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SECTION 14

“APOHA”

Those, who have assumed the Class (‘Cow’) to be a negation of
the absence of Cow,—even these people have clearly, by the assertion
of the negation of the absence of Cow, admitted of an entity in the
shape of “gotva” (the Class ‘Cow’). (1)

Note : the Bauddhas assert that the Class ‘Cow’ is only the negation
of all that is not cow. This is what they mean by ‘Apoha.’ (1)

_ It has been proved before (by the Bauddhas) that a negation is
only another form of positive entity; and hence, please tell me what
is that positive entity, which consists in the negation of “Horse”
ete, (2)

Note : Besides the class ‘Cow,” there can be no other positive entity
that coukl be the substratum of the negation of ‘not-cow.” (2)
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Therefore, that one form alone, which resides in its entirety in
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each and every one of the individuals, can be the means of having
an idea of cow (in general). And this (form) is none other than
‘cowness’ (i.., the character or property of belonging to the Class
‘Cow,” which is common to all individual cows). (10)
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Thus then, all negation (Apoha) would rest in positive entities.
And again, if (all generic ideas) be assumed to rest in negative
entities, then, until we reach the final individuals (atoms), we could
not get at any positive entity. (35)

Note : The substrates of all negative ideas having been proved to be
positive entities, as qualified by certain limitations,—inasmuch as the
Individual, the the black or the red cow, could not be the substrate of an
idea of all cows,—you must admit of a positive entity in the shape of the
class ‘cow.” If all generic notions be held to rest upon negative entities,
then, for an idea of positive entities, we would have fo go down to individual
atoms, which alone are wholly free from a generic character. But as a
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matter of fact we do not fall back upon atoms in our ordinary usages.

Therefore, all generic ideas cannot he held to rest upon negatives. (35)

And as a matter of fact, none of our usage is based upon such
final individuals (atoms which are imperceptible); nor is any definite
cognition of these (atoms) possible. Consequently, the word “Apoha”
is only (a subterfuge) to express a void (Sinyati = negation of all
existences), in other words. (36)

Note : It is only for an explanation of the gross forms of things that
we postulate the existence of atoms; hence when the gross froms themselves
would be negatives—i.e., non-existences—then the atoms could never be
cognised. Thus then, it would come to a negative of all existences. The
Apoha theory thus comes to be only a round-about way of putting forward
the Sanyavada, which has already been met before. (36)

And in accordance with that theory (of Sin yaviada), all the ideas
of Horse, clc., would have to rest in their own specific (sensational)
forms. And in that case it would be an useless assumption to state
that those ideas signify the negation of (objects) other than themselves
(i.e., the Apoha). (37)

Note : The Sanyavidi holds that inasmuch as there are no entities in
the world, all idea have their own specific forms for their objects. (37)

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

Note : The object of the Idea of a Horse would be that Idea itself—a
positive entity; and thus the Idea itself would constitute a class including
all Horses. {(38)

And this Jdea appears, in the shape of a real entity, with reference
to the signification of words. Therefore, we must admit of a positive
entity—not in tne form of the negation of other ideas (Apoha)}-to
form the object signified (by a word, “Cow” {.i.) (39)

Nofe : This meets the theory that the above idea is only a negative
entity, an Apoha. The sense of the reply is that the idea that we have is in
the form of a cow, which is distinctly a positive entity. (39)

Just, as even in the absence of any external objects, we have a
cognition (in a positive form, and not in the form of an Apoha) of the
meaning of a sentence,—so, in the same manner, we could also have
with regard to the word; and why should we assume an Apoha 7 (40)
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No person is able to cognise all individual cows (or horses, ctc.),
as all equally being the subtrates of Apoha, so long as any positive
similarity among them is not rccognised. Nor is any person able to
ascertain the objects rejected—horse, elephant, etc.,—unless one
single property be cognised as belonging to (all or everyone of)
them. And therefore no Apoha can be possible. (71-72)

