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tras). Therefore, the place of Sunrise would he different for the inhabit­
ants of the two countries, even though the Sun is only one. And hence 
your argument (urged in 1— h—-9) becomes uncertain.

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

166- 167. Various Snr.s are never seen; therefore there cannot he a 
multiplicity of Suns. And again, at midday, all men see the Sun directly 
over their heads (and thus too we have this simultaneous perception of the 
single Sun at different places).

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

cognition) of words is like the (simultaneity of the perception of) the Sun ”  (I—i—15).
This Sutra is in reply to I—i—9.

To both countries the Sun rises in the East. Bat the East of all countries is not 
the same, therefore the place of sunrise must appear different to different countries.
Thus then, 3 ust as though the Sun is one only, yet at one and the same time, it appears 
in different places, so too with the Word,—though this is only one, yet it is hoard in 
different places at one and the same time, And just as this fact does not prove the 
fact of the Sun being a caused entity; so the argument urged by you in Sutra 9 fails to 
prove the cansedness, and consequently non-eternality, of Words.

i66.,iS8 And as the Sun appears to be, at the saute distance, in the same direction 
from tWo persons/one being behind the other nt a certain distance; therefore we must 
conclude therefrom that the Sun appears to rise and set at different places, though it is 
one only. So mere simultaneity of the utterance of a word, by many people, cannot 
prove its non-eternality.

1A8.197 i f  the San were held to be many on the mere ground of two persons seeing 
it rise at equal distances from themselves,—then people who were not at a very great dis­
tance from one another would see both the Suns (*.«?., the one at an equal distance from 
him, and the other at equal distance from his friend a few yards behind him). But 
as such different Sons are seen, it must be admitted that they do not exist.

“ And again,—&o.“  The translation follows the interpretation of the Nyayaratna- 
kara. The K./pka interprets thus : This shows another argument for proving the unity 
of the Sun. At midday all men see one Sun only ; and this would not bo possible, if there 
were many Suns.

J67.LS8 This shows cause why a single Sun appears to be soon at different places.
The fact of people thinking the Sun to appear at different places is duo 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 has appeared at “ different places ” .) As 
for example, wo Bee the Sun to be shining over a hill, at a certain distance from ns.
And when we go over to that hill, from there too, we see it shining at the same dis­
tance from ns as it appeared before. And so on, as we go on moving from one place to 
the other, wn find the Sun shining at the same distance from us. And. from all 
this wo conclude that the Snu is one and shines at a great distance from ns; but 
people think they see it at different places, because each man seeing it thinks it
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a certain distance from that place-- this distance (sometimes) appearing to 
be (equal to, and sometimes) more than, the former distance (at which the 
Sun had appeared to shine from the former place.)

3,68-169, Even in the case of an object which is comparatively much 
nearer to us (than the Sun really is ), we hud 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 themselves.

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) should 
have mistaken notions about that place,— the mistake being clue to the fact 
of every man thinking the Suu 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) ? ” Reply ; In that case too, the mistake is duo 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 bo cognised 
in parts (like any large object). The Word is always (cognised) as it 
exists-, and it always exists in its entirety (therefore it is only reasonable 
that it should always bo cognised in its entirety, and never in parts).

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

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

rifijas Even in the case of comparatively nenr objects—-such as some great moun­
tain—a man at a certain place sees it to be at the same distance at which it appears to 
another man at a certain distance from him. And since each man seems to see the object 
nearer himself, the notion is likely bo ariao that there are so many different mountains.
In the same manner, when the chance of such mistake is met with even in case of 
comparatively nearer objects, such mistakes with regard to the extremely remote Sun. is 
only natural.

199. n.l Since a Word is heard in all places, it cannot bo oither material (corporeal) or 
caused, or non-eternal. Because in one place having known a Word, when we come 
across it in some 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 he 
said 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, ail-pervading word, in the mouths of different, people.

Hl.nS i f  t}ie word were heard in parts then we could never cognise the Word in its 
entirety. As a matter of fact, the Word is always cognised in its entirety. It is always 
cognised as it exists (in its all-pervading character) ? and as it always appears in its 
entirety, and like the Akii-a it everywhere exists in its entirety,—it is on ly natural 
that it should be always cognised in its entirety.

na.115 The Ear cognises a Word only if the manifesting utterance is made in a 
place which is near enough to it.
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depends (for its cognition) upon the sounds (utterances) that serve to mani­
fest it render it perceptible to the Ear). And sounds (utterances) 
have not the power to pervade the whole Space ; and as such, a Word once 
uttered is not heard continuously all over the world, (but only up to a place 
where the air-current carrying the sound-vibrations loses its force). And 
the Auditory Sense (of man) follows the differences of the place of utter­
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 a break in the cognition (of the word, which is not cognised in 
the intervening time). And since these (utterances) extend over a certain 
definite limited space, there appears a (mistaken) notion of the limited 
(nO/i-peevading) character of the Word (manifested by the utterances).

175- 76, Since these (utterances) have motion and a certain velocity, 
therefore, from whatever place they proceed, the W ord (manifested by 
these) appears, to the hearer, to come from the same place (though, as a 
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 is not seen, to appear at different places, by 
one and the same man.” Reply: It may not (be seen by one man) ; but, 
anyway, it is found to appear in different places (even though it be by 
different people.)

177- 79. If you hold your premise ( “ because the Word is cognised 
simultaneously to proceed from different sources ” ) to be qualified (by the 
specification that, in case of the Word, the simultaneous cognition is “ by 
one and the same person” ),— thou, too, your argum ent becomes contradictory; 
inasmuch as (even in the case of the Sun), it (the sun) is seen, to appear 
in different places, by one and the same person. (A s for instance) in 
many vessels filled with water, the Sun (being reflected 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, inas­
much as they are actually seen to be exactly the same (or similar).

179-80. Obj. “  But we say that the reflections appear, by some cause, 
separately in the different vessels, and are all cognised by one at one and 
the same time.”

116-16 These Edrikds explain the reasons for the mistaken notions of limitation, 
non-eternalily, &o., with regard to words, and, as such, supply a full answer to the ques­
tion put by the objector i« Kdrikd 170.

1.16.1ft The objector objects to the similarity of the simultaneity of the perception 
of Words with that of the perception of the Sun.

119.W “ By some cause ” —i.e., by the fact of onr seeing a face reflected in only one 
vessel at a time; whereby, we see one reflection of the Sun to be at one time accom­
panied by the reflection of the face, which is not present in another vessel.
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180-82. Iu reply to this, we say that the fact (of vision) is that the 
light from the sun strikes the surface of the water (and is reflected), and 
consequently, the light from the Eye (striking against the w ater), is i ejected  
back in the wake of the reflected solar light, and thus it sees the Sun 
in its own region { is .,  in the place where the Sun shines), (and as such, it can 
see it as one only ; but) it appears to be manifold amt of various 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 ( not one) P

182-188. Just as when the eye is slightly pressed by the finger, a sin- 
gle object (the moon, f .i .)  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 raanifoldness of the reflection is due 
to the diversity of the vessels; and the diversity appearing in the same 
Word, as uttered by different persons, is due to the diversity of the utterances 
or sounds produced by the different persons, which serve to render the W ord  
perceptible to the Ear of the hearer).

283-185. Some people holding the view of the appearance of the re­
flections (as something totally different from the reflected object) object to 
the above theory thus: “ If it iB the Sun itself that is seen (in the reflec­
tion), how is it that the reflection is not seen above (over the head of 
the observer) ? And again, secondly, how is it that, in the case of re­
flections in wells, &e,, it is seen below (when the Sun is shining above) P 
And, thirdly, looking in a mirror, while facing the east, how is it that one 
sees the image facing the west r1’5

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

186- 180. When people are looking upon the Sun in the water, the fund- 
Honing (the path of the rays) of his eye is always two-fold : one above, and

130.8* The reflection appears to be different, because the vessels are different 
and not because the reflections themselves are different. Because all the reflections 
are scon in the retina of the Eye. which is one only.

186.188 Though the Sun is overhead, yet it is always seen before, in front of the eye, 
and as such it is quite reasonable for the reflection to be identical with the San, and yet 
appears below na.

iSrJ Even though, as a matter of fact, the Sun shines above, yet since in the case 
of reflection, it is perceived by means of the downward function of the Eye, it appears 
to be below us, in the water; though even in this case what we really see is only the Sun 
shining above. Hence, the reflection is identified with .he reflected object; and the 
reflection is seen because it is in front of the body.

f
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another below. And that Sun which is affected (manifested) by the upward 
function is not seen (by the Eye), because it is notin u straight line with 
the substrate of the Eye (i.e., because the Sim is not in front of fcho body) ; 
W hile the San, as it exists (in the water), is presented before fcho observer 
mediately (i.e,, the upward function presents the image to the downward 
function, and this presents it to the observer), and is perceived by means 
of the do wnward function (of the Eye), (and it is for this reason that the 
Sun, though shining above, is seen below, in the reflection). And since 
this (downward function) is identical with the upward function (inasmttoh 
as both equally arc functions, and belong equally to the eye), therefore 
(when the Sun, though shining above, is perceived by means of the down­
ward. function), it appears to the observer as if it were below him. Hence, 
what is really seen below (in the reflection) is the Sun itself appearing 
(before the downward function of tin Bye) through the medium (of the 
upward function).

189- 190. Similarly (in the case of the imago in the mirror the func­
tion of the Eye is two-fold : one proceeding to the cast, and another to the 
w est; and) the face (in the mirror) is mistaken to be looking to the west, 
because (in this case) it is presented, by the easterly function, to the 
westerly function of the Eye. (Hence, though the face is really looking to 
the east, it appears as looking to tin west).

190- 191. Even granting that the reflections occupy different places, 
— they are not known to be diverse, because all are cognisable by the same 
idea (t.e„ all are recognised to be precisely similar, and hence (identical).

191- 192. Even if we accept the theory that the Souse of Audition 
moves (over to the region where the Word is uttered), the fact of the Word 
being heard in different places ( L e from the mouths of different speakers) 
may be explained as being due to the diversity of the places occupied by 
these mouths (and not to any diversity in the Word itself). And if ( 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 W ord occu­
pying only one place (the space in the Ear).

192 - 193. Even if the Sense (of audition) be something else (other 
than the tympanum as affected by the sound— vibrations of A ir ),— since 
even such a Sense can have no function outside its own substrate (viz., the 
Ear, in the body, as consisting of the tympanum, &c.); therefore, if we accept

191.198 This explains the B h a sh ya  passage wherein the analogy of the case of Word 
with that of the Sun is worked out:—* 1/ the Auditor1!/ Sense were to. go over tv che /place of 
conjunction and disjunction (of the palate, &o.), in cite mout hs of the speakers, Ac., &o.

198.198 s\ a t i o h  travelling of the tympanum of the listener by the month of the 
speaker is an absurdity; hence the sense of audition cannot be held to move to the place 
where sounds are produced.
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the theory of (the Auditory Sense) moving (to the regions where -sounds 
tire produced), we would find the tympanum, Ac. (of the hearer) moving to 
the place of utterance (viz., the mouth of the speaker) (inasmuch as the 
Auditory Sense could not move to the region, independently of its substrate).

193-196. Obj: “ A ll these assumptions of yours apply to the case 
where the speakers (of the same Word) are many, and the hearer only one.
W hen, on the other hand, there is only one speaker, and many hearers, then 
it, is quite the eon tvary,— (».e., your arguments become upset). Because in 
this latter ease, the Senses (of audition) (cognising the Word) being many, 
the Word surely (even according to your own theory) appears iu diverse

18P.LM The Sense of the objection is thus summed tip in the Nyrhjaratnakara i Yon 
assume that in the theory of the movement. o£ the Auditory Sense (of the hearer) to the 
sound regions, the idea of a single place for the Word is the correct one, end that of di­
versity of its place a mistaken one. This assertion is possible if the speakers are many 
and the hearer only one. When, however, the Speaker isonlyono, and the Hearers many 
your theory of the singleness of Word is upset, if the movement of the Audit »ry Sense be 
not admitted; because in that case, the idea of diversity of the pb* o of (cognition of) the 
Word would be true, whereas that of the nnity of its place would be a mistaken on© ; be­
cause, the hearers being many, the Word would be cognised in the Ear of all these persons ; 
and, as such, being cognised in many places, it could be reoognised to have many places.
And the idea of the Word having only on© place oonld be true only if it were admitted 
that the single Auditory Sense (of the on© hearer) moves over to tho place of the utterance 
of Sound. Bat since such movement of the Sense is not admitted, the notion of single­
ness of tho Word’s place must be a mistaken one ; and hence, if iu this esse (of many 
hearers and one Speaker), the Miutansafca holds tho notion of singleness of place to bn true, 
and that of a di versity of place to be mistaken, then he must admit tho fact of the Auditory 
Sense moving to the sound regions. To this the Mimansaka may reply: ‘ True: the no* 
fcion of singleness of the place of the Word is really a mistaken one foven in our theory); 
inasmuch as the Word is all-pervading and never partial; but it is manifested by the 
sounds proceeding from a single source (the mouth of the one Speaker) ; and this single­
ness of the place of the utterance of Sounds, is mistaken to be tho place of the Word.’
But the objector retorts: Even in the case where there are many Speakers, and ODly 
one hearer, there too the uotiou of the diversity of tho place of Word may bo explained 
to be a mistaken one due to tho diversity of the sources from which the Word is 
uttered. Therefore, whether we admit the movement of the Auditory Sense or not, 
the explanation of the notion of singleness of the Word's place, and that of the 
notion of diversity of its place, are the same : both of these notions have been shown to 
be mistaken in different oases; and tho explanation of the mistake is exactly similar 
iu both cases—viz., the diversity of the manifesting Sounds. And then, if, as a matter 
of fact, both of these notions—that of singleness and diversity of place—bo false, with 
reference to the Word, which is all-pervading, then why should the Mimanaaka ho 
tenaciously bold to the theory of Singleness, and fight shy of the theory of diversity of 
the place of the Word P And secondly, since the explanation of tho mistake is tho same 
—-whether you admit, the movement of the Auditory Sense or not,— why shottfr! you 
reject the theory of such movement, and hold to the theory of tho Word itself coming to 
the Auditory Sense P

56
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places (tbe Sense of audition of the many hearers.) And it its only if we 
admit the fact of the Sense itself moving (to the region of the Sound), that 
there can beany possibility of the W ord appearing in only one place (the 
one mouth of the single hearer). If it be held that % (in this case) the no­
tion (of the Word appearing in a single place, viz.s the month of the one 
speaker) is a mistaken one, due to the fact of the Sound (utterance) pro­
ceeding (from a single source), then the same may be said in the other case 
also (whore there are many speakers, and only one hearer) where the ap­
pearance of the diversity of the Word may be accepted to be due to the di­
versity of the manifesting agencies, in the shape of the palate, <fco, (of 
the different speakers).”

196- 197, (True: the mistaken character of both notions is sim ilar; but) 
in the BUltra (I— i— 9) the fact of the simultaneity (of the cognition by one 
man < f a Word uttered by many persons) has been urged against us (hold­
ing the oteruality of W ords); and hence, it is only in accordance with this 
(ease of many speakers and one hearer, as urged against us), that the Bhfi~ 
shya has asserted that “ ever though, &o.”

197- 198. The notion of diversity of the Word, as being due to the 
diversity of the place of its appearance (utterance), is got at by means of 
Inference. Whereas the notion (of recognition), that “ this (W ord) is the 
same (that I had heard from another person),” is got at by means of Seiise- 
pereeptiou (the sameness of the Word being recognised by the Auditory 
Souse); and as such, this latter notion (being the more authoritative of the 
two) rejects the former (got at by Inference).

