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tras). Therefore, the place of Sunrige wounld he different for the ml:a.bit—
antg of the two countries, even thongh the Sun is only one. And hence
your argnment (urged in I-—i—9) becomes uncertair. |

165-166. One man sees the rising and setting of the San to happen ab
a cortain distance from him; and, at the same time, another man, living ab
a certain distance behind (to tlxe West of) him, also sees (the San nalng and
setting) at the same distance from himself (as the former man). -

166-167. Various Suns are never seen; therefore there ca.nnot. be a
multiplicity of Suns. = And again, at midday, all men gee the Sun directly
over their heads (and thus too we have this sxmnltaneous percephon of ﬁhﬂ
gingle Sun at different pla.ces)

167-168. The sun is seen to shine over a certain region (hill, tree, &o. );
and when the person goes over to these regions, then it appaara to shine at

coymhm) of words ir like the (simultaneity of the perception of) the S«tm" (I-—x-w-lﬁ}
This Bitra is in reply to I—i—9,

To both countries the Sun rises in the East. But the East of all conntries i not
the same, therefore the place of gunrige must appear different to different count.nes.
Thus then, jnst ag though the Sun is one only, yet at one and the game time, it appears
in different places, go too with the Word,~-thongh this is only one, yet it is heard in
different places at one and the game time. And just as this fact does nob prove the
faot of the Sun Leing a caused entity ; so the argament urged by you in Sitra 9 failg to
prove the cansedness, and consequently non-eternality, of Words,

166.188 And ag the Sun appears to be, at the same digtance, in the same direction
from two persons, one being hehind the other at a certain distance; therefors woe must
conclude therefrom that the Sun appears to rize and set at diforont places, thoagh ihis
one only. 8o mere simultaveity of the utterance of aword, by many pecspie cannot
prove its non-eternality,

166.197 1f the Sun were held to be many on the mere ground of two persong sesing
it vise at equal distances from themselyes,—then people who were not at a very great dis-
tance from one snother would gee both the Suns (i.e, the oneat an eqnal distance from
him, and the other at equal distanos from his friend o few yards hehind him).  But
as guch different 8ans are seen, it mnst be admitted that they do not exiat, '

“ And again,—&c.” The tranglation follows the interpretation of the Nyayaratna:
kara. The Kdigika interprets thus: This shows another srgument for proving the unity
of the Ban. At midday all men see one Sun only ; and this wounld not be possible, if there
were many Snns.

167188 This shows cause why a single Bun appears to be seen at different places,
The fact of people thinking the Sun to appesr at different places is dne to the fact of
people seeing the Sun and mistaking it to be shining near them. (To people mistaking
it to be near them, the idea appears that the Sun hag appeared at “differént places™,)  As
for example, we see the Sun to be shining over a hill, at & certain distance from us.
And when we go over to that hill, from there too, we see it ghining at the same dia-
tance from ns ag it appeared before. And 80 on, a8 we go on moving from one place to
the other, wa find the Sun shining at the same distance from us, And from all
this we cfnolude that the Ban is one and ehines at a greab distance from us; bub
people think they see it at difforont places, bocause each wau seeing it thinks it
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a cortain distance from that place-—this distance (sometimes) appearing to
be (equal to, and sometimes) more than, the former distance (at which the
Sun bad appeared to shine from the former place.)

168-169. Hven in the case of an object which is comparatively much
nearer to us (than the San rveally is), we find that persons,—residing at
places that are at different degrees of distance from that object, and conse-
quently having their fronts decidedly different from one another,~—mistake
that distant object to be at equal distances from themselvos.

(169-171.  Obj: *“In the case of the distant Sun, it is possible that
persons, not really seeing the place (at which the Sun really shines) ghounld
have mistaken notions about that place,~—the mistake being due to the fact
of every man thinking the Sun to be in proximity to him. But, how is any
such mistake possible in the case of the Word (which is not at a great dis-
tance from the person hearing it pronounced simultaneously by many per-
sons) P " Reply: In that case too, the mistake is due to the all-pervading
character of the Word : inasmuch as in all the places that we come across,
we find the Word to exist. '

171-172. The Word has no parts ; and as such, it cannot be cognised
in parts (like any large object). The Word is always (cognised) as it
exists ; and it always exists in its entivety (therefore it is only reasonable:
that it should always be cognised in its entirely, and never in parts). '

172-175. But the Word is heard in certain definite places, because it

is ghining near himself, and thus many people mistaking the Sun to appear in proximity
to everyone of them, the idea naturally arises that there are o many distinct Suns.

185.189 Fven in the case of comparatively menr objecte~such as some great momn.
tain—a man at & certain place sees it to be at the same distance at which it appears to
anobher man at a certain distance from him, And since each man seems to see the objeot
vearet himself, the notiow is likely to arige that there are so many different mountains.
In the same mauner, when the chance of such mistake is met with even in case of
comparatively nearer objoets, such mistakes with regard to theextremely remote Sun is
only natural.

18911 Bince a Word is hoeard in all places, it caunot be either material (corporeal) or
caused, or non-gternal, Because in one place having known a Word, when we come
aoross it in sume other place, we at once recognise it to be the same Word, Thus the
Word is one only, and is manifested in the mouths of different people, who cannot be
gaid to produce the Word., The Simultaneity that we perceive, when we hear the same
word pronounced by different people, belongs to the utterance (manifestation) of the
ever-existing, all-pervading word, in the mouths of different people,

171178 If the word were heard in parts then we could never cognise the Wori in its
entirety. As a matter of fact, the Word is always cogniged inits entirety, 1t is alwaya
cognised as il gpists (in its all-pervading character); and ag it always appears in its
entivety, and like the Akdga it everywhere exists in its entirety,—it is only natural
that it should be always cognised in its entirety,

178.176 The Ear cognises a Word only if the manifesting utberance is mads in a
place which is near enongh to it, L
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depends (for its cognition) upon the sonunds (utterances) thatserve to mani-
fost it /4.0, render it percoptible to the Ear). And sounds (utterances)
liave not the power to pervade the whole Space ; and ag such, a Word once
uttered is not heard continuously all over the world, (but only upto a placo
where the air-current carrying the sound-vibrations loses its force). And
the Auditory Sense (of man) follows the differences of the place of utber.
ance (of the word). And since (utterances) do not fill up the (time and
space) intervening (between two utterances of the word), therefore there
appears n break in the cognition (of the word, which is not cognised in
the intevvening time). And since these (ntterances) extend over a certain
definite limited space, there appears a (wmistaken) notion of the limited
(non-pervading) character of the Word (manifested by the nbterances ).

175-76. Since these (utterances) have motion and n certain veloeity,
thevefore, from whatever place they proceed, the Word (manifested by
these) appears, to the heaver, to come from the same place (though, asa
matter of fact, the Word exists in all places, and is only manifested or
rendered perceptible to the ear, by these utterances). -

176-77. Obj. * The Sun isnot seen, to appear at different places, by
one and the same maun.” Reply: It may not (be seen by one man) ; but,
anyway, it is found to appear in different places (even thongh 1t 'be by
different people.)

177-79. 1f you hold your premise (*‘because bhe Word is cognised
simultancously to proceed from different sources ”) to be qualified (by the
gpecification that, in case of the Word, the simultaneous cognition is “by
one and the same person’),~~then, too, your argument becomes contradietory;
inasmuch ag (even in the case of the Sun), it (the sun) is scen, o appear
in different places, by one and the same person. - (As for ivstance) in
many vessels filled with water, the Sun (being veflected in each of those)
is simultaneously seen, by one and the same man, to be one only. And
there is no ground for holding these (reflections) to be different ; inag-
much as they are actually seen to be exactly the same (or similar).

179-80. 0bj. *“ But we say that the reflections appear, by some canse,
soparately in the different vessels, and are all cognised by oune at one and
the same time."” i

178.78 These Kirikds oxplain the remsons for the mistaken notions of limitation,
non-sternality, &o., with regard to words, and, as such, supply & full a.mwer to the gues-
tion pat by the objector in Kdrika 170,

116.71 Tha objector objects to the similarity of the simultaneity of the permptmn
of Words with that of the perception of the Sun.

179.%0° © By gome cause "—i.¢., by the fact of our seeing a face reflected in only one
vessel ab & time; whereby, we see one reflection of the Bun to be at one time aceorm-
penied by the reflection of the face, which is not present in another vessel,
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180-82. In reply to this, we say that the fact (of vision) is that the
light from the sun strikes the surface of tho wator (and is reflected ), and
congequently, the light from the Fye (striking against the water), is reflected
back in the wake of the reflected solar light, and thus it sees the Sun
in its own region (1.6, in the place where the Sun ghives), (and as snch, it can
see it as one only ; but) it appears to be manifold and of varions forms,
(in the reflections), on account of the diversity of the vessels (in which
the reflections occur). And, such being the case, how can the reflection
be (said to be) diverse (mob one) P \ _

182:188. Just as when the eye is slightly pressed by the finger, & sin-
gle object (the moon, f.4.) is seen to be various, because of the diversity in
‘the functioning of the eye (produced by the pressure); so, in the case
in question (where the idea of the manifoldness of the reflection is due
to the diversity of the vessels; and the diversity appesring in the same
Word, as uttered by different persons, is due to the diversity of the ntlerancos
orsounds produced by the different persons, which serve to render the Word
percoptible to the Earof the hearer). AN _ '

183-185. Some people holding the view of the appearance of the re-
flections (as something totally different from the reflected object) objeet to
the above theory thus: “If it is the Sun itself that s seen (in the reflee-
tion), how is it that the reflection is mot seen above (over the head of
the observer) P And again, secondly, how is it thab, in the case of re-
flections in wells, &e., it is seen below (when the Sun is shining above) ¥
And, thirdly, looking in a mirror, while facing the east, how is it that one
sees the image facing the west P .

185-186. The fact is that the Sense (of vision in the present case)
brings about the cognition of the object, in the body itgelf (and henece it is
always in front of the body that the perceived object appears); and this
oxplaing the above facts—specially as the Sense is a means of coguition,
only when located in the body. -

186-189.  When people are looking npon the Sun in the water, the func.
tioning (the path of the rays) of his eye is ulways two-fold : one above, and

180.88 The vefloction appears to be different, because the vessels are different
and not becanse the reflections thempelves are different. Becaunse all the reflections
are seen in the reting of the Xye, which is ono only.

185188 Though the Sun is overhead, yet it is always seen before, in front of the eye,
and as snoh it is quite reagonable for the reflection to be identical with the Sun, and yet
appears below us.

189 fven though, as a matter of fact, the Sun:shines above, yet since in the case
of reflection, it iz perceived by means of the downward function of the Eye, it appenrs
to be below ua, in the water ; though even in thig cage what we really see is only the Sun
ghining above. Henece, the refiection is identified with the reflected object ; and the
reflection is seen because it is in front of the body, £y ' i
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another below. And that Sun which is affected (manifested) by the npward

function is not seen (by the Hye), beenanse it is not in astraight line with

the substrate of the Eye (4., because the Sun is not in front of the body) ;

While the Sun, as it exists (in the water), ig presented before the observer

mediately (e, the upward function presents the image fo the downward
fanetion, and tlis presents it to the observer), and is perceived by means
of the downward function (of the Hye), (and it is for this reasou thut the

San, though shining above, ig seen below, in the reflection). Axnd ginee

this (downward function) is identical with the upward funetion (inasmuch

as both equally are funetions, and belong equally to the eye), therefore

(when the Sun, though shining above, ig perceived by means of the down:
ward function), it appears to the observer as if it were below him. Hence,
what is really seen helow (in the reflection) is the Sun itself appearing

(before the downward funetion of the Hye) blu‘ough the medmm (of the

upward function).

189-190. Similarly (in the case of the image in the mirror the func.
tion of the Eye is two-fold : one proceeding to the east, and another to the
west ; and) the face (in the mirror) is mistaken to be looking to the west,
becanse (in thia case) it is presented, hy the easterly funcbion, to tho

westerly function of the Eye. (Heunce, thongh the face is rea,lly looking to
the east, it appears as looking to the west).

190-191. Even granting that the reflections oceupy dﬁ.ﬁerent places,
~they are not known to be diverse, because all are cognisable by the same
idea (7.6, all are recognised to be precisely similar, and hencs (identical).

191-192, Even if we accept the theory that the Sense of Audition
moves (over to the region where the Word is uttered), the fact of the Word
being heard in different places (i.e, from the mouths of different speakers)
may be explained as being due to the diversity of the places occupied by
these mounths (and not to any diversiby in the Word itself), Andif (we bold
the theory) that the cognition of the Word is produced in the region of the -
Auditory Sense itself, then we naturally get at the fact of the Word ocou-
pying only one place {the space in the Ear),

192-193. Even if the Sense (of .andition) be somethmg olse (othar
than the tympanum as affected by the sound-—vibrations of Air),—ginee
aeven such a Sense can have no function outside its own substrate (viz., the
¥iar, in the body, as consisting of the tympanum, &e.); thevefore, if we accept

19L.19% This explains the Bhashya passage wherein the analogy of the case of Word
with that of the Sun is worked out :—AIf ¢the Auditory Sense were fo ga over to the place of
conjunction and disjunction (of the palate, &.), in the mouths of the speakers, &e., &o. | .
198198 And gnch travelling of the tympannm of the listener hy the month of the
gpeaker is an absurdity ; bence the sense of audition cannot. ba held to move to the place
where snunds are produced.
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the theory of (the Auditory Sevse) moving (to the regions where sounds
are produced), we would find the tympanum, &c. (of the hearer) moving to
the place of utterance (viz, the mouth of the speaker) (inasmuch as the
Anditory Sense eould not moye to the region, independently of its substrate ).

193-196. Obj: * All these assumptions of yours apply to the case
where the speakers (of the same Word) are many, and the hearer only one.
When, ou the other hand, theve is only one speaker, and many hearvers, then
it is quite the contrary,—(d.2., your arguments become upset). Because in
this latter easo, the Senses (of andition) (cognising the Word) being many,
the Word surely (even according to your own theory) appears in diverse

198.18 The Sense of the objection is thus summed up in the Nydyaratnikara: You
8gsume that in the theory of the movement of the Auditory Bense (of the hearer) to the
sound regions, the idea of & single place for the Word is the correct one, und ihat of di-
vorsity of its place & mistaken ono, This assertion is possible if the speakers are many
and the hearer only one. When, however, the Speaker is only one, and the Hearers many y
your theory of the singleness of Word is upset, if the movemout of the Auditory Sense bo
not admitted ; beoanse in that cage, the idea of diversity of the plave of (cognition of) the
Word wonld be true, whereas that of the unity of its place wanld be a mistaken one ; be-
cauge, the hearers being many, the Word would be cognised in the Bar of all these persons ;
and, as auoch, being coguised in many plnces, it conld be vecognised to have many places.
And the idea of the Woed having only ens place could be trus only if it were admitted
that the single Auditory Sense (of the one heaver) moved over to the place of the ntterance
of Sound. Bat since such movement of the Sense is not admitbed, the notion of single-
ness of the Word’s place must be a mistaken one ; and hence, if in this case (of many
bearers aud one 8peaker), the Miminsaka liolds the notion of singleness of place to bo trae,
and that of » diversity of place to be mistaken, then he must admit the fact of the Anditory
Sense moving to the sound regions. l'o this the Mimansaka may reply : ‘True: the no-
tion of singleness of the place of the Word is really a mistaken one (even in our theory);
inasmuch as the Word is all-pervading and never partial; bot it is manifested by the
gounds proceeding from a single source (the mouth of the one Speaker) ; and this single-
ness of the place of the utterance of Sonnds, is mistaken to be the place of the Word."
But the cbjector retoris: Even in the case where there are many Speakers, and only
one hearer, there too the notion of the diversity of the place of Word may be explained

. tobe a mistaken cne due to the diversity of the sources from which the Word is
attered. Therefore, whether we admit the movemsnt of the Auditory Sense or not,
the explanation of the motion of singleness of the Word's place, and that of the
notion of diversity of ita place, are the same : both of these notions liavs been shown to
be mistaken in diffevent oases; and the explanation of the mistake is exacily similar
in both cases—uvisz., the diversity of the manifesting Sonnds. And then, if, as a matier
of fact, both of these aotions—that of singleness and diversity of place-—be false, with
referonce to the Word, which is all.pervading, then why should the Miminsaka so
tenaciouzly hold to the theory of Singleness, and fight shy of the theory of diversity of
the place of the Word ? And secondly, siuce the explanation of the mistake is the same
==whether yon admit the movement of the Auditory Sense or not,— why should yon
roject the theory of such movement, and hold to the theory of tho Word itself coming o
the Auditory Senge P

06
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places (the Senge of audition of the many hearers.)  And it is only it wo
admit the fact of the Sense itself moving (to the regmn of the Sound), that
there can be any possibility of the Word appearing in only one place (the
one mouth of the single hearver). If it be held that “ (in this case) the no-
tion (of the Word appearing in a single place, v1z., the mouth of the one
speaker) is & mistaken one, due to the fact of the Sound (ntteraunce) pro-
ceeding (from a single source), then the same may be said in the other case
also (where there are many speakers, and only one hearer) where the ap-
pearance of the diversity of the Word may be nccepted to be due to the di-
vorsity of the manifesting ageucies, in the shape of the palate, &e. (of
the different speakers).”