Note : Leaving atoms aside, even in the case of gross individual cows,
there can be no differentiation of objects rejected and the substrates of the
Apoha, so long as a positive generic term is not admitted. For so long as
no positive ground of similarity is recognised as belonging to all the
individual cows, they cannot be cognised as belonging to the same class;
and hence they cannot be regarded as the substrates of the Apoha (signified
by the word ‘cow’). In the same manner, unless a ground of similarity is

50
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cognised as belonging to all cows, nothing can be recognised as being

dissumilar to them. Hence, the horse, the elephant, ete., can never be
cognised as being the objects rejected. “And therefore, ete.’—because

unless there is some ground of similarity among these various objects—a
ground not applying to the cow—they can all be regarded as commonly
being the objects rejected. And consequently the Apoha theory would fall
to the ground. (71-72)

Either Inference or Verbal Testimony cannot apply in a case
that is devoid of a positive relationship. And without these (Inference
and Verbal Testimony), the existence of the Apoha can not he
cstablished; nor can there be (cognised) any positive relationship
with the unspecified abstract specific forms (of objects). And since
the Apoha itself has not yet been established, where could we have
perceived any positive relationship (with the Apoha) ? And further,
no positive relationship being recognised, there can be no validity
to any Inference or Verbal Testimony that could be brought forward
in support of the Apoha. (73-74)

Note : This anticipates the following objection: “Among the individual
cows, we have a common elements, in the shape of Apofa; and this would
form a sufficient ground of similarity.” The sense of the reply is that a
Class is perceptible by the senses; and hence all the objects, in which we
perceive this existence of this class, are cognised as belonging to that
class; and those in which this class is not found to exist are cognised as
belonging to different class. Your Apoha, on the other hand, is not
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perceptible by the senses; and as such it could only be cognisable by
Inference or Verbal Testimony. Both of these however depend upon the
affirmation of a definite positive relationship. But as a matter of fact, no
cognition of any such relation is possible, with regard to the undefined
specific forms of objects; because these latter are not amenable to any of
the recognised means of cognition. And inasmuch as this specific form is
the only entity, besides Apoha, that you admit of —when no relationship
with such forms is cognised, how can there be any Inference with regard
to the Apoha 7 The relationship, necessary for the establishment of the
premiss cannot be based upon the Apoha itself; because prior to the
cognition of the relationship and the subsequent Inference based thereupon,
the Apoha has no existence. And inasmuch as no positive relationship is
cognised, how can there be any validity 1o the Inference or the Verbal
Testimony, that would apply to the Apofia ?Thus then, the Apoha itself,
not being established, there can be no notions of homogenity or
heterogenity, based upon it. (73-74)

Nor, on the mere ground of non-perception (of the contradictory),
could there be any conclusion arrived at by means of these two
(inference and Verbal Testimony). Because, since nothing is
perceived nothing is left that could be indicated (by Inference and
Verbal Testimony). (75)

Nofe : This anticipates the following objection: “Inference and Verbal
Testimony would establish the fact of negation by means of the Apoha (of
entities other than that of which the Apoha is cognised, f.i. of the cow), on
the sole ground of the nonperception of any premiss contrary to the
conclusion, which is also a recognised ground of Inference.” The sense of
the reply is that when a positive relationship is not perceived, and (according
to you) its contrary too is not perceived,—then. in that case, nothing of the
relationship being perceived (cither in the positive or in the negative [orm)
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how could Inference or Verbal Testmony, in such a case, fead to any
conclusion ? For instance, just as the word ‘cow,” not perceived in
connection with non-cows (horse, efc.,) signifies a negation of these latter;
so in the same manner the same word, having never before been perceived
in connection with the cow itself (according to the alleged basis of the
Inference of your Apoha) could also signify the negation of this also. And
thus, signifying the negation of both, the cow and the non-cow, the Word,
as well as the Inference based upon a non-perception, would lead to the
cognition of nothing ! (75)

If, then, even in the absence of any grounds of similarity (among
individual cows) —there be an assumption of Apoha,—why should
not the rejection of non-cow apply both to the cow and the horse. (76)