196.197 It ig true that both these notions are equally mistaken, and the explanation too 
is the same. But the BhSahya has not brought forward the mistaken oharaci.or of the 
notion of singleness of place, because this would be irrelevant; inasmuch as the notion 
of singleness is false in the caso of many hearers and one speaker,—a case which has 
not been touched upon by tho objector. Tiro objector has only brought forward, in 
the ninth Sutra, tho case of many speakers and one hearer; and in this case, it is tho 
notion of the diversity of place which is false; and since such falsify can be proved only 
when the movement, of the Auditory Sons® is not admitted, therefore the Bhashya 
“  Tadi qrotram, &o,,” (p, 28), has taken into consideration this oase only iu order to 
meet the objector on his own ground.

s.91.198 This meets the follovviug objection : "  'What you say with regard to the objec­
tion urged in the ninth Sutra may be true. But in the case of many hearers and only one 
speaker there is a real diversity of the place of the Word (in accordance with your own 
theory*). And thus the place being different, the Word must bo accepted as being different, 
as uttered by different persons ”  The Sense of the Karikn is that Inference, however strong, 
is always pet aside by a fact of Sense-perception, if this latter be contrary to the conclu­
sion of the former. In the present case we have such a oase. Therefore, even if there be 
a diversity of the place of the utterance of tho Word, this cannot lead to the oonolu’ 
siou that the Word itself is diverse; ainoo such a conclusion would go against a well- 
established fact of Sense-perception.
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198-200. Just as Dgvadatta, though gradually passing from one pi; tee 
fo anofcliei'j is not considered to be different (in different places) (simply be­
cause lie is known to be a single person) >— so; in the same manner, a W ord , 
having been known to be one, cannot be considered as different (even when 
uttered by different persons). And again, just as, being Been again and. 

gain, DSviidatta is not known to be different in consideration of the differ­
ence of the time (of his being seen); so, too, the Word cannot be considered 
to bo different, in consideration of the difference of the place (of its utter­
ance).

200- 201, If it be urged, that, “  (in the case of Dgvadattn) the fact of 
his being recognised as one is not contradicted (by the fact of his being seen 
at different times) 5 because, in this case, there is a certain sequence (and no 
simultaneity, in the different times of bis being seen ) [whereas in the case 
of the Word being uttered by a single person and heard by many persons, 
there is simultaneity., and as 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-pervading character (of the Word). And  
for the sake of establishing a perceptible fact, the assumption of any char­
acter (or property) is allowable.

201- 203. (In Sutra 10) it has been argued that the Word is perish­
able, because it is modifiable; and in -support of the premiss, the objector bus 
cited the ‘ similarity ' (of the X which is changed into if), and the ‘ author.! by *
(of Pacini who enjoins that X followed by W is changed into p ). But the 
authority (that he has quoted) is ineffective (in supporting his premises); 
because the rule laid down by Pan ini is not such as that “ produce the letter 
U by the modification of the W

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

SOD.aoi An all-pervading entity, though one, can be found in many places, like A k-iqd- 

Therefore in the case of the Word too, there is no contradiction.
“ Tho assumption, A How do you know that the Vord is alt-pervading? Be­

cause we assume such character of the Word) because if this bo not assumed, wo cannot 
explain the perceptible fact of the single Word being uttered by  different persons, at one 
and the same time. And such assumption is always allowable.

SOI.80S This considers S u ita  16; “ The m  into which y is always changed is a 
different letter altogether, and not a modification (of the ■£),”

All that means is that when f  is followed by these two letters
are set aside and the letter *7 is pnfc in their place. If the letter were held to bo 
p ro d u ced  b y  this aphorism of Bag ini's, then there could be no such letter before that rule 
had been laid down.

soa.aot The Sutra is laid down with a view to regulate the oso of the
letters ^  Sf, w, Ac. And ns snob tho letter sj must have existed before the rnle was
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down wit! i a view to regulate then*© of these Words ; and (then if the rules 
of grammar be taken to lay down the production of Words), the relation (of 
the Words and their meanings) cannot be regarded as established, prior
to the laying down of the rule.

204-205. W hile pointing out the correctness of “ Ttadhi" and “ Dadhya71 
— known to he two different words,— the Sutra (“ 17,-< yanaci" Pan. 'Vl-i-77) 
serves to point out the general character of the word Dadhi”  (in compari­
son- to the specific character of “ Dadhya” ) with a view to show the (root) 
form (of the word, i.e., u Dadhi ” ), and the (derivative) form of the word> 
i.e., “ Dadhya ” ), (as a particular word due to the following no). And both 
these are mentioned (in the Sutra) as if they were one, for the sake of tb© 
brevity (of expression) of the Castra ( VytHtctr<ina).

206- 207. The word “  Dadhi" having been mentioned (in another 
Sutra) m  an accomplished word, would reject the word “ Dadhya”  brought 
about by the aeh following (the %) (because this latter is nowhere else men­
tioned as an independent word). And (in order to avoid this contingency) 
the presence of this (word “ Dadhi") is denied by the Sutra ( “ IJco yana­
ci” ) which means that in a. place where the *i* is followed by an biclr we 
should have the specific word (l Dadhya '* and not the general word.
*• Dadhi”

207- 208. W hat the Sutra means is that when the uik ”  appears 
( followed by ua c") u Yan ” is the correct form, And, as a matter of fact, 
there never was any modification (in the matter).

209 211. (Thus then, the authority of Pauini, &c., having been shown 
to be inapplicable to the theory of the modification of Words), the mere fact 
of similarity (between the i and the ya, as urged in K. 102) ia also shown 
(in the IJhtlshya) to be inconclusive (doubtful, as to proving the fact that 
the case of i changing into ya is a case of modification). Specially as even 
between the flower Kvteda and Curd, we find a similarity (of whiteness)

con ten, plated. If, on the other hand, the- noeamng o f the Sutra he that one is to 
^produce (anew) the letter q, then wo will have to admit the eon-existence of such a 
letter (as W) prior to the laying down of the rule.

SOV.308 Oue, who holds “ Dadhyn ” to be modified out o f " Dadhi ”  will have to admit 
that the latter Word is not an accomplished Word in itself. Therefore*the Sdira most he 
taken to mean something else, And this meaning is that both words, DadM and Dadhya, 
we equally accomplished words by themselves; nnd the Sutra is meant to show that both 
these are distinct words j and with a view to this it mentions “ Dadhi” as the general 
form, and “ Dadhya ” as a particular form, due to the specification of the following aeh; 
and thus the Sutra does not assert that X is changed into V, bat that both are 
equally distinct forms. And “ Dadhya” is not mentioned as an independent Word} 
because that would load to the enunciation of all each words as are included in the 
Sutra, when it appears in its present form; thus the clearness of the statement has been 
sacrificed to brevity (by Pauini}.

S B  <SL
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(and certainly the flower is not a modification of the card), ff it be urged 
that the similarity in the latter ease is not absolute (».«., it  is only partial)*
— then, in the other case (of i and ya) too, the similarity is only partial ns 
consisting only the sameness of the place of utterance. Thus then, both 
these grounds ( ‘ authority’ and ‘ similarity’ ) having failed (with regard to 
proving the fact of i being modified into ya), the original argument (based 
upon these, and urged in Sutra 10) falls to the ground unsupported.

211- 212. The fact of the increase or decrease (in the intensity of 
word-sounds) depending upon the (increase or decrease in the) causo (and 
the consequent inference of the word as being a caused entity), is not 
established ; inasmuch as neither a W ord nor a Letter ever increases ( or de­
creases).

212- 213. Because (a Word could he increased by the addition of new 
Letters j and if new Letters were to accrue to the Word, it would cease 
to be the original word ; and it would be either no Word at all, or a dif­
ferent word altogether.

213- 214. And further the Letters having no parts, and as such, 
being like the Ak&fa, they cannot undergo 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, aucl we may base 
our argument upon this idea of increase),"— thou too your argument would be 
contradictory} because wo have such an idea (of increase) oven in ihe 
ease of the Class “ W o r d ” (which you too hold to be eternal and uncaused).

215- 216. And just as the notion of increase or decrease of the Claes

SU.SiS W ith  th is  b e g in s  th e  e x p la n a tio n  oE Sutra 1 7 :  “  (T h e  iu cren ae o r  d e c re a s e  

o f)  t h e  in te n s ity  ( o f  w o r d -s o u n d s )  b e lo n g s  t o  th e  u t te r a n c e .”  (X— i — 1 7 ) , w h ic h  m e e ts  

th e  a r g u m e n t  u rged  in  I — i— 11 .
S18.SIB I f  «  b e  a d d e d  to  it  c e a s e s  to  be a  w o r d , a n d  if  b e  a d d e d  to  it , it  

b e c o m e s  a  n ew  w o r d ,
SlB jiU  T h is  m e e ts  th e  fo llo w in g  o b je c t io n  s “  W i t h o u t  th e  a d d itio n  o f n e w  L e tte r s ,  

th e r e  m a y  b e  an  in c r e a s e  w ith in  th e  c o m p o n e n t  L e t t e r s  t h e m s e lv e s .”  T h i s  to o  is  i m ­

p o s s ib le ; b e c a u se  w h a t  so rt  o f in c re a se  c a n  th e r e  fco t o  a n y  le tte r  gha, f . i .  Qha w il l  

r e m a in  a  gha, a n d  i t  c a n n o t  u n d e rg o  a n y  in c re a se  w ith in  i t s e l f .
SJ.4.S16 E v e n  in  t h e  c a se  o f  a class ( “  W o r d ,”  or ”  C o w  ”  f .i .) ,  w e  h a v e  ftn id e a  o f  

i t s  in c r e a s e  w h e n  w e  f in d  freBti in d iv id u a l*  b e in g  in c lu d e d  in  i t ;  e. g . w e  h a v e  a n  id e a  
o f  t h e  class V W o r d  ”  h a v in g  in o r e a s e d  w h e n  w e  c o m e  to  k n o w  n e w  w o r d s . A n d  i f  

th is  m e re  id ea  w e re  e n o u g h  g ro u n d  fo r  a s s e r t in g  n o n -e te r n a lity , th e n  th e  class to o  w o u ld  

h a v e  t o  b e  a d m itte d  t o  b e  a  caused e n t i t y ,  a n d  h e n c e  n o n -e te r im i, w h ic h  c a n n o t  b o  v e ry  

p a la ta b le  t o  th e o b je c t in g  Naiydyika.
81&.SW T h e  in c r e a s e  th a t  w e a re  c o n sc io u s  o f , w h e n  m a n y  p e rso n s  a re  u tte r in g  

th e  s a m e  w o rd , is  th e  in c re a s e  o f  th e u tte ra n c e  (a n d  n o t  o f  t h e  W o r d ) .  B e c a u s e , w h e th e r  

th e  s p e a k e r  b o  o n e  or  m a n y , th e  w o rd  “  Qhata ”  r e m a in s  th e  sa m e .'

*
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dopcadta upon the increase or decrease of the individuals (composing it)*
— so in the same manner (the notion of the increase or decrcaso of word* 
sounds) would depend upon the increase or decrease in the (intensity of 
the) utterance (manifesting, or rendering perceptible, the Word),

21G-218. And further, your argument (as to the increase of word- 
eOunds proving their non-eteroality, <fec.), is not conclusive ; because, even in 
ordinary life, we come across cases where such increase Or doorcase in accord­
ance with the increase or decrease of the cause or manifestor is found to 
belong to the manifested object; as for instance, the face* is found to in­
crease or decrease in accordance with the increase or decrease of the si iso 
of the mirror (reflecting the face). And this fact cannot prove either that 
the face is not manifested by the mirror, or that it is produced by an ac­
tion of the mirror. [So in the same manner in the case of Words, the notion 
of increase or decrease depends upon the increase or decrease of the inten­
sity of the utterance manifesting the Word ; and this 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 can be no other action 
productive [of the Word, save utterance, and hence, as it cannot be 
shown that the Word is produced by utterance, it can never be shown to be 
ji, caused entity, and hence non-eternal],

218-219. Just as in the case of (such an eternal object as) Akdfa 
when a large pit is made in the ground, wo have an idea of the largeness 
of space (JM pa), and when the pit is email, we have a notion of its small­
ness,— so too, even when the Word is an. absolutely uncaused (and eternal) 
entity (we could have notions of its increase or decrease through the in­
crease or decrease of the utterances manifesting them ). Thus then (it 
must he admitted that) the idea of the increase of the Word (as urged in 
Sutra 10 ) is a mistaken, one, due to (the increase of) its appurtenances 
(*.e., the utterances rendering it perceptible to the ear).

220. As a matter of fact, we do not perceive either groaanoss (in ­
crease of volume) or subtlety ( decrease of volume) to reside 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).

221-222. And as a matter of fact, wo find that our cognition of tbo 
jar is extensive when if is lighted by a big light; and it is less extensive

£3o I,, fact we have no idea of the increase of the Word either. When the Letter 
jft tittered by many persons there is an intensity in the sound of it as heard ; and this 
intensity of the hearing (cognition) lends to tho notion Of the increase of the Word 
itself,

S3LSS3 This shows that tho intensity and lowness of cognition too depend upon the 
intensity, &q„ of manifesting agencies. So in the word too, the increase, Ac., belongs 
to the manifesting utterance, n Length &e.” This meets the objection that if Words

! §  ■ ' <SL
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when it happens to be ilhmi maced by a small light, And the length (short­
ness), &c., (of Letters) are properties of the utterance— as shown above (under 
“  Sphota ” ).

222-223. Obj. “  If either (conjunctions, &o,, as) properties of the Air, or 
? he Air itself as possessing these properties (of conjunction, Ac.), be held to 
be (meant by) the word ‘ Sound’ {Nada)r —then, as Letters alone are per­
ceptible by the Ear, the sounds could not bo audible by the ear (because Air  
is only perceptible by the sense of touch); and then, how could the sounds 
of the conch-shell, Ac , which do not contest of Letters, be hoard ? ”

224- 225. (W ith  a view to sail clear of this objection) some people 
hold that Bounds also (and not Letters alone) are perceptible by the Ear,
And (these people hold that) these (Sounds, as properties of the Air) are 
urged along with the Air (by means of the con junctions of the Air with 
the palate, Ac.), and filially affect the sense of audition (and produce a 
change in it, which renders the Word audible). And as these (Sounds 
in airy vibrations) are perceived (heard) at the time of the hearing of 
Letters (as uttered and manifested by those sounds),— 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 Bhftshya), explain the fact of sounds (of the 
conch-shell) being heard on the ground of the mutiplicity of winds.

226- 228. Those (Airs or Bounds), that are urged (or set in motiou) 
by the conjunctions and disjunctions of the palate, Ac., manifest (render

a n d  L e t t e r s  w e r e  o te rn u l, h o w  c o a id  th e y  h e  d iv id e d  i n t o  long, short, &c. f  T h e  eon  go is  

t h a t  th e s e  d o  n o t  b e lo n g  t o  th e  W o r d  o r  L e t t e r , b u t  t o  t h e  u tte ra n c e .

8S3-SS3 T h is  o b je c t s  to  th e  a s s e r t io n  o f  t h e  Bhdshya t h a t  “ t h e  c o n ju n c t io n s  a n d  d ig -  
ju n c t io n s  in  t h e  A i r ,  m a n ife s t in g  th e  w o rd s , c o m e  to  b e  k n o w n  a s  * Nrzda ’ ( s o u n d ) .”

