not uuderstand that from such an action such a
vesult will aeerne to him, must be an ignorant fool ; and as such naturally
he has no chanoe of performing the action (and henco even if he has not
thie idea necessary fo lead him to a certain Vedic action, it ¢oes notb
ma.tter). : \

118, As & matter of fact, even though at the time of the enjoyment

. of profound sleep, we have vno idea of the enjoyment bheing due to the
_ softness of the bad we had prepared,—yet we are led to prepare our sofb
beds beforehand., b : - :
© 19 And farther, if one were o realise, ab the time of enjoyment, the
fact of ita being the result (of o certain well-defined action),~~then, as in
the ‘case of roads, &e, so in the matter of sacrificos also, the Veda would

lose il ity anthority, i s

90, Obj.: *If your Souls be inactive (without any action), on ac-
count of their eternality and all-pervading charaeter,—~and unmodifiable
. by pleasare and pain,~—what gort of the character of doer and emjoyer can

they have ¥ _ - .
L 91 “Tfib be held thot at the time of the performance of an action,

ind at the time of the appearance of pleasure, &e., the character of the

Lovul iy transformed, then its eternality disappenrs.” _
" 92, Reply: We do not deny the applicability of the epithet “non-
eternal ” to the Sonl; if “ non-eternality ” mean only * liability to modi-
fication " ; as such liahility does not necessarily ivply destruction,

i1 % A chance "=~becauge it is only the learned that are entitled to the perform.
ance of Vedis nctions.  (Vide Adh, TIT.) {

19 A4 s matter of fact, no such iden is necessary, af the tiie of the experience of
the resalt, for the taking up of an aotion,

- 19 If snch an iden were possible, bhen it wonid be a cnse of connection between the
Result and tho Bacrifice’ being amenable to Sense-perception and Invariable Con-
comitance. Congequently, just ag in the pase of the Road, tho fact of its connection
with this conveniant passing of the people is amenahls to Bense-perveption ; and hence
the Vedic pnesago speaking of it comes to be taken as o Valedictory sentence describ.
ing a perceptible result,—so really in the sarae manner, in the case of Sacrifices also,
the rolation between these and their results being held to be amenable to Sense.per-
geption, the Vedic passages declaratory of the Bacrifices would have to be taken as
Valedictory sentences describing o well-established fact § and as snch, the Veda wonld
cease to be the sole authority for such sacrifices, -

#0 * When ke has 1o action, how can he be the deer? And when he is unaffected
by pleasure and pain, Low can lie be the enjoyer ? As the only objects to be enjoyed are
pleasure and pain,"”

&L * T¢ the principal chaxacter of the Soul can undergo a transformation, it cannot
be eternal

#2 We do not deny the Sonl's liability to modifiestions ; and if this is all that you
mean: by ‘non-eternality,’ then in that case, we could call the Soul *non-eternsl,

49_