196-197, (True: the mistaken character of both notions ia similar ; but)
in the Satre (I-—i-~9) the fact of the simultaneity (of the cognition by one
man of & Word uttered by many persons) has beon urged against us (hold-
ing the cternality of Words); snd hence, it is only in accordance with thig
(case of many speakers and one hearer, as urged against us), that the Bha-
shya hiag asserted that “even though, &e.”

197-198. The notion of diversity of the Word, as being due to the
diversity of the place of its appearance (utterance), is got abt by means of
Inference. Whereas the notion (of recognition), that “this (Word) is the
gome (that I had heard from another person),” is got at by means of Sense-
perception (the sameness of the Word being recognised by the Auditory
Heuse); and ag such, this latter notion (being the more authoritative of the
two) rejeots the former (got ab by Inference). '

498,187 Tf is true that bobh these notions ave equally mistaken, and the explanation too
is the eame, Bub the Bhashye hag mot bronght forward the mistaken character of the
notion of singleness of place, becange this wanld be irrelevant; inasmucl sg the notion
of singloness is false in the case of many hearers and oue speaker,~—a ocase which has
not been touoched upon by the objector. The objector has only brought forward, in
the ninth Sitra, the case of many speakers and one hearer; and in this oase, it is the
notion of the diversity of place which is false ; and since such falsity can be proved only
when the movement of the Auditory Sense is not admitted, therefors the Bhdshya
“Yadi grotram, &o,” (p. 28), hus taken into considerntion this oage only in order to
moet the objeator on hig own ground.

197,198 T'hig meete the following objection : * What you say with regard to the olijec.
Yion urged in the ninth Sitra may be trne, Butbin the case of many hearers and only one
speaker there is a real diversity of the place of the Word (in accordnnce with your own
theory). And thus the pleoe being different, the Word must be agcepted as being difforent,
ag uttered by different persons?’ The Sense of the Kiriki is that Inference, however strong,
is always rot aside by a fact of Benge-perception, if tlis latter be contrary to the conclas
sion of the former. Inthe presentcase we have such a ¢ase. Therefore, sven if there be
o diversity of the place of the utterance of the Word, this cannot lead to the conelu-
sion that the Word iteelf is diverse ; since such a conclusion would go against a well®
estublished fact of Sonse-perception.
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198-200, Jast as Devadatta, thongh gradually passing from one place
to another, is not considered to be difforent (in different piaces) (simply be-
cause he is known to be 4 single pergon) j—so, in the same manner, & Word,
baving been known to be otie, cannot be considered as different (even when
uttered by different persons). And again, just as, being seen again and
agnin, Ddvadatta is not known to be different in consideration of the differ-
ence of the Jime (of his being seen); so, too, the Word cannot be considered
to be different, in consideration of the diffevence of the place (of its utter-
ance),

200-201, If it be nrged, that, “ (in the case of Dgvadatta) the fact of
his being recognised ag one is not contradicted (by the fact of his being seen
at difforont times) ; becanse, in this case, there is a certain sequence (and no
simultaneity, in the different times of his being seen) [whereas in the case
of the Word being nttered by a single person and heard by many persous,
there is simnltaneity, and ag such, contradiction is unavoidable],”—(then
we reply that) we may explain (the appearance of a single Word in many
places) on the ground of the all-porvading character (of the Word). And
for the sake of establishing « perceptible fact, the assumption of any char-
acter (or property) is allowable.

201-203. (In Satra 10) it has been argued that the Word is perish-
able, becanse it is modifiable; and in support of the premias, the objector has
cited the ¢ similarity ' (of the ¥ which is changed into %), and the ‘ anthority ’
(of Pinini who enjoins that ¥ followed by W is changed into 9). But the
authority (that he bas quoted) is ineffective (in supporting his premises);
hecanse the rule laid down by Panini is not such as that ‘ produce the letter
¥ by the modification of the ¥." '

203-204. Becanse it is only when the relation between Words and
their meanings has been established, that the rules of grammar are laid

200801 An all-pervading entity, though one, can be found in many places, like Akdgd-
Therefora in the case of the Word too, there i3 no contradietion.

“ The asgnmption, &¢.” How do you know that the Word is sll-pervading ? De-
canse we assnme such character of the Word ; hecause if this be not assumed, we cannot
explain the pereept.ibia faot of the single Word being uttered by different persons, at one
and the same time. And such asgamption is always allowable.

501.208 Thia considers Sitra 16: “The ya into which ¥ is always changed. is a
diffarent letter altogether, and not a modification (of the x)."

All that TaY gufg means is that when g is followed by wy, these twe lelters
are sot aside ond the letter sy is pub in their place. If the letter % wera held to be
prodiecsd by this aphoriam of Pipini's, then there could be no such letser hefore that rule
hiad been laid down.

208304 The Sitre g Hufy inlaid down with a view to regulate the use of the
letters ¥, ¥, 9, &. And as such tho letter § must have existed hefore the rule was
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down with a view to regulate the nse of those Words ; and (thsn i ﬂw mies
of grammar be taken to lay down the production of Words ), the relation (of
the Words and their meanings) cannot be regarded as established, prioxr
to the lnying down of the rale.

204205, While pointing out the correctness of “ Dadhi a,nd “Dadhya
—Jknown to be two different words,—the Sdira (* Iko yanaci” Pan, V1- 1-»77)
serves to point ont the general character of the word “Daedhi” (in compari-
aon to the specific character of “BDadhya”) with a view to show the (root)
form (of the word, .e., “ Dadhi”), and the (derivative) form of the words
i.6., “ Dadhya™), (a8 a particnlar word due to the following ac). And both
these are mentioned (in the Satra) as if they were one, for the sake of t‘.hﬁ
brevity (of expression) of the Castra (Vydkarana).

206-207, The word * Dedhi” having been mentioned (in another
Qiitra) as an accomplished word, would reject the word “ Dadhya’ brought
about by the aeh following (the 7) (becanse this latter is nowhere else men-
tioned as an independent word). And (inovder to avoid this contingency)
the presence of this (word “Dadhi”) is denied by the Siutra (* Iko yara-

"7y which means that in a place where the ‘¢’ is followed by an ‘ach’ we
should have the specific word “ Dadhya’™ and not the general word
“ Dadhi.”

207-208, What the Sitra means is that when the “i&” appears
(followed by “ac”) “Yan” is the correct form. And, as a matter of fact,
there never was any modifieation (in the matter).

200-211.  (Thus then, the anthorvity of Panini, &e., having been shmm
to be inapplienble to the theory of the modifieation of Words), the mere fact
of similarvity (between the ¢ and the ya, as urged in K. 102) is also shown
(in the Bhisliya) to be inconelusive (donbtful, as to proving the fact that
the case of i changing info ya is a case of modification). Specially as even
between the flower Kukde and Curd, we find a similarity (of whiteness)

comtemplated. 1If, on the other hand, the meaning of the Sitra he that one isto
produce (anew) the letfer ¥, then we will have to admit the non-existence of such &
Tetter (ns q) prior to the laying down of the rule.

204.208 One, who holds * Dadhya ” to be modified ount of * Dadhi™ will have fo admit
that the latter Word is not an accomplished Word in iteelf.  Thereforethe Sifra muss be
takeu to mean something else, And this meaning is that both words, Dadhi and Dadhya,
nre equally accomplished words by themselves ; and the Sifra is meant to show that both
these are distinot words; and with a view to this it meutions * Dadhi’ as the general
form, and © Dadhya” s & particular form, due to the specification of the following nch;
aud thos the SWtra does nob assert that ¥ is changed into %, but that both are
equally distinct forms, Aad “Dudhya” is not mentionod as an independent Word ;
bacause that would lead to the enunciation of all snch words ss ave included in the

Sitrs, when ik appears in ita present form; thag the clearness of the statement has been
gaorificed to brevity (by Pinini),
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(and certainly the flower is not a modifieation of the eurd). Ifit be arged
that the similavity in the latter case is not absolate (.., it is only partial),
~then, in the other case (of ¢ and yu) too, the similarity is only partial as
consisting ouly the sameness of the place of utterance. Thns then, both
these grounds (‘aunthority’ and ‘similarity’) having failed (with regurd to
proving the fact of « being modified into ya), the original argument (based
upon these, and urged in Salra 10) falls to the ground unsupporied,

211-212. The fact of the increase or decrease (in the intensity of
word-sounds) depending upon the (increase or decrease in the) canse (and
the consequent inference of the word as being a caused entity), is not
established ; inasmuch as neithera Word nor a Letter ever inereases (or de-
creases).

9212213, Because (a Word could be increased by the addition of new
Tetters ; and if new Letters were to acorue to the Word, it would cease
to be the original word ; and it would be either no Word ab all, or a dif-
ferent word altogether. '

213-214, And further the Letters having no parts, and as such,
being like the Akdga, they cannot nundergo either an increase or a decrease ;
and hence the increase could not belong to the Letters within themselves.

214.215. If it be urged that *“ we have an idea of such increase
(when the same Letter is pronounced by many persons, and we may base
our argument upon this idea of inerease),”-—then too your argument would be
coutradictory ; because we have such an idea (of increase) even in the
- oase of the Class “ Word”? (which yon too hold to be eternal and nncaused).
215-216. And just as the notion of increase or decrease of the Class

211,818  With this begins the explanation of Sétra 17: © (The incrense or docrease
of) the intensity (of word-sounds) belongs to the utterance.” (I—i—17), which meets
the srgument urged in T—i—11, _ '

312,818 If = be added to g& it ceasesto be a word, and if & be added to it, it
becomes a new word, -

918.818 This meets the following objection :  Without the addition of new Letters,
there may be an increase within the component Lobters themsolves.,” This too ie im.
possible; because what sort of increase can there he to any letter gha, fi. Gha will
remain & gha, and it cannot undergo any increase within itself.

314816 Fven in the case of a class (“ Word,” or “ Cow ” £i,), we have an idea of
its incroage when we find fresh individaals being included in it; e. g, we have an idea
of the elass * Word” having increased when we come to know new words. And if
this mere ides were enough ground for asserting non-eternality, then the class too wonld
have to be admitted to be a onused entity, and hence non-eternai, which cannot be very
palatable to the objecting Naiydyika. :

216.318 The increase that we are comscious of, when many persons are utbering
the same word, is the increase of the ntterance (and not of the Word), Beocause, whether
the speaker be one or many, the word * Ghata ” remnins the same,

S,
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dupouda upon the increase or decrease of ﬂm mdemduals (compoamg it),
—s0 in the same manner (the notion of the increase or dectease of word-

gounds) would depend npon the inerense or decrease in the (intensity of
the) utterance (manifesting, or vendering perceptible, the Word).

216-218. And further, yoar argument (as to the increase of word-
gouuds proving their non-eternality, &o.), is not conclnsive ; because, even in |
ordivary life, we come across cases where such inorease or decréase in addord-
ance with the increase or decrease of the cande or manifester is found to
belong to the manifosted object; as for instance, the face is found to in-
crease or decrease iu necordance with the increase or decrease of the size
of the mirror (reflecting the face). And this fact eannot prove either that
the face is not manifested by the mirror, or that it is produced by an ae-
tion of the mirror. [Soin the same mauner in the case of Words, the notion
of inorease or decrease depends mpon the incrense or decresse of the inten-
sity of the utterance manifesting the Word ; and thig fact cannot prove
either that the Word is not manifested by the utterance, or that it is pro-
duced by the action of utterance]. And there ean be no other action
productive [of the Word, save wlterance, aud hence, as it cannob he
ghown that the Word is produced by utterance, it can never be shown to ba
u caused entity, and hence non-eternal].

218-219, Just as in the case of (smch an eternal object ax) Akdga
when a large pit is made in the gmund we have an iden of the largevess
of apace (Akdga), and when the pit is small, we have a notion of its small-
ness,—so too, even when the Word is an a.‘nso}utv]y noeansed (and eternal)
entity (we conld have notions of its increase or deﬂmﬁe through the in-
crease or decvease of the utterances manifesting them). Thus then (it
must be admitted that) the idea of the increase of the Word (as urged in
Sulra 10) is a mistaken one, due to (the increase of) its appurteu&nces
(i.¢., the utterances rendering it perceptible to the ear).

220. As a matter of fact, we do not perceive either grossness (in»
orease of volome) or subtlety (decrease of volume) to veside in the Word.
The idea too, of the increase or decrease (of Words), is due to the intensity
or lowness of the cognition (hearing of the Word).

921.292. And as » matter of fact, we find that onr cognition of the
jar s extensive when it is lighted by a big light; and it is less extensive

830 Tn fact we have no idea of the increase of the Word either. When the Letter
i uttered by many porsons there i an intensity in the sound of it as hesrd; and this
intensity of the hearing (cognition) leads to the notion of the increase of the Word
itaelf.

331888 This shows that the intensity and lowness of cognition too depend upon the
intensity, &o., of manifesting agencies. So in the word too, the increase, &c., belongs
to the manifesting ufterance, © Length &c.” This meets the ebjection t.haf; if Words
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when it happens to be illuminated by a small light, And the length (short-
ness), &o., (of Liotters) are e proper tien of the utierance-—as shown abﬂve( ander
“ Sphota »y.

| 202-223. Obj. “ If either ( cougnnctmns, &c as) properties of the Air, or
the Air itself as possessing these properties (of conjunction, &e.), be held to
be (meant by) the word ‘ Sound’ (Ndda),~~then, as Letters alone are per-
ceptible by the Har, the sounds could not be andible by the ear (because Air
is only perceptible by the sense of tomch); and then, how could the souuds
of the conch-shell, &c., which do not consist of Letters, be heard ? '’

224.225. (With a view to sail clear of this ohjection) some people

hold that Sounds also (and ot Letters alone) are perceptible by the Ear.
And (these people hold that) these (Sonnds, as properties of the Air) are
urged along with the Air (by means of the conjauctions of the Air with
the palate, &e.), and finally affect the sense of audition (and produce &
change in it, which renders the Word aundible). And as these (Sounds
in airy vibrations) are perceived (heard) at the time of the henring of
Letters (as nbtered and manifested by those sonnds),~the above theory
cannot be said to contain the assumption of an imperceptible entity.

- 225.226.  Others, however, who hold to the view of Sound as pre-
viously expounded (in the Bhdshya), explain the fact of sounds (of the
conch-shell) being heard on the ground of the mutiplicity of winds.

226-228, Those (Ains or Sounds), that are urged (or set in motion)
by the conjunctions and disjunctions of the palate, &c., manifest (render

and Letbers were eternal, how could they be divided into long, short, &o. ¥ The senge ig
that these do not belong tio the Word or Letter, but to the ntferance.

223828 This objects to the assertion of the Bhdshya that * the conjunctions and dis-
junctions in the Air, manifesting the words, come to be known as ‘ Nide’ (sound).”
The genge of the objection i8 thus explained in the Nyadya-ratnilkara—=** If sonud be held
to be the conjunctions &o., of the Air, or tho Air itaelf as possessing these properties,
and if it (Bound or Nada) be not held to be in the form of a word,—then the Sonnd
cannob be held to consist of any Letbers; and it has heen held by the Mimdnsaka thab
Letters alone are perceptible by the Ear; therefore the Sounds that do not con-
sint of Letters—e.g., those uttered by the conch:shell, &c.,~~could not be objects of
audition ! But we do hear such sounds. How do yon explain this contradiction P

23585 T1f the Air were the manifester of words, then the Air being amenable to the
tactile sense alone, the above objection would apply to it; but as & matter of fact it is
not the air but the Sounds as properties of the Air that manifest words in the manners
described in the Karik@, Hence the objection is avoided. When people are making a
houge ob 6 distance, we hear only the souuds and no distinet letter or word.