T h e  s e n s e  o f  th e  o b je c t io n  is  th u s  ex p la in ed , in th e  Nyaya-ratn/Mura— “  I f  so u n d  b e  h e ld  

t o  b o  th e  c o n ju n c t io n s  & c ,, o f  th e  A ir , or t h e  A i r  i t s e l f  a s  p o s s e s s in g  th e s e  p r o p e r t ie s ,  

a n d  i f  i t  (S o u n d  o r  N a d n ) h e n o t  h o ld  to  be in  t h e  f o r m  o f  a  w o r d ,— th e n  th e  S o u n d  

c a n n o t  b e  h e ld  t o  c o n s is t  o f  a n y  L e t t e r s ; an d  i t  h a s  b e e n  h e ld  b y  t h e  Mimtnxtk* t h a t  

L e t t e r s  a lo n e  a r e  p e r c e p t ib le  b y  t h e  E a r } th e r e fo r e  th e  S o u n d s  t h a t  d o  n o t  o o n -  

HiFifc o f  L etter i?— e,g.t th o s e  u t te r e d  b y  t h e  c o n c h -H h e ll, A c . ,— c o u ld  n o t  b e  o b je c t s  o f  

a u d itio n  ? B a t  w e  d o  hear s u c h  s o u n d s . H o w  d o  y o n  e x p la in  th is  c o n tr a d ic t io n  P ”

SS4.®S5 I f  t h e  A i r  w e r e  th e  m a n ife s to r  o f  w o r d s , th e n  th e  A i r  b e in g  a m e n a b le  to  t h e  

t a c t i le  se n se  a lo n e , t h e  a b o v e  o b je c t io n  w o u ld  a p p ly  to  i t ; b u t  a s  a  m a t t e r  o f  fa c t  i t  is  

n o t  t h e  a ir  b u t  t h e  S o u n d s  m p r o p e r tie s  o f  th e  A i r  t h a t  m a n ife s t  w o r d s  in th e  m a n n e r s  
d e s c r ib e d  in  t h e  Kuril: ii, H e n c e  t h e  o b je c t io n  is  a v o id e d . W h e n  p e o p le  a re  m a k in g  a  

h o u s e  a t  a  d is t a n c e , w o  h e a r  o n ly  th e  S p en d s a n d  n o  d is t in c t  to tte r  o r  w o rd

S 8 0 3 8  11Adequate substrate.” — T h is  m e e ts  t h e  o b je c t io n  th a t  s in c e  n o  L e t t e r s  a r e  

d is t in c t ly  c o g n is e d  t h e  c la s s  “  W o r d ,”  m u s t  b e  h e ld  to b e  a t  t h a t  t im e  c o g n is e d  a s  

w ith o u t  an  a d e q u a te  s u b s tr a te . T h e  s e n s e  o f  th e  r e p ly  is th a t  t h o u g h  n o  d is t in c t  L e t te r  

ia h e a rd , y e t ,  a s  a ll L e tte r s  a re  a ll -p e r v a d in g , t h e y  a lw a y s — w h e th e r  d is t in c t ly  m a n i f e s t ­

e d  or n o t— s e r v o  n,;> a d e q u a te  s u b s tr a te s  o f  th e  c la s s  *' W o r d .”  A n d  a s  fo r  th e  in d iv id u a l

*
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perceptible) a distinct Letter ; and others (that are not urged by such con­
junctions and disjunctions) only manifest the “ W ord” as a class, which 
c o m p rise s  all Letters ; (and as eoch they can be audible). And as Letters 
arc all-pervading, the class ( “ W ord ” as manifested indistinctly by the 
sounds) does not fail to have an adequate substrate. Nor is this theory 
open to the objection—•“  in which individual Letters (are the sounds of tho 
conch-shell, & c.), manifested ? ’

228- 229. And it is these (sounds) that have been shown above 
(under “ Sphota” ) to follow the course of our conjunctions ; (and there it is 
shown that) the difference in the degree (of the intensity) of these sounds 
is due to the multifarious character of the collations of these (sounds),

229- 230. Or, these (sounds) may (be held to) form a distinct class by 
themselves (included iu the class “ word” ). Ariel we can lay down the di­
versity in the capability of sounds, on the ground of the effects,— just as in 
your own theory (of the non-oternality of words).

230- 231. Obj: “ Even if  the utterance be found to be for the sake of 
others, what has that to do with the word itself, that this latter would bo 
eternal on that account?

231- 232. “  Since we find tho fact of the use being for another’s sake,
applicable to non-eternal objects— such as the lamp, cloth, etc.,— ; therefore,

Setter in which the sound of coneh is to bo manifested, any Letter may be held to he 
snob; since ttll letters are equally eternal and all-pervading. Therefore that which is 
board in tho case of the conch-shell, is tho class “ Word,” wherein no individual word 
has boon manifesto*! at the time,

SS8-8WB It has been shown under “ Sphota ” that even though the sounds bo not 0 1 * 
d ib le , yet the diversity of the degree of intensity—quickness or slowness of the ut­
terance of words—is regulated by the different degrees of the collations of sounds. 
When many sounds—of ^ —collate together, then we have the acute and so on.

8S9-980 "I n  the effects’1—we find that sounds manifest words, and some mere indis­
tinct sounds, and hence we must admit of a diversity in the capabilities of pounds.

As a matter of fact sounds may either be tho Air or included in the class “ word.'*
If it be included in the class “ word,” then since words are immaterial, no increase 
could belong to them, and hence the word “ n a d u ”  in the Bictra must be taken to in­
directly indicate the Air of which those sounds are properties. And it is as an explana­
tion of this indirect indication that we have the B h a s h y a  passage objected to, in S a r i -

has 2211-223. ,
S80.81 W ith  t h is  b e g in s  th e  e x p la n a t io n  o f  th e  Bictra 18 w h ich  la y s  d o w n  th e  Batman*

sftka theory of the eternaUfcy of soundss “ Worn is eternal; because its utterance is fey 
the sake of others” (I-i-18). K & rik a s  230-236 embody the objections against the S n tr a .  

Because the utterance is “ for another’s sake ” that cannot lead to the conclusion “ Word 
is eternal,” because “ being for another’s sake ” is not a qualification of tho minor term
“ word.”

881-ta This anticipates the Mimansmkn assertion that tho S itira  means “ Word is 
eternal, bx-au.se of its utterance being for another's sake.” The objection embodied in

<SL
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ev-on it' this (fctio fa c t o f use b e in g  for an oth er's  sake) be a p rop erty  (o f iho

m i,,r>r tevm  w ord  ’) ,  yet, th is can n ot be a n y  reason (fox* p ro v in g  its ©tor- 
n a lity ) .

2 3 2 -2 3 8 . “ ( I f  b y  “ dm-$ana*’ yon. m ean “ u tte ra n c e ”  o n ly , th en , si, oe 
utterance cannot be fou n d  an yw h ere  except in a W o r d ) th ere b e in g  no in -  
stance sim ila r  ( t o  y o u r  conclusion, you r reason in g becom es in v a lid ) A n d  
(if  b y  ' (dar;ana  y o u  m oan “ u s e ,”  th en ) y o u r  rea so n in g  becom es con tra- 
d ietary , since in  the case o f a to m s which are etern al, w e find no use at a il  
(e ith e r  for o th e r s ’ sake or for o n e ’s o w e ; and  as such eternality  can n ot be 
■vim to  be con co m ita n t w ith  th e  p rop erty  of. being used fo r  another s sa ke).

2 3 8  2 j 4  “ A s  fo r  the signification  o f the m ea n in g , th e  W o r d  w ould  
do it by the m ere fa ct o f its  existen ce  (t .e M as soon as the W o r d  w ould  be 
uttered it w ould a t  once denote  its  m ea n in g ), even  w ithout an y  pei’BCuneni 

form  of it  (su b sis tin g  for a n y  len g th  o f  t i m e ) j u s f c  as certain  actions  
brin g about certa in  con jun ction s, e tc ., (b y  th eir m ere force, even  th o u g h  
 ̂ho actions do not persist fo r  a n y  len g th  o f t im e ).

2 3&-2ut>. ! A n d  th e  idea o f 'w o rd s  used previou sly  is du e to th e re-

m em b ra n es o f p a s t  e ve n ts ,— ju s t  as wo have a rm nem branco o f  o a r  p ast  
deeds (w h ich  do n o t p ersist for a n y  len g th  of t im e ). T h erefo re , th e  fa c t o f  
the word being used  (n o w ) ca n n o t prove th e  fa ct o f Its h a v in g  ex isted  
before fro m  tim e  i m n a e r a o r i a l ) j u s t  as th e  ja r  (w h ich  th o u g h  fo u n d  to 
be u sed  now is n o t o u  th at a cco u n t held to h ave existed  e te r n a lly ) .

2 3 o -2 3 6 , “  J n st as whan, an o b jec t has once p reviou sly  been m a n ife st­
ed by  a certain source o f l ig h t ,— then i f  su b seq u en tly , i t  c o m e  to be 
illu m in ated  b y  an  a lto g eth e r n ew  source o f lig h t , it  is perceived a ll the  
s a m e ;— so too it c o u ld  be in the case of the W o r d .”

iho Kffrifci moms that in that ewe, the w^ameat is faulty. Because the "utterance 
u a M or.. • 1« its  u se  b y  someone. A n d  w e  Had that ever, non-eteruol objects are used
; ,r l : ' a , of °thers suuh.as "lamp,” &c., and such eternal objects as atoms are uot 
loand to be u sed  for the sake of another.

* * * * *  This meets the argument of the BLasbyr, that if a word were not eternal, it 
would not signify its meaning.

'£W.*SM ifl° t,f ono having an idea of words used in the past cannot prova its 
rtwnahty, because we have such re-membranoo of oven non-eternal entities.

«Jf>.3v4 l bis moots the objection that unless the word bo known to have n certain 
Signification (beforehand), ifc cannot afford any meaning (when heard.) The sense 
oi the banka is that we do find in the case of objeota illuminated by a light, that when 
omm the object has been shown by means of one light, at gome future time, even an 
altogether new light manifests it equally w ell: So in the case of words, the object 
cow, j . v,. may have boon denoted by some other word at some past time • and aubso. 
quently even if ifc come to be mentioned p y  a new name, it can be comprehended.

■ S7 3.
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230*237 . T h e  urgin g  o f fcho fau lts  of inconclusiveness, Acv, a g a in st th e  
fact of the use (o f  w ords) b e in g  for an o th er’s sake, is lik e  em p loyin g  

th e  fu el-burning fire to burn w a ter .
2 3 7 - 2 3 8 . B ecau se all th ese — In co n d u siven ess, A c .— oar. a p p ly  to  in ­

ferential arguments * w hereas th e  argu m en t em b o d ied  in  th o  sutra  is in  
the form  of an A p p aren t In co n siste n c y , w hich does not stan d  in  need of 
prem ises la y in g  dow n correct re lation s betw een th e  M in o r  and  th e  M id d le

term s. .
2 3 8 - 239 . I f  th e d on etab ility  o f a w ord bo  show n to be possib le  only

-when the W o r d  is  held to bo a lso  non -etern al (as w ell as e te rn a l), or only  
when it be non -etern al,— th e n  alone can y o u  brin g fo rw a rd  any real

objection  a g a in st us. . . .  . »
' 239-242. T h o  Word h a v in g  no p a r t ic u la r  r e s u lt  of i t s  own, w e inter

fro m  its d en otative  potency th e  fa c t th a t i t  i s  su b sid iary  to tho  
signification a m i com prehension of m ean in g , w h ich , in its  turn m 
subsidiary to th e  action (b r o u g h t about b y  th e  w ords) Innng th e  
■ r »  w hich h a s a  definite re su lt  (th e  d rin k in g  of w a ter & c „  b y  th e  
person ad d ressin g  the in ju n c tio n ). A n d  th e n , w hen enqu iring as 
to  w hether e tern a lity  or non-eternalifcy belon gs to th e W o rd , w e  
o u g h t to a d m it o f  th at one p ro p erty  (o f the tw o ) w h ich  does n o t in any  
w a y  go ag a in st th e  prim ary fa c to r  (in the signification  and com prehension  
o f  m ean ing, to  w h ich  tho w ord  is  su b sid ia ry ) ; beoause it  is  n o t proper 
lo  re ject th e p rim a ry  rem it (b r in g in g  of the ja r  w h ich  w ould  n o t be possible  
i f  ti i6 m eaning w ere  not sign ified  a n d  c o m p reh en d e d ) for the sak e  of (an y

jst.tor Here begins the reply to the above objections.
888.889 The argument based on Apparent Inconsistency can be shown to be faulty 

— when tho incxplb. ability that supports the argument is shown to be explicable other- 
. thl.n h v  iliG acceptance of the conclusion sought to be proved. And so long as 

l • obieotor does not put forth another explanation of the denotability of words than the 
one hied upon its eternality, our argument remains untouched - Bocamm « « " “ 

enfc ia simpiy that., since the denotability of a word is not explicable, h A- be held to 
he non-eternal, therefore (by Apparent Inconsistency) the Word roust be held to bo

0t''  aw.9 t 8 There is a maxim to the effect that when someth mg that has no result hap’ 
pons to be in the company of that which has a definite result, the former becomes su b  ■ 
si diary to the latter ; honce the word is subsidiary to the signification of meaning. Smce 
the word has the power of signifying a meaning, the comprehension of which lends to a 
definite result, the word is ascertained to be subsidiary to tins result, indirectly through 
boiiw subsidiary to the comprehension of the meaning by the person addressed. ^

« It is no* proper, &o”—If we admit of non-eLernality wa cannot explain tho signi­
fication of meaning And it. is not proper to admit of each a property of the subsidiary 
/«  Word ”} as would go against the primary element (comprehension of meaning). There­
fore the Word cannot be held to be non-eternal. Because if tho Word be non-eternal
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p r o p e r ly  of) th a t (W o r d )  which, is subsidiary to  i t s  subsidiary (co m p re ­
hension o f m e a n in g ). B u t if ( th e  W o r d  be h e ld  to  b e ) p erish ab le  (non- 
e tern a l), then th is  ( th e  re jection  o f th e p r im a r y  re su lt) is w h a t  w ould  
su re ly  happen.

2 4 2 -  243 . B e ca u se  a W ord., w hose relation (w ith  its  m ea n in g ) ham n ot  
b e en  (p reviou sly ) ascertained, can n o t s ig n ify  a n y th in g . B e c a u se  if  this 
could  be the case (A e .,i :f  such a W o r d  were to s ig n ify a  m ea n in g ), th en  an y  
p reviously -un lcnow n (nevviy-coiued) w ord w ould be capable o f  s ig n ify in g  
a n y  an d  every m ea n in g .

2 4 3 -  244 . A n d  a n y  such p r e v io u s  recognition  o f its re la tio n  (w ith  
m ea n in g s) w ould n o t bo possible  i f  the- W o rd  w ere n o n -e te r n a l; in asm u ch  
a i f  i f  bo establish ed  th at its re la tio n  has bee a recogn ised , i t  is  certain  
th a t th e  W ord n o w  used existed  a t  som e tim e  o th er than th a t w h en  it 
is used (a t w hich o th e r  tim e its re la tio n  m ay have been a sce rta in ed ).

2 4 4 -  245 . B ecau se that (W o r d )  o f w hich 'the relation  -may ha ve been  
recogn ised  cannot be an y  oth er than that w h ich  is now  fo u n d  to be 
sig n ifica n t (o f a  m ean in g , w ith  referen ce to w hich i t  is now u tte r e d ) . F or, 
i f  th e relation (o f  th e object cow ) be ascertained to belong to  th e  word  
“ Chow, ” •— the w ord , u sed  to s ig n ify  th e  cow, can n ot be “  H o rse .”

2 4 5 -  2 4 6 , I f  it be held th a t, “  even  a  W o r d  o th e r  (than the on e whose  
re la tio n  w ith the m e a n in g  has been reco g n ised ) w o u ld  be cap ab le  o f  s ig n i­
fy  i r g  the m eaning, th ro u g h  its ow n  inherent (n atu ral) a p titu d e ,” — th ou , in  
the absence of a n y  fixed rule (a s  to  w h a t W o rd  wall s ig n ify  w h a t m e a n in g ), 
it cou ld  not be ascertain ed  w hich w o r d  w ould  h a v e  a  Certain signification  
(sin ce  the inherent ap titu d e o f W o r d s  is not p ercep tib le  to u s ) .

2 4 6 -  247. I f  it be urged th a t, “  we could  k n o w  the action, (b r o u g h t  
a b o u t by the in ju n c tio n ) to bo d u e  to that word w h ic h  is c o m p reh en d e d ,”

ifc cannot signify anything; and thou the person addressed will not comprehend the 
injunction; and hence he would not fetch the jar; and the person'addressing would 
have no drink.

>48.341 11 it i8 certain, &c.”—and this would lead to the etornality of the Word ; as 
will be explained under m tr n  21.

