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then there is the reverse statement of pervasion. Simi-
larly, when it is to be said "what has no fire does not
have smoke,” if it is stated,  what has no smoke does not
have fire,”” the same is to be seen here also.

These details of inference are dealt with diffe-
rently by different persons. But here by me
it has been thus pointed out in the way
stated by Cidananda.

(iv) AUTHORITY

1. The Logicians explain Analogy after Inference.
But we place Authority earlier, as it is
recognised by a greater number of disputants.
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Here, then, when through words that are
known, there arises the recollection of the
meaning of the words, the knowledge of the
sense of a sentence which is not in contact, is
called Verbal Testimony (knowledge through
Authority).

2. This verbal cognition depends on learning;
therefore the method of this we show in the beginning.
A young man, indeed, after statements like, ‘' Bring the
cow,” “ A son is born to you” etc., notices an activity or
joy etc. in one, and since these two must have some
cognition as antecedent, he understands that the activity,
joy eto. were produced only in sequence to the knowledge
of the sense of ‘ bringing the cow,” * birth of a son” etoc. ;
and since such cognitions of the sense were produced only
in sequence to the sound, he recognises that the sounds,
“bring the cow’ etc., convey senses like ‘‘bringing the
cow” etc. And at that time, the words taken in one mass
are understood as conveying & sense in one mass. And
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afterwards, in other usages like, “ Tie up the cow,”
“ Bring the horse” etc. he sees insertion and deletion in
the form of acceptance and rejection of other words,
and he ascertains the differentiation of the sense of
words such as that the sound “cow” signifies an object
having a dew-lap etc., the sound ‘‘ bring” signifies the
action of bringing, and so on.

3. And this conveying of the sense of a word by
the word, since it is produced by the capacity of the sound,
is only expression: so say Parthas&rathi and others. But
a sound indicates the sense of a word only through the
channel of rousing up impressions and so the knowledge of
the sense of a word is only recollection: so say Cidananda
and others.

4. And as such, for words, though oconfined to
distinot senses, there is fixed even from the beginning the
purport, the knowledge of a unitary qualified objeot.
When the knowledge of the sense of words stands thus,
the knowledge of the sense of the sentence produced
immediately after that in the form of a knowledge of a
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unitary qualified object—is this produced by the words
alone or by the recollection of the sense of the words?
In considering this question, since the words are exhausted
with conveying the sense of the words, and are also remote,
it is only the sense of the words that convey the meaning
of the sentence, which is in the form of a relation among
themselves. Now, this is the view common among the
$.ogicians and others.

5. But we say that the sense of the words conveys
the meaning of the sentence only by secondary implication.
Indeed, secondary .implication comes in through the non-
intelligibility of the expressed meaning. And here, senses
like “cow” etc. recollected by the words, if they should
remain in their generic form without mutual syntactical rela-
tion, then there would be contradiction of the purport of the
words to indicate a unitary qualified object, as determined
at the time of learning. And so, since the generic form .

signified is unintelligible, the meaning of words leads up to
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the particulars consisting in mutual syntactical relation.
And hence, this cow is certainly to be brought, and bringing
is certainly related to the cow: on account of this relation
of the one to the other, we get the meaning of the sentence

1)

consisting in “ bringing the cow .

Therefore, here, the meanings of the words,
which are understood from the words,
afterwards enter into mutual relation: in
this way is shown the doctrine, according
to those of my way of thinking, of * the
relation of what are expressed.”

When all the other words are completed, each
of the words expresses its own meaning as
related to the meanings of the other words :
this is the doctrine, according to others, of
“the expression of what are related.”

6. Indeed, on first hearing, “ Bring the cow,” it
is the sound itself that i3 understood to convey the
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related sense in the form of * bringing the cow . There-
fore in accordance with this, it is of the words themselves
that conveying a related sense has to be declared,
and not of the sense of the words. Indeed, even
when the senses of the words are diseriminated through
insertion and deletion, in each case, the senses of the
words are seon only as related to this or that, not as
isolated; so the capacity of the words in respect of their
senses as related is not abandoned.

7. Now, is it that there is no conveying of the
isolated sense of the words by the words ? We say that
there is. Now, words certainly recall their senses separate-
ly 5 but they do not stop at that. Their respective senses,
already recailed, they express again as related to the senses
of other words and then alone they stop: this is the final
doctrine. Thus the meaning of a sentence in the form
of relation is expressed by the words themselves, and is
not to be understood from the senses of the words. And
if it were to be understood from the senses of the
words, there would be a relation with the objects even as
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comprehended by other means of valid knowledge; and
this is not seen.