Note : If there is no similarity, the distribution of the characters of the
Apoha (the object rejected by the Apoha) and the Apoha must be at random,
without any controing agency. And in that case, both the horse and the
cow could be asserted to be the objects rejected by ‘non-cow’—a palpable
absurdity ! (76)

Difference from the black cow is common both to the red cow
and the horse. And if no generic term (as the class*‘cow”) is accepted,
then whereto could the Apoha of the cow apply ? (77

Nd¥e : Though according to our theories, Apoha could be the ohject
of Negation, which we hold to be a distinct means of right notion—yet in
the absence of a positive generic entity, on what grounds could similarity

or dissimilarity be ascertained ? For, Apoha means mutual negation; and
this would apply to the case of the Red and the Black Cow, just as much as
to the case of the Red Cow and the Karka Horse. That is to say, just as the
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Red Cow differs from the Black Cow, so also does the Karka Horse differ
from the Red Cow, specially as you do not admit of any such generic
property as belongs in comumion to the different kinds of cows, and not to
the horse. Therefore, just as the rejection of the Karka Horse is common
to the Red and the Black Cows, so also is the rejection of the Red Cow
commuon to the horse and the Black Cow. Thus then the Red Cow would
be as homogenous to the Black Cow, as it is to the Karka Horse,
Consequently, there is no ground for specifying the grounds of any Apofia
(of the “Cow” £.1.) If the mere fact of rejection by any onc entity be the
sole ground of homogenity, then, inasmuch as this could belong to the

most dissimilar and heterogenous substances,~like the Tree, the Lion,
etc.,—being, as all these objects are, capable of being rejected by a single
word “horse”, the Tree, the Lion, etc., would all be regarded to be
homogenous ! (77)

The rejection of non-cow is not recognised by means of the
senses; and the function of the Word too does not apply to cases
other than those (that are perceived by the senses); for on (the basis
of) the perception of what could the Word function 7 (78)

Note : It is only those objects that have been perceived before by the
senses that can be mentioned by words; the Apoha however is not so
perceived; and the only other entitiy that you admit of is the specific forms
(of ideas); but these too are not perceptible by the senses. Under the
circumstances on what could you base the use of your words ? In fact the
hpholder of the Apoha cannot explain the use of words at all. (78)
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For reasons detailed before (in the Chapter on “Negation”),
Inference cannot apply to the present case. And for this reason, there
can be no cognition of any relationship (of the Apoha with any
Word). (79)

Note : The only ground of inferring the existence of something that is
not perceptible by the senses is the fact that, though it is not perceived
now, yet it is present elsewhere, and if it were present it would certainly

be perceived. And in this case, the ground of Inference would be the non-
perception of something otherwise perceptible; and inasmuch as this too
is only a negative factor, we would require another Inference for its
establishment; and this again would have to be based upon another ne gation;
this negation too upon another Inference; and so on and on, we would
have an endless series of negations and Inferences, which would be very
far from desirable. “For this reason, ete.” Since the Apoha is not amenable
either to sense-perception or to Inference. (79)

Those people that do not know the meaning of the ncgative
word (“not”) can never be cognisant of (any such negative entity
as) the “non-cow;” (and yet they may be found to have an idea of
the cow) hence there can be no (reasonable) denial of a Class (in the
form of a positive entity). (80)

Note : The horse, efc., must be regarded to be the object rejected,
only in the form of the “non-cow”; this is a negation; and a negation is not
perceptible by the senses and hence, it could not but be cognized by means
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of the word. Then those that do not understand the meaning of the word
“non”—.i., small boys——cannot understand the word “non-cow”, and yet
they do have a cognition of the meaning of the word “cow.” Hence we

conclude that the word “cow’ must signify a positive entity, in the shape
of the class “cow.”” (D)