344.S4S That word which is found to be significant must be. the game whoso 
relation (with the meaning) has been previously- ascertained ; otherwise, if the Word 
now used worn not the One whoso relation had bean previously ascertained, the present 
Word could not signify anything. Anyway tho two must bo hold to bo identical. If 
it is the word “ Cow ” that has boon recognised to boar a relation to the cow, then 
it must always be the same identical word V Cow ” that can be used to signify tho cow.

841.841 Before the word lias seen uttered there can be no idea as to whether ifc 
has been comprehended. And it is the use (uttering) of the Word which stands in need 
of a previous recognition by the speaker of its relation with its meaning. And tin’s 
latter fact cannot bo explained to be based' upon the comprehension of the hearer.

...... V * /  : " ,
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— then., this may do for the hearers (who know for themselves what words 
they comprehend) , but it cannot do (explain the action, of ottering the 
word) for the speakers (who are not cognisant of what words have been 
comprehended by his hearers, specially, so long as bo has not uttered the
words). 1

2471248'. Because, not knowing that word which is capable of signify­
ing the object he means to name, what word would he use in the beginning 
(ie., before the time of its comprehension by the hearer has arrived) ? And 
if ha already knows it (the word as related to the meaning), then it 
must bo admitted that it had been previously recognised by him (as 
bearing a relation to the object, which he now seeks to signify by 
that W ord). And (as for the inacaueu of previously unknown lights 
showing objects, as urged in K.arika 235-236), since the light is subsidiary 
to the perception, wo have a manifestation, even when the source of light 
is altogether new.

249- 250, If i t bo held that, “ the meaning of a W ord (though new) is 
comprehended through its similarity (.with a previously known w ord)” —  
then (vvo reply that) even through similarity, the W ord cannot signify the 
meaning ; because (out of the endless series of the word “ cow .J .pronounced 
since time immemorial) through rhe similarity of which one, shall we fix 
upon the signification of another ? Because all these are equal, in that 
noup of them have the relation with the object recognised previously (to 
their being used).

250- 251, If it be urged, that “  the word ( ‘ cow ’ f. I.) as heard first

241.849 The action of light does not stand in need of any previous recognition of 
the Sight, since the light is only an aid to perception. In the perception of an object 
it is the perception that is the primary element; and we-do not care whether the light-, 
is known or unknown ; any light will equally illumine an object; whereas in the case 
of the w o r d , it,a previous recognition is absolutely necessary ; ns, unless’the speaker 
knows the Word to have a certain meaning he cannot use ife } and unless he uses it, the 
hewer cannot comprehend it; and unless the hearer comprehends the Word, he 
cannot net -’n accordance with the words addressed to him, and hence there would ha no 
action (fetching of the jar, f  A).

249-26!) The sense of the objection is that the word that is now uttered has not been 
previously known to have any relatiou. Its meaning is comprehended on account of its 
resemblance to another word used and known from before. The latter partof this first 
half and the second half reject this theory ; because there is no fixed rule as to the 
similarity of what particular word would regulate the signification of a w o r d .  The 
objection moans that the word “ cow1’ as now uttered is altogether different from the 
same word uttered at some other time, and the two are only similar; and the signi­
fication of one would be regulated by that of the other.

S5°-SW The 8enae of the-objection is that the word « cow ’* when board first of all 
was understood to have its denotation consist in the cow; and so subsequently
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of all, was eonipreiicnded to Imwe a m ea n in g ,-th en  (We reply), how can 
tiiat (previously recognised Word) persist for such a long time P And 
(o?en granting that sack continuance ainl cognition of its similarity arc 
possible) mj a rifle, a Word does not. came to bo know n to have a definite 
meaning, until it has been heard and comprehended twice or three times 
(at the very least).

251- 252. Aud again, for a man {hearing the Word “ cow ” for the 
first time, and as such) not. knowing' any other words (“ cow ■’ as pro­
nounced by people before his hearing of it, and hence being unable to 
recognise any similarity), the word, is meaningless j and at the same time, 
for those that have heard other such words (as pronounced by persons in 
the past) it has a meaning— a most curious (collocation of contradictory 
properties).

252- 253. If it urged that, “ (at adl tiroes), the Word has »  meaning, 
which is not comprehended by some people (who hear it for the first 
time),” — then the same may ho said with regard to the subsequent use of 
the same Word, -an d  as such, why should the signification be said to he 
through similarity (of previously-heard words)?

■ however ora comes across the word “ cow,” lie e,fc once recognises its similarity 
with'the previously-known “ cow” ; and the remembrance of the moaning of this 
latter brings about tho com prehension of the present word “ cow.” Tin; sense of 
ihn reply is that 'the word as soon aa it is heard is destroyed j and so it could 
not persist; till the occasion of the subsequent hearing of the same word ; and as 
such* it being uou-oxistiug, how con id wo lie cognisant of any similarity with it ? The 
second half means that the very data on which the objection is based is faulty ; in­
asmuch as any word, when heard for the first time, is not known aa having a meaning ; 
the fact being that when wo hear the word for she first time we do not know its mean­
ing at ail, until it is explained to us. And when we have had such explanations, at least 
twice ox thrice from old people, then it is that we come to connect that Word with its 
particular signification.

861.862 “ Not knowing, &e.’' s, This is based upon the objector's theory that there are 
many such words as “ oow  ”— the word pronounced at one time being different from the 
same word, as pronounced at some other time. And a man who bears the Word for the 
first time does not know the word as pronounced previously by other persons. “ Opn-, 
tradictory properties”—The same word being both meaningless and having a meaning 
at one and the same time.

S63-S6S The meaning of the objection is that even for one who hears the word for 
the first time it is not meaningless. And hence there is no contradiction of properties.
The sense of the reply is that just as -when one hears the word for the first time h© 
does not know the meaning, though others know it ; «o  too one could explain the signi. 
iieatiou of the word when heard subsequently, aa being natural to the word (as you hold 
in the case of the word when first heard, where yon assert that the meaning isnar.u. rl to 
the Word, and fails to bo known by the hearer only on account of a certain deficiency in 
the hearer himself); so in the case of subsequently-heard words too, wo could hold the

.
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253-254, If it be hold that, ¥ tbs Word would be meaningless for 
those who havo not heard any previous (utterances of the same) W ord,” —  
t hen, since this fact (of being hoard for the first time by people who have 
never heard it uttered before).is common also to all previous words, all 
words would come to be meaningless.

254*255. .And further, that Word which is cognised by people who 
have heard it previously, as being* similar to (and as such subordinate to) 
the previously-heard Word with a meaning,— would be tbe principal (or 
primary) factor for those who have not heard it before. And tins (double 
contradictory character) is not possible for one and the same Word.

255- 256. By the clause “ it has been explained,” the Bhashya tilers to 
all the arguments that have been brought forward (under 44 Sambandhakshc- 
paparihdra ” ) against the creation of the relation (of Words and their 
Meanings). And if the Word itself be held to be non-eternal (and created 
by speakers), then the explanation (of the relation of Words and Meanings) 
becomes all the more difficult.

256- 258, Because Uow can any relation be created (i.e. laid down) 
without the utterance of the Word V And. that (word) which has been 
pronounced and immediately destroyed (as held by you) can have nothing

meaning to he natural to the word 5 and we can assert the non-comprehension of some 
people to be due to some defioienoy in themselves ; and thus all the words would come 
to have meanings natural to them ; and there would be no reason for holding the cogm * 
tion of the signification of a subsequent word to he due totho remembrance of its simi­
larity with a previously-known word.

4(8-86* q'he sense of the reply is that whenever a word is uttered there are al­
ways some mer. who hear it for the first time. And hence, if the Word were to be 
meaningless for those who hear it for the first time, then all words would be meaning­
less.

SkMEB Both parties agree in thinking the Word uttered to be one and the same 
for all hearers; aud as such one and the same word cannot possibly be both primary 
and secondary at one and the same time.

266.S68 J ri the Bba.-myr, the objector is made to say that the relation of the word and 
its meaning may be held to he a caused one, laid down in the beginning of the world, And 
to this the Bhashya replies that this theory has been already refuted under “  Samban - 
dhdbaheparihara," liven when the word is held to be non-eternal the creation of its 
relation with meaning has been shown to be impossible, And when the word is held 
to be eternal, then the creation of its relation with meanings becomes all the more im­
possible.

SEMES if . he Word be hold to be destroyed a.S soon as it is uttered, then when lay 
ing down the relation of a Word, ns- soon as the Creator would pronounce the word it 
would be destroyed, and as the same word when uttered subsequently yon hold to bo 
different from the previously-uttered word, and the relation has boon laid down by the

f(f)| <SL
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to do with the relation. Therefore the Word, uttered for the first time, 
having been immediately destroyed, without baying its relation (with its 
meaning) expressed,— it would ho meaningless ; and then, how could the 
same Word, when uttered subsequently, be cognised to have a meaning.?

25s-259. The actions of ottering the Word, the creation of its rela­
tion (with its meaning), and its usage (in accordance with this) being such 
as to occur one after the other,— who could do all these (three notions) 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 
held to bo laid, down by the Creator),— prior to his hearing- of the subse­
quent utterance of the Word, there cannot be any such one W ord as has its 
relation created.

260- 261, The theory, that the relation is asserted (and not created) 
for such people, is also to he rejected in the same manner. Because the 
assertion cannot possibly belong to a Word (uttered at the beginning of 
creation and) which has since been destroyed, or is non-existing, or 
exists only at the present time (ie ., the one that is heard by the present 
hearer).

261- 262. Which word would the speaker declare to the hearer, ss 
having a certain meaning,— when he (the speaker) cannot utter the Word  
which he himself had heard at some previous time (to have that mean­
ing) P—

C reator w ith reg ard  to  this la tter , the laying  dow n o f  th e  relation w ou ld  be useless, as 
its substratum  in th e  shape o f the previou sly -u ttered  W o r d  will h ave b een  d estroyed , 
and there w ould b e  n oth in g  for w h o se  sake yon  w ould require the re la tio n ,

263459 q;he u tte rin g  of the W o rd  is not p ossib le  w ith ou t a k n ow led ge o f the re la ­

tion  ; nor is the la y in g  down o f tho relation  possible w ith ou t the u tteran ce o f th e W o rd —  
a  case o f m utual i  nfcer - dope n d en c o .

S69.260 E ven  th ou g h  it were p o ssib le  for th e relation  o f a W ord to  b e  laid dow n at 
th e  begiuinng o f creation , y et th ose  people who lik e  n s, happen to  live  a t a time d if ­
fe re n t from  th at, h ea r only  su bsequ en t utterances o f th e  w o r d ; and as t h is  subsequ en t 
W o rd  has not its  relation  laid d o w n ,— th a t w hich  h as its  relation laid  d ow n  being tb e  
first utterance o f th e  w ord which h a s  been destroyed ,— fo r such people n o  w ord w ould  
h ave a n y  m eaning a t  all.

The assertion  made a t th e  beginning o f  creation could n ot a p p ly  to tho  
W o rd  that is h eard  a t  the present t im e .

SBi.sfij Tho sp ea k er board th e  W o r d  long a g o , as having a certa in  m eaning  
and ‘ his word is, according to yon, d estro yed  as soon as uttered ; and h en ce  he cannot  
speak  of this w ord, a t  any subsequent tim e, to h ave th e meaning j th erefo re  w h at could  
th a t  w ord be w hich  th e  speaker could speak of as h a v in g  the m ean in g ; th e  on ly  w ord  
“  co w  ” o f  -which h e  him self knew  th e m eaning baa been destroyed, an d  o f any other  
w ord “  cow ” ho h im se lf does not k n ow  the m eaning.
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,:>62-263. Specially as lie does not utter the Word having the meaning 
a e. the o n e  with reference to which the relation of a definite moaning 
wutfJaid down by the Creator, and which was destroyed, immediately after 
it had been uttered by Him),, And if he were to utter a word similar to 
the original one having the meaning,— then such a word cannot he recog 
msed by the hearer to bo similar to the original word having the meaning; 
inasmuch as this latter is not known to him ; and the now word (that is 
hoard by him) itself has no meaning (because the moaning has been law 
down to belong to the original word uttered by the Creator).

264  And when one who is a speaker now becomes the hearer at 
some future time, then too, the same difficulties would appeal* (because the 
Wcvd which ho knows to have a meaning is not the one that he hears 
uttered by others, according to you). And thus for all. speakers (and
hearers) no Word can have any meaning, _

264 -26**. It  may be possible that the relation of a certain Word is 
created at the beginning of Creation, But since we have never been cogni- 
sant of this Word (as created with a meaning), how could wo have any 
notion of similarity with this (original Word) (of any subsequent Word that 
we may hear spoken) ?

265 266. 06? —“ But the original word (as uttered by the Creatoi) has
been fully comprehended and ascertained by persons (ftapila, & c.) present at 
that time ; and from the uses made (of the word) by these persons, wonder 
the whole series of similar word! (bcg'rming from the original word and 
etidin'v with word heard by us at the present tim e; and this notion ok 
similarity with the original word, would bring back to our mmd a eye,
the original meaning as fixed by the Creator).

266-267. Reply : If this theory bo admitted, then all the objections and 
arguments, urged (under " SaMb^hUkshSpiipanham") against the theory ok 
the creation of the relation of Words and Meanings (by a Creator), crop up 
(since they apply equally to the theoryJust propounded) ; viz ; that it such 
bo the case, then we should have to remember the similarity of the prosen . 
Word to the original word ; because the comprehension of the meaning 
of the present W ord depends upon su ch  remembrance (of the similarity of 
the original W ord,) (and snob remembrance is not possible, inasmuch as wo
never hear the original W ord), and so forth.

268-269. I d the case of an object, which has subsequently come to 
differ from its original form, its similarity (with tins original form) 
being braced out to a great distance (through all the endless series of midi

M8.8B9 And hence even granting your theory, the time tod space intervening 
between the creation and the present moment ?e so great, that even if them were a
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objects intervening between the original form and the object before us), 
undergoes slight differences (with every intervening object), and dually 
disappears almost entirely.. And such would particularly he the case with 
words, in the case of which great differences fere brought about by the 
slightest change of tone, consonant or vowel:— e.g., in the case of such 
words as - gain ” (house), “  maid'” (garland), “ UUl ”  (time), aud “ gild* 
(stone) and the like,

269- 270. I f  we were to arrive at conclusions through more similarity, 
then there would always be a chance of mistaken notions: e.g., having 
perceived the relation (of concomitance) between smoke and fore, we would 
infer the (existence of) (ire from (the existence of) vapour (because the 
latter is similar to smoko in appearance ; and such inference could only 
bo mistaken).

270- 271. If some one were to say “ let it be so ” (Le., “ the compre­
hension of meanings of words may be mistaken1—that does not touch our 
position, the whole usage of the. Word may be mistaken, but that does not 
affect the nometernality of the Word ” ),— (we reply) hut it is not so (i.e., 
the comprehension of certain meanings of Words is nob a mistake) ; 
because we do not find anything that rejects the comprehension as mistaken,
And if it be urged that,— >** this (absence of a- negative fact) estab­
lishes the correctness (of the comprehension of Words through 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 a a idea) then the non-difference (identity) ot Words would be established 
(since this idea of sameness of the word- 4‘ cow ’’ as used now, and that 
used at some other time, is also due to the similarity between them ; and 
we have no more reliable facts that would deny this sameness).

271- 272. And further, is the similarity (between Words) something 
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, this 
would have long disappeared, in  the endless number of words intervening between 
the original aud the present words. The last half of the Karika gives instances of dif­
ferences prod,iced in words by the slightest change of a vowel or a consonant.

SS9_870 There is a similarity between *' (d ig  ” aud -“ m a U ”  and on the ground of 
tl >* similarity the one would be taken to mean the other.

i-fLSi’Il |Pa d 0 n o t  fin d , $rc.— we do not admit any fact to be a mistake unless wo 
find that there are certain ether more reliable facts that deny the former. And a? wo 
have no such rejection of the significance of words, this cannot be said to be mistaken 
The fact is that, as in the absence of n negativing fact, any fact cannot lie said to be 
wrong, it must necessarily bo accepted to be right.

The sameness of this word “ Cow "  used now and that used at some other t hee, is 
not palatable to the other party.

