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ABSTRACT 

 

The objective of our paper is to demonstrate that Sanskrit has semantic quantification 

and quantifier expressions that display logical and semantic properties in a rational vein, 

as the conceptual-intentional interface to a natural language, according to a generative 

view of grammar, would predict.  Section 2 of the paper introduces standard quantifiers 

in Sanskrit, notably universal quantifiers sarva- (and others) and existential quantifiers 

kaścid/kācid/kiñcid- (and others). Section 3 indicates a twist to how the mass-count 

distinction is expressed through morphology and through collective quantificational 

suffixation in Sanskrit. Section 4 focuses on non-standard quantifiers such as (sv)alpa- 

‘(a) few, (a) little’, aneka- ‘more than one, several’, bahu- ‘many’, and prabhūta- 

‘copious, a lot (of)’.  It further points out that in texts these quantifiers mostly occur in 

compounded form when used as quantifier adjectives and as quantificational pronouns.  

In addition, it follows up on Section 3 to demonstrate that there are collective 

morphemes such as caya- (etc.) for groups or selections of countable entities, and rāśi- 

for mass entities, that occur only or predominantly in compounded form and that impart 

a quantificational or partitive interpretation to the nominal with which they are 

compounded. By contrast, we find that quantifier adverbs usually occur as independent 

words in sentences in the manner of the avyaya, indeclinable, words of Sanskrit.  It 

further seeks to demonstrate that such quantifier elements and words in Sanskrit, as well 

as expressions of definiteness such as anaphoric demonstratives sa-/sā/tad- and 

correlative clauses in Sanskrit participate in interpretation with a remarkable degree of 

logic and analyticity at the syntax-semantics interface. Section 5 argues that scope-

taking clitics and focus particles (such as khalu, hi) belong with quantifiers in Sanskrit 

in crucal respects. Section 6 briefly introduces the interaction in scope between 

quantifiers and negation in Sanskrit. Section 7 concludes by pointing out that the overall 

goal of our paper is to open up the domain of quantification and quantifier expressions 

in Sanskrit to further analytic investigation from logico-semantic and generative 

perspectives, with occasional insights from the Sanskrit grammatico-logical tradition as 

needed. 
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1. Introduction1 

 

1.1 Defining quantification as a cognitive-linguistic category 

 

Quantification through words and phrases other than numerals captures key 

interactions between language and cognitive interpretation of entities, masses, 

sets of entities, and proportions of masses and sets of entities (Barwise and 

Cooper 1981; McCawley 1993; Szabolcsi 2010).  Expressed majorly through 

quantifier expressions, which signify or express logical/mathematical and 

lexical-semantic quantifiers, this cognitive category interfaces (via the 

conceptual-intentional interface level: Chomsky 1995) with certain closed-class 

lexical and/or morphosyntactic resources available to any natural language, 

whether ancient or modern, that is known so far. 

 

1.2 Why quantification in Sanskrit? 

   

As a currently classical language that was spoken as a natural language in 

antiquity, with a rich literary heritage as well as a heritage and legacy of 

analytical texts over a span of millennia (Winternitz 1927), Sanskrit has 

commonly used quantifier expressions that have been described under various 

rubrics by grammarians of the language from ancient right through to modern 

times.  These quantifier expressions have been described as pronominal 

declensional stems, e.g., sarva-, (interrogative) ka-, kā-, kim (made into declined 

pronominal indefinites by the addition of the ‘indefinite’ suffix –cid ); as 

declined adjectival forms, e.g., bahu- ‘many, a lot (of)’;  and as indeclinables, 

e.g.,  sarvatra ‘everywhere’: evam-agre-‘pi sarvatra yojyam ‘like this, it is to be 

be applied before as well everywhere’ (Bhāṣya by Sāyaṇācārya to TB 1: 

Nārāyaṇa-Śāstrī 1898: 2-3), inter alia. 

 Aside from seeking to provide a description of this rich multi-categorical 

semantic domain of linguistic expressions in Sanskrit, a prime objective of this 

                                                           
1 The authors would like to thank Sukanta Chaudhuri, Professor Emeritus of English and former Director of the 

School of Cultural Texts and Records, Jadavpur University, for his inputs and encouragement towards this 

study. 
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paper is to demonstrate that Sanskrit, like any natural language of the world that 

has come to be used for scientific-logical exposition and dissemination of 

knowledge and technical expertise, has quantifier expressions that display 

logical and semantic properties in a rational vein, as the Conceptual-Intentional 

Interface to language according to a generative view of grammar would predict.  