238.298 “ Adeguate substrate.”—This meets the objection that since no Lebters ave
dintinctly cogvised the class * Word,” must be held to be at that time cognised as
without an adeqgnate substrote. The sense of the reply is that thongh no distinet Letter
ia heard, yetb, as all Letters ure all-pervading, they alwaya—whether digtinetly manifest-
ed or not—gerve pzadequate substrates of the class * Word,” And ns for the individuul



perceptible) a distinct Lietter ; and others (that ave not urged by such con-
junctions and disjunctions) only manifest the *“ Word” as a class, which
comprises all Letters; (and as such they can be audible). And as Letters
arve all-pervading, the olass (* Word" as manifested indistinetly by the
sounds) does mot fail to have an adequate substrate. Nor is this theory
open to the objection—*' in which individual Letters (ave the sounds of the
conch-shell, &c.), manifested ¢ "’ :

998.999, And it is these (sounds) that have been shown above
(under “ Sphota’) to follow the conrse of our conjunctions ; (and there it is
shown that) the difference in the degres (of the intensity) of these sounds
is due to tho maltifavious chavacter of the collations of these (sonnds),

920-250. O, these (sounds) may (be held to) form a distinet class by
themselves (included in the class “word’). And we can lay down the di-
versity in the capability of sounds, on the ground of the offects,~-just ag in
your own theory (of the non-eternality of words). ;

230.281, Obj: “Evenif the utterance be found to be for the sake of
otliers, what has that to do with the word itself, that this latter would be
eternal on that acconnt? -

231-232. ¢ Since we find tho fact of the nse boing for another's sake,
applicable to non-eternal objects—such as the lamp, cloth, ete.,—; therefore,
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fobter in which the sonnd of conch is to be manifested, any Letter may be beld to be
guch; since ull lotters are equally eternal and sll-pervading, Thovefore that which is
heard in the case of the conch-shell,is the class ** Word,” wherein no individeal word
has been manifested at the time.

998.9¢0 Tt has been shown under “ Bphota ” that even though the gounda be not aue
dible, yet the diversity of the degree of intensity—quickness or slowness of the ube
tevance of words—is regulated by the different degrees of the collations of sounds,
When many sounda—of &—ocollate together, then we have the acute u; and so on.

439-280 “ In the effects'’—wea find that sounds manifest words, and some mere indis-
tinet sounds, and hence we must admit of a diversity in the capabilities of gounds.

As o matter of Paeb souuds may either be the Air or included in the olass word.”?
If it be included in the class “word,” then since words are immaterial, no increage
could belong to them, and hence the word * ndda™ in the Satra must be taken to in.
directly indicate the Air of which these sonnds are properties. And it is as an explanas
tion of this indireot indication that we have the Dhdshya passage objected to, in Kari.
kas 283-228.

280.81 With this begins the explanation of the Sitra 18 which Jays down the Miman.
sakn theory of the eternality of sounds: “Word is eternal; because its utterance is for
the sake of others” (I-i-18). Karikas 230-236 embody the objections against the Sitra.
Beouuge the utterance is “for another’s sake,” that caunot lead to the conclusion “ Word
is eternal,”’ beoanse * being for another’s sake” is not a qualification of the minor term
“ word."

38103 This antioipates the Mimansaka agsertion that the Sitra means “Word is
aternal, bocause of its uttorance being for another’s sake,” The objection embodied in
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even if this (tho fact of nse being for another’s sake) be a proporty (of the
minor term “word "), yet, this cannot bhe any reason (for proving its ebor-
nality). ; -

232233, | “(1E Wy “dargane” you mean “ubberance” only, then, sicead
utterance cannot be fonnd anywhere excepb in & Word) there being no in-
stance similar (to yonr conclusion, your vessoning becormes invalid).  And
(if by “darcana” you moan nse,’! then) 'your ressoning becomes contia-
dictory, since in the case of atoms which ave obernal, we find no wuse at all
(either for others' suke or for one’s owo ; and as guch efernality cavnot be
said to be concomitant with the property of beaing used for another's suka).

283234, ““As for'the signification of the meaving, the Word would
do it by the mere fact of ity existonce (i.e., ad soon as the Word would be
attered it wonld at onca denote its meaning), even without any permanent
form of it (subsisting for any length of time);-—just as certain actions
bring: about cortain conjunctious, eto,, (by their mexe force, oven though
the actions do not persist for any length of time).

234-235.  “And the idea of words nsed previously is due to the re.
mombrance of past evonts,—just as we have a vemembranes of our past
deeds (which do not persist for any length of time). Therefore, the fact of
the word being used (now) eannot prove the fach of its having existed
before from time immemorial) j~just as the jur (which though found to
be used Bow is not ou that account held to have existed eternally).

235-236,  “ Just as when an object has once previourly been manifest.
ed by a cortain source of light,~-then if subsequently, it coma to be
illaminated by an altogother new source of light, it is perceived all the
same ;—g0 oo it conld be in the case of the Word,”

the Kariki meauns that in thakb onse, the argument is fanlty, Bocause the “ ubberance
of & Word’ is its wea by someone. And wo Hnd that even non-etornal objects arve ased
for the sake of others—such ag “lamp,” &¢., and such eternal objecta as atoms nrd not
found to be used for the sake of another, -

36-344 Thig meets tho argument of the Bhishys that if a word were not eternal, it
would not signify its meanirg.

%6438 The fact of one having an idoa of words used in the past cannot prove its
etornality, beeanse we have such remembranas of oven non-eternal entities,

85.%8  This meets the ohjection that unless the word be known to have a certain
signification (beforehand), it cannot afford any meaning (when heard,) Tho sonse
of the Karika iy that we do find in the case of objeots illuminated by & light, that when
once the object has been shown by means of one light, st gome futnre time, even an
altogether new light manifests it egually woll: 8o in the case of words, the abjeat
€ow, J. 4., may have been denoted by some other word at some past time ; and subso.
uently even if it come o be menbioued by a now name, it can be com prehended,

57



A0 | GLOKAVARTIRA.

036.237. The urging of the fanlts of inconclusiveness, &o.,againstthe
fact of the use (of words) being for auother's sake, is like employing
the fuel-burning fire to burn water. e A AN L

937.938. Becanse all these—Inconclusiveness, &o.~—can apply to in-
ferential arguments; whereas the argument embodied in the saira is in
the form of an Apparent Inconsistency, which does not stand in meed of
premises laying down correct velations betwaen the Minor and the Middle
terms. _ RN . S
938.990.  Tf the denotability of a word be shown to be possible only
when the Word is held to be also non-eternal (a8 well as eternal), or only
when it be non-eternal—~then alone can you bring forward any real
objection aguinst us. . : - iy

999.242, The Word having no particalar resulb of its own, we infer
from its denotative potency the fact that ib i subsidiary to the
signification  and comprehension of meaning, which, in its / turn, i
gubsidiary to the action (brought about by the words) * bring the
jar,”  which has @ definite rosult (the drinking of water &o., by the
person - addvessing the injuncbion). And then, when enguiring as
to whether eternality or non-eternality belongs. to  the Word, we
ought to admib of that one property (of the two) which doeg mot in any
way go angainst the primary factor (in the signification and comprehension
of meaning, to which the word is subsidiary) ; becauge it is not proper
to reject the primary result (bringing of the jar which would not be possible
if the meaning were not signified and comprehended) for the sakeof (any

934,881 lore beging the reply to the abave objechions. !

988.830 The argument based on Apparent Inconsistency can be shown o be fanlby
— when the inexplicability that gnpporta the argument is shown to be explicable other-
wise than by the acceptansa of the conclusion songht to be proved. And go loug as
the objector does not put forth another explanation of the denotability of words than the
one baged wpon it eternality, ony argument remaing nntonched. Decaunse our argu=
inent is simply that, since the denotability of a word is nob explicable, if it be held to
he non-sternsl, thervefore (by Apparent Inconsistenoy) the Word must be held to be
otornal. g ;
989848 Thero is a maxim to the effect that when gonething that hag noresnlt hap-
pans to be in the company of that which has a definite result, the former becomes gub-
gidiary to the latber ; honce the word is sabsidiary to the signification of meaning. Since
tho word hags the powoer of signifying & meaniag, the comprehension of which lends to
definite result, the word is agoertained tobe subsidiary to this result, indirectly through
Loing subsidiary to the comprehension of the meaning by the person nddressad.

1t is not proper, &o.”—1If we admit of non-eternality we cannob explain tho signi-
feation of moaning.  And it is not proper o admit of guch & property of the sabgidiary
(** Word ") as would go againgt the primary element ( somprohension of meaning). There-
fore the Word eanuot be held to be non-eternal. Because if the Word be nonselernal
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propari,y of) that (Worcl) which is suhmdm.ry to 1ba subgidiary (compre
hension of meaning). But if (the Word be held to be) perlsha,ble (non-
eternal), then this (the ra;ectlou of the pr;mm'y result) is what wuuirl
sarely happea. s

242.243. Because a Word, wlnoqe relatlon {with its me'mmg‘: hiad not
been (proviously) ascertained, cannot signify anything. Because if this
could be the case (¢.e.,if such a Word were to signify a meaning), then any

'prewous]y-unknowu (vewly- ccnnul) word would be cupable of signifying

any and every meaning. _

243-244.  Aud any such previous vecognition of its relabion (with
meanings) wonld not be possible if the Word were non-eternal ; inagmuch
as if it be established that its relation has been recognised, it is certain
that the Ward now used existed ab some time other than that when it
is uged (ab which other time its relation may have been ascertained).

244-245. ' Beranse that (Werd) of which the relation may have been
vecognised cannot be any other than that which is now found to he
significant (of a meaning, with reference to which it is now nttered ). For,
ii'tho relation (of the object cow) be ascertained to heloug to the word
“ Caw, "—the word, used to signify the cow, cannot be ¢ Horse.”

245-246. It it be held that, “even a Word other (than the one whose
relation with the meaning has been recognisod) would be capable of signi-
fying the meaning, through its own inherent (natural) aptibade,’—then, in
the absence of any fixed rule (as fo what Word will signify what meaning),
it conld not he aseertained which word would have & ocertain signification
(since the inherent aptitude of Words is not pevceptible to us).

246-247. 1f it bo nrged that, *“we could know the action (brought

about by the injunction) to be due to that word which is compreliended,

if cannob signily anybhing; and theu the person addressed will not comprehend the
injunction ; and hence he would not febch the jur, a.ud the person addressing would
havs no drink,

248344 T4 g carbain, &o.’--and this would lead to the eternali by of the Word ; as
will be explaiced under sifra 21,

#44.295  That word which is found to ba significant musb be the same whose
relation (with the meaning) hog been previously ascertained ;. otherwise, if the Word
now used wera not the one whose relation had been previously asesrtained, the presont
Word could not eignify anything, Anyway the two must be held ts bo identical. If
it is the word “ Cow ” that has been recogmsad to bear m relation to the cow, then
it must always be the same identical word ““ Cow ” thabt can be used to siguify the cow.

#0047 Before the word bas been ubtered thors can be no idea as to whether it
has been comprshended. And it is the nse (abttering) of the Word whieh shands in nead
of a previous recognition by the speaker of its relation with its meaning. And this
latter fach cannot lie explyived o be based upon the comprehension of the hearer. _
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—then, thiz may do for the heavers (who know for themaeh'c'n whaﬁ worr&q_
they comprehend), bub it canot do (explain the action of uttering the
word) for the speakers (who are not cognisgant of wha,f words have been
comprehended by his haarers, spaually, 5O 1ong € he ha.ﬂ nob ut‘ﬁered t"he
words ).

247.248. Because, not knowing that word wlnch 18 ca.pa,bie of sxgml’y-
ing the object he mesns toname, whab word would he nse in the bagmnmg
(i.c., before the time of its comprehonsion by the hiearer bas arrived) P And
if he already kunows it (the word as related o the meaning), than ib
must be admitted that it had been previously recognised by him (as
hearing & wvelation to the object, which he now seoks to signify by
that Word), And (as for the instance of premc&usly nnknown hg'ht,s.
showing objects, ag urged in Kiarviks 235-336), sinee thoe hghb ig smbmdmry
to the perception, we have a ma,mfesta.tmn, even when the source of thb',
is altogother new. | :

249-250,  1f it be held that,  the mezmmg of a Word (t.hcmgh new) is
comprehended through its similavity (with a pmvmusly kuown word )" -
then (we reply that) even bhrowgh similarity, the Word cannof signify e
meaning ; because (oub of the endless series of the word ¥ oo w," pronouneed
since time immemorial) through' ¢he similarity of which one, shall we fix
upon the signification of another? Because all these are equal, in that
none of them have the relution thh the ob_lecb rewgmsad prekusly ( to .
their heing uged). :

250-251, If it be urged that * the word (fcow’ ¥, 1) a8 hea.rd ﬁmt.

541,243 The action of light dues not gtand in naad of a.ny pravmm; rafmgmhon ot‘
the light, since the light iz only an aid to perception, In the perceptwn of an ob;eet.
it iy the percepbion that is the primary eloment ; and we do not care whebher the light
is known or unknown ; any light will equally illamine an ob;ect wherens in tho case
of the word, its previous recognition i abgolutely neceasm‘y, a8, unlegs tba Bpmker.
knows the Word fo have a certdin meaning he cannot nge it ; and unless He uses ir, the
heurer eannob comprehend ity and nuless the heaver comprehends the Wnr('[ He
cavnot act in accordance with the words addressed o I:um, and hanee there would h»e nu"
action (fetehing of the jar, fu). j : iy

49360 Phe sense of the objection id that the word that iy now uttered has tmt beau.
previously known to have any relation, = Its meaning is compmhendeﬂ on accont of iis
resamblance to another word used and known from befora,  The Iatter part of this first
half and tho mecond half reject this theory; because there is no fixed ruls' a8 to the
similarity of what particular Wvord would regulate the signification of & word, The
objection means that the word “ cow ” ag now uttered js albogother c'll&emnh from the
same word nitered at some other time, and the two are only similar; and the signi-
fication of one would be regulated by that of the other,

#50.%51 ' The sense of the objeation ia that the word © cow * whon heard ﬁrst of ali
wos ‘understood to have its denotution’ consist in tho cow 3 and so anbsaqucnbly
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'nf u]l was cmupraheuded to bave a meaning;''~then ( we reply), how can

that' (previously recognized Word) persist for such a long time ? And
(even granting that snob continuanee and cognifion of ity similariby are

possible) as a rule, n Word does nob conie to be known to have a definite

meaning, until it has been heard and comprehended twice or three times

(at the very least).

251-252, &nd aguin, for s man (hearing the Word * cow " for the
first time, a,nd as such) not knowing any other words (“cow” as pro-
nounged by people bofore his hearing ' of it, and hence being unable to
recognise any s;mllurtby), the word is meaningless ; and ab the same time,
for those that have heard other such words (ag pronounced by persons in
the past) it has a mea.umg-—-a most eurloua (collocation of coutradictory
properties), -

| 202-253. If it ut’ged that, “ (af all tmxes) the Word has meanmg,
Whlch i8 not. compmhenu'led by some people (who hear it for the first

'-1;1ma), ,-f—tlxan the same may he said with regard to the subsequent use of

the same Word, ~and a3 such, why should the signification be waid to be
through smnla,uﬁy (of prevmualy- hoard words) ? ;

whenever ona comes gerods the word “ cow, he a.t onee rneogmaes its similarity
with 'the previonsly knowa “oow”; aud the remembrance of the meaning of this
littor brings about the compreliension of the present word *cow.” The sense of
the reply is thut fhe word ae soon ad it is heard is destroyed; and so it ecould
unot, persist till the ocesgion of the’ gubsequent hoaring of Ghe same word 3 and as

ench) it being uﬂn~snaﬂng, how conld we be cogniginb'of any similarity with it ?  The

speond half means that the very data on which tho objeckion is based i# faulty ; in-
asmuch as any word, when heavd for the firat time, 14 not known as having a meaning ;
the fact being that when we hear the word for the first time we do not know its mean.
ing at all, until it is explainad to ne,  And when we have had such sxplanations, ab least
twioe ov thrice from old people, then it is that we come fo connect that Word with its
particnlar signifioation,

451.36% ¢ Not knowing, &o. » 7 Tlli‘l]ﬂ basged npon the objector’s bheory that thero ave
many sach wordy as  cow tha word pronounced ab ong time hem_g diffevent from the
same wordsas pronounced ab gome othor time. And a man who henrs the Word for the
fivst time does not know the word as pronounced previously by other pamona. “ Cong,
tradicbory properties’’—The same word being both mounmg}eas and ha.?ing a ‘moaning
at oue and the same time.