And further how would vou get at the fact of any object being
denotable by the word “non-cow™? (If it be urged that) “we would
understand that to be so denotable, in connection with which we
would not find the word ‘cow’ applying, at the time that any
relationship with the object so denoted is asserted,”—then (we reply
that) if you were (in the above manner) to have, from a single
individual (whose relation will have been asserted, on which basis
you would get at the denotation of the word “non-cow™), a cognition
of all that is different (from that Individual),~then all these latter
would be the objects negativted (by the Apoha of “cow™); and
thereby no denotability would belong to any generic idea. (81-82)

It is an established entity, the cow, which is negatived (by the
Apoha; and this Apcha is only the negation of the cow. Hence (in
order to explain this Apohathe cow should be explained. And if this
(cow) be said to be the negation of the non-cow, then there would
be mutual interdependence. (83-84)
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And if you admit of the cow as an (independently) established
entity, for the sake of having an object for you negation Apoha,
then the assumption of the Apoha would become useless (inasmuch
as the idea of cow is admitted to be established independently of it).
And in the absence of an idea of the cow as an established entity,
there can be no idea of non-cow; and as such how could you
explain the idea of the cow to be based upon the idea of the non-
cow? (84-85)

Between two negative entities there is no such relationship as
that between the container and the contained, ete. Noris any specific
(abstract}, positive entity ever cognised as related to Apoha. (85-86)

Note ; The upholders of the Class-theory can assert the denotability
of the individual as qualified by the class (though this is not what is
admitted by us). As for you, on the other hand, you can never be cognisant
of the denotability of anything qualified by the Apoha. Because one Apoha
cannot be qualified by another, as both of them being negative, between
them, there can be no such relationship as that of the container and the
contained, and the like. Nor can it be asserted that the specific forms of
ideas may be qualified by the Apoha; as no such specific forms are
signified by words. (85-86)
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How, too, could any relation be assumed to subsist between a
negative Apoha and a positive entity (the specific forms of ideas) 7
There can be no qualification to anything (like the specific forms of
ideas) which merely exists (and is not signified by the word). Because
itis only that which colours the qualified object by its own idea, that
can be called a “qualification.” (86-87)

Note : “That which colours, ete. "~Since the specific forms of ideas
are not cognised, they cannot be affected (coloured) by the idea of anything;
and as such, they cannot have any qualifications. (86-87)

In fact, no cognition of Apoha is produced from the words
“horse,” etc.; and the cognition of the qualified object cannot be
such as is without any idea of the qualification. Nor can a qualification
of a certain character bring about an idea of different character.
Hence, when the object has been cognised 1o be of a certain character,
how can a qualification, which is of an opposite character, be said
to belong to it ? (88-89)

Note : The cognition produced by the word “horse” is of the form of
a positive entity, in the shape of a horse; and never in the negative form of
an Apoha. Consequently apart from any peculiarities of the qualified
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(specific forms), the Apoha itself can never have the properties of a
gualification. Inasmuch as the Apoha is not cognised as the qualification,
there can be no idea of anything qualified by it,

“Non-cow, etc.”—Your qualification, Apoha, being of a negative

character, it can never be cognised as belonging to the idea of a positive
entity. (88-89) :

If even in face of the opposite character of the object, a
qualification (of the opposite character) be asserted to belong to
it,—then any qualification would belong to any object (without any
restriction}. Hence, when the qualification Apoha is of a negative
character, no positive character can belongs to the qualified (specific
forms of ideas). Therefore, you cannot have, as the denotation of
the word, any positive entity qualified by Apoha. (30-91)

Though Verbal Testimony and Inferential premises cannot
properly function towards an idea (or object) which is devoid of
(not qualified by) the Apoha, yet the cognition of the cogniser
{brought about by a word) rests upon a positive entity alone. And
since no entity in the shape of the specific forms (of objects) appears
in our cogniticn (of the denotation of words),—and again since this
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(specific form) cannot be the qualified, because it is an unqualified
abstract entity,—and, lastly, since it is sheer recklessness to assert
something not signified by the word to be the qualified entity;—
therefore, we must accept a positive generic entity to be the object
cognised and denoted by the word. (92-94)