In the substantive sections to follow, we seek to lay the empirical groundwork 

for further research to demonstrate this.2 

 

2. The Standard Quantifiers in Sanskrit 

 

2.1 Universal quantifier expressions:  

sarva-, viśva- in the sense of ‘all, entire/whole’, samasta-; prati- in the 

sense of ‘every’ (> indeclinable), praty-eka- ‘each (one)’ 

 

In discrete mathematics as well as in formal logic, two standard quantifier 

operators are recognized, viz., the universal quantifier, symbolized as  and 

usually read as ‘every’ or ‘for every …’, and the existential quantifier, 

symbolized as  and most often read as ‘a …’, ‘some’, ‘there exists a …’, or 

‘there exist some …’ (McCawley 1993: 36ff.).  These two quantifier operators 

are typically (though not exclusively) expressed by morphemes, words or groups 

of words that form a “closed class” lexically, which are called quantifier 

expressions and which have been found to occur in all natural languages that 

have been empirically studied and described, including, notably, English (as the 

glosses above indicate) and modern languages of India.  Unsurprisingly, 

Sanskrit as a natural language is no exception in this respect.  Thus, it has the 

inflected universal quantifier “pronoun” or adjective sarva- ‘all, every’, as in 

[cakṣuḥ-śrotre mano vāk-ca+ity+etāni+indriyāṇi ‘[the] eye, [the] ears(?), [the] 

mind, and speech – these are ‘senses’.] eteṣu sarveṣu pūrvavad-vyākhyeyam 

                                                           
2 The present paper focuses only on non-numeral quantifiers – with the possible exclusion of eka- ‘a, one’ and 

derivative expressions from it such as ekaika- (= eka + eka-) ‘each (one)’ and praty-eka- ‘every, each’, which, 

interestingly, have the semantics of universal quantifiers, while eka-, at least in certain contexts of usage, 

behaves as an existential quantifier.  We have decided to exclude Sanskrit numerals, both cardinal and ordinal, 

from our purview: see Petrocchi (2022) for a linguistic investigation into Sanskrit cardinal numerals. 
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‘among all of these [it] is to be described as previously’ (Bhāṣya by Sāyaṇācārya 

to TB 1: Nārāyaṇa-Śāstrī 1898: 4).   

Vedic Sanskrit also has viśva- in the sense of ‘entire’ or ‘all collectively’, 

e.g., in viśve devāḥ ‘all gods (including demi-gods)’ (Śatapatha Brāhmaṇa 

6.6.7); viśvāḥ … dhenāḥ ‘the totality of (the) cows [fem.acc.pl.]’ (RV 5.62.2), … 

viśve amr̥tasya putrāḥ ‘all sons of ambrosia (collectively)’ (Śvetāśvatara 

Upaniṣad 2.5).  The use of  viśva-, from the available textual evidence from 

Vedic Sanskrit, seems to have been restricted for the “universal quantification” 

of [+count] nouns (and not mass nouns), unlike sarva- , which is used 

syntactically not only as a quantifying adjective regardless of the mass-count 

distinction but also, in the neuter singular, as a quantifier pronoun in the sense of 

‘everything’ or ‘all (pron.)’: sarvam atyanta-garhitam ‘everything is[/becomes] 

undesirable [when] in excess’ (statement from an orally-transmitted Subhāṣita).  

From being a quantifier expression declined according to the observed pattern of 

pronominal declensions just as sarva- is found to have in Classical Sanskrit as 

well, viśva-, however, underwent a grammatical and semantic shift towards 

syntactic usage and construal as a noun with the emergence and subsequent 

progression of Classical Sanskrit.  A plausible route in this grammatical and 

semantic shift could be from the use of viśva- as adjectival ‘all’ to that of viśvaḥ 

as a noun with the meaning of ‘world’ via metonymic extension (components > 

whole) based on the conceptual metaphor THE WORLD CONTAINS ALL 

(Lakoff and Johnson 1980, 2003); however, this is speculative and merits further 

research beyond the present scope of our paper. 