8. This doctrine of the Guru is to be discarded for
its prolixity alone. Indeed, in our doctrine, since the
senses of the words are made out through recollection,
and since the meaning of the sentence too is made out
by secondary implication, there is no assumption at all of
another capacity. So, for you there has resulted prolixity
even in connection with the assumption of a capacity in the
words. Further, capacity of the senses of words is certain-
ly more in keeping with parsimony than capacity of words.
Then, surely, when it is assumed of a single sense in the
form of going, that it conveys a relation, there results rela-
tion even in the case of others synonymous with *‘ going ".
But if the capacity be in the words, there should be
assumed capacity for an infinite number of words having
the sense of going: so there is great prolixity. And in
a single sentence, if by each word, its owr sense as rélated

to the others, be conveyed, there would inevitably arise the
13
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comprehension of the meaning of the sentence in word
after word ; so this is beset with more difficulties.

9. As for what has been said that if the sense of
words conveyed the relation, there would be relation even
with the objects comprehended by other means of valid
knowledge, to this we reply: according to you too, when
it is said, " Tie up the cow,” how is it that even a horse,
seen with its bridle ioose and requiring to be tied up, does
not come into relation with * tying up” ? Here, surely, since
the horse is not comprehended through a word, there is no
relation: you will be forced to say so. And therefore, in
the same way, since what have been comprehended through
other means of valid knowledge, have not been comprehend-
ed through words, for this very reason, non-relation is
established. So, there too we have not to assume anything
further. Therefore, the mode of relation as explained by
us is more in keeping with parsimony.
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10. Here, expectancy, compatibility and proximity
—these three have been assumed by all as
causes in understanding the sense of a
sentence.

“Cow, horse, man, elephant’: here, since
they have no mutual expectancy, there is
found no syntactical relation ; and hence is
expectancy accepted.

In cases like, ‘' One sprinkles with fire,” since
there can be no syntactical relation among
what are incompatible, compatibility too
has to be accepted. Then, proximity is
explained.

11. To be signified by words in proximity is, indeed,
the proximity of the sense of words. Thus non-proximity
is. of two kinds, because of not being near and because
of not being signified by words. Of these, there is no
syntactical relation, sinoe there is no nearness between the
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two words “cow” and “bring” uttered at different times.
In “Tie up the cow,” simply because the horse seen as
requiring to be tied up s not signified by words, there is
no syntactical relation. Thus is established the rule that
syntactical relation is only for what have been compre-
hended through words. But the Guru considers as proxi-
mity, merely the proximity of cognition, not proximity of
words. Even he, unable to prevent syntactical relation
of the horse in ‘‘Tie up the cow,” admits, though
unwillingly, that syntactical relation is only of words;
this has been already said.

12. Now, in this case, let the absence of syntactical
relation of the horse be due merely to the fact that the
sentence has no purport with reference to the horse, not
beeause it is not comprehended through a word. It cannot
he so. If it be 80, even in cases like, * One should sprinkle
with fire,” the absence of syntactieal relation may be due
to want of purport, and hence there would result the
non-aceeptance of compatibility eto.
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Therefore in making out syntactical relation,
the purport is not in itself a cause. When the
rest of the causal aggregate exists, that too
is again required for the sake of restriction.

This is the position.

Thus since there is no other choice, even the
Guru has now recognised a rule like this,
that only what are brought to mind by
words have relation.

Therefore, for us there are two purposes: of
these one has already been said, namely
that there is no syntactical relation with
what are understood through other means
of knowledge.

The other too accurs in importation in cases
like, ‘‘The door”; since only what are
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cognised through the mind are capable of
syntactical relation, there may be the im-
portation of words alone in the form, * Let
the door be closed.” This is the doctrine of
those of my way of thinking.

But the Guru is for importing the idea alone
of “closing,” in this case, in the false hope
that there can be syntactical relation even
by the proximity of cognition.

There, if the Guru, who has grown very
haughty, is not taught a lesson at least
now, then, surely, he will begin to shout that
there is the importation of the idea alone.