Note : This anticipates the following Bauddha argument: “The only
positive entities that we admit of are the undefined specific forms of ideas;
and these, being amenable to Sense-perception, cannot be treated either by
Verbal Testimony or by Inference; hence, as an object denoted by a word,
you must accept the aforesaid specific form (which is a positive entity) as
qualified by the Apoha.” The sense of the reply is that, though a word
cannot, in accordance with your theory, signify an object unqualificd by
the Apoha, yet, inasmuch as ordinary experience supports the fact of a
word signifying a positive entity (without any negative qualifications),—
we cannot but accept the truth of such denotation of a positive entity, even
without a qualification in the shape of an Apoha; because we cannot very
rightly deny a fact of common experience. Thus then, it being established
that the denotation of a word must be a positive entity, and for the aforesaid
reasons, the specific forms of ideas not being capable of being the object
denoted by a word, —we cannot but admit of a generic positive entity—in
the form of a positive class—as being the object denoted by a word. (92-94)

When the character of being the negatived object cannot belong
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to individuals, —because these are not denoted by the Word,~—ihen
it is only the generic form (class) that could be the object negatived
(Apoha); and because of the fact of its being negatived, it must be
admitted to be a positive entity. Because no negative entity can be
the object negatived, on accound of the impossibility of the
negation of a negative entity (as such continued negation would
give rise to an endless series of negations, as shown in the chapter
on Negation). (95-96)

Note : Individuals cannot be the objects of denotation by Word;

because that would give rise to an endlessness of denotations, the number
of individuals being endless. (95-96)

In the case of (the cognition of) one Apoha, we have a clear
perception of another Apoha, in the shape of the rejection of some
generic positive entity. If the negation of a negative entity were
different from the negative entity itself, then it could only be a
positive entity; and if it were non-different from it, then we would
have (the absurdity of) the cow being the non-cow. (96-97)

Note : In the case of the Apoha—in the form of the negation of non-
cow—we have the rejection of a positive generic entity—in the shape of
the class ‘horse,” or “elephant,” etc.; and thus all the objects rejected by
an Apoha would come to be posilive generic entities. If, however, the
object rejected be asserted to be of a negative character, then its
contradictory—#e., the class—‘cow’ as rejecting the ‘non-cow’ —could
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only be a positive generic entity; otherwise, if the negation of a negative
entity be said to be non-different from it, then we would have ‘cow’ =
‘non-cow,’ —a palpable absurdity. (96-97)

Though in the case of other words (like “cow,” etc.), we could
somehow or other, have positive entities as the objects negatived, —
yet, in the case of the word “entity” (saf), the object negatived by it
cannot be other than “non-entity” itself; and then (if you were to
hold that objects negatived must be positive entities), to non-entity
would belong a positive character—an absurd contingency surely !
And further, without the ascertainment of the non-entity, we could
not have any idea of entity; and the non-entity (being only a
negation of entity) cannot be cognised (without the cognition of
entity) (and this would involve a most undesirable mutual
interdependence). (98-99)
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The object qualified by your Apoha could only consist of
different individuals; and you have yourself explained that these
(individuals) cannot be the objects of denotation, because of
endlessness and contradiction. And certainly, you do not admit of
any single object qualified by Apoha (that could embrace the
individuals in one corporate whole, like our “Class.”) (128)

- Note : The Apohists have urged against the Class-theory the objection
that individuals can never be the objects of denotation, because that weuld
give rise to endless denotations on the one hand, and many overlapping and
self-contradictory denotations on the other. The same objection is shown
to apply to the Apohatheory also. In fact, the upholders of the Class theory
escape the anomalies by postulating the Class, which forms for them the
true denotation of the word, and which, as occasion presents itself, is
cognised as qualifying distinct individuals. This loophole for escape is not
available for the Apohist; because if he admits of such a corporate whole,
embracing all individuals, he would only admit the Class theory. (128}
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