 

2.2 Existential quantifier expressions:  

kaś-cid- ‘someone, a certain person’, etc.; kiñ-cid-‘some(thing)’, 

‘somewhat’, kati-cid- ‘some, a few’, etc.; asti/āsīt (PP) NP ‘there is/was 

…’ 

 

The second class of standard quantification recognized in classical logic and in 

formal semantics, i.e., existential quantification, is symbolized by the logical 

symbol .  The meaning of existential quantification is expressed in Sanskrit 

through the morphological combination of question words such as kaḥ/kā/kiṃ 
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with “indefinitizing” suffixes such as -cid- and -cana-, to yield forms such as 

kaś-cid- or kaś-cana- ‘someone, some (adjectival quantifier + human-denoting 

noun)’, kiñ-cid-‘some(thing)’, (as an indeclinable adverbial quantifier) 

‘somewhat’, kati-cid- ‘some, a few’ (with a [+count] nominal phrase), and 

others declined in the same question-word declensional paradigm(s).  Moreover, 

with further nuances of semantic-pragmatic specificity or the lack thereof, the 

exceptional cardinal numeral eka- ‘a(n), one’, especially when used as an 

indefinite article/determiner in non-numerative contexts, typically has the 

logico-semantics of existential quantification, though a fuller account of the 

morphology and semantics of this multi-functional form seems to demand 

separate treatment in its own right. 

 Despite the overall free-word-order pattern found in Sanskrit, however, a 

specific syntactic device based on a fixed-word-order norm of occurrence is also 

found as an existential quantificational device.  This is the asti/āsīt (PP) NP 

syntactic construction found several times in both verse texts (as in the opening 

canto of Raghuvaṃśam of Kālidāsa) and prose texts (such as the Pañcatantra 

and, from several centuries thereafter, the Hitopadeśa), a direct analogue of 

which is the existential There is/are/was/were NP (XP) construction of English. 

 

3. Quantification and the Mass/Count Distinction in Sanskrit 

 

Given the morphologically rich inflectional category of number and the 

occurrence of a full-fledged set of numerals in Sanskrit, it turns out that these 

lexico-grammatical devices are copiously exploited to express countable entities 

or sets of entities in the language.  It thus appears that Sanskrit does not 

distinguish count and mass nouns in its lexical semantics as saliently as, e.g., 

English does with clear grammatical constraints ensuing on the use of mass 

nouns in sentential syntax. 

 However, this distinction is semantically made in the choice of 

“collective suffixes”, which are actually nominal elements added to nouns to 

denote collections or masses/portions of the denotata of the nouns.  These are 

discussed in Section 4.2 ahead. 
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4. Non-Standard Quantifiers in Sanskrit 

 

4.1 Quantifying adjectives:  

(sv)alpa- ‘few, little’, bahu-, bhūyas-, pra-bhūta- ‘many, a lot (of)’, 

aneka- ‘more than one, several’, ati(-) ‘too much’ 

Besides quantifier expressions for the standard mathematical/logical quantifier 

operators as we have noted in Section 2, Sanskrit has a number of so-called non-

standard quantifying adjectives – quantifier expressions that do not express 

standard quantifier operators but that nonetheless express cognitive sets or 

quantities calibrated in terms of a non-determinate scalarity (on scalarity see 

Bagchi 2018). 

 Out of these, Sanskrit aneka- (< na(ñ)+eka , grammatically in terms of 

the Vaiyākaraṇa tradition: see Goswami 2002, Nāgeśa and Goswami 2006/2022; 

< Proto-Indo-European *n̥n ‘not’ + *H3ei-ko- ‘one’: see Lindeman 1988) ‘not-

one > more than one, several’ demands special attention as a quantifier that has 

undergone a subtle semantic shift to the sense of ‘many’, more evidently so in 

both Indic languages such as Bangla (Bagchi, op. cit.) and Hindi (including 

classical music lyrics in Braj-Bhāshā, aside from Standard Hindi) that have re-

borrowed it as a tatsama quantifier word and in a Dravidian language such as 

Telugu using it as a Sanskrit quantifier loanword. 