M8 | The meaning of the ob;eciswn s that even for one who hears the word for
the first time it is nof meaningless. And henece there is no conbradiction of properties
The wense of the reply ig that justas when one hears the word for the fivst time ha
does not know the meaning, though othera know it ; o too one conld oxplain the gigni.’
fieation of the word when heard subsaquently, as beiug natural to the word (a8 you hold
in the oage of the word when fivst heard, whore yon assert that the ‘menning is natioal bo
the Word, and fails to be known by the hearer only on nceodnt of 4 certain deficioncy in
the heaver liimself) ; so in the case of snbsequently-heard words too, we could hold the
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253-254, 1f it be held thnt “ the Word would be meamrrgleas tnt'-
those who have not heard any previous (utterances of the same) Word,"—
then, since this fact (of being heard for the first time by people who have
never heard 1t nttered before) 13 common also to all prevwns wowis, all
words would come to be meaningless. |

254-255. And further, that Word which is cogmsed by people who
have heard it previously, a8 being similar to (and as guch sabordinate to)
the previously-heard Word with a meaning,~wonld be the pnn{-lpa.l (or
primary) factor for those who have not heard it before. And this (douhle
contradictory character) is not possible for one and the sare Word,

255256, By the clanse * it has bae'n e'xpla,insd " the Bhishya rofers to
all the argnments that have been brought forward (under * Sambandhdikshé-
paparihara ) against the creabion of the relation (of Words and their
Meanings). And if the Word itself be held to be nou-eternal (and created
by speakers), then the explanation (of the relation cf Words and. Mmmnga)
becomes all the more difficult.

256-258, Becanse how can a.ny relation be ereﬂ.ted (t.e Taid dnwn)
without the utterance of the Word ?  And that (word) which has been
pronounced and immediately destroyed (s held by you) can have nothing

meaning to he natural to the word; and we can sgsert the non-comprehension of gome
pecple to be due to some deficienoy in fhemselves ; and thus all the words wonld come.
t0 have meanings natiral to them ; and there would be no renson for holding the cognia
tion of the signifioation of a subsequent word to be due to the remambrunue of its simi-
larity with a previously-known word.

3t8.26¢ The sense of the reply is thal whenover a word is utlered there are al-
ways some men who hear it for the first time, And hence, if the Word were o be
meaninglegs far those who hear it for the first time, then all words would beo meunmg-
lesa.

856965 Both partiey agree in thinking the Word nttered t6 bo one ancl the same
for all hearers; and as such one and the same word cannot poss:bly be both pmmmy
auid secondary at one and the same time.

%5.88  In the Bhishye the objector is made to say that the relation of the vmrd and
its meaning wmay be held tobe a caused one, laid down in the begianing of the world. Aud
to this the Bhashys replies that thig theory has besn ulr_eady' refuted under. ""Sq,mbaﬂ ¥
* dhdksheparikira,” Fven when the word is held o be non.eternal the croation of its
relation with meaning has been shown 6o be impossible, . And when the word is held
to be efernal, thea the creabion of its velation with menunings becomes all the more im-
possibla,

266358 Tf the Word be held fo be destroyed as soon as \h ig utbered, then when lay
ing down the relakion of a Word, as soon as the Creator would pronounce the word it
weonld be destroyed, and ag tho same word when uttered subsequently you hold to be
diffevent from the previonsly-uttered word, and the relation hug been laid down by the
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to do with the relation. Therefore the Word, nttered for the fivst time,
having been immediately destroyed, withont hayving its relation (with its
meaning) expressed,-~it would be meanivgless ; and then, how could the
 game Word, when uttered subsequently, be cognised to have & meaning.?

258-259. The nctions of uttering the Word, the ereation of its rela-
tion (with its meaning), and its nsage (in accordance with this) being snch
as to occur one after the other,~~who could do all these (three actions) all
at once (as held by the other party) ?

259-260, - For those people, who exist at a time and in a place other
than that (time of creation wherein the relation of words and meanings is
Leld to be laid down by the Creator),—prior to his hearing of the snbse-
quent utterance of the Word, therea cannot be any such one Word as has its
relation created.

260-261. The theory, that the relation is asserted (and not createﬂ)
for such people, is alio to be rejected in the same manner. Because the
assertion cannot possibly belong to a Word (uttered ab the beginning of
oreation and) which has since been desbmyed or i& non-existing, or
exists only at the present time (i.e., the one that is heard by Lhe present
hearer).

961-262. 'Which word would the apeauLar declare 'to the hearer, as
having a certain meaning,~—when he (the speaker) caunot utter the Woul
which be himself had heard at some previous time (to have that meox-
ing) P

Oreator with regard to this latter, the laying down of the relation would be ngeloss, ag
its substratnm in the shape of the previously-uttered Word will have been destroyed,
and there would be nothing for whoese sake you wonld regnire the relation,

#08.859  The ubtering of the Word is not possible withont a knowledge of the rela-
tion; noris the laying down of the relation pogsible withoat the nttarance of the Word-—
& case of mutnal inter-dependence.

%69.260 Fyen though it were posgible for t.he relation of a Wmd to be laid down at
the begininng of creation, yet those people who like us, happen to live at a time dif-
ferent from that, bear only subsequent ntterances of the word; and as this subsequent:
Word has not ifs relation laid down,——that which has its relation laid down being tho
first utterance of tho word which has been dastruyed ~~for such people no word wonid
have any meaning atb all,

280481 The assertion made at the beginning of creation could not apply to the
Weord thab is heard at the present time. :

881.383 The speaker heard the Word long ago, as having & certain meaning
and this word ig, acecording to you, destroyed as goon as nbtered ; and hence he cannot
gpeak of this word, at any subsequent time, to have the meaning ; therefore what could
that ward he which the speakex conld speak of as having the meaning ; the only word
“gow " of which he himself knew the meaning has been destroyed, and of any other
word “ cow " he hiwaself does nob know the meaning. .
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262263, Specially as he does not atter the Word having the meaning
(i.e., the one with reference to which the .rel_ﬁti'qﬁ-'_o-f'- a definite meaning
wag laid down by the Oreator, aud whick wag destroyed immedintely atter
it had been ublered by Him). '~ And if he were to utter a word similar to
the original one haviag the raeaning,—then such a word eannot be recog-
nised by the henrer to be similar to the original word having the meaning;
inasmuch as this latter is not known fo him ;aad the new word (that is
hoard by him) itself bas no meaning (because the meaning has been laid
down to Belong to the oviginal werd uttered by the Creator). R
264, Avd when one who is @ speaker now becomes the hearer at

some fubure time, then too, tho same difficulties wonld appear -L-becaﬁﬁe the

Word which he kuows to have a meaning' is not the one that he hears
uttered by others, according to you). And thus for all speakers (and
Lioarers) no Word can haye any meaning, il sl kA S R
964-265, It may be possible that the relation of a gertain Word is
created at the begiuning of Creation. Dub sinbe we have never been cogni-

aont of this Word (as created witha meaning), how eonld we have any
notion of similarity with this (original Word) (of any sabsgguent Word that
we may hear spoken) ? e e Al
265.266. Obj :~=* But the original word (as atterod by the Creator) has
boon fully comprahendedand ascertained by pevsons (Rapila, &e. ) prosont ab
that timo; and £rom the uses made (of the word) by these porsons, we infer
the sthole series of similar words (beginning from the original word and
ending with word heard by us af the present time; and this notion of
gimilarity with the original word, would bring back to our mind's eye,
the original meaning as fixad by the Creator).” : di
266.267,  Reply : 1f this theory be admitted, then all the objections and
arguments, urged (ander * Sambandhalbshapaparihara’’) against the theory of
the oreation of the relation of Words and Meauings (by (Jreator); crop up
(since thoy apply equally to the theory just propounded) ; wiz: that if such
bo the case, then we should have to remembor the similari ty of the present
Word to the original word ; because the ‘comprehension of the meaning
of the present Word depends upon such remerabrance (of the similarity of
the original Word,) (and suoh renembrance is not possiblo, ilmsmuch'us we
never hear the orviginal Word), and so forth, i _ i
068.269. TIn the case of an objoct, which hag subsequently conre ko
differ from its oviginal form, ity similarity (with this original form)
heing traced out to a great distance (through all the ondless series of such

243.289  And hence oven granting your theory, the time snd space intervening
hetween tho ereation and the present moment is o great, thal even if thers were &
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objects intervening botween the original form and the object before us),
uadergoes slight differences (with every imtervening object), and finally
disappears slmost eatirely. And snch would particularly he the case with
words, in the case of which great differences sre brought about by the
- slightest ohange of tone, consonant or vowel s—-e.q., in the case of such
words as “pald” (bouse), mala” (garland), * béla' (time), snd “ gila,
(stone) and the like. iy ' |

269-270. If we were to arrive ab conclusions through mere similavity,
then there would always be a chance of mistaken notions: eg., having
perccived the relation (of concomitance) between smoke and fire, we would
infer the (existence of) fire from (the existence of) vapour (because the
Iatter is similar to smoke in appearance; and such inference could onlv
be mistaken).

270-271. If some one were to say “let it beso” (:‘.a., “the compre-
hension of meanings of words may be mistaken—that does wot tonch our
pomtmn, the whole usage of the Word may be mistaken, but that does not
affoct the non-aterna.hty of the Word ”),~—(we reply) bub it is not so (1.,
the comprehevsion of cerfain meanings of Words is not a mistake) ;
becanse we do not find an ything that _rejécta the comprehension ns mistaken,
And if it be nrged that,—thiz (abseuce of & megative fact)  estab-
lishes the correctness (of the comprehension of Words throngh the simi-
larity of these with the original Word) ”,~~then (we reply that) (if the
mere absence of a negativing fact were the sole criterion for the correctness
of anidea) then the non-difference (identity) of Words would be established

 Awivce this idea of sameness of the word *cow ' as used now, and that
used al some other time, is also due to the similarity between them s and

we have no more reliable facts that would deny this sameness).
271-272.  And further, is the similarity (between Words) somet.hmg
different from the individuals themselves, or is it non-different from them ?

similarity of the original .word with words used in the begining of the world, thix
‘would have long disappeared in the endless number of words intervening between
the original and the present words, The last half of the Kirika gives instances of dif-
ferences prodaced in words by the slightest change of a vowel or a consonant,

#9410 There is a similarity between *¢ald ' and “mdls,” and on the ground of
this similarity the one would be taker to mean the other.

YI0¥L  Wa do mot find, §e.~~we do not admit any fach to be a mistake unloss we
find that there are certain other more roliable facts that deny the former. And s wa
have no ench rejection of the s:gmﬁoanoa of words, this cannot be gaid to be miginken,
The fach is that, as in the absence of a negativing fact, any flwﬁ eaunof be said to be
wrong, it mnsb necessarily be accepted to be right.

. The samenes¢ of this word “ Cow ” used now aund thet used at gome ot.hm fuu»:n, is
~not palatable to the othor pariy.

88
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and is this eimilavity one or many ? And, laatly, is’ it eiarna! or ncm-
eternal ¥ .

272-273. If if be different, one a.nd eterrnal then it is only a.not.her
way of postulating & class (“gatva ' £i, which would be the common
ground of similarity among the individuals) (and the possibility of such
classes we have alveady rejocted above). And if it be held to be non-dif-
ferent, non-eternal and many, then this comes to the same theory as above
(namely the theory of the non-eternality of Words, which too we. have
already rejected),

273-274, And if the smnla.mby be held to be somethmg nonndlﬁerent
from the individuals (Worda), one and eternal,~then this would mean the
eternality of the individual (Word) itself ; and this is just what we seelr.
to establish.

274-275, Similarity consists in the exisbeuce of common -COnsbxtuemt
parts; and no such similarity is possible for you. Because such (similarity
of Wordg) would be possible only if the letters (constituting the Warﬂs)
weve identical ; and soch identity you do not admit of. .

275-276. The postulating of such classes as * gopabdatw,” " gatw. -
&o., has been vejected bofore (under * Sphote’); (and henee you cannot
base the notion of similarity between two utteérances of the same word
upon any such clasges). Consequently (it must be admitted that) it is the
individual Letters themselves, thab are eterna.l and significant of the
meaning. :

276-277. I‘or us the word *“ ga” (‘““eow ") is eterna.l and people have
an ides of the cow from such vulgar deformations of it as ‘*‘ gavi,” &e,,
only when it follows the original (correct) word (*7¢”); and such com-
prehension is doe to the incapability (of the speaker to utter, and of the
hearer to comprehend, the original correct form of the 'Word).'

816870 Bimilavity consists of the existence of the same donstituent parts; Lat.tera
are the constituent parts of Words ; thorefore the similavity of Words weans that the
Letters contained in one Word are identical with those contained ia the other—i.e., the
Jetter gha ocourring in the word ‘“ ghata ” a8 pronounced at one time, must be idantical
with the letter gha ocenrring in the yord “ ghata ” as pronounced ab g different time,
It is only when theve is an identity of constituent Iettors that any wordy can be held to
be gimilar. But since you deny such ideuntity, you cannot have gimilarity.

#16.277  Tn the Bhishya an objection is raigsed thage‘* just as even from the word
‘gavi’ we get ab the idea of the cow, simply becanse it is similar to tha word ¢ go,’
8o aven if thers be a glight difference between the word origionlly pronounced by the
Croator and the Word as pronounced before us, the signification wonld be sall right.” The
reply given is that the eternal denoter of the cow is the word “ go ' ; and vven where a
man utters the word ** gdvi,” his desire ig to utter the word * go,” Wb boing incapable
of pronouncing the gorrect form, he atters the vaolgar form *g4vi,” And this vaolgar
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277 27’8 Beeauae if the denotation (of the cow by the word ¢ gavi ")
were due to its gimilarity (with the word o ”_), then we would certmnly
. have the idea (of the caw) from the word ** guwra V" (which is more like * go'’
t;han “gadvi ). Therefore we do not vejech this (4.¢., the comprehension of
the conw frmn the word * géivi ”'),~~because, as a matter of fact, this com.
prehension i due really to bhecorrect word “ go " -itself (as explained in
Karika 277 ). -

278-279, Obj : (T‘ven t‘nangh the Letters be eternal) since the arrange-
ment of the letters (in n word) is non-eternal, that which signifies the
meaning cannot be eternnl.  Beonuse it is the Word that is held to signify

‘the meaning, and the cognition of this (Word) depends upon the arrange-

-
g

ment (of Letters composing it),

279-280.  “ Sinee the Lietters are all: 'pervading, the order (or arranges
ment) canuot be inherent in them. Aund amw the order (of the Letters in
a word) depends upon ubbemncc, which 1 1& ‘non-sternal, therofore it cannot
be eternal. - : Nk

280.281, * And becuusa bh’e atteranve, or the order follows the will
of the speaker, therefore it depends upon the person, (and ws anch cannot
be eternal). Therefore the (establishing of the) eternality of Lotters is as
useless (for proving your theory of the eternality of Words), as the eter-
nality of atoms,

281-282, ¢ Justas, even though the atoms are eternal, yetthe jar, made
up of these (atomg), is not eternal,~-so, in the same manner, even though
the Letbers arve oternal, yot the Word (raade up of these Letters) may be
non-eternal.

282-283. “ Nor are Tmtbers, w1bhout a certain arrangemant (or order),
known to signify (any meaning), And it is the particular arrangement of
Letters that we call a ¢ Word ’; and hence the aforesaid (non-eternality
of Words). _ :

- 282-284. ¢ Those (Vaiyakaranas), who hold the Word to be something
(namely ‘sphote’) other than the Letters, which is independent of the
order of these,—for these people alone can tle theory of the oternality
of Words be of any nse.”

284- 285. Rﬁply But we do not admit of the Word being only a
form gives us an idea of the cow, only when we know that the man means the word

“go.” and not because the word ' gavi ” is similar to the word * go."
438.28¢ It may he possible for these poople to prove the eternality of the sphoia

- which they hold to be independent of the non-eternal order of Letters, But ad the

Mimingaka holda the Word to be nothing more than a particular arrangement of the
Letters, he cannot establish its eternality.