Let this remain at that. Now has been explained the
method of knowing the meaning of a sentence. It has been
said that the knowledge of the meaning of a sentence
which is not in contact, is verbal cognition. And this itself
is called Revelation. And by the expression “ which is not
in oontact,” there is stated the nqn-v'alidi,ty' of sentences
which are re-statements or whose contents are sublated.
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13. This verbal cognition is of two kinds, human
and super-human. Of these, the words of a reliable man
are human, and the words of Scripture are super-human.
But the Guru says: the Scriptural alone is verbal cognition.
The words of a man, however, simply lead to the inference
of the intention of the speaker, and do not convey by
themselves the meaning of a sentence; because their
capacity is made blunt by doubt. The capacity for
significance of words, although established at the time of
learning, becomes blunt in the words of men with their
profusion of inconstancies, on account of doubts about
those inconstancies. And there, so long as it is not
inferred that the sentence has been stated by the speaker
only after knowing such and such a meaning, doubt
regarding its being otherwise does not vanish ; and so, one
ignores the sentence. Similarly, the purport of the words
of men too depends on the cognition thereof. So, without
inferring cognition in the speaker, there cannot be the
determination of the purport,’ and for this reason too, one
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ignores the sentemce. Therefore the cognition in the
speaker is first to be inferred. Then when one hears the
semtence, ' There are fruits on the banks of the river,”
and when the meanings of the words are remembered
separatoly, ome infers: ' These words have been used
only after cognising the relation to these meanings,
because they are words uttered by a reliable man, like
the words, ‘Bring the cow’” And thus the hearer,
attempting to understand the speaker’s cognition of the
relation of the meanings of words, understands in virtue
thereof, the meaning of the sentence too, consisting in
the relation of the meanings of the words; hence, the
meanings of the sentences in the utterances of men, is

certainly to be inferred.

Thus, when fear of inconstancy has been
expelled, and when there has arisen the
ascertainment of the sense of the sentence,
the sound too expresses that sense once
more as a re-statement: this is bis final
doctrine.
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14. This does not stand to reason.

Without paying heed even to doubts of
inconstancy, is mnot a series of words
capable, like the sense-organs etc., of express-
ing its own sense ?

The intention too is easy to understand by
itself, without an inference of cognition;
for example in the Vedas, and, for example,
in other works where the authorship has not
been considered.

If you wait on till the stage of inferring the
cognition of the speaker, then what will
you do in your despondency when that too
is not possible ?

15. Here, verily, being composed by a reliable man

is stated as the probans. Reliability is considered to be
14
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the absence of delusion etc. It is not possible to ascertain
anywhere that there is no delusion in this man at all;
because there is the saying, ‘‘ Delusion has been suspected
even in Sages; what, then, sir, about the moderns ?”
Similarly, “In this place, or at this time, there is no
delusion in this man”: this too is not easily ascertainable.
Therefore, as a last resort, in the form, “ There is no
delusion in him with reference to the meaning of this sen-
tence,” the delusion is to be discarded only after the cognition
of the meaning of the sentence. Therefore, before under-
standing the meaning of the sentence, reliablility is non-
established ; so how can there be inference from that?
Thus is annihilated the doctrine of the Guru.

16. Thus, when the inferential nature of ordinary
words has been set aside, those who uphold
the doctrine of all verbal cognition being
inferential, are also over-powered.

The followers of Kanada etc.,, who, indeed, accept only
two means of valid knowledge, say exactly in the manner
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of the Guru, that the meanings of all the sentences have
to be inferred. They too have to be refuted in the same
way. According to them too, the meaning of a sentence
has to be inferred through probans like the sentence being
free from fault etc. And freedom from fault is the absence of
delusion etc. And this can be ascertained only after ascer-
taining the meaning of the sentence. So, in the manner
stated above, for them too, the probans is non-established.
Let it remain at that. Therefore, verbal cognition both
ordinary and scriptural has thus been established.

17. There,

‘When there arises in words the defect of
being composed by a defective person, then
in words of human origin, there can some-
times be inconstancy. .

In the Veda, however, which is of non-human
origin, one should not doubt a taint, which
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would be intelligible if there were relation-
ship to a person; how then can there be
inconstancy ?

18. And “the Scriptural” is of various kinds, being
divided into * injunctions ”, * formulas ” and " praises ”’, and
divided also into “ direct teaching '’ and * transfer”. This
and other things cannot be made clear in a brief treatise ;
and so it stops here.

(v) ANALOGY

1. The knowledge of the similarity of what is not
in contact, having as its sphere an object
that is remembered, and arising from the
similarity to an object that is seen—this,
indeed, is recognised to be Analogy.