 

4.2 Collective suffixes: caya-, nicaya-, rāśi- 

 

The notion of collective plurality, as contrasted with distributive plurality, is 

expressed in a variety of ways in natural languages.  Work on distributive 

plurality through reduplication in Telugu by the late linguist Rahul Balusu is 

cited in Szabolcsi (2010)3.  Winter and Scha (2015) focus on approaches to 

plurality that have teased out collective versus distributive interpretations of 

nominals and/or noun phrases, primarily in English and a few other European 

languages.  In contrast to the linguistic devices used to express this further 

distinction in plurality, Sanskrit employs overt collective suffixes caya- 

                                                           
3 Professor Anna Szabolcsi was a doctoral advisor to the late Dr. Rahul Balusu, who was a faculty member at 

the English and Foreign Languages University, Hyderabad, at the time of his untimely death. 
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‘collection, quantity’ for both count (i.e., [+count]) nouns, and mass (i.e., [–

count]) nouns, ni-caya- ‘heap, mass, assemblage’ (Monier Williams 1899)  for 

[+count] nouns, and rāśi- for [–count], i.e., mass nouns. 

 An interesting conundrum is posed by the semantically absurd but 

grammatically possible and actually stated nominal kürma-kṣīra-caye ‘in (a 

mass of) tortoise’s milk’ (Nāgeśa and Goswami 2006/2022: 15-16), in which the 

impossibility of any “signified” entity or biochemical composite for kürma-

kṣīra- ‘tortoise’s milk’ does not prevent the mass quantification of this nominal 

via the suffixed expression –caya- ‘collection, collected mass’.  This relates also 

to the issue of whether the interpretation of such collective quantifier elements is 

driven purely by the morphosyntax of Sanskrit or not, since the lexical-

conceptual aspect to the “absurd” compound nominal for ‘tortoise’s milk’ is so 

highly anomalous in the first place.  We take up the deeper significance of this 

point in the next section (4.3). 

 

4.3 Is definiteness an extensional, cognitively coherent, or discourse-based 

quantificational category in Sanskrit? 

 

The syntactico-semantic category of definiteness was famously formalized in 

terms of second-order predicate calculus – termed unrestricted quantification in 

more contemporary terms – by Bertrand Russell (Russell 1905).  Russell gave a 

characterization of a statement such as (1a) in terms of the predicate calculus 

representation (1b), which is usually paraphrased informally as (1c: McCawley 

1993): 

 

 (1) a. The King of France is bald. 

  b. x (KF(x)  y (KF(y)  (y = x))  B(x)) 

c. There is an entity x such that x is King of France and, for 

every entity y, if y is King of France, y has to be the same 

as x, and x is bald. 

 

Unlike English, which has the definite determiner the, or French, which has the 

gender- and number-inflected le/la/les, or German, which similarly has 
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der/die/das/die (with further inflectional variants for case), however, Sanskrit 

does not have a uniquely definiteness-signalling determiner – something that has 

by and large carried over into the bulk of Modern Indic languages (with other 

devices coming to be employed to signal definiteness, such as classifier suffixes 

in Bangla: Dasgupta 1983).  Indeed, one is led to question the relevance of this 

kind of truth-value-centred, (Gottlob Frege’s: see Frege 1892) “referential” or 

(Richard Montague’s: see Montague 1970; Chierchia & McConnell-Ginet 2000) 

“extensional” (as opposed to “intensional”, the mathematical-function 

counterpart to “sense-based”) definition for the syntacto-semantic category of 

definiteness to quantificational devices in Sanskrit in the first place. 

 The critique of this kind of Fregean “referential” definition of the logic 

of definiteness can be widened to a more general, global sphere for natural 

languages overall, in fact, in terms of an objection that we would like to raise 

based on a significant point made by the 18th-century grammarian-logician 

Nāgeśa in his celebrated text the (Vaiyākaraṇa-Siddhānta-)Parama-Laghu-

Mañjuṣā (Nāgeśa and Goswami 2006/2022).  This is the clear distinction in 

“referentiality” or (Richard Montague’s 1970 notion of) “extension” that is to be 

found in the DP the King of France as contrasted with the semantically 

anomalous noun phrase (in modern syntactic terms, zero-determiner DP) kūrma-

kṣīra ‘tortoise’s milk’.  The semantic denotation of [DP [D the] [NP [N King] [PP of 