#38.886  The Word does not consist solely of #he arrangement, but of both the
arrangement and the Letters.
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purticular arr mfgemmb (of Letbora). Becausﬁ the Hl“l'&ngemeu{ 18 hot
found fo sxgmfy the meamng, il 1Ir h&s smy other aubatmha (thsm tha
Lietters). :

286, Therefore it is only when bobh (tha Mmg@ment and ﬂmg
letters) oxist, that we have that which signifies the meaning (ov object) ;
(and the question is) whether this (that signifies the moaning) consists of
the Liprters as endowed with a certain armngemeut or of the Ammﬁ&mam
ag loeated 4w (belonging to) the Letiers. ! i Y

247286, And does it require any argoments to pmvn that the.
Arrangement is subordinate to those to which it belongs (i.e., the Lotters)

Decanseo the Arrangement is only a property of the Letters, and is nob
held to be a distinet entity by itself. Therefore (it must be admitted
that) that whick sxgmﬁea the mea.nmg is the Latters as percmwd v(m n
eortain ovder of sequence). . - -

288-290. But, as a matter of 'fact the Arra.ngemenﬁ to'o is mot cau@e&-
(vnd hence non-eternal); as it is always admitted by us as an already
aceomplished fack, Because, the speaker does uot use the Letters (as
eonstituting a ' Word) in the order of his own choice; he nlvmya utters a
Word in the same way (following the same sequenco of Letters) aa it is
utbored by others. And other (subsequent) speakors too promounce it in
thesame order. So we have the eternality of the (Arrangement of Letters)
also, just as we have that of the relation (of Words with their meanings).

290-201, 'Thus then, thongh the Arrangement is unchangeably etev-
nal (de. eternally complete within itself), yet it is eternal in its usage.
And we have only to reject, by all means in our power, the fact of ren being

41.457  When it is possible for the primary entities, Letters, thewselves to bs the
sigmifier, it is not right to attribute the power to a subordinste element; the .mri-a.nge.
nentc  And tbas ib is the Letters themselves, as ocourring in a certain order, that form
thal dwhich signifies the meaning : viz: the Word; and gines the Letiers ave éﬁerna&,- the
Word mugt also ba go. :

%88.290  Fven the Armngement of Letters we are never oonscieus of oraatmg.
Weo alivays accept the particular order of the letters gha and ta ag an accomplished fact,
and never know of any time at which this oxder of the Lattera way ha,we beeu erented
for the firet time.

The argunments, advanced abom to prove the atsmahty of t.ha relation between
Words and their meanings, serve also to prove the oternality of the arrangement of
of Letters composing a Word, Jnst as we do not knew ef any, originator of the said
relation, 80 we do not know of muy originator of the partieslur ayrangement of Letbers,

490351 The second balf of the Kériké means that whether the Arraugement be
unohangeably eternal or sternal enly in its nsage, yet it sorves to prove thatb it does vog
depend upon the ehoice of the speaker; and this is all that wa seek toprove with & view
o prove the eternslity and the uancaunsedness of the Veda, :
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iudependent (with regm'd ko the significations of Wm'c}s, and hence of the
 Veda). o
991.292,  Obj: “(If an euhty ean he eternal, even if it, be mot nn«
changeable) then you could have the eternality of Letters, even withont
unchangeahility (and as such, why should you hold the letters to be un-
changeable ) '’ Reply: It is ouly when the Letters are (unchangeably
eternal) that thers can be an appesrance of an (eternal) order (of these
Letters), based upon usage. Just as it is ouly when the atoms are eternal
that it is possible for the jars &c. to be made out of them.

. 998.  Because in the absence of these (eternal Letters) we conld not geb
&t any arrangement, which, without the Letters, could have no substra~
tam. And it has already been proved that there are no parts to Letters,
as the atoms are (of the ordinary material objects).

294, That “ I am nttering only such Letters as have been already,
uttered by others™ ig the idea in the mind of every speaker; and this
carries us to the Bternality (of Letters and their Armng‘ementa).' And
there is no other charvacteristic (in the Letters).

1295, And we have already rejected the theory of any such class

993 ST} hue been proved,” &ce—-Thig is added in anticipation of the objection that
o bha arrangement may have for its substrate the constituent parts of the Letters, juat
#a the substrate of the jar lies in the congbituont atoms.” The sense of tho Kirika ia
that Letters are complete in themeelves without any parta.

9%  This anticipates the objection that, © even withont accepting the Lettors to be
eternal, we conld explain their srrangement, or sequence, o be due fo the sequence of
the conjnnckions and disjuuctions of the palate &c.; that is to say, the gequence of
Letters would be regulated by the order of their uiterance by us” The seuse of
the reply is that whenever we pronounce n word, we mvnrmbly ha.vo tiw idea that m'
pronoancing it we me uftering the same Letters and fu the same order ns those
pronounced by othiers, And since all men have the same idea, from times immemo-
vial, such an idea leads tv the notion of the eternality of Letters and their axrange-
manbs. \

And t?wrl__: is no other characteristic, &e. This anticipates the following objection ;—
' When such is the idea in the mind of all apeakers, it 'ni_emw that all Arrangements and
Words ars recognised to be the same as those nttered by others, And since the ground
of the Eternality of Letters too is the same fact of their being so recoguised, then, why
should you not hold the Arrangement to be as unchangeably oternal as the Letters
themselves # 7  The sense of the veply is that when the Letters are known tobe sternal
these letters serve as marks whereby we recognise the Words to be the snme ag nsad'
by others. But in the Letters there are no such marks; henee the difference between
the eterunlity of Letters and Words.

4%  There ¢an be po homogencity or similarity between the word ¢ Qow ” e
uttered by us now, and a8 henrd by nein the past. Aad therefore their reeogoition as
being the same can be explained only if they be held to be one and the same.,
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(as “ gatea’") or & similavity (which would include all® ga's ’) And were.
you fo put forward a homogeneity based npon (their belonging to) the
class ¢ Word, " then that would be equally &ppllcable to all other words
as well.

296-297.  And justas the jar &e. are found to be rendered of use thmngh j
a single cause (in the shape of the class “Clay ") so too, we could explain
the ntterance of Lietters in a certain ovder (when pronouncing a Word) (as
being due to a single canse in the shape of a class, like the ¢ palate” &¢.).
We find in all pergons the class * palate” &e. (which include the palates
&e. of all spenkers); and it is through these, that the Speaker gives out
diffevent sounds (pronouncing Letters either loug or short &e.). -

298.  And the canses of the ntterance (or manifestation) of the Word
are either the mutually exclusive classes of these *gounds—which
operate upon each particular Letter—or the individual sonnds themselves
as belonging to (manifested by) the aforesaid vlasses (** Palate” &o.).

299, And the order of the utterance of these Sounds is regulated by
the orvder of the Conjunction and Disjunction of the palate &o. (with the
tongue) as operating towards the utferance of particular Letters. And
Hternality belongs to both (the * Palate''&c. and the “ Sounds b 0
account of the classes (“ Palate” and “ Sound "&o.). '

800. Just as in the case of certain movements (for mstanep), wo
have an order of sequence, which is regulated by the class “ nction” as
inhering in the particular actions of the Movement,~—so, in the same
manner, we could also explain (the order of seqiience) as belonging to
the sounds as produced by the Conjunctions d&e. of the palate &e. (this
order being regulated by the class “Palatal ™ &e. as inhering in each
partioular sound). :

301, Or (even if there be no such class as “ gounds ), the individual
sounds themselves, being extremely subtile in their nature, might manifest
the properties of a Class, And it is throngh this (the order of sequence
of Soundsas due to that of the Conjunction &e. of the Palate &e.) that we
come to recognise an order of sequence in the case of Letters, even though
these latter are, by nature, all-pervading (and 48 such would ex:stevery«
wheve and conld not have an order of sequence). ;

802. Thus it is that the Letters, following up (taking up) all the

98 Each Letter of a Word is manifested by a distinot sound (uttered throngh the
palate &e.),—whether this sound be taken as a clasd, ino}uding' all snch sounds, or only
as an individoal affecting that particular ntterance.

899 That Letter which is first operated npon by the action of the palate &e., i
uttered fixat, and g0 on, the sequence of Letters ia to be explained,
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oternal properties of the sounds ubtered (aud thus forming a wm d), come
to signify the object (said to be denoted by the Word)

303-305. Th_a ovder of Words, and the shortnasa, length and acuteness
&e. (of the vowel sounds) only mark the different divisions of time; and
thereby they come to qualify (or specify) the sounds,  And Time is one only
and eternal ; and yet it appears as if divided, just as Lietters (each gf which
is one and eternal, and yet appears as if it were made np of different parts) ;
and as such it comes fo be manifested in connection with all entities,
through the foree of particular canses. And when ib comes to be mani-
fested in connection with the Letters (composing a Word), it becomes a part
and parcel of the (means of) Comprehension (of the meanings of Words).
And singe ita form is perceptible elsewhere also (i.e., in connection with
entities other than the Word), it must, in itself, be regarded as eternal.

306, Thus then, it must be admitted that these (the order of Letters
and Length &o0.) ave not any non-eternal properties of the Word, Hence
also the Word must be accepbed as proved to he eternal, even for those
who maintain the eternality of Letters.

307, Kven properties, in reality belonging to one thing, at times, '
come to belong fo others, just as the fleetness of the horse (ig im-
parted to the rider) (and hence thongh Oxrder &o. are properties of the
sounds, yet they come to help the Letters in the signification of their
meaning). And as for the ground of (holding) the eternality of all these
(Letters, Words &e.), wo have * Apparent Inconsistency ” (as shown above).

308-309. Even if the Word be held to be an impartite whole (in the
shape of the Sphota),—inasmuch as it could be manifested only by certain
means (such as wtierances) occurring in a certain order, it would depend
upon persons (upon whose ntterance alone it could be heard) ; and as snch it
would have no inherent absolute validity (since all facts having a purely
homan origin are only of doubtful validity). And we do find this to be the
case in the case of sentences,—even for those who hold the sentence also to
be an impartite whole (in the shape of Sphota.) Thus (it is concluded that)
we hold the eternahﬁy of Words, only because certain facts (the significa-
tion of certain meanings by certain Words) eannot he explained otherwise.

310, That property, by means of which the Word comes to be nsed

803.805  The anthor now proceeds to prove the nnchangesble eternality of the Word
in another way. :

£08.80%  In the case of sentences, their validity is always doabtful, dependent, as it
is, on the character of the person uttering it.

80 The author now shows that the sifra may be interpreted as an Inferential
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for another's sake, serves as the basis of an Iuferentinl reasoning,—-and
this property is explmned to he its dependence npon the velation (tha.b the
Word bears to its meaning. )

811. The sitra does not seek to lay down the (ml’erentxa.l) a,rguu»
ment (in its proper form). Both the sifra and the author of the Bhashya
only explain (lay down) a fact (viz, that of the Word beiug used for ano:
ther's sake) which is capable (of leading to the proper Inferantw.l amgu-
ment, ag shown in the last karika.) !

312. The Inferential argument in its proper t‘orm is here l&ld -
down, thus: Word is eternal,~like the classes ¢ smoke,” '“ Cow,"” &e.,—
‘bocause it signifies & common object (4.e., its signification is comprebended
by all men equally), while depandmg upon a comprehenswn of its relntwn
{ with that object). __

313. Evenif the Class be held to congist of either the neqation of athars
or of stmilarity ( of many individuals ),~-yet, inagmuch as the Indwlduals
themselves (mdwldually) cannot consbxtube the Olass, ﬂ.ll CI&SSG& must
be' eternal,

314-315. Or, the fact of “ the Word bemg used for a,nother & aaka
(as mentioned in the sitre) may be taken as pointing the self- conbmdlc_--
tions (in the theory of the non-sternality of Words): A proposition is
asserted, simply with a view to have its meaning comprehended (by others) ;
and it has alveady heen proved (under “ Sambandhikshépa " ) that a non-
eternal assertirn canuot signify any meaning. Therefore, inasmuch agd
your own assertion (that “ Word is non-eternal ) signifies a meaning, it
cimnot but be eternal; and as such you have (in your own assertion) the
denial of the non-eternality (of Words).

316. If the other party, after admitting the capability of Words to
signify their meanings, seek to ostablish their position (as to the non-eters
uality of Words), such non-eternality would be rejected by his own pre-
vious postulate (that Words signify their meanings, which has been shown
to be impossible, if Words be not eternal). '

argument explained, as it ia, in the Kavikd. The meauing of the sitre heing, “ Word
is eternal, "’ because it stands in need of its relation with meanings, whereby it comes
to be nsed for ancther’s sake, wluch could nok be posslhln, if the Word had no relation
with itg meaning.

518 This anticipates the cb;ectmn that in the above Inferential argnmenﬁ the
instance cited—-that of Olasses—is not right, becanse in that case the argument wounld con-
vince only those who admit the Clags to be eternal. The sense of the Kirika is that
even those who do not concur with the Mimansaka in his view of the Claga, cannob
deny ' ita eternmality. Because it i8 the Individnals alone thut are perishableand the
Olass is something more than the Individuald individually, ;
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317 'I'he non-eternality (of Words) is rejected by the scrviptaves of
il theorists,—~inasmach as all seriptures admlt of the capubility (of
Words) to signify (mea.umga) ' :

318:319.  And it i9 also rejectod hy umversally accepted facts, as
shown above (by means of arguments based upon “ Apparent Inconsis-
fency ). And its vojection by Inference’ too may be shown in the
aforesnid manner (as explained in Karika 812.) And the vojection by
* Sense-perception ” will be explained under the skira—'* on acconnt of the
ahsence of namber”’ (1.i-20.)

. 319-321.  And it should be mentioned (by the non:-eternalist) what
(sort of) Word it holds to be perishable: Is it the Word (of the Sz’mk!u;as)
as made up of the three attributes (Satva, Rajus, and Tamas)? ov is it
(the Ward of the Jainas) a dimunitive body P oris it ($he Word of the
Vaigashikas) a property of Akdga? or, is it in the shape of mere Sound,
(as prodnced by the conchshell, &e.) apart from the Lotters (as composing
Words ?) ov, is it a form of the Aiv, signifying certain meanings (as held
by the anthor of the Ciksha 7) or, is it the @phota of tho Word and sen-
tience (as held by the Viaiydkaranas) 7 or,doos it (the elass ¢ word ’) consist
of similarity (as held by the Sankhyas), or Negation of others (Apoha, as
held by the Bauddhas) ?

1821-322. Words sich ag these may be non-eternal ; we do not hold
sach (Words) to be eternal. And your avgument (whereby you seck to
prove the nomn-eternality of Words suclh as these) come to have an nn-
kuown sabject (sinece Words such as these ave not known to us, whom you
seek to convince), and your premiss wonld be without a basig (for the
same reason of such Words not being known to us.) And (if in order to
escape from these fallacies) you hold the Word, as held by us, to be the
subjeet (of your syllogism), then both these fallacies apply equally to
yourself (who do not know of any such Word as held by us).

823, If Word in general (without any specification) be asserted to
be the Subject (of yonr syllogism ),—then in that case, the Class * Word ”
would come to be non-eternal. And this would go against all theorists,
who (without a single exception) hold this (the Ulass) to be eternal.

324. A Class, of some sort of other (including all Words), is accepted
by all, And if this were to be nou-ebernal, it could not pervade over (or.
include) certain individuals. :

325-326. And it is not possible for particular Words to be mg rmoned
by the generic name ¢ Word ” (becanse in making such the aub]e(,t of
your gyllogism, you wounld have an unspecified sabjecty. And if these

328 1If the Clags * Word” were held to be perishable, then the individual Words
appearing duving the time afber its destruction woald nob be included in that Class ;
and the Class wonld thereby conse to be a Class.