58
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and is this similarity one or many ? And, lastly, is’ it eternal or non*
eternal ?

272- 278, If if be different, one and eternal, then it is only another 
way of postulating ft class (“  gatva f.u, which would be the common 
ground of similarity among the individuals) (and the possibility of such 
classes we have already rejected above). And if it be held to he non-dif- 
ferent, non-eternal and many, then this comes to the same theory m  above 
(nam ely the theory of the nou-eteroalifcy of Words, which too we have 
already rejected).

273- 274, And if the similarity be held to be something non-different 
from the individuals (W ords), one and eternal,— then tide would mean the 
eternal* ty of the individual (W ord) itself; and this is just what'we seek 
to establish.

274- 275. Similarity consists, in the existence of common constituent 
parts; and no such similarity is possible for you. Because such (similarity  
of W ords) would be possible only if the letters (constituting the words) 
were identical j and such identity you do not admit of.

275- 276. The postulating of such classes as “ gogabdatm" “ gatva, n 
&c., has been rejected before (under “  Sphota ” ) ; (and hence you cannot 
base the notion of similarity between two utterances of the same word 
upon any such classes). Consequently (it must be admitted that) it is the 
individual Letters themselves, that are eternal and significant of the 
meaning.

276- 277 For us the word “ go ’ '( “ cow ” ) is eternal; and people have 
an idea of the com from such vulgar deformations of it as “ g&ti” &c,, 
on ly  when it follows the original (correct) word (“ go ” 1 ; and such com­
prehension is dne to the incapability (of the speaker to utter, and of the 
hearer to comprehend, the original correct form of the W ord).

SW.S'M Sim ilarity  con sists o f  the ex isten ce o f th e sam e co n stitu e n t parts ; L e tte r s  
are the con stitu en t parts o f W o r d s  ; th erefo re  th e sim ilarity  o f W o r d s  m eans th a t  th e  
L etters  con tain ed  in one W o rd  arc id en tica l w ith  th ose  con tain ed  i.-. th e  oth er-— i.s., th e  
le tte r  gha occurring in th e  w o rd  !l ghata ” as pronounced at on e  t im e , m u st be id e n tic a l  
w ith  th e le tte r  gha occu rrin g  in  the w ord  "  ghata ” as p ron ou n ced  a t a  d ifferen t t im e .

I t  is on ly  w h en  th ere is a n  id e n tity  o f co n stitu e n t L etters  th at a n y  w ords can be h e ld  to  
b e sim ita r . B u t since you  d e n y  such id e n tity , yon  cannot h a v e  sim ila rity .

i In  the B h tsh y a  an  objection  is  ra ised  th at— “ ju s t  a s even  from  th e  w o rd  
* ?*<•”  ' w e  o s t  At th e idea o f  th e cow , sim p ly  becau se it is s im ila r  to tho w o rd  * go,’ 
so even if th ere bo a slig h t difference b etw een  th e  w ord o rig in a lly  pronounced b y  th e  
C reator an d  the W ord as pronou nced before u s , to o  signification w o u ld  be all r ig h t .”  T h e  
rep ly  g iv en  is that the etern al d en o ter  o f  th e  co w  is  the w ord “  go ” ; anti oven w h ere  a  
m an u tte rs  tho w ord 11 gdu/,'1 h is desiro is to  u tte r  the w ord “  go, ”  hut being in c a p a b le  

o f p ron ou n cin g  the correct fo r m , he_ubters th e vu lgar fo rm  “  g&ci. ’* A n d  th is v u lg a r

©I . <§L
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•277-278. Because if the denotation (of the cow by fcho word “  gclvi ” ) 
were due to its Similarity (with the word 11 go ” ), then we would certainly 
have the idea (of the cow.) from the word “  £««/-« ” (which is more like “ go ”  
than “ gavl ” ). Therefore we do not reject this (be.. the comprehension of 
the oo«; from the word “  gfivi ” ),— because, as a matter of fact, this com­
prehension is due ready to the-correct word “ go ”  itself (as explained in. 
Kmilca 277)*

278- 279, Obj: “ (Even though the Lettevs be eternal) since the arrange­
ment of the letters (in a word) is non-eternal, that which signifies th e  

meaning cannot be eternal. Because it is the Word that is held to signify  
the meaning, and th e  cognition of this (W ord) depends upon the arrange­
ment (of Letters composing it).

279- 280. “ Since the Letters are all-pervading, the order (or arrange •
went) cannot be inherent in them. And. since the order (of the .Letters in 
a word) depends upon utterance, which is non-eternal, therefore it cannot 
be eternal.

280- 281. “ And because the utterance, or the order, follows the w ill 
of the speaker, therefore it depends upon the person, (and r such cannot 
be eternal). Therefore the (establishing of the) eternal I ty  of Letters is as 
useless (tor proving your theory of the eternal ifcy of W o rd s), as the eter- 
nality of atoms,

*28! -282. “ Justus, even though the atom s are eternal, yet the jar, made
up of these (atoms), is not eternal,— so, in the same manner, even though  
the Letters are eternal, yet the Word (m ade up of these Letters) m ay bo 
non-eternal,

282- 283, “  Nor are Letters, without a certain arrangement (or order),
known to signify (any m eaning). And it is the particular arrangement of 
Letters that we call a * W ord *; and hence the aforesaid (non-eternality 
of Words).

283- 284. u Those ( Vaiyaharanas), who hold the W ord  to be something 
(namely ‘ sphota ')  other than the Letters, which is independent of the  

order of these,—  for these people id one can the theory of the eternal ity 
of Words be of any used*

284- 285. Reply : But we do not admit of the W ord  being only a

forra gives u s an id e a  o f th e  c o w , o n ly  w hen w «  k n o w  th at th e  m a n  m eans th e  w o r d  
' go,” and not, b ec a u se  the w ord “  gdm ” is  s im ila r  t o  th e  word “  go ”

288.88* I t  may be possible fo r  th ese  people t o  p ro v e  th e e te r n a l i ty  o f th e  uphold

1
 w h ich  th e y  h o ld  to  be in d e p e n d e n t o f the n o n -e t e r n a l  order o f  L e tte r s . B u t a s  t h e  

M im an sak a  h o ld s  th e  W o rd  to  b e  n o th in g  m o r e  t h a n  a  p articu lar a rra n g e m e n t o f  t h e  

L etters, he c a n n o t  estab lish  i t s  e te r n a lity ,

»S*.S86 T h e  W o rd  does n o t  c o n sist Boiely o f  th e  a rr a n g e m e n t, b u t o f b o th  t h e  
a rra n g e m e n t a n d  th e  L etters .

<SL
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pit -ticttlar atTangem«f*fc (of Le fibre). Because the immigement is not 
found to signify the meaning, it' it has any other sabstrate ( than the 
Letters).

286. Therefore it is only when both (the arriMigemeofe and the 
letters) exist, that we have that which signifies the meaning (or o b je c t); 
(and the question is) whether this (that signifies the Meaning) consists of 
the L ettsi?9 as endowed with a certain arrangement, or of the AnfUNGSM eOT 
m boated in (belonging' to) the Letters.

'2^7-288, And does it require any- n.rgnments to prove that the 
Arrangement is subordinate to those to which it belongs the Letters) ? 
because the Arrangement is only a property of the Letters, and is not 
held to be a distinct entity by itself. Therefore (it m ust be admitted 
that) that which signifies the meaning is the Letters as perceived '(in a 
certain .order of sequence).

288-290. But, as a matter of fact, the Arrangement too is not caused 
(and hence non-eternal) ; as it m always admitted by im as an already 
accomplished fact. Because, the speaker does not use the Letters (as 
constituting a W ord) in the order of his own choice ; he always utters a 
Word in the same way (follow ing the same sequence of Letters) aa it is 
uttered by others. And other (subsequent) speakers too pronounce it la  
the same order. So we have v- be eternality of the (Arrangement of Letters) 
also, just ns we have that of the relation (of Words with their meanings).

290-291. Thus then, though the Arrangement is unchangeably eter­
nal (le. e tern ally complete within itself), yet it is eternal in its usage.
And we have only to reject, by all means iu our power, the fact of men being

Ssn.S&i W h e n  It Is p o ssib le  f o r  t h e  p r im a ry  entitfot?, L e tte r s , th e m s e lv e s  t o  b e  t h e  

sfipaifier, it i s  not. r ig h t t o  a ttr ib u te  th e  p o w er to- a  su b o rd in ate  e le m e n t ; th e  A r r a n g e -  
mentki A n d  tin ts  i t  is the L e tte r s  th e m se lv e s , a s o c c u r r in g  in a  c e r ta in  ord er, th a t  fo r m  
that which signifies the meaning.- v iz  ; th e  W o r d  j en d  sin ce th e  L e t t e r s  a re  e te rn a l, t h e  
W o rd  m u st a ls o  be so.

8S8.290 van  th e  A r r a n g e m e n t  o f  L e tte rs  w e  a re  never oooB C ioa e  o f  c r e a t in g .
W o  alw ays a c c e p t  th e p articu lar o rd e r  o f  t h e  le t te r s  pfca and fa  a s  a n  acco m p lish ed  f a c t ,  
a n d  n ever k n o w  o f  an y  t im e  a t  w h ich  th is  o rd e r  o f  th e  L e tte rs  m a y  h a v e  been c r e a te d  
fo r  the first t im e *

r iie  a r g u m e n ts , a d va n ced  a b o v e  to  p ro ve  th e  e te rn a lity  o f  t h e  re lation  b e tw e e n  
W o r d s  and th e ir  m e an in g s, se r v o  a ls o  t o  p ro ve  th e  e te rn a lity  o f  th e  a rra n g e m e n t o f  

: i L e tte r s -c o m p o s in g  a  W o r d . J u st a s  w e  d o  n o t  k n e w  o f  an y  o rig in a to r  o f  th e  sa id  
relation , so w o  d o  n o t know' o f  any o rig in a to r  of th e  particu lar a r r a n g e m e n t o f L e t t e r s ,

SStLAd i  h e  secon d  h a lf o f  t h e  K&riht- m e a n s  th a t  w h eth er  t h e  A r r a n g e m e n t b e  
u n ch a n g ea b ly  eternal or e te r n a l o n ly  in  its u s a g e , y e t  i t  serv es to  p r o v e  th a t  it  d oes n o t  

depend upon th e  ch oice  of th e sp e a k e r  • and th is  is  a ll th a t  w o  se e k  to  p ro ve  w ith  a  v ie w  
to  prove th e  e te r n a lity  and th e  u n ca u sed n ess o f  th e  V ed a .

1
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independent (with regard to the significations of Words, and hence of ilia 
Veda),

291-292, Obj; “ (If an entity can be eternal, even if  it be not tin* 
changeable) then you could have the eternality of Letters, even without 
ftnoliangeabilifcy (and as such, why should you hold the letters to ho un­
changeable ? )  ”  R e p l y :  It is only when tha Letters are (unchangeably 
eternal) that there can be an appearance of an (eternal) order (of these 
Letters), based upon usage. Just as it is only when the atoms are eternal 
that it is possible for the jars & c .  to be made out of them.

293. Because $$ the absence of these (eternal Letters) we could not get 
at any arrangement, which, without the Letters, could have no substra­
tum, Aud it has already been proved tL*t there are no parts to Letters, 
as the atoms are (of the ordinary material objects).

294; That “ Cam ntteriug only such Letters as have been already, 
uttered by others ” is the idea in the mind of every speaker; and this 
carries us to the Eternal ity (of Letters and their Arrangements). And 
there is no other characteristic (in the Letters).

295. And wo have already rejected the theory of any such class

293 «  p  h e ;, b e e n  p r o v e d ,”  & o — This is added in anticipation of the objection that 
1 the arrangement may have for its substrate the constituent parts of the Letters, just 
s;b the substrate of the jar bos in the constituent atoms.” The souse of the K /h i lc d  ia 
that Letters are complete in themselves without any parts.

4 9* This anticipates the objection that,■** even without accepting the Letters to be 
eternal, we could explain their arrangement, or sequence. to be due to the sequence of 
the conjunctions and disjunctions of the palate &o. j that is to say, the sequence of 
Letters would bo regulated by the order of their utterance by nst” The sense of 
tlio reply is that whenever wo pronounce a word, we invariably have the idea that in 
pronouncing it wo are uttering the same Letters and iu the same order as those 
pi . onneed by others. And since all men have the same idea, from times immemo­
rial, such an idea leads to the notion of the eteruaiity of Letters and then: arrange 
meats.

A n d  th e r e  -is n o  o th e r  c h a r a c te r i s t ic , # "c . This anticipates the following objection 
“  When such is the idea in the mind of all speakers, it means that all Arrangements and 
Words hi > recognised to be the same s* those uttered by others. A  n d  since the ground 
of the Eternality of Letters too is the same fact of their being bo recognised, then, why 
should you not hold the Arrangement to be as unchangeably eternal as the Letters 
themselves ? ” The sense of the reply is that when the Letters are known to be eternal, 
these letters Berve as marks whereby wo recognise the Words t< be the same an used 
by others. But in the Letters there are no such marks ; hence the difference between 
the eteruaiity of Letters and Words.

49:> There can be no homogeneity or similarity between the word “ Cow ” as- 
uttered by us now, and as heard by ns in the past. And therefore their recognition as 
being the same can be explained only if they be held to be one and the same.
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(as “  ijatvn” ) or a similarity (which would include all* fa's ’), And were 
you to put- forward a homogeneity based upon (their belonging to) the 
class “ Word, ” then that would be equally applicable to all other words 
as well.

296-297. And j usfc as the jar Ac, are found to ho rendered of use through 
a single cause (in the shape of the class “ O lay” ) so too, we could explain 
the utterance of Letters in a certain order (when pronouncing a Word) (as 
being due to a single cause in the shape of a class, like the “  palate ” A c.).
W e find in all persons the class “  palate ” Ac. (which include the palates 
Ac. of all speakers); and it is through these, that the Speaker gives out 
different sounds (pronouncing Letters either long or short Ac.),

298- And the causes of the utterance (or manifestation) of the Word  
are either the mutually exclusive classes of these “  sounds ”— which 
operate upon each particular Letter— or tho individual sounds themselves 
as belonging to (manifested by) the aforesaid classes (“ Palate” Ac.).

299. And the order of the utterance of these Sounds is regulated by 
the order of. the Conjunction and Disjunction of the palate <&o. (with the 
tongue) as operating towards the uttevanee of particular Letters. And 
Eternal ity belongs to both (the “ Palate ” Ao. and the “ Sounds”), on 
account of the classes ( “ Palate ” and “ Sound ” Ae.).

600. .lust as in the case of certain movements (for instance), wo 
have an. order of sequence, which is regulated by the class 11 action ”  as 
inhering in the particular actions of the Movement,— so, in the same 
manner, we could also explain (the order of sequence) as belonging to 
the sounds as produced by the (Jonjunctions Ac. of the palate Ac. (this 
order being regulated by the class “ P alatal” Ac. as inhering in each 
pWiieular sound).

301. Or (even if there be no such class as “ sounds ” ), the individual 
sounds themselves, being extremely subtile in their nature, might manifest 
the properties of a Class. And it is through this (the order of sequence! 
of Sounds as due to that of the Conjunction Ac. of the Palate Ac.) that we 
come to recognise an order of sequence in the case of Letters, even though 
these hitter are, by nature, all-pervading (and as such would exist every­
where and could not have an order of sequence)

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

Each Letter of a Word ia manifested by a distinct wound (uttered through the 
palate Ao.},—whether this sound be taken as a cla ss , including all snob sounds, or o n l y  
as an individual affecting that particular utterance-

S99 That Letter which is first operated upon by the action of the palate &C-, is 
uttered first, and so on, the sequence of Letters ia to be explained.

• : ( ■  j
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.eternal properties of the sounds tittered (and thus forming a word), come 
to signify the object (said to be denoted by the Word),

303-305. The order of Words, and the shortness, length and acuteness 
& g . (of the vowel sounds) only mark the different divisions of tim e; 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 Letters (each of which 
is one and eternal, and yet appears as if it were made np of different parts) ; 
and as such it comes to be manifested in connection with all entities, 
through the force of particular causes. And when it 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 W ords).
And since its form is perceptible elsewhere also (*.«., in connection with 
entities other than the W ord), it must, in itself, be regarded as eternal.