France]]]4, while non-existent in the real world, is nonetheless extensionally 

present in the past era when France was indeed a monarchy before the French 

Revolution; and, in principle, its denotation is also conceivably possible in a 

future world in which France’s monarchy gets reinstated.  However, the 

semantic denotation of the anomalous compound [DP [D Ø ] [NP [N kūrma-kṣīra 

]]], vikalpa as ‘non-emerged’ or ‘non-existent’, is not only actually but 

potentially non-existent: vastu-śūnyo vikalpaḥ ‘non-existent as devoid of any 

substance’, i.e., there is a problem with its possible-world existence as well as its 

(Fregean) “sense” status for semantic construal.  In other words, we posit that 

such a semantically anomalous DP lacks cognitive coherence altogether, in 

                                                           
4 For the reconception of a noun phrase in universal grammar as a Determiner Phrase or DP, see 

Abney (1987); for the application of this reconception to languages without determiners, see Progovac 

(1998). 
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Sanskrit as in other natural languages.  Accordingly, it is even less conceivable 

that any such DP can have the property of definiteness in accordance with the 

Russell-Strawson account of definiteness in extensional terms (i.e., in terms of 

real-world reference, including truth-values of sentences in particular worlds). 

 Returning to the specific cases of semantically as well as syntactically 

well-formed nominals (DPs) in Sanskrit as a natural language, while 

extensionally definiteness fails to be a useful analytical category in the 

semantics of quantification in Sanskrit, two different devices ARE available in 

Sanskrit to express clausal modifications or specifications of nomiinals, which 

turn out to be semantically definite in the unmarked cases.  The first is the 

employment of anaphoric pronominals such as sa-/sā-/tad- as anaphoric 

“demonstratives” that occur in the syntactic position of demonstrative such as 

ayam ‘this’ ~ asau ‘that (distal)’ to signal (i) UNIQUENESS and (ii) 

FAMILIARITY as hallmarks of definite DPs in discourse contexts:  [DP [D sa ] 

[NP [N naraḥ ]]] ‘that man (mentioned previously in the discourse)’, etc. (Riley 

2007). The second, structural strategy encoding definiteness (besides much else 

of syntactico-semantic significance) are Sanskrit relative-clause structures, 

which come in two shapes:  as correlative clausal conjunctions (as in Hindi, 

Bangla – see Bagchi 1994 – and virtually every other modern Indic language) 

and as postposed relative-clause structures (as in English), described in some 

detail by Hock (1989).  Both of these two subtypes of relative-clause structures 

are attested from the Sanskrit of the R̥g-Veda onwards.  Of these, the conjoined 

correlative construction, when incorporating a non-free relative clause (as 

opposed to a “free” relative clause introducing an indefinite head analogous to 

English whoever, whatever, wherever, etc.), introduces a definite nominal, the 

details of which merit a separate paper in its own right, beyond the scope of our 

present one. 

 

5. Excursus:  Scope-Taking Second-Position Particles in Sanskrit 

 

Second-position particles and/or enclitics, commonly termed clitics in 

Wackernagel’s position or Wackernagel’s-position clitics (after the Sanskritist 

and grammarian Jakob Wackernagel), occur freely immediately after the first 
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complete XP (which may, of course, be just a single-word XP with just a lexical 

head of category X: see Chomsky 1995) in the sentence, especially in Sanskrit 

prose writing.5  Thus, even aside from focus-linked enclitics such as hi ‘only, 

alone’ and api ‘also, even’, which take clausal/sentential scope as well just as 

only  and even do in English (McCawley 1994), in prose and/or analytic writing 

one finds Wackernagel’s-position particles nāma ‘only, indeed’, khalu ‘indeed’, 

khalv-api ‘[emphatic] even’ (combining two scope-taking elements into a 

composite phonological word).  Despite not being quantifier expressions in the 

strict logical sense, these clitics and/or particles merit attention in the context of 

quantification in Sanskrit because of their semantic characterization as 

functional elements mediating the relation between focused XPs and  

presuppositions (Rooth 1985). 

 These also happen to belong to the traditional part-of-speech category 

avyaya, ‘indeclinable’, to which standard quantifier adverbs such as sarvatra 

‘everywhere’, nityam ‘forever, always, every day’, sarvadā ‘always’, pratyahaḥ 

‘every day’, kvacit ‘somewhere’, kadācit ‘sometime(s), occasionally’ can also be 

held to belong.  Thus, while the second-position particles and/or enclitics usually 

show sandhi with the previous phonological word (the last or only word of the 

XP) where the sandhi is required, these and the quantifier adverbs just 

mentioned are usually not participant elements of compounding unlike the 

adjectival quantifiers that we have seen earlier in Sections 3 and 4. 