09



466 - pLORAVARYIRA,

(particular Words) be asserted to be something apar#_-fmm,;- the Class
(“ Word "), then youn have the aforesaid fallacies (shown int K. 322) (inas-
much as such pavticular individualy are not known either fous or to your-
golf). And if they (the particular Words) be non-different from their sub-
steate (the olass ‘* Word ), then you would have gelf-contradiction, as in the
ense of the Olass (that is to say, the Olass being held to  be eternal, the
individual, ag non-different from it, must be accepted to be ebernal 5 and
hence the assertion of its non-eternality would be a clear case of self-contra-
diction). And (if the particular Word be held to be both different and non-
different from the class * Word, " then), as before, yon would have an
unknown Subject (for your syllogism (because you yourself do not accept
the Word to have such & dual chavacter). D T : M I
327.  Anifby “non-eternality ” you mean absolute destruetibility, then
for us, the subject of your syllogism comes to have an unkuvown predicate

(because for ug theve is no such thing as absolute destruction). _

328, If you mean to prove mon-eternality of some sort (and nob
absolute destruction), them (your argument bocomes redundant, because)
we too admib of the production (of Word) in the shape of manifestation
(utterance), following after non-manifestation (and this producibility im-
plies non-eternality). ' i ' _

329, ' And further, if Destruction (of Words) be held to be an absolute
negation, then this would contradiet the previous theories of the San-
khyas and the Jainas (because they hold Testruction to be only a change in
the condition of the object, and not its negation). : ; ;

330-381. If you bring forward the fact of sense-perceptibility (of
the Word) (as an argnment against ite eternality), then this would fail
with reference to the Viagéshikas (who hold that there is & series of the
word “Cow,"” and as sach for them it is only the middle one of the series’
heard at the present time, that could be perceptible ; and as such sense-
perceptibility of the whole series wounld not be acceptable to them). And
if (oub of this series) the first wnd the middle ones be made the Subject of
the syllogism, then there would be an endless nnmber of Words (for the
subject) ; and if the last (of the series) be said to be the Subjeet, then the
premiss would begome baseless for us (who do not admit of any such thing
a8 the last Word) inasmuch as, the servies is never-ending. AR }

331.333. And again, if all Words be made the subject of your gyllo-
gism, then the premiss (* because of perceptibility by the senses ) would
be incapable™ef including them (since all Words are not amenable to per-
cepbion ab any time): And, in congideration of the Qluss (** Word™) your
premiss becomes contradictory too (because if the mere fack of amenability
to sense-perception be the ground of noun-eternality, then, on this ground
the Clags would also come fo be non-eternal, because the Class is also
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smenable to Benseupercaptmﬁ as shown nnder “ Akrtl ). I you sapple-
ment Joup. premigs by adding the qualifying clause, ** while belonging to a
Class”' (the premiss thon heing ¢ because, while belonging to a Class, if. i
amenable to sense-perception’ Y, then too it fails with regavd to us, inas-
much as with us, there ia no such thivg as an mdividueal bslonging to a Class
different from it ; and as for an individual belonging fo a Class non-different
from i, there is no such thing with you (sinee you do not hold the indivi.
dual to be identical with the Class, as wo do), And thus your premiss
loses its efficiency.

333-934. If it be urged that the affix “matup” (in * Jalm 1#&02
sati”) may be attached to the propecties of dnclusion and eéxclusion (the
form of the premiss being, “ because while having in itgelf, the charvacter of
being included in, and excluded from, certain others, (the Word is
amenable to sense-perception ”’),—-even then the argument becomes open to
¥ the same fallacy (as shown in the last Kariki), inasmuch as even in @
Qlass we have the idea of _fur_ﬁher Classes (and as such become incladed in
your- premiss). \

934335, Became even wﬁh mgmd to the classes “ Cow, " &c., we have
a further generio notion of (as forming part of) the Olass * Class ”' (m which
the particular Classes are capable of being included); and these (parti-
cular classes) are also capable of heing excluded from other parbicular
classes (e, the Clags * Clow ” id included in the class * Class, ” and exclu-
ded from the class « Horse '), And thus, in this, these (particular Classes)
are sirilar to Words,  (And hence, the premiss whereby yon seek to
prove the non-eternality of Words would prove the non-eternality of
Classes also, which cannot be acceptable to you).

335-336. And further, the property of eternality is such as includes
all these (Classes), and is excluded from all non-eternal (particular)
entities, 1f it be urged that * these properties (of inclusion and ex-
clusion) are either only tecondarily or falsely (applicable to Clagses),”
then the same may be said with regard to Letters also.

-386-337, Then again, for you (Vaigishikas), the argament (based
upon  sense-perceptibility) becomes sclf-contradictory, with o view to
#83.88% The sense of the objection i3 that a Word ia included in other words, in
the form of the Qlagas "Word, " and is excluded from other words in ite. own epecific
form ; and thus our argnement remaing antoushed. The author objects to this on
the gronud that even the Olass “ Word ” in the formof a (lass, i3 ua.pabla of being ineln-

ded in the gensric class * Clags ' and excloded from other (liasses in “its specific form
of the Class ** Word, ”  And hence the premias wounld mcluda tha Olass also, and 86 the

fallacy wonld remain intact.
854.285  If there be no Clags, the fallacies urged above on the ground of Classes

would all fall to the ground,
B35.888 . Apother way in which Inclagion snd Exclusgion belong to Classes.
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Atoms that are perceptible to the sense of yogis (aud as such would have
to bo ndmitted to be nom-eternal).” Becanse thongh bhene are eterua] yet
thoy are amenable to sense-perception. -

337-338. And, if in order to exclude tlns ©as0 (of atoms) you add
“ (perceptible) to us (ordinavy men)” (to the qualification of your
premiss) ;~-then too the promiss becomen contradictory, with a view to the
Selves that are amenable to the idea of “ 1" (and as such, being percep-
tible, these wonld have to be admitted to bo non-eternal, o fact vob accopt-
able to the Vaicéshika ).

338-339, In the case of plensure, &o., we find the Seif to be absolnhely i
amenable to sense-perception due to c_oni;a.cﬁ with the Mind, even in the
absence of any Inferential premisses or Verbal authority. . .

339-340. 1t you make “‘amenability to external senses ” the ualifica-
tion of your premlss,-—then too 1t becomies contradictory ; on a.oummt o
the fack of Classes also belonging to (other) Olasses (and Classes are also
amenable to external senses) ; inasmuch as a Class (“ Cow "), happening
to co-exist (inhere together) in & amg}e object (the Oow) with another Class
(* earthy ), comes to belong to a Olass (and it is a.]teady proved to be
amenable to eternal sense-perception ; and as such, in accovdance with yom"
axgument, the Class also wonld eome to be nou-gternal). : '

841-342. 1f you assert the fact of its being a snbstrate (of Inclu-’
ston and Bxclusion ),~then (we reply that) since these (Fxelusion and’
Inelusion) are immaterial entities, they cannot have a substrate. 1f you
assert infereuce (to be the relation bearing between Exclusion and’
Inclugion and the Word),—~then (we reply) that this (Inherence) as
held by you, has already been rejected by us (above). I, lastly (by In-
herence) you mean “identity’” (as held by us), then such identity is
held to exist among Classes also (hence these algo would come to be
non-eternaly, | ,

342-345, ‘Bo (yon see) yon take upon your&elf the undeslmble task of
assuming many qualifications with o view to prove the Word to be other
than eternal, It would be much betier for you to enumerate all the enti-
ties that are eternal (for both of us), and then to bring forward the fack
of the Word being oiher than these as your ‘ reason’!!

343-344. Buk (in that case) we eonld also prove the eternality (of

858859 The Vmgeahlka bolds the self to be perceptible by means of contict
with Mind.
881,343 ¢ Idontity among Olasses,” The Olass “ Tree '’ is ifdlontical with the Cliss
¥ Mango tree " on the ground of hoth equally belonging to the Class “ Sabstance.”
812.34% < Eonmerite, &, That is to say you shoald frame your argument thus
* Word is non-cternal, becanse it is other than Akiga, &o., like the Jar."” The absurdity
of the proposed 'u,,;mnent is palpable, and it i8 only pui forwmﬂ in & joking spirit,
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Word), like that of Akaga, on the ground of its being other than the
trees, &e., which are non-eternal. i

344-345.  If you assert as your ‘reason’ merve amenability to senses, 88
held by the 8ankhyas and the Bauddbas (who deny the existence of a Class
altogether),~—~then, too, the fallacionsness (of the argnment) becomes clear,
in consideration of the Class (the existence whereof) we have proved
above,

845-847. Just as a “reason” becomes fallacions, if it fails to qualify
the minor term, in accordance with the theory of the adversary,—
80, in the same manner (it would be fallacions) if it fails to co-exist (in
& substrate) with the major term and to exclude its contradictory. Conse-
quently, though, in the above ingtance the Class wounld not be an entity
for the propounder of the argument (the Sankhyn or the Bruddha), yet the
argument remains fallacions nutil it (the Class as held by his adversary,
“the Mimansaka) has not been rejected (7.e., until it has been definitely
esfablished that there is no such entity as a (lass),
 B847-348,  And it onght to be clearly explained, what is this “amena-
bility to sense-pereeption” ? (1) Isit something other than its substrates ?
(2) oris it identical with them P and (8) is it digtinct in each separate sub-
strate P or (4) is it the same in all substrates P _
. 848-349. 1In all these, in accordance with the alternative that may be
accepted by the adversary, respectively in the order of the eitation of the
alternatives, you have the fallacies of (1) “ Adsddharana (d.e., the middle
term neither co-existing with the major term nov excluding its contradie-
tory) (.e.,if it be different from the substrate, and distinet in each individusal
substrate, then such qualification would exist only in the minor torm, and
nowhere olse, and as such, conld not prove anything) ; (2) * Doubtfulness
(or " uncertainty ') (i.e., if it be held to'be different from its substrate,
then since we do not admit of this, the premiss would be doanbtful, and
hence inconclusive for ng), and (3) © Absence” (non-relation) of the middle
term in the major term (i.e., if it were restricted to each particular individoal,
then the amenability that wonld reside in the minor term would nog
belong to anything else, not even to the major term), and (4) * Non-oxig-
tence in the Sapalsha ” (i.e., the Instance cited) (becauso, liko the last, the
- amenability belonging to the minor term could not belong to the Instance).

349-351. And further your * reagon ' (amenability to gense-perception)
applies also to cases contrary to your conclusion, for the following reasons.
(1) (The Word is eternal) because it resides in the Akiga alone, like its
omnipresemce—this argnment applying to the Vaiceshika (who holds

B45.887 S0 long as the Olasd is not rejected, the prewmiss will be found to" include

this (Clasg)~and this is con tradictory to non-etornality ; 08 the class ig held by alP
to be eternal. j



470, GLORAVARTIRA, KL Tt
Words  to belong to Aknga, which he holds to be eternal and all-per«
vading). (2) Tt is eternal, because it is amenable to the genso of audition,
wlike the Class “ Word, 7 And (3) its eternality may be proved on the
- ground of its aforesaid all-pervading charactor, like that of Aleaon
' 251-352,  Wo must also consider the character of your Instance (Jar):
If yon nse it (the word * jar ”) in its divect denotation (the Ulass jar )
then it comes to be withont the major term (non-etermality) (inasmuch
as the Olass is always eternal). If you use it in the sense of an in-
dividual jar, then too, we will ask—1Is this individual different from
the Olass, or is it identical with it? TIf it be held to be different
(from the Class), then the very subject becomes such as is nobt admitted
by us (who do not admit of any jar apart from the Olass « jar ") ; and if,
on the otlier hand, it be held to be identical (with the Class) then it
baoomes such as is nob admitbed by others (who do not lold the wdividnal
to be identical with the Class). ' i bt ki

353, If it be used in the sense of the undefined or wbstract (mirvi-
Jalpaka) form (of the jar),—then too, this form conld be neither absolutely
éternal nor absolutely non-eternal, inasmuch ag that faotor (of this un-
defined  form of an object) which is known by the name of * Clags” is
universally held to be of eternal, being something other than the perish~
able factor (embodied in the Todividuals). i g

354, We must also consider the character of “hon‘-e‘tcmality ' (your
major teem) : If by it you mean uéter destruction, then for us, the Tustance
(the jar) becomes devoid of the major term (because even when the jar is
Broken, it continnes to exist in the shape of “substance,” and as such it
is never fotally destroyed). Aud if by it yon mean partial destruction, then
you have the game discrepancy of the Instance, in accordance with your
theory (of the total destructibility of the Word). Such is the way of
pointing out fallacies (in your argnment). o '

455,  Asa matter of fact, all theorists accept the denotable form of
the Word to be eternal (i.z, the Word to be eternal in its denotability).
The difference of opinion lies only with regard to the specific shape
attributed to such (denotable forin of the Word). And we have proved
that it is the Letters (that compose the Word, which constitute the
denotable form of the Word) (7.e., the Word 1is denotable only in the
form given to it by the letters composing it). AR

0
856. Question: “ What is the use of asserting the eternality of

88 The undefined formn has two factors, the Clasg and the Individual, the former
ctornal and the latter non-eternal, And since your instance is neither altogether eternal
nor albogether non-eternal, therefove it canuot conclusively prove either the eternality

or the non-eternality of the Word. :
88 Now begins the explanation of Apk. 19, The Bbashya on the Sifra proceeds
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the relation (of Words and Meaning,) in the chapter on Words P dus : (The
use is that) as & matler of fact, (even in this chapter) the real matter for
consideration is the eternality of Relations, inasmuch as we enquire into
the charagter of tha Word, only with & view to got at the true ohamcter
of the Relation (that it bears to its meaning).

357.. Or, (the ebemal1ty of the Relation is introdvoced, becmxse) the
eternality of the Word ig proved through (and on aceonnt of) the eternality
of the Relation. For, if the Word were perwha.ble, we could not have the
eternality of thie Relation.

358. Even in a case where we are cognisant of eternal relations of
non-eternal objects, the substrate (of tho relation) is never abgent; and
hence the velation never ceases (to exist),

359. But (in the caso of Words) the word ¢ Cow” (as uttered by
differont persons) has nota similar continuance. Because, a8 a matter of
fact, we are not coguisant of any difference between the Word (*‘Cow” as
uttered by one person, and the same word as uttered by another),  There-
fore we assert the eternality of the Word (% Cow,” £, i,), which is one
only (the difference lying only in the utterances that serve to manifest the
already existing Word).

360. Thovgh even if the Word and its Relations were cansed (and as
such non.gternal), there would be s Relation,—yet since such a Relation
would end with its very assertion, it would belong to that particular in-
dividual alone, and we could not recoginge the relation to belong to all iz
dividuals,

36L. And further, since in the individual Cow, we have an admixture
of many classes,~guch as “ Barthy,” ¢ Substance,” “HEntity,” * Tailed,”
&o., &o.—therefore we conld not recognise the bovine animal to belong to
bhe clagss “Cow ” until the word “cow " bappened 'to be used (with

to lay down the eternality of the relation of words and meanings. And the firgt half
of the Kariki objeots to thig. The reply is that the eternality of the Helation would nob
be possible if the Word itself were non-eternal.

868  This antioipates the objection that even of non-eternsl objects (individual
jars, &c.) we cognise oternal relations with the Oluss, &o. The sense of the Kirika is thub
evon in that case some individual or other is alwaye extant; and as such, the relation
has always got a substrate ready ; so, for all inteuts and purposes, as far as the relation
g concerned, that (mthwdual) which bears the relation to the Class is ever extant or
eternal.

59  When no Wurd bears any permanent relation with any ohject, ther if we were
to use the word * Caw, ” we woald atter it, and point oul the Cow belore us ue being
the object denoted by 1t. Aund ag such the relation of the word “ Cow " would rest in
that individual alone, and it would not be possible for ns to have an ides of all the
eows in the world following upon our hearing of the word “ Cow.” But such ig the
cage with all of us, hence the relation mast be admitted to be eterpal,
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veference to bhe individual animal) several times (and ag such on' the first
usge of the word we could not ascertain whether the amma.l belonged to
tho olass “ Cow,” or “ Havthy,” &e.).

362, Therefore it must be admitted that the Word is an uncaused
entity, and as such never perishes,—because it is eternally connected with
an eternal relation (with its denotation),—just like Akaga, Atoms, &o.

363. Or, the eternality of the relation is not asserted in the Satra
at all, Bven if it be taken to assert the eternulity of the Word, then,
too, the Bhashya (wherein the et.ernahty of the relation is directly
mentioned) becomes oxplma.ble (as being applicable to the eternality of the
Word), -
364, (In that case, the meaning, of the BMskya passage. “no o byt
oyt gabdusye sambandhah gakyat® kar twm,”, i that) since the Word,
heard but once, refers to many Classes (* Barthy,” &e.) in their abstract
forms, it cannot definitely point out ite own specific denotation (* Cow ™),
a8 distinguighed from the other afoxesmd Glasses (uuless it were unsed
several times),

365-366. Because, the word “ Gow ” would gat atb the denotabton of
the specific Olass * Cow,” only after a long time, when it hag been heard
soveral times, and has thereby set aside, (1) the classes * living heings,”
&e., (2) the property of “ whiteness,” (3) the action of * moving,” (4) the
clagges “ horned,” ¢ tailed "’ and the like, (5) and also the individual cows,
the * white cow,” the ¢ hornless cow " and the like, indicated by the Word
(on account of these individuals being included in the 03&33 4 cow " which
is denoted by the word ¢ Cow ). '

367. And if a word were to continue fo oxist for such a long time,
who conld destroy it after that? This we shall further prove under tlip
twenty-first Satra.