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

307. Even properties, in reality belonging to one thing, at times, 
come to belong to others, just as the fleetness of the horse (is im­
parted to the rider) (and hence though Order Ac. 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 &c.), we 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 aa utterances') occurring in a certain order, it  would depend 
upon persons (upon whose utterance alone it could be heard) ; and as such it  
would have no inherent absolute validity (since all facts having a purely 
human 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 eternality of Words, only because certain facts (the significa­
tion of certain meanings by certain Words) cannot be explained otherwise.

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

803.806 The author now proceeds to prove the unchangeable eternality of the Word 
in another way.

Bos,809 I,, the ease of sentences, their validity is always doubtful, dependent, as it 
is, on the character of the person uttering it.

810 T h e a u th o r now shows th a t the siitra m a y  be interpreted a s  a a  In feren tia l

, f l | t
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for another's sake, serves as the basis of an Inferential reasoning,— and 
this property is explained to be its dependence upon the relation (that the 
Word bears to its meaning.)

311. The mtra does not seek to lay down the (inferential) argu­
m en t (in its proper form). Both the mtra and the author of the Bhashija 
only explain (lay down) a fact (viz., that of the Word being used for ano­
ther’s Sake) which is capable (of loading to the proper Inferential argu­
ment, as shown in the last kdrikH.)

312. The Inferential argument in its proper form is here laid
down, thus : Word is eternal,— like the classes “  smoke, ” “  Cow, ” &o.,—
because it signifies a common object. (*.«,, its signification is comprehended 
by all men equally), w hile depending upon a comprehension of its relation 
(with that object),

313. Even if the Cl ass he held to consist of either the negation of others 
or of dmilarity ( o f  manf .'individuals ),— yet,inasmuch as the Individuals 
themselves (individually) cannot constitute the Class, all Classes must 
be eternal.

314-315. Or, the fact of u the Word being used for another's sake ”
(as mentioned in the sutra) may be taken as pointing the self-contradic­
tions (in the theory of the non-eternality of W ords): 1  proposition is 
asserted, simply with a view to have its meaning comprehended (by others); 
and it has already been proved (under “  SamhtindMkshepa ” ) .that a non- 
etornal assertion cannot signify any moaning. Therefore, inasmuch as 
your own assertion (that “ Word is non-eternal” ) signifies a meaning, it 
Ci.imofc but be eternal; and as such you have (in your own assertion) tho 
denial of the non-eternality (of Words).

316. I f  the other party, after admitting the capability of Words to 
signify their meanings, seek to establish their position (as to the non-eter­
nal ity of W ords), such non-eternality would be rejected by his own pre­
vious postulate (that Words signify their meanings, which baa been shown 
to be impossible, if Words be not eternal),

argument explained, as it is, in the KarikS. The meaning of the sH tr d  being, “ Word 
is eternal, ** because it stands in need of its relation with meanings, whereby lb cornea 
to he used for another’s sake, which could not be possible, if the Word had no relation 
with its meaning.

*1# This anticipates the objection, that in the above Inferential argument the 
instance cit yl— tha t of Classes—is not right, because in that case the argument would con­
vince only those who admit the Class to be eternal, The Sense of the Kiirika is that 
even those who do not concur with the Mimahsuka in hia view of the Class,, cannot 
dory its etornality. Because it is the Individuals alone that aro perishable and the 
Class is something more than the Individuals individually.
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317. .The ngu-efceraalifcy (of W ords) is rejected by the scriptures of 
ftH theorists,—inasmuch as all scriptures admit, of the capability (of 
Words) to signify (meanings),

318- 319. And it is  also rejected by universally accepted facts, as 
shown above (by means of arguments based upon “  Apparent Inconsis­
tency” ). And its rejection by “ Inference”  too may be shown in the 
aforesaid manner (as explained, in Ktirikil 312.) And the rejection by 
“ Sense-perception ” w ill be explained under the mtra— “ on account of the 
absence of number ” (I-i-20 .)

319- 321, And it should be mentioned (by the nou-ekernalist) what 
(sort of) Word it holds to be perishable : Is it the Word (of the Sfinkhym) 
as made up of the three attributes ( Saliva, Rajas, and Tanias) ? or is it 
(fchb Wbrdfrf the Jainas) a dimunibive body? oris it (the Word of the 
Vaip&ihikas) a property of Aka$a ? or, is it in the shape of mere Sound. 
(as produced by the couchskell, Ac.) apart from the Letters (as composing 
Words ?) or, is it a form of the Air, signifying certain meanings (as held 
by the author of the Cifeshd ?) or, is it the $ phot a of the Word and sen­
tence (as held by the Vauj&karanas) ? or,docs it (the class * word *) consist 
of similarity (as held by the Saukhyas). or Negation of others ( Apoha, as 
held by the Baud dims) ?

321-822. Words p  ioh as these may be non-eternal; we do not hold 
such (W ords) to be eternal. And your argument (whereby you seek to 
prove the non-eternal ifey of Words such as these) come to have an un­
known subject (since Words such as these are uofc known to us, whom you 
seek to convince), and your premiss would be without a basis (for the 
same reason of such Words not being known to us.) And (if ia order to 
escape from these fallacies) you hold the Word, as held by us, to be the 
subject (of your syllogism), then both these fallacies apply equally to 
yourself (who do not know of any such W ord as held by ns).

323. I f  Word in general (without any specification) be assorted to 
be the Subject \of your syllogism),— then in that case, the Class “ W ord ” 
would come to be non-eternal. And this would go against all theorists, 
who (without a single exception) hold this (the Class) to be eternal.

324  A  Glass, of some sort of other (including all W ords), is accepted 
by all, And if this were to be non-eternal, it could not pervade over (or 
include) certain individuals*

325-326. And it is not possible for particular Words to be rax.lionod  
by the generic name “  Word ” (because in making such the subject of 
your syllogism, you would have an unspecified subject). And if these

*2* If the Class “ Word” Were held to be perishable, then the individual Worths 
appearing during fha time after its destruction would not be included iu that Class; 
and tho Class would thereby ceaea to be a Class.

09
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(particular W ords) be asserted to be something apart from the Glass 
(«  W ord #), then you hare the aforesaid fallacies (shown in K , 322) (inas­
much as such particular individuals are not known either tons or to yout­
sell). And if they (the particular W ords) be lion-different from them sub­
strate (the doss “  W ord •*•), then you would have self •contradichhxg as in the 
case of the Glass (that is to say, the Class being held to bo eternal, the 
individual, as non-different from it, must be accepted to be eternal; 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 “  W ord, ” then), as before, you would have an 
unknown- Subject (for your syllogism (because yoa yourself do not accept 
the Word to have such a dual character).

327. An if by “ non-eternality ” you mean absolute desfcmotibility, then 
for us, the subject of your syllogism comes to have an unknown predicate 
(because for us there is no such thing as absolute destruction),

328. I f  you mean to prove non-eternality of some sort (and not 
absolute destruction), then (your argument becomes redundant, because) 
we too admit of the production (of W ord) in the shape of manifestation 
(utterance), follow ing after non-manifestation (and this producibility im ­
plies non-eternality).

329. An I further, if Destruction (of W  ords) be held to be an absolute 
negation, then this would contradict the previous theories of the Sail- 
khyas and the Jainas (because they hold Destruction to bo only a change hi 
tho condition of the object, and not its negation),

330- 331. I f  you bring forward the fact of sense-perceptibility (of 
the W ord) (as an argument against its efcoruality), then this would fail 
with reference to the Viageshika* (who hold that there is a series of the  
word “  Cow, ” and as such for them it is only tho middle one of the series 
heard at the present time, that could bo perceptible $ and as such sense- 
perceptibility of the whole series would not bo acceptable to them). And  
if (out of this series) the first and the middle ones be made the Subject of 
the syllogism, then there would be an endless number of Words (for the 
subject) ; and if the last (of tho series) be said to be the Subject, then the 
premiss would become baseless for us (who do not admit of any such thing 
•ja the last W ord) inasmuch as, tho series is never-ending.

331- 333, And again, if  all Words be made the subject of your syllo­
gism, fjtiOA the premiss ( ‘ (because of perceptibility by the senses” ) would 
be incapable of including them (since all W ords are not amenable to per­
c e p t i o n  at any time); And. in consideration of the Glass (“ W o r d ” ) your 
premiss becomes contradictory too (because if the mere fact of amenability 
to sense-perception be the ground of rum-eternal tty, then, on this ground 
the Class would also come to be non-eternal, because the Class is also
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inenable to sense-perception, as shown under “ Akrti ” ). If yon supple­
ment year premiss by adding the qualifying clause, “ while belonging to a 
Clang ”  (the premiss then being “ because, while belonging to a Class, it is 
amenable to sense-percept ion ” ), then too it 'fails with regard to us, inas- 
much as with us, there ta.no such thing as an individual belonging to a Class 
different from it' ;  and as -for an individual belonging to a Class non-different 
from it, there is no such thing with you (since you do not hold the indivi. 
dual to be identical with the Class, as we do), And thus your premiss 
loses its efficiency.

333- 834, I f  it be urged that the affix “ mat-up”  (in “ JaHmnttvS
sati ” ) may be attached to the properties of inclusion and exclusion (the 
form of the premiss being, “ because while having in itself, the character of 
being included in, and excluded from, certain others, (the Word is 
amenable to .-.sense--perception oven then the argument becomes open to

■ the same fallacy (as shown in the last. KSrika), inasmuch as even in a 
Class we have the idea of further Classes (and as such become'included in 
your premiss).

334- 335, Because even with regard to the classes “ Cow, ” &e., we have 
a further generic notion of (as forming part of) the Class “  Glass ’ (in w! ich 
the particular Classes are capable of being included); and these (parti­
cular classes) are also capable of being excluded from other particular 
classes (i.e,t the Class “ Cow ” is included in the class “  Class; ” and exclu­
ded from the class “ Horse ” ). And thus, in this, these (particular Classes) 
are similar to Words. (And hence, the premiss whereby you seek to 
prove the non-eternaHty of Words would prove the non-eternality of 
Classes also, which cannot be acceptable to you).

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

336- 337. Then again, for you (YaifSshikas), the argument (based 
upon sense-perceptibility) becomes self-contradictory, with a view to

S33.asi The sense of the objection is that a Word is included in other words, in 
the form of the Class <! Word, ” and is excluded from other words in its own specific 
form; and thus our argnement remains untouched. The author objects to this or:, 
the ground that even the Class <! Word ”  in the form of a C la ss , is capable of being inolu- 
ded in. the generic olass “ Class ” and excluded from other Classes in its specific form 
of the Class 11 Word. ” And hence the premise would include the Olass also, and bo the 
fallacy would remain intact.

SSi.Etr Jf there be no Class, the fallacies urged above on the ground of Classes 
would all fall to the ground.

Another way in which Inclusion r.nd Exclusion belong to Glasses,
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Atoms that are perceptible to tho sense of yogis (av.d as such would luvrc 
to bo admitted to be non-eternal). Because though theae are eternal, yet 
they are amenable to setme perception.

337- 338. And, if in order to exclude tins case (of atoms) yea add 
“ (perceptible) to us (ordinary men) ”  (to the qualification of yotir 
premiss) j—-then too the premiss becomes contradictory, with a view to the 
Selves that arc amenable to the idea of “  J. ”  (and tvs such, being percep­
tible, these would have to be admitted to bo non-eternal, a fact not accept­
able to the Vai^eshika).

338- 339, In the case of pleasure, &c,, we find the Self to be absolutely 
amenable to sense-perception due to contact with the Mind, even in the 
absence of any Inferential premisses or Verbal authority.

339- 340. If you make “ amenability to e x t e r n a l  senses ” the qualifica­
tion of your premiss,— then too it becomes contradictory ; on account of 
the fact of Classes also belonging to (other ) Classes (and Classes are also-"''' 
amenable to external senses) ; inasmuch as a Class ( “ Cow ” ), happening 
to co-exist (inhere together) in a single object (the Cow) with another Class 
( “  earthy ” ) ,  cornea to belong to  u  Glass (and it is already proved to bo 
amenable to eternal sense-perception; and as such, in accordance with your 
argument, the Class also would come to be non-eternal).

341-342. If you assert the fact of its being a substrate (of Inclu­
sion and Exclusion),— then (we reply that) since these (Exclusion and 
Inclusion) are immaterial entities, they cannot have a substrate. If you 
assert inference (to be the relation bearing between Exclusion and 
Inclusion and the W o rd ),— then (we reply) that this (Inherence) as 
held by you, has already been rejected by us (above). If, lastly ( by In ­
herence) you mean “ identity’ ’ (as held by us), then snob identity is 
held to exist among Classes also (hence these also would come to be 
non-eternal).

312- 343, So (yon see) you take upon yourself the undesirable task of 
assuming many ideations with a view to prove the Word to be other 
than eternal. It would be much better for you to enumerate all the enti­
ties that are eternal (for both of us), and then to bring forward the fact 
of the Word being other than these as your ‘ reason ’ 1!

313- 344, Bat (in that case) we could also prove the eternality (of

® . T h e  VVvi^eahika holds t h o  s e l f  t o  be  p e r c e p t ib le  b y  m e a n s  o f  c o n ta c t  
w ith  M in d .

BH.3*a “  Identity am ong G la s s e s ."  T h o  G lass “ T r e e " ' i s  id e n t ica l w ith  th o  C la ss  
“ M a n g o  tre e  ” on  th e  g ro u n d  o f  b o th  e q u a lly  b e lo n g in g  to th o  C lass “ S u b s ta n c e .”

s *8.343 M E n u m e ra te , ifcc. ”  T h a t  is  to  sa y  y o u  sh o u ld  fr a m e  y o u r  a r g u m e n t  th u s ;
“ )V o r d  is non-eternal, because it is o t h e r  than A k aija , &o., lik e  th e  Jar.! " T h e  a b s u rd ity  
o f  the proposed argument is p a lp a b le , a n d  it  is o n ly  p u t  forward in a  jo k in g  sp ir it .
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Word), like that of Aka fa, on the ground of its being other than the 
trees, &c., which are non-eternal.

3 4 1 -3 4 5 . I f  you assert as your ‘ reason * mere amenability to senses, as 
held hy the Sankhyas and the Bauddhas (who deny the existence of a Class 
altogether),— then, too, the fallaciousness (of the argument) becomes clear, 
in consideration of the Class (the existence whereof) we have proved 
above.

3 4 5 -3 4 7 , .last as a “ reason” becomes fallacious, if it fails bo qualify 
the minor term, in accordance with the theory of the adversary,—  
so, in the same manner (it would be fallacious) if it fails to co-exist (in 
a substrate) with the major term and to exclude its contradictory. Conse­
quently, though, in *hc above instance the Class would not ho an entity 
for the propound or of the argument (tho Sankhya or the Bauddha), yet the 
argument remains fallacious until it (the Class m held by his adversary 
the Mimansaka) has not been rejected {i.e., until it has been definitely 
established that there is no such entity as a Class).

3 4 7 -  348 . And it ought to be clearly explained, what is this “ amena­
bility to seme-perception” F (I )  Is it something other than its substrates P 
(2) or is it identical with them ? and (3) is it distinct in each separate sub­
strate ? or (4) is it the same in all substrates P

348- 349 . in all these, in accordance with, the alternative that may be 
accepted by the adversary, respectively in the order of the citation of the 
alternatives, you have the fallacies of (1) “ AsdCkUrana ”  (i.e., tho middle 
term neither co-existing with the major term nor excluding its contradic- 
tory) (»•«.» if it he different from the substrate, and distinct in each individual 
substrate, then such qualification would exist only in the minor term, and 
nowhere else, and as such, could 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 doubtful, and 
hence inconclusive for ns), and (3) “ Absence” (non-relation) of the middle 
term in the major term (i.e., if it were restricted to each particular individual, 
then the amenability that would reside in the minor term would not 
belong to anything else, not even to the major term), and (4) “ Mon-exis­
tence in tho Sapaksha ” (i.e., tho Instance cited) (because, like the .last, the 
amenability belonging to the minor term could not belong to the Instance).