 

6. Clausal Negation as Interacting with the Scope of Quantifiers in Sanskrit 

 

The fact of clausal negation giving rise to scopal ambiguity in interaction with 

one or more quantifiers in a clause has long been noted in logic as well as in 

work on syntax-semantics interface phenomena (Barwise and Cooper 1981; 

McCawley 1993; Horn 2001; and several others).  Such scopal ambiguity is 

typically resolved in terms of alternative logical-form (LF) representations for 

the same syntactic structure of a sentence containing clausal negation, as in 

Minimalist linguistic theory (Chomsky 1995; Szabolcsi 2010) or in terms of 

                                                           
5 For a more recently proposed typology of clitic elements in general, see Halpern (2017). 
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alternative logico-semantic representations interfacing with a single syntactic 

tree representation for a sentence containing clausal negation, as in the 

multimodular non-derivational generative framework of grammar termed 

autolexical or automodular theory of grammar (Sadock 1991, 2012). 

 In the Sanskrit Vaiyākaraṇas’ (grammarians’, as opposed to logicians’ or 

poeticists’) tradition, Nañ, negation, is analysed into two kinds:  

(i) paryudāsa, which seems to be closer to morphological negation 

(and, perhaps, also constituent negation in syntactic terms), albeit 

with qualifications; and 

(ii) prasajya-pratiṣedha, one of whose subtypes is propositional or 

clausal negation.  (Nāgeśa and Goswami 2006/2022: 85-87). 

It is propositional or clausal negation that we find interacting with quantifier 

expressions, as in (2): 

(2) vidvattvañ-ca nr̥patvañ-ca naiva (= na+eva) tulyaṃ kadācana  

‘scholarliness and kingship are not ever (i.e., never) mutually 

comparable’ 

(the first line of an orally-transmitted Subhāṣita couplet) 

 

As has been repeatedly noted in published work on how negation often scopes 

over quantifier expressions in the semantic interpretation of propositional 

expressions such as sentences and clauses that each contain both (McCawley 

1993; Horn 2001; Bagchi 2008/2015), one out of at least two scope-driven 

interpretations gets selected when the quantifier expression takes scope within or 

below the scope of negation.  This can be seen in the contrast between the 

interpretation (3b) and the interpretation (3c) for the English sentence (3a): 

 

 (3) a.  Everyone did not clear the examination. 

  b.  Not everyone cleared the examination.  (… only some did.) 

c.  Everyone failed to clear the examination.  (#… some cleared 

it.) 

 

It is only on the interpretation (3b) that the not in the English sentence (3a) has 

taken scope over, i.e., outside of, the quantifier expression everyone.  Under the 



Page 12 of 15 

 

interpretation (3c), the quantifier expression everyone is more “globally” 

interpreted than the negation not, whose scope is thus more restricted than that 

of the quantifier expression everyone.  In the Sanskrit example sentence (2), 

earlier, the negation na in fact modifies the meaning of the existential quantifier 

adverb kadā-cana ‘sometimes’ to have it instead mean ‘ever’ – by semantically 

scoping over the quantifier adverb. (The other scope interpretation, whereby 

kadā-cana retains its meaning of ‘sometimes’ and instead scopes over the 

negation na, while certainly possible, is not available for the sentence under 

consideration given its overall context in the Subhāṣita śloka in which it has 

appeared.) 

 

7. Conclusion 

 

Quantification is a significant analytic-cognitive-semantic category expressed in 

Sanskrit as a full-fledged natural language of yore, in keeping with a significant 

corollary of the Universal Grammar hypothesis that enables the inference of this 

category in classical as well as in currently evolving languages of the world.  We 

have been led to conclude that quantification is most commonly signified 

through quantifier expressions used in analytic Sanskrit texts such as written 

commentaries on earlier liturgical, philosophical, and selected grammatical 

classics in the language.  The overall goal of our paper, in closing, is to open up 

the domain of quantification and quantifier expressions in Sanskrit to further 

analytic investigation from logico-semantic and generative perspectives, with 

occasional insights from the Sanskrit grammatico-logical tradition as needed. 
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