868-369. The affix “lkrtvasuc” (as in * ashlakytvah gécabda
nccaritah ") is nsed when the actions are many and the active agent
only one, And since we find its use (with vegard to the action of the
word), it becomes certain that what is (said to be) vepented (eight times)
is the action of the Word (which ever continnes to be one only). If tlhe
word (““Cow” as nftered now) were ofther (than the one uttered in the
past), then we could not have the notion of repetition (which is possible
only when both are one and the same Word). If the number (* eight”)
belonged to the Word, we would have * ashiay eabdah m:ca.rltih ” (and not
“ ashtakrtvah gabda ucearitah.’)

863,809 With this begins the treatment of S#tra 20. " Because of the absence of
number (with regard to the Word) ™ (1-i-20).
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870, “Bat woe do find such uses as Cadure Brahmandh ashiakrivo
bhuktavantak, wherve we have a diversity of | the sctive agents (Brah-
manag); end hence (the nrgument based fupon the use of the affix
lrtvasuch is incouclnsive "'—vith this in view, the objoctor says (in the
Bhasaya) “ what if ib is 80 P (i, what of we have the kyévaswch in
 gshtakritvak gabda ncearitab.”) ! ;

971, Therefore in order to meet thisicharge of inconelugiveness, the
uso of the krivasuc isinterpreted as pointing out another proof (of the
singleness of words): The use (of the Fkrfmnsuch) indicates recogustion
(and this conld be possible only whon the two are thesams) .

879,  But, as o matter of fact, even the argument based solely upon
the use of tho kytvasuc is nob contradictary ; inasmuch ag even in the
instance cited (that of the Brahmaunas having eaten eight times) the idea
that is meant to be conveyed is that with reference to & gingle Brabmana
(i.e., the sentence means thatb each of the Brihmanas ate eight times,—the
repetition lying in the ackion and not in the agent). :

373. Recognition is held to be a proof (or means of right notion),
when it is brought about by means of a perfect sense-organ. The adver-
sary however mrges ite dmconslusiveness, on the ground of sumilarify,
which serves to taint the object perceived. ,

374.375. But (in reply to this we assert that) in a case where the
object (subsequently perceived) is always cognised as being simelar (to the
oue previously perceived),~—Recognition (of the oune as being the same as
the other) is accepted to be mistaken. Bunt, in the present case (i.e., the
case of the Word * Cow,” £ i) we invariably have the firm. con-
viotion that the one (that we hear now) is the same (identically) (ns the
one heard previously). And the validity of Recognition (as a means of
vight notion) is established by the fact of its proving the existence of the

811 The nee of the krtvasuc by itself is not a eufficient reagon for asserting the
gingleness of the word. What it does is to indicate the fact of the word as now used
being recognised to be the same as that used in the past, and this fact of recoguition
proves the singleness of the word,

818  The meaning of the adversary is that even when the sense.organ is in per-
foct order, the recognition of a certain object ag being the same that we had seen
before, may be & mistaken one; inasmuch as it conld have been brought about by &
eertain degree of similarity betwaen the fwo objects—which similarity may have been
mistaken for identity. And ad euch mere Recognition of fhe word as being the sume
as the one heard before, is not enough to prove its eternality. _ : '

815.51  What we had perceived at fiest was only the word “ Cow,” pure and sim-
ple. Latterly hearing the word repeated we conclude that the word we had pravioua.ly
perceived hag asgain appeared at the present time--aud this element of the present
existence of the proviously perceived word is nol amenable to any means of 1‘igh£

60
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pruv:cmsl y-hoard word ad J'he tlme of recogmtmn-——w?nch faob (ul’ sueh
existence) i over and above: the fact previously perceived, B -
 876. (Iu the objection! urged in the Bhashya) what is meant to be
siown is the inconclusive ciaracter of Recoguition (as & proef of eter
nality); and thig is proved by showing that (if Recognition were the solo
ground for eternality, then), evien such clearly mon-eternal entities (a«
Cognition and Action) wounld come to be eternal ; inasmuch as we lrwa
Recogunitions of these also, 5
377 Obj : “That “thene are not pm'ccptible by the senses’ appeare. to
be an irvelavent reply ; inasmuch 'as the objector has mnot asserted the
etornality of these, on the ground of their perceptibility by the senges. '

378, “ (He has not sought to base eteruality apon gense-percepli-
bility) lest eternality come to belong to such (perishable) objects as the
jar, &e., on the ground of their being perceptibile by the senses, or such
(imperishable) objects as Akacs, &e., come to be non-eterna] on the
ground of theu' imperceptibility by the sense-orguns. Wil

379, “In fact, they have nob even asserted Cognition and Actlon to
be eternal, by themselves. What they havo songht toshow (by bringing for-
ward the case of these) was the inconclusiveness (of mere Recognition as a
ground of oternality); and this vewains just the same, (whether Cogni.
tion and Action be perceptible or imperceptible, eternal or nou-eternal)
(and hence the reply given in the Bhishya does not at all touch the
question ralaed by the objector; and as sach, the Bhishya is ‘altogether
trrelevant).”’

380.  Rep : By the denial of the sense-perceptibility (of Cogmmon and
Action), all that is meant is that there is no Recognition of these ; in~
asmuch as Recognition is possible only through sense-perceptmu

381, Therefore all that the Reply serves to do i that it admite these

" notion other than Recognition. Thus lm\rlng an mdapandenb object of its own, Recog-
nition cannot bat be accepted to be o distinet feana of right knowledge,

878 This refers to the Bhashys pnssage wherein the Pirvepakshi is made to
urgo that “ Cognition and Action are slso recognissed to be the game as those previously
poerceived,” by which the objector impliea that if more Recognition were anough
authority for the eternality of the object, then even sach non. ebernal entities as
Cognition and Action would come to be eternal ; therefora the Recognition of the Word
a3 being the same as proviously heard, cannot prove its eternality.

817 Inreply tothe above objection the Bhdshya has pat forward the argument that
‘“ these are not perceptible by the senses {and it i only thoso objects that are so per-
ceptible whose recognition anthorises the notion of eternality).” And the Karika®
871.5% bring forward objections againgt this reply of the Bhishya.

8 “Tf one were to prove eternality on the ground of percepbibility, then all
porceptible objects, Jar, &eo., wotld come to ba etoernal-—and all imperceptible objects.
Akiga, &e. ,-—-wuuld become non-eternal,”
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(Copnition aud Action) to be the contradictory of the major term (efer-
aality) (of the ayllogism based upon the Recognition of words), but denies
its relation with the middle term (recognition). And (the alternative
assertion *“ if they are amensble to sense-percepbion, they must be eter-
wal ”) ;admits the relation (of these) with the middle term; and denies the
fact of its being the contradictory of the major term (otermality).

582, ' And if the purpose (of the objection} be to prove the eternality
of these (Cognitiou and Action),~—(and not to deny the eternality of Words,
on the ground of their Recoguition,~~then we will reply to it by pointing
out the irrelevaney (of such an argument) (because while setting aboud
to prove the non-eternslity of the word, the objector would be proving
the eternality of Cognition and Action, which has got mnething to do
with the eternality of the Word) ; just as was pointed ont in the case of

“group "' and ¢ forest ' (in the section on ! Vanavada’).

883. The aiternative reply—with regard to Recognition and Eter-
nality (of Cognition and Aetion)—(without any definte assertion)
—implies a disregard (for the objection) ;—the sense (underlying this
disregard) being that this your objection does not in the least touch my
original proposition (with regard to the eternality of the Word).

904-885.  And as for the perishability (non-efernality) of Cogui-
tions and Actions, in their individnal forms,—there i3 no Recognition of
these; ivasmuch as the idea (Cognition) of the Jar is never recognised
in the ides of the Horse.. And as for their generic forms of potentinlily
(of Ideas to denote their objects, &e.) and Qlass-—on which is based their
Recognition,—in these forms the Cognition and Action are always held
%o be eternal by all theorists, in one way or the other,

386. Bub this interpretation, (of the phrase perceptible by sense
as oceuring in tho Bhashya * nae t€ pratyakshe,” as meaning * Recogni-
tion,”) i8 too farfetched. Nor is it possible to reject the Rocoguition of
Cognition and Action—being, as it is, known to (and accepted by) all men.

838 Tn the chapter on Forest the adversary while setting about to deny the Class,
goes to provethe perceptibility of the Foresat ; and there too we have pointed out the
jrrelevancy of the argument. _

834.85 The individnal cogunition that has appeared at one time is at onoe destroyed,
and cannot appear agaiu. Therefore there ia no recognition of it.

An Tdea is recognised as aa Idea only on the ground of both belonging to the
same Clase (of ¢ Idea’) and both having the power to denote their pbjecta, And in the
form-=of Oligs or potentinlity-—ail thinge are held to he eternal,

33  The K. 380—385 embody the Reply given by a certain seckion of the Miman-
sakas, The anthor now rejects thie Reply as being improper. Certain Cognitions and
Actions are always recogunised to be identical, and it is not proper to deny this without
any reasonings, :
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387.  And those means of right knowledgo, that seem lo bring about
the cognition of Ideas and Actions, sevve also to bring abont the Recog-
wition of these. Wherefore, then, shonld not this (Recognition) prove their
eternality ? _ AN TR 1 R oY

388, (And when the Recognition of these is so palpable) a mere
verbal (groundless) denial of Recognition could also he made with regard
to the Word (whose Recognition sould also be as easily denied if no proofs
for such deninl wore reguired). (And if it be wrged that the Bhashya
nnly denies the perceptibility of these, and not their Recognition, then)
as for perceptibility, apart from reeognisability, ite demial here (in the
Bhashya) does not'serve any purpose (inasmuch as the denial of the meve
perceptibility of Ideas and Actions, does not nifect the objector’s argnments,
and as sach, would be quite irrelevant ). : (e il

380, And that Action is perceptible and eternal will be proved under
the Satra, “ Rapagebdidvibhagdocca” (“since there is no differentiation
of forms or expressions of these ) ; (andihence tho denial of the percep-
tibility and eternality of Actions by a Miméovsaks would be n sheer self-
contradiction, Therefore (for the above reasons) we must explain (the
Bhashya “na & pratyakshe,” &e.) iv the following manner:~

200-394, We do not accept mere Recognisability (of the word) to be
encugh proof of eternality ; all that we mean (by bringing forward the
fnct of the Recognition) is to show that the theony of non-eternality (of
Words) is opposed to a fact of sense-perception (their Recognition). And,
as such (since onr statement is no Inferential angument), it caunot be called
Tnconclusive (which is a fallacy applying to Inferences alone). Conse-
quently, the objection (urged by the adversary) is an objection againgt an
altogether foreign subject (tho non-eternality of Astions, &e.) : (the impli-
ention of the objection being) ¢ Why don’t yon Mimansaka deny the non-
eternslity of Ideagand Actions {on the ground of their Recognisability ) ? i
. Fiven to such (anirvelevant objection) we make the following reply :— It is
by Tnference that we geb the notion of the non-eternalivy of Words (whose
eternality) is perceptible by the sense (of Andition); and hence the
former (non-oternality as proved by Inference) is rejected (in favour of
aternality) by the stronger (Sense-perception which proves the word to be
eternal). On the other hand, in the case of Ideas and Cognitions, non-
erernality is only inferved from their recognisability ; and the non-eternality

890.80% The argument is that words nre eternal, hecanse, being perceptible they
are recognisable ; and Tdens and Actiond nob being perceptible, even i they are recogni-
shble, oitr premiss does not apply to these.

‘Perceptibility may mean audibility ; and thereby the premiss is reeiricted to
words nlone, the full syllogism being—* word is eternal, becanse, being audible it is
recognigable~~like the Class ¢ Word.'”
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also of these is similacly got ab (by means of Tuference) ; henoe hetween
these 'two, there is no difference of strength (and as such the one
caunot be rejected by the other, as it the case of the Word) 5 and it is with
this fact in view that the Bhashya says,—* these are not perceptible by the
sense”’ (and as such both eternality and non-eternalivy of these ave got at
by Inference, and hence are equally strong in validity). Or, “ perceptibi-
hity "' may be explained as a qualification of the middle term (the argument
being ¢ Word is ¢ternal, because, being perceptible, it is recognisable ") ; or
“ porceptibility " may be interpreted as andibility ; and when this is made
the middle term, we could have the Class © Word "' as the instance.

895, Ouly such Action, as has @ supersensuous (impereeptible)
aubstrate, is called © imperceptible’’; and the theory, that ldea is im-
perceptible, has been rejected under * Canyavada.”

306. And those Actions, that are found to inhere in (belong to)
perceptible objects, are accepted (by us), like Latters, to be eternal, ou tlie
gronud of their Recognizability.

397, The fact of these eternal Actions not being always peroeived is
dne to the absence of the proper manifesting agencies. That very ageney
which you would hold to be the producing cause of these (Actions which
you hold to he non-sternal), will be held by ug to be that manifesting cause.

208, And just as even for you, the Clags * Word” and the Olass
* Action,” though eternally extant, are not always perceived, so, for us too,
Idea and Aetion (though eternal may not be always perceived for want of
manifesting caunges).

399, . Or again, just ag even when the potentiality (of a errtain action)
is present (in the active agent), the Action is not brought aboub, for waut
of some other cause,—so, the same may be the case with its manifestation
(which may vot be brought about for want of proper mamfestmg agencies
and other auxiliary canses).

400-402,  Then agnin, it is extremely difficalt to eatahlmh the fact of
the Action being something different from the individnal active agents.

891 You hold a cortain entity to be productive of the action, and we hold that the
very same entity only sorves to manifest the action to perceptibility.

400.80%  Thig anticipates the objection that—** When the eases for the production
and manifestation of actiong are eqnully strong, why shonld nobt we sccept the
Prodaction theory ? Thus Recogunisability may be explained as being based uwpon
homogeneity.” The sense of the veply i8 that in face of the strong arguments of the
Banddhag, it is extremely difficalt to prove the Action to be something different
from the active agent ; and hence it would be far more hopeless to establish innamerablo
Cinsses of Actions, and the inclusion of different individual actions in different
Classes, and so forth. You assume the different Classes of actions only with a view to
explain the notion of identity that we have st the time of Recognition of one action
(motion, f.i.) as identical with the seme aotion met with at some obther time, And
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And then it hecomes a far more diffienlt task to establigh-—(1) 2 thousand
different Clussos balonging to ench of the innnmerable kinds (of Actions),
(2) as also the facts of ench of these Classes being one and eternal and
inliering in each individual action, (3) and the further fact of the existence
(inherence) of these (Classes) in each of the diverse and distinct and
(momentarily) pevishable parts of Actions, For these reasons it must be
admitted that the ides (vecognition) of the oneness (identity) of the action
=% Motion,"” f.i.—is due to the fact of the Action being one only.
402-403. And the notion of difference (with regard to ove snd the
same action) is due 40 the diversity in the substrate of the effort (bring:
ing abont the Action). (We attvibute the difference 4o the divevsity of
externnl conditions; and not to any diversity in the Action itself) because
we ave not cognisant of any distinct (mutually exclusive) individualy of
the same Action, ag we arve of distinet individual Cows, the black, the red,
%e. (we do not perceive any differance in the varioung Motions, as we do the
diffevence in the various Cows, and as such we cannot have the Clase
« Motion,"” as we have the Clasgs “ Cow) ” and hence we cannob assume it
(the Action, Motion, fi.) to havesn two-fold character (that of the Class
“ Motion,” and that of the individual Motion). A -
404, TWven the diversity, in the shape of hasty, slow, &e. (with
regard to the same action, Motion, f.1.), may be (explained as being) dne to
the diversity (in the degree) of the cffort pub forth (by the individual
persons moving),~-just as (even when you admit of such a Class an
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when it ia hard to establish a single action, it is impogsible to postulate so many
Clhssos as * Motion,” “Ruaning,” * Throwing,” &¢.; in fact so many Clagses as thers are
actions. And we have not only to assume the Classes, but so many properties of
gingleness, &o,, A8 are necessiry in each Clasa—thia is also a diffioulbassumption to prove ;
and over and above thig, in the case of such Olasses, a8 * Cow,” &o., it is possible for us to
assame these, inosmuch as of such Classes, we have permanent sobstrates, in the shape
of the individual Cows; while on the other hand, the individaal actiong—Devadatta's
motion, fi.—are each so diverse and removed from one another, and are andergoing
momentary destraoction, that it is impossible to have any such entity as a Class which
sonld inhere in and include and pervade over all these porishable actions. Therefore
we must admit all motion to be only one action; and the recognition of one Action
occurring at present to be the same um the one perceived Lefore must he admitted
to be due to the fact of the action—Motion, f.t.~—being one only, and to the fnot of
both beélonging to the same Olass * Motion.”