3 4 9 -  3 5 1 , And further your “ reason ” (amenability to sense-perception) 
applies also to cases contrary to your conclusion, for the following reasons*
( ! )  (The Word is eternal) because it resides in the Akfipa alone, like its 
omnipresence this argument applying to the Vaipeshika (who holds

815.8*7 So ]0ag aa - be Olaaa is not rejected, the premiss will be found to' Include 
this (Class)—and this is contradictory to aon-eternality; as the class is held by ’,ii> 
lo be eternal. J
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Words fo belong to Akn$a, which he 11olds to bo eternal and all-per - 
vailing). (2) It is eternal, became it is amenable to the sense n.f audition,
— like tho Class “ W ord. ” And (8) its eternality may be proved on the 
ground of its aforesaid all-pervading character, like that of A.ka$a.

85.1-352. W e mast also consider the character of your Instnnco (Jar);
If you use it (the word “  jar ” ) in its direct denotation (the Ohm “ ja r ”)? 
then it comes to be without the major term (non-eternality) (inasmuch 
as tb. Glass is always eternal). If you use it in the sense of an in­
dividual jar, then too, we will ask— Is this individual different from 
the Glass, or is it identical with It ? If it be held to bo different 
(from the Class), then the very subject, becomes such ns is not admitted 
by us (who do not admit of any jar apart from, the Glass “  jar ” ) ; and if, 
on the other hand, it be held to be identical (with the Glass) then it 
becomes such as is not admitted by others (who do not hold, the individual 
to be identical with the Class).

$53, If it be used in the sense of the undefined or abstract (mrvi- 
kalp.tka) form (of the ja r),— then too, this form could be neither absolutely 
eternal nor absolutely non-eternfd, inasmuch as that factor (m this nu- 
defined form o f an object) which is known by the name of “ C lass” is 
universally hold to be of eternal, being something other than the perish­
able factor (embodied in the Individuals).

354. W e must also consider the character of “ non-eternality ”  (your 
major term) : If by it you mean utter destruction, then for us, the Instance 
(the jar) becomes devoid of the major term ( because even when the jar is 
broken, it continues to exist in the shape of “ substance,” and as such it 
is never totally destroyed). And if by it you mean partial destruction, then 
you have the same discrepancy of the Instance, in accordance with your 
theory (of the total destruotibility of the W ord). Such is the way of 
pointing out fallacies (in your argument).

855. A s a matter of fact, all theorists accept the denotable form of 
the Word to he eternal tho W ord to be eternal in its denotability)-
The difference of opinion lies only with regard to the specific shape 
attributed to such (denotable form of the W ord). And we .have proved 
that it is the Letters (that compose the Word, which constitute the 
denotable form of the W ord) {i.e., the Word is denotable only in the 
form given to it by the letters composing it).

-----------,Q----- -----

356. Question: “ W hat is the use of asserting the eternality of

Sb8 The undefined form has two factors, the Class and the Individual, the former 
ctarual and the latter non-eternal. And since yonr instance is neither altogether eternal 
:aov altogether non-eternal, therefore it cannot conclusively prove either the eternality 
or the nou-etornality of the Word.

H-65 Now begins the explanation of Apb. 19, The Bhashya ou the S id ra  proceeds
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ihi.; relation (of Words and Meaning,) in the chapter on Words- ? ”  Ans : (Tho  
use is that) ns a matter of foot, (even in this chapter) the real matter for 
consideration is the eternality of Relations, inasmuch as we enquire into 
the character of the W ord, only with a view to get at the true character 
of the Relation (that it hears to its meaning).

357.. Or, (the eternality of the Relation is introduced, because) the 
eternal toy of tho W ord is proved through (and on account of) the eternality 
of the Relation. For, if the W ord wore perishable, we could, not have tho 
eternality of the Relation.

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

359. But (in the ease of W ords) the word " C o w ” (as uttered by 
different persons) has not a similar continuance. Because, as a matter of 
fact, we arc not cognisant of any difference between tho W ord ( “ C ow ” as 
uttered by one person, and the same word as uttered by another). There­
fore we assert the eternality of the Word ( “ Cow,” f. i.), which is one 
only {the difference lying only In the utterances that serve to manifest the 
already existing W ord).

360. Though even if the W ord and its Relations wore caused (and as 
such non-eternal)) there would be a Relation,— yet since such a Relation 
woito! end with its very assertion, it would belong to that particular in­
dividual alone, and we could not recoginse the relation to belong to all in­
dividuals,

361. And further, since in the individual Cow, we have an admixture 
of many classes,— such as "  Earthy,” “ Substance,”  "E n t ity ,”  "T a ile d ,”
&o., do.— therefore wo could not recognise the bovine animal to belong to 
the class " C o w ” until the word “ c o w ” happened to be used (with

to  la y  d ow n  th e  e te r n a lity  o f  th o  re la tio n  o f  w o rd s an d  m e a n in g s , A n d  th e  first h a lf  
o f the K a rik a  o b je c ts  to  th is . T h e  re p ly  is th a t  th e  o ten ia K cy  o f  th e  E o la tio n  w o u ld  n o t  
be p ossib le  i f  th e  W o rd  its e lf  w e re  n o n -e te rn a l.

368 T h is  an ticip ates  th e  o b je c tio n  th a t ev en  o f  u o n -etern n l o b je cts  ( in d iv id u a l  
jars, A c .)  w e co g n ise  e te rn a l re la tio n s  w ith  th e G la ss , & o. T h o  sen se  o f  th e  K a r ik a  is th a t  
even in th a t ca se  so m e  in d iv id u a l o r  o th er  is  a lw a y s  e x ta n t, a n d  us su ch , th e  r e la t io n  
h as a lw a y s g o t a  su b stra te  rea d y  ; so , fo r  all in te n ts  and p u rp oses, a s fa r  as th o  r e la tio n  
is con cern ed , th a t (in d iv id u a l) w h ich  b oars th e  re la tio n  to  th o  C la ss  is e v e r  e x ta n t  o r  
S te r n a l.

365 W h e n  no W o r d  b ea rs a n y  p erm a n en t re la tio n  w ith  any o b je c t , th en  i f  w o w ere  
to  u se the w ord  "  C ow  "  w e w ould  a lte r  it, and p o in t  ou t th e  C o w  before a s u s b e in g  
th o  o b je ct d en o ted  b y  it. A n d  ns such th e re lation  o f the w ord "  C o w  "  w o u ld  r e s t  in 
th a t  in d iv id u al a lo n e , an d  i t  w o u ld  n ot be p o ss ib le  fo r  u s to  h a v e  an id ea  o f  a il th e  
co w s in th e  w orld  fo llo w in g  u p on  o u r h earin g  o f  th e  w ord “  C o w ,”  B u t su.oh is th e  
case w ith  a ll o f  a s, h en ce  tho relation  m a st  be a d m itte d  to  be e te r n a l.
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reference to the individual animal) several times (and as such on the first 
use of the word we could not ascertain whether the animal belonged to 
the class “ Cow,” or “ Earthy,”  &c.),

362. Therefore it must bo 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 Aka$a, Atoms, Ac.

368. Or, the oternalifcy of the relation is not asserted in the Sutra 
at all. Even if it be taken to assort the eternality of the W ord, then, 
too, the BhOshya (wherein the eternality of the relation is directly 
mentioned) becomes explicable (as being applicable to the eternality of the 
W ord).

364 , (In that case, the meaning, of the BhOshya passage “  na cahrt- 
yti âbdasya sambandhah gahyatB k a r tw m is that) since the Word, 
heard but once, refers to many Classes ( “ Earthy, ”  <5co.) in their abstract 
forms, it cannot definitely point out its own specific denotation ( “ Cow ” ), 
as distinguished from the other aforesaid Classes (unless it were used 
several times).

365-866. Because, the word “ Cow ” would get at the denotation of 
the specific Class “  Cow, ” only after a long time, when it has been heard 
several times, and has thereby set aside, (1 ) the classes “ living beings,” 
&c,, (2) the property of “  whiteness,”  ( 3 ) the action of “ moving,” (4) the 
classes “  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 Class “ cow ”  which 
is denoted by the word “  Cow

367. And if a word were to continue to exist for such a long time, 
who could destroy it after that? This we shall further prove under the 
twenty-first Sutra.

368-869. The affix u krtvasuc” (as in “ ashlakrtvah go§abda 
uccaritah ” ) is used when the actions are many and the active agent 
only one. And since we find its use (with, regard to the action of the 
word),it becomes certain that what is (said to be) repeated (eight times) 
is the action of the Word (which ever continues to be one only). If the 
word (“ C ow ” as uttered now) were other (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 W ord). If the number (“ eight” ) 
belonged to the Word, we would have “ ashtau (jabdah uccaritah ” (and not 
“ mhiakrtvah ?abda uccaritah.” )

86e3«9 Wit h this begins the treatment of S u tra  2 0 . “ because of the absence of 
number (with regard to the Word) ” (F-i-20).

%%% <SL
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370. u Bat, we tlo find such usea as ‘ atfiyu tir8,7m»$uh mhlakr/vo 
bhuktamntahy where we have a diversity of > the active agents (Brah- 
m anas); and hence (the argument based (upon the use of the affix 
krtvasuck is inconclusive ’ ’— with this in view, the objector says (in  the 
Bl.asaya) “ what if it is s o ? ” (no., what ,£ we have the hlvmmh in 
«* ashtakfitmk ?abda iccaritaln” )

371 . Therefore in order to meet this, charge of inconel as i ve ness, the 
use of the krtvasw is interpreted as pointing out another proof (of the 
singleness of words) : The use (of the tlf^much) indicates recognition 
(and this could be possible only when the two are the sa«ra>.

372. But, as a matter of fact even the argument based solely upon 
the use of the hrlwmc is not contradictory; inasmuch as even in the 
instance cited (that of the Brahmanaa having eaten eight times) the idea 
that is meant to be conveyed is than with reference to ft single Brahmana

the sentence means that each of the Brahman as ate eight times,— the 
repetition lying in the. action and not in the agent)*

373. Recognition is held to bo a proof (or means of right notion.), 
when it is brought about by means of a perfect sense-organ. The advei 
sary however urges its mconclusivenees, on the ground of similarity, 
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 similar (to the 
one previously perceived),-Recognition (of the one as being the same as
f he other) is accepted to bo mistaken. But, in the present case ( ia , the 
case of the W ord “ Cow,”  1  i )  we invariably have the firm con­
viction that the one (that we hear now) is the same (identically) (as the 
one heard previously). And the validity of Recognition (as a means of 
right notion) is established by the fact of its proving the existence of the

6 " 1  The use of the k r t v a s w  by itself is not a sufficient, reason for asserting the 
singleness of the word. What tfc does ia to indicate the fact of the word as now used 
being recogn ised  to bo the sa m e  as that used in the past, and ‘.his fact of recognition 
proves the singleness of the word.

Sit T h e  meaning of the adversary is that even when the sense-organ is in per­
fect order, the recognition of a certain object as being the same that we had seen 
before may be a mistaken one; inasmuch as It could have been brought about by a 
certain degree of similarity between the wo objects—which similarity may have been 
mistaken for identity. And as such mere Recognition of the word as being the same 
as the one heard before, is not enough to prove its eternal sty.

St*.&76 What, we had perceived at first was only the word "  Oow, *’ pure and sim­
ple. Latterly hearing the word repeated we conclude that the word we had previously 
perceived has again appeared at the present time—and this element of the present, 
existence of the previously perceived word is not amenable to tiny means of right

6U
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proviously-hcwrd word ad the time of recognition-— w?iich fact (of 'sncli 
ex ist once) ia over and above; the fact previously perceived,.

376, (In  the object, on urged io the Bhashya) what is meant to be 
shown is the inconclusive Character of Recognition (as a proof of etm> 
nality); and. this is proved by showing that (if Reooguitum were the solo 
ground for eteroalifcy, then), even such clearly non-eternal entities (»># 
Cognition and Action) would eoune to be eternal; inaamueh as we have 
'Recognitions of these also,

3 1??, Obj : “ That ‘ are not perceptible hy the senses ’ appears 'to- 
be an iiTeWw.'afci rep ly ; inasmuch as the objector has not asserted the 
©fcornality of these, on the ground of their perceptibility by the senses.

3 JS. (H e has not sought to base eternality upon sense-peroepti* 
biiity) lest eternality come to belong to such ( perishable) objects as the 
jar, &c., on the ground of their being perceptibile by the senses, or such 
(imperishable) objects as Akapa, &c., come to be non-eternal, on the 
ground of their imperceptibility by the sense-organs.

37ih “ In fact, they have not even asserted Cognition .and Action to 
be eternal, by themselves. W h at they have sought to show (by bringing for­
ward the case of these) was the inconclusiveness (of more Recognition as a- 
ground ot eternality); and this remains just the same (whether Cogni­
tion and Action, be perceptible or imperceptible, eternal or non-eternal) 
(and hence the reply given in the Bhashya does not at all touch the 
question raised by the objector; and as such, the Bhashya is altogether 
irrelevant).”

380. Rep ? By the denial of the -sense-perceptibility (of Cognition and 
Action), all that is meant is that there is no Recognition of these; in­
asmuch as Recognition i& possible only through sense-perception,

331. Therefore all that the Reply serves to do is that it admits these

notion other than Recognition. Thus having an independent object of its own, JRecog- 
nition cannot but be accepted to be a distinct meat s of right knowledge.

8lS This refers to the Bhashya passage Wherein the Purvapakshi is made to 
m-ge that “ Cognition and Action are also recognised to be the same as those previously 
perceived.;’ by which the objector implies that if more Recognition were enough 
authority for the eternality of the object, then even sacb non-eternal entities ns 
Cognition and Action would come to be eternal; therefore the Recognition of the Word 
tu being the same as previously heard, cannot prove its eternality.

In reply to the above objection the Bhashya has put forward the? argument that 
“  these are not perceptible by the senses (and it is only those objects that are so per­
ceptible whose recognition authorises the notion of eternality).”  And the Karikas 
B-n.370 bring forward objections against this reply of the Bhashya.

813 “ If one were to prove eternality on tho ground of perceptibility, then all 
perceptible objects, .Tar, Ac,, would come to be eternal—and all imperceptible objects.
Akaca, &c.,'—would become non-eternal,”

f(I)) <SL
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(Cognition and Action) to be the contradictory of the major term {eter­
nality) (of fcive syllogism based upon the Recognition of words), but denies 
its relation with the middle term (recognition). And (the alternative 
assertion “ if they are amenable to sense-perception, they must be eter­
nal ” ) admits the relation (of these) with the middle term, and denies the 
fact of its being the contradictory of the major term (eternality).

882. And if the purpose (o f the objection) be to prove the eternality 
of these (Cognition and Action),— (and not to deny the eternality of W ords, 
on the ground of their Recognition.;— then we w ill reply to it by pointing 
out the irrelevancy (of such an argument) (because while setting about 
to prove the non-eternality of the word* the objector would be proving 
the eternality of Cognition and Action, which, has got nothing to do 
with the eternal Ry of the W o r d ) ; just as was pointed out in the case of 
“ group '’ and “ forest” (in the.section on 1 Vanavu la’).

383, The alternative reply— with regard to Recognition and Eter­
nal! ty (of Cognition and Action)— (without any deflate assertion) 
— implies a disregard (for the objection) ;~ t b e  sense (underlying (his 
disregard) being that this your objection does not in the least touch my 
original proposition (w ith regard to the eternality of the W o rd ).

384-385. And as for the perishability (non-eternality) of Cogni­
tions and Actions, in their individual forms*— there is no Recognition of 
these; inasmuch as the idea (Cognition) of the U r  is never recognised 
in the idea of the Horse. And as for their generic forms of potentiality 
(of Ideas to denote their objects, &c.) and Glass— on which is based their 
Recognition,— in these forms the Cognition and Action are always held 
to be eternal by all theorists, in one way or the other. ■

386 But this interpretation, (of the phrase “ perceptible by sense 
as occnrin^ in the B b a s h y a « # «  tt pratyakshe” as meaning “ Recogni­
tion ” ) is "o o  farfetched. Nor is it possible to reject the Recognition of 
Cognition and Action -b ein g , m  it is, known to (and accepted by) all men.

SWS In the chapter on Forest the adversary 'while sotting about to deny the Class, 
goes to prove the perceptibility of the Forest; and there too we have pointed out the 
irrelevancy of the argument.

The Individual cognition that has appeared at one time is at once destroyed, 
and cannot appear again. Therefore there is no recognition of it*

An Idea is recognised as an Idea only on the ground of both belonging to the 
pome Class {of • Idea') and both having the power to denote their objects. And in the 
form—of Class or potentiality—all things are held to he eternal.

as* The K. 380—385 embody the Reply give by a certain section of the Mirnan- 
safeas. The anther now rejects this Reply as being improper. Certain Cognitions and 
Actions are always recognised to be identical* and it is not proper to deny this without 
any reasonings.
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087. And those means of right knowledge, that seem to bring about 
the cognition of Ideas and Actions, Serve also to bring a boot tho Recog­
nition of these. Wherefore, then, should not this {Recognition) prove their 
efernality ?

‘J88. (And when the Recognition of these is' so palpable) a mere 
verbal (groundless) denial of Recognition could also be made with regard 
to the Word (whose Recognition ould also be as easily denied if no proofs 
for such denial were required). (And if if be urged that the Bhashyn 
only denies the perceptibility of these, and not Un it Recognition, then)
*,b for perceptibility, apart, from o*eoognieability, its denial here (in the 
Bhashya) does not serve any purpose (inasmuch as the denial of the mere 
perceptibility of Ideas and Actions, does not affect the objector’s arguments, 
and as each, would be quite irrelevant),

889. And that Action is perceptible and eternal will be proved under 
the Sutra, “  Biipaf«Mavibk&gSoca ” ( “ since there is no differentiation 
of forms or expressions of these” ) ;  (and.,hence tho denial of the percep­
tibility and eternality of Actions by a Mlmausaka would he a sheer self- 
contradiction. Therefore (for the above reasons) we must explain (tho 
Bhashya 11 no, tS pralyaksle,’1 &o.) in the following manner -

090-394. We do not accept mere Recoguisability (of tho word) to be 
enough, proof of efernality; all that we mean (by bringing forward the 
fact of the Recognition) is to show that the theory of non-eterruility (of 
Words) is  opposed to a 'act of sense-perception (their Recognition). And, 
as such (since oar statement is no Inferential argument), it cannot be called 
Inconclusive (which is a  fallacy applying to Inferences alone). Conse­
quently, the objection (urged by the adversary) is an objection against an 
altogether foreign subject, (the non-eternaHty of Actions, Ac.) - (the impli­
cation of the objection being) ‘ Why don’t yon Miinansaka deny the non- 
oternnlity of Ideas and Actions (on tho ground of their Bceognisnbility) ? 
Even to such (an irrelevant objection) we make the following reply It A 
by Inference that we get the notion of tho non-eternality of Words (whoso 
eternality) is perceptible by tho sense (of Audition) ; and hence tho 
former (non-eteraality A3 proved by Inference) is rejected (in favour of 
etenmlity) by tho stronger (Sense-perception which proves the word to he 
eternal). On the other hand, in the case of Ideas and Cognitions, n«m- 
elemality is only inferred from their recognisdbility; and the mn- cierrmlUy

8#U9* The argument is that words are eternal, because, being perceptible they 
,ve recognisable ; and Ideas and Actions not being perceptible, even if they are recogni­
sable, brir premiss does not apply to those.

Perceptibility may mean a u d ib i l i t y ;  and thereby tho premlaa is restricted to 
words nlone, the full syllogism being—"  word is eternal, because, being audible it is 
recbgT;’sable— fifce the C la ss  ‘ Word, ”



OTERNATJTV OF WORDS. 477

also of these is similarly got at (by means of Inference) ; hence between 
those two, there is uo difference of strength (and as such the one 
cannot he rejected by the other,as in the case of the Word) ; and it is with  
this fact iu view that the Bhashya says,—•“ these are not perceptible by the 
sense ”  (and as such both efernaiity and non-eternality of these are got at 
by Inference, and hence are equally strong in validity). Or, % percaptibi- 
lity ”  may he ex plained'as a qualification-of the middle term (the argument 
being “  Word is eternal, because, being perceptible, it is recognisable ” ) ; or 
“ perceptibility” may be interpreted as audibility; and when this is made 
the middle term, we con Id have the Glass “  W ord ” as the instance.

395. Only such Action, as has a supersenguous (imperceptible) 
substrate, is called “ imperceptible;t ; and the theory, that Idea is • im­
perceptible, has been rejected under 4i panyavada.”

390. And those Actions, that are found to inhere in (belong to) 
perceptible objects, arc accepted (by us), like Letters, to be eternal, on the 
ground of their Recognisabi 1 ity,

397. The fact of these eternal Actions hot being always perceived is 
due to the-absence of the proper manifesting agencies. That very agency 
which you would hold to be the 'producing cause of these (Actions which 
you hold to be non-eternal),- will be held by us to be that manifesting cause.

398. And just as even for you, the Glass “  W ord ”  and the Glass 
u Action,” though eternally extant, are not always perceived, so, for ns too,
Idea and Action (though eternal may nob be always perceived for want of 
manifesting causes).

399. Or again, just as even when the potentiality (of a certain action) 
is present (in the active agent), the Action is not brought about) for want 
of some other cause,— so, the same may be the case with its manifestation 
(which may not bo brought about for want of proper manifesting agencies 
and other auxiliary causes).

400-402. Then again, it is extremely difficult to establish the fact of 
the Action being something different from the individual active agents.

891 You hold a certain entity to be productive of the action, and we hold that tim 
very some entity only serves to manifest, the action to perceptibility.

FQ0.y>2 This anticipates the objection tbafc—“ When the cases t o r  the production 
and manifestation of actions nre equally strong, why should not we accept the 
Production theory P Thus Recognisability may be explained as being based upon 
homogeneity.'’ The sense of the reply is that in bice of the strong arguments of the 
Bnuddhmg it is extremely difficult to prove the Action to be something different 
from the active agent; and hence it would be far more hopeless to establish innumerable 
Classes of Actions, and the inclusion of different individual actions in different 
Classes, and so forth. Yon assume the different Classes of actions only with a view to 
explain the notion of identity that we have at the time of Recognition of one action 
(motion, f.i.) «s identical with the same action met with at some other time. And

t M i : lsi.
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i\nd then it becomes a far more difilenit task to establish.. -(1) n thocaand
different Classes belonging to each of the innumerable kinds (of Actions),
(2) as also the facts of each of these Classes being one and eternal and 
inhering in each individual action, (3) and the further fact of the existence 
(inherence) of those (Classes) in each of the diverse and distinct and 
(momentarily) perishable parts of Actions For these reasons it must be 
admitted that the idea-(recognition) of the oneness (identity) of the action 
— « Motion,”  is due to the fact of the Action being one only,

402*403, And the notion of difference (with regard to one and the 
pause action) wt due to the diversity in the substrate of the effort (bring­
ing about the Action). (W e attribute the difference to the diversity of 
external conditions, and not to any diversity in the Action itself) because 
we are not cognisant of any distinct (mutually exclusive) individuals of 
the same Action, as we are of distinct individual Cows, the black, the red, 
Ac. (wo do not perceive any difference in the various Mat-urns., a?; we do the 
difference in the various Cows, and. as such wo cannot have the Class 
“  M otion,” as we have the Class “ Cow )” and hence wo cannot assume it 
(the Action, Motion, f.i.) to have a twe-fold character (that of the Class 
“ Motion, ” and that of the individual Motion).

404. Kven the diversity, in the shape of hasty, skw, §v. (with 
regard to the same action, Motion, fA.), may be (explained as being) duo to 
the diversity (in the degree) of the effort pat, forth (by the individual 
persons moving),— just as (even when you admit of such a Class as

w h e n  i t  la h a rd  t o  e sta b lish  a s in g le  -a c tio n , it  is  im p o s s ib le  to  p o s tu la t e  ao m a n y  
C la sse s  a s  “  M o t io n ,"  “ l i m n i n g , ’ ’ “  T h r o w in g ,”  A c . ; in fa c t  s o  m a n y  C lassen  as th e m  a re  
a c t io n s . A n d  w e  h a v e  n o t  o n ly  to  assu m e  th e  C lasses, b u t  s o  m a n y  p r o p e r t ie s  ofc 
s in g le n e ss , A o .,  as are  n e ce s sa ry  in  e a e h C la s e - t h t a  ia a la o  a  d ifficu lt  a ssu m p  tion  to  p r o v e ; 
| n d  o v e r  a n d  a b ov e  th is , in  th e  ca se  o f  su ch  C la sse s , as «  C o w ,”  A c ,  i t  is p o s s ib le  fo r  us to  
a ssu m e  these, in a s m u ch  as o f  su ch  C la sse s , w e  h a v e  p e r m a n e n t  su b s tr a te s , m  th e  sh a p  
o f  th e  in d iv id u a l C o w s ;  w h ile  on  th e  o th e r  h a n d ) th e  in d iv id u a l a c t io n s -  D e v a d a t ta s  
m o t io n , M — a re  e a o b  so  d iv e r s e  a n d  r e m o v e d  f r o m  o n e  a n o th e r , a n d  a re  u n d e r g o in g  
m o m e n ta r y  d e s tr u c t io n , th a t  it is im p o s s ib le  t o  h a v e  a n y  su ch  e n t ity  a s  a  C la ss  w h .c a  
c o u ld  in h e r e  in and in c lu d e  a n d  p e rv a d e  o v e r  a ll th e se  p o r t a b l e  a c t io n s , t h e r e f o r  
w e  m u st a d m it  a ll m o t io n  t o  b e  o n ly  o n e  a c t i o n , an d  th e  r e c o g n it io n  ^  One A c t fe  
o c c u r r in g  a t  p re se n t  to  b e  th e  sa m e  a s  th e  o n e  p e r c e iv e d  b e fo r e  m u s t  b e  f  
t o  b e  d u e  t o  th e  fa c t  o f  th e  a o t io h — M o tio n , b e in g  one o n ly , a n d  to  th e  fa c t  .

b o th  belonging to the same C la»s  “  M o tio n .”
* )3.403 W o  h a v e  an id ea  o f  th e  m o t io n  o f  D Svadafcta b e in g  d if fe r e n t  fr o  

m o t io n  o f  R lm a , b e ca u se  o f  th e  d iffe re n ce  b e tw e e n  D e v a d a t ta  a n d  Rama and not t o  any

d iv e r s ity  iti t its  fiction  ifcsoll*
O S u b s tr a te  o f  th e  e f fo r t  ”  is th o  p erson  p e r fo r m in g  th e  notion ,
*04 E v e n  on e  w h o  a d m it s  o f  th e  C la ss  “ M otion  ”  h a s  t o  e x p la in  th e  n o t io n  o f  

t h e  d iv e r s it y  p r o d u c t iv e  o f  th e  C l a s s - a s  b e in g  d u e  to the d iv e r s ity ,  A c ., o f  th e  in - 
Z Z J *  n ot a s  r e a lly  b e lo n g in g  to  th o  C lass . S o  w e  t o o  e x p la in  th e  d iv e r s ity  m

/ n
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!< Motion ” ) the diversity with reference to the Glass ( “ M otion ,” / . / . )  is 
explained as being due to the diversity among the Individual (m otions), 
or again, just as the idea of the production (or appearance) of the Class 
(“  Motion ” ) is due to the production of the Individual.

405, Idea too w e hold to be one and eternal, because it partakes of 
the nature of the Intelligence of the person (which Intelligence is one 
and eternal.) And as for the notion of diversity ( with regard to the Idea), 
it is due to the (diversity of) objects (of the Idea).

406-408. The Fire, though externally. 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 piec- o f rock-crys­
tal, reflects only such refleofctble objects as are presented before it (though  
they are externally endowed with the power of reflection). In the same 
manner, the eternal Intelligences, functioning in the bodies of men, com ­
prehend such objects, colour and the rest, as are presented before them by 
the various organs of sense. And it is this “  Intelligence”  that is meant 
by the word “ Idea ” or “  (Cognition) ”  in the Bhas Liya.

409. Thus then (it m ost be admitted that) the Idea appears perish 
able, on account of the perishability of its connection with the organs (of 
sense) presenting objects before i t ;  just as the Fire does not appear to 
have an eternal power of burning, on account of the non-proxiiuity of any 
combustible object.

410. A nd  it is only in the form of “  Intelligence ”  (or Cognition) that 
Ideas are recognised to be identical. And the diversity of the Ideas of 
the jar, the elephant, Ac*, is held, by all people, to bo due to the diversity  
of these (objects).

41 1 - 412. Those who have the difference of the objects (Jar, A c.) in 
view, do not assert one Idea to he the same as the o th er ; and, conversely, 
until one has the difference of objects in view, he cannot but recognise one 
Idea (to be identical with the oth er): ( because apart from the objects all 
Ideas are identical in being 14 Intelligence ” ) ;  I t  is with this dual fact in 
mind that the .Bhashya has asserted 44 these (Ideas) are eternal r‘

412- 418. In the same maimer is to be proved the efcernality of (Q u a­
lities, such as) “ Whiteness , "  Ac. 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. A nd since the form (Whiteness) always continues to 
bo the same, who could dare to postulate a Class, as “  W hite ”  (because 
that which is one only cannot constitute a Class).

the shape of “ slow,” “ hasty," &c., of motions to be due to the diversity in the efforts 
put forth, and not as really belonging to the motion itself.

40S.408 This explains why people do not cognise all objects at all times, when their 
Intelligence is eternal.
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414., At. one timo Whiteness happens to be related to jjjubstaneee. 
(Jar, lie.jj and at others it happens to he related to other properties^ (such 
as blackness, redness, f o )  and it is on the ,ground of the diversity ot these 
relations that 'Whitenma comes to 'be known as diverse,, iu the shape of 
*< bright whiteness*” “  dusty whiteness ”  and the like (wkilenexs is known 
to be bright when in contact with a substance in the shape of Light, and it 
is known as dark when it is in contact, with blackness;  any way the whiteness 
remains the same, the diversity resting in the accessories).

415. If it he urged that, “ though a ferae is momentary, it is recog­
nised to be the same (so  long as it-continues to burn) (and- as such Recog­
nition cannot be a proof of e t e r n a l i t y t h e u  (we reply ) it is n otao : ra - 
asnmch as in this case too the object of Recognition is the Olass ( ’* I  lame .); 
and this is always eternal for us.

416. And that factor of the flame, on. which would be based a notion
of diversity* through the presence of some accessory or the other,-..*with
reference to such a factor, Recognition is not possible, inasmuch as all 
possibility of such Recognition is set aside by the notion of diversity (a 
notion of' Identity being, the necessary element in all Recognition).

417 4 ‘22. (1 ) The word “  Cow ” uttered yesterday, exists to,day. also,
because it is the object of the Idea of the word “ Cow. ’ ’- - l ik e  the word 
“ C o w ” d ie te d  to-day. (2 ) The word “ C o w ” uttered now existed 
yosterday,— because of the aforesaid reason. (3 ) O r, in both of these 
arguments, we may have, for our premiss, the fact of both (the wore. 
“ C o w ” uttered to-dav and that uttered yesterday) denoting Urn Class 
«  Cow "  (4) The Idea of the w ord11 Cow ” uttered yesterday served to
express the word heard to-day,--because both (the Idea of the word uttered 
yesterday and that heard to-day) had the word V C ow ” for its object,— like 
the Idea of the word “ C ow ” uttered to-day. (5) Or, the Idea of. the worn 
“ Cow ” heard tod ay expresses the word “  Cow” uttered yesterday,