4%.403  We have an idea of the motion of Dévadatia being different from the
motion of Rima, becanse of the difference between Dévadatta and Rama and not to any
diversity in the action itwelf.

« Substrate of the effort” is the person performing the aection.

404 Fven one who admits of the Olass“ Motion ™ has to explain the notion of
the diversity productive of the Class—as heing due to the diversity, &o., of the in-
dividaals, and nob as really belonging to the Class, Bo we too expliin the diversity in
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“ Motion ”) the diversity with veference to the Class (' Motion;” £.4) is
explained as being due to the divevsity among the Individual (motions),
or again, just as the idea of the production (or appearance) of the Class
(* Motion ") is due to the production of the Individual,

1 405, Idew too we hold to be one and eternal, because it parvbakes of
the nature of the Inteiligence of the person {which Intelligence ig one
und eternal.) And as for the notion of diversity (with regard to the Idea),
it is due to the (diversity of) objeets (of the Idea).

406-408, The Fire, though exteraally endowed with the power to -
barn, only 'burns combustible objects when these happen to be presented
before it, and not otherwise : and a Mirror, or a clean piece of rock-erys-
tal, viflects only such reflectible objects as ave presented before it (though
they are externally endowed with the power of reflection). 1In the game
manner, the eternal Intelligences, functioning in the bodies of 'men, com -
prehend snch objects, colonr and the rest, as are presented before them by
the various organs of sense. And it is this * Intelligence” thatis meant
by the word “Idea” or *“(Cognition) ” in the Bhashya.

409, Thus then (it must be admitted that) the Idea appears perish-
able, on account of the perishability of its conncetion with the organs (of
sense) presenfing objects before it; just as the Fire does not appear to
have an eternal power of burning, on acconnt of the non-proximity of any
combustible object.

_ 410. And it is only in the form of * Intelhgence (or Cognition) that
Ideas are recognised to be identical. And the diversity of the Ideas of
the jar, the elephant, &e., is held, by all people, to be due to the diversity
of these (objects).

411-412. Those who have the difference of the objects (Jar, &e.) in
view, do not assert one Idea to be the same as the other; and, conversely,
until one has the difference of objects in view, he cannob but recognise one
Idea (to be ideutical with the other): (because apart from the objects all
Ideas are identical in being “ Intelligence’’): It is with this dual fact in
mind that the Bhashys has asserted “ these (Ideag) are eternal £’

412-418. 1In the same manneris to be proved the eternality of (Qua-
lities, such as) “ Whiteness,” &ec. In the case of these too, the notion of
diversity is due to the diversity of the objects with which these (Qualities)
happen to be related. And since the form (Whileness) always continues to
be the same, who could dare to postulate a Class, as “ White ” (because
that which is one only cannot constitute a Class).

the shape of * slow,” “husty,” &c., of motions to be dae to the diversity in the efforts
pat forth, and nob as really belonging to the motion itself.

406.403  ‘Thig explains why people do not cognise all objects at all times, when their
Intelligence is eternal,
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(Jar, &e.), and ab others it happens to be related to cbher properties (such
83 blackness, redness, §¢) 3 and it is on the ground of the diversity of these
velations that Whiteness comes to be known as diverse, in the shape of
“ bright whiteness,”  dusky whiteness” and the like (whiiensss is known
to be bright when in contact with a sabstance in the shape of Light, and it
is known asdark when it is in gontect with bluckness; any way the whiteness
remains the same, the diversity resting in the accessories). )
415, 1f it be urged bhat, “ though a flnme is momentary, it is recog-
wised to be the same (so long as it continnes 40 bum) (and as such Recog-
nition cannoh be & proof of eternality),—then (we reply) ib is not ao.: ins
asmuch as in this ease too the object of Recognition is the Olass (* Flame '');
and this is alweys eternal for us. T R LT S
416, And that Tactor of the flame, on which wonld be based a notion
of diversity, through the presence of some accessory op the other,~swith
refercnce to such a factor, Recognition is not,pns'sibie,' inagmuch as all
poasibility of snch Recognition i seb aside by the notion of diversity (a
notion of Identity being the necessary slement in all Recognition). )
417-492. (1) The word ! Cow " uttered yesterday, exists fo.day also,
because it is the object of the Idea of the word ¢ Qow, "-—like the word
“ Cow ! uttered to-day. (2) The word ¢ Cow ™ uttered now existed
yasterday,—hecause of the aforesaid reason. . (3) Or, in both of theso
arguments, we may have, for our premiss, the fact of both (the sord
“ Cow " ubtared to-day and thabubtered yesterday). denoting the Class
“ Qow." (4) The Idea of the word ¢ Cow ” utbered yesterday served to
express the word heard to-day,—becanse lioth (bhe [den of the word uttered
yosborday and that heard to-day) hod the word * Qow” for its object,—like
the Tdes of the word “Cow’ uttered to-day. () Or the Idea of the word
“(ow?” heard to-day expresses the word * Cow” niteved yes torday,—~because
of the same veason (£.¢., becaunse the present Iden has the word * Cow ”  for
its objecth~like the previons Idea of the word * Cow ” ubtered yesterday.
(6) Or, both (the present Idea of the word ¢ Cow "’ heard to-day and the
previous idea of the word “ Cow " as heard yesterday) express the samo
obieat,~(becanse both have the word * Cow” for their object)—like any
other 1dea of & single object. (7) Al Ideas of the Class ¢ Cow,” appearing
at different times and at different places, ave hrought about by a single
word “ Cow, —because they sre Tdeas of the ¥ Cow, ’~-like the Idewn of
any single object (Cow, fii.): (8) In the same manuer, all Ideas of the word
“ Cow " are brought aboub by the pingle word ¢ Clow,—because they have

the word  Cow " for their object,—like the Iden of any single object.

417,488 Th_adeﬁrikﬁs formulate the a.rgumen'ts _Iiro'ving the 'F.}tema.lity of the Weord.

-
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423-424. And 1nasmuc'h as we have I‘G]OOerd (under ¥ Sphota’) any
such Olass as the “word *Cow, ”—it cannot be nrged that the above
arguments are redundant (becanse the unity of the Cluss * word ‘ Cow’
is admitted by the adversary also). And if one were to prove, (from the
above arguments) the unity of the jar, &c. (such as “the jar seen to-day is
the same as the one seen yesterday, &ec., &e.”),~~thon, since we too admit
of this (singleness of the Jar), with veference to the Class * Jar, " the argur
ment (urged by the opponent) would become redandant (specially as no one
can reasonably deny the Class “‘jar,” in the way that we have denied the
Clags “word ‘Cow’”). And if, by the above inferential arguments, one
were to prove the unity of the individuals (jar, &e.),—then against this
we would urge the contradiction of a fact of sunseperception (the diversity
of the jars, considered individually), which is proved by all meaus of
right notion (since that which is percelved by the senses obtaing the
support of all other Pramanas). -

4925-496, Some people, finding'the gross destruetion (of objects) to
be otherwise inexplicable, assume certain intermediate subtle destructions
ocourring every moment (which they hold as leading up to ome complete
destruction in the gross form). Hyen these people (the Banddhas), in the
case of the Word, are never cognisant of its gross destruction, which
is greater (and as such more easily perceptible) than momentary destruc-
tion ; and hence they are unable to prove the c{eatructlbﬂ:ty (noun-cternality)
of Words. :

427. And the momentary destruebiou of even such objecbs a8 the
Jary &o., is to be rejected by the aforesaid arguments (7.e., the arguments
employed in Karikas 417-22 to prove the eternality of the Word),—inas-
much as the jar is recognised to be the same now as it was a few seconds
before (whmh wonld not be possibleif it had been destroyed ab every
moment) ; specially, so long as the jar seen (before us) is not destroyed
(by some extrancous causes).

428, 0119 who would seek to prove the momentary destfuction of

435,428, The Banddha holds that of all objects there ig an intelligent destruction,
and this they oall “ gross destruction” ; andin order to explain this they hold that
even in the interim-—i.c., dnring the time betweeu the production and the destruotion of
the object —there arve certain minute destructiong going on at every moment, which finally
bring about the final gross destruction. And the Kirikd means that even thege people
ars unable to prove the destruction’of the word. Because, of the word, they caunob
perceive even the gross degtrnetion, from which they could infer its momentary destruc.
tion. Nobody is ever cognisant of the utter destroction of the Word as we are of that
of the jar, &o. Congequently, when even such avowed Destructionists as the Banddhag
fail to prove the non-eternality of the Word, it is sheer daring on the part of others to
seek to prove such an impossible fact,

61
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objects on the strength of the instance of the Flame, would be open to the
eontendiotion of wellknown facts of Sense-perception (and Inference), a8
shown abovs (in Karikas 417-24), _ b N
499, (Hven if we were to admit of the momentary destrnetion of the
Jav) when, in one moment, it would have been destroyed utterly (with-
out leaving avy trace),—there woutld be no muterial canse for ibs"a,'p‘pear’-é
ance ab the next moment, and ‘as siich (bhe appearance of the jav at the
next moment) would be inexplieable. R "

430. Beoanse, priov to the destruction of one momentary form of the
jary the following monment (.., the moment of the existence of the next
momentary form) was absolutely non-existent; and as such, at the time
of the momeutary destruction it could not hve any action ( whei'éhy it
conld appear bo view). And when, the next moment (which the Banddha
holds to be the mement of the re-construction of the jar), does appear, it
is itaclf swallowed up by mnegation (becanse no sooner would it appear,
han it would be destroyed, atﬁcm‘dihg to the, Bau’(l_dh&}, and ag snch, at
wliat time could the subsequont moment operabe (towards the recon-
straotion of the jar)?, : ou] : ' O

431, Tnasmuch as both of these (the moment of the destruction of
the fur and the moment of its ve-appearance) are equally open o momen-
tary destruction and re-constinetion, they are independeut of one another;
aud ws suole there could be no eansal relation botween the two (4.6, one
mboment cannot in any way bring about the next moment, and as such the
soment of the destruction of the jar eannot be said to be the caunse of the
appearance of the next rooment of the re-constrnetion of the Jar); for the
simple reason that the action of the one (moment) conld not in any way
affoct the other (as the two do not exist at one and the same time).

432, Bocause an object (the next moment, f.i.) which has not yeb
acquired existence cannot be an auxiliary to another object (the foregoing
moment) ; nor can an object, when destroyed, be so; and ag for any cou-
tinunance (of the object) during which it could operate towards any effect,
thero ig no such thing (for the Bauddha, who holds every object to be un-
dergoing momentary destructions)., ! ST Ay i

433, Just as the pecnliay odour, &e., appearing after the destruction
of the jar, is not held to bo the effect of that destruction—so in the same

| erorAvARTIRA, |

89 1f the jar weve destroyed in one moment, how could it continue the next
moraent ? specially as there ia no traco of the sar Joft whioh could serve to produce the
jar anew for the nexb moment, / i

43l Roconstraction all nlong means the appearance of the jar at the moment
after momentary destruction of the jar, Becanss the Bonddha holds that the object
is uldergoing destrnotion and reconstruction every momenb. '

86 This is -meant to show that mere antecodence is not emough to. establish
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vagnner vould other snbsequent forms of the jar also (not be the effect of
the foregoing destroyed form of it), - _

" 434 Therefore a Canse is only that of which we find & certain action
(necessarily) preceding the appearance of tho effect; and moere antecedence
does nob (rhtﬂm a Oauge). ' ! ;

435.  Hven in the case of the Flame, il cannot be proved that it under-
goos destrnction ‘every moment, The fact (in tho case of the Flame) ia
that its extromely subtle particlos keap quickly moving on (and fhis gives
riso to the idea of ity momentary destruction, though in fact tlere is no
destrugtion at all), g i '

 436.437.  Round abont the burning wick large quantity of Iighb
exists in a colleated form ; and that much of it which proceeds npward, is
known as the “ Flame " ; and that which goes even beyond this (Flams) ig
known as the Radiance (Qiffused by the Flame); and that which goes
even beyond this is extremely subtle, and is not cognised ab all ; (and it is
this process of regular mation or diffusion of Light, that gives rise to the
tdea that the Flame nndergoes momentary destructions),

438-439. The pavticles of Light cannot proceed npwards whils the
‘way is hlocked by the foregone particles; gonsequently as these latter
move on, and elear the way, the former conbinne to come.  Cousequentl i
oven if these particles of Light happen to tonch one another, ina heap of
straw for instance, they do not become augmented (and henee do not burs
the straw) (becanse they keap on moving and do not stay long enough to
have any joint  effect). Similarly in the case of the Word, there is
no angmentation of i, because of the exfreme qnickness of the gonnds
(manifesting the Word) (i.e., even if the word be pronounced several
times, it does mob undergo an increase, hecanse the sounds proceed so
Guickly as not to form any conglomeration of thomselves, which alone could
cause an increase in the volume of the Word). -

440. The youthfulness, &c., of the hody are brought abont by the
modifications (of the bodily molecules); and (in the body) what is reCog-
nised by people (to be the same bo-dny as it was yesterday) is only the
arrangement (of the molecules, 4.e., the shape of the body).

?anaal relation, which stands in greater need of a potontiality in the cause, for brings
ng abont the effact. ] :

433439 This anticipates the objection that, < granted that the Flams is nof destroy»
ed, why shonld it move along 2 It may continune to exist in the same place

0 The Kiviki iy aimed at the Vaigéshikas. The hody, they nrge, is undergoing
momentary modifioations, and is perishable, and yet we have recognition of the body
boing the same fo-day ag it was yesterday. The Kariki explaing this by showing that
the object of recoguition is nobt every particle of the body which is being every
Mmoment raodified ;—bnt the particular shape of the hody which continues the same
from childhood to ol age,



441, Tnasmuch as the states (of the Body)—of production, ewistencé
and destruction—are such as belong to it, as well as to others,~—and as such
ave nob absolutely identical with ib,—there can be no contradiction (in the
faot of the continuance of the body daring all the time that its varioud
states are being destroyed and reconstructed) ;—as this (contradiotion) has
alveady been rejected above (under Akrti”) s

449, The theory that Recognition (of au object ag being the same
to-day as it was yesterday) is due to the fact of the (two forms of the)
object being related to the same series, is to be rejected by the same argu-
inents, as have been used for the rejection of the ' Series of Cognitions ™
(as held by the Bauddha), based on the impossibility of the Series being
either different or non-different from the members forming the series,

QLOKAVARTIKA. |
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443. Thus, it havingbeen proved (through Recognition) that the Word
continues to exist (ab least) during the time intervening between its first
hearing and its subsequent recognition (as being the same),—no other
arguments could prove its perishability (non-eternality). ' !

' 444, Tn the caseof the Cloth, &o., we find that they are destroyed
oither on account of their being ent by instrnments, or on account of ‘their
becoming too old; whereas, in the case of the Word, there are mno such
canses of destruction, ! |

" 443. The arguments, that have served to reject the theory of the
Word being made up of the atoms of Lotters (as held by the Jainas, and
which atoms ave) called by them “Pudgalas,” would also gerve to rejoct the
theory of the Word being made up of the atorms of Air (and as such being

481 This anticipates the obhjection that, “since the statod of the body are under-
destruction and reconstruction, why should not these be attributed to
the Body a« woll, inasmuch as the Body is non.different’ from its states ?”” The EENEO
of the reply i that if the Body were absolutely identical with its states, then the
doestruction of these would bring about the destruction of the Body. But as s matter
of fact, there is mo such identity, and hence there i# no contradiction in the ghape of
#he Body continuing the same, even whilo ite states are undergoing momentary de-
wbenotion and reconstruction ; specially as it has been ghown, in the chapter on © Akrti,”
that every object has three states—-those of production, existence and desiruction.

4% The Baunddha asserty that the jar is recogniged to be the same to-day 88
yesterday, becauss there is a series of destructions amd reconstructions affecting the jar,
and it is on acoount of the pregent shape of the jar forming part of the same geries 68
the form perceived yesterday, that it is recognised to be the same, The Karika moans
that againgh this theory we should urge the arguments—eg., 1a the gevies different or
non-different from the individnal forms of the jar? and o forth~that we have urged
above, ngninst the possibility of the * Series of Cognitions,”

" 448 This rofers to Sutra T—i—21,

496 Thig refers to Satra [—i—22,

going momentary

-
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made np of component parts). Therefore, inasmuch ag people are never
coguisant of any Canse (productive) of the Word, aud as everywhere
the Word is found in its own complete form by itself (and not as made up
of eomponent, Words),~the Word mush be (admitted to be) eternal,

End of the chapter on the Bternality of Words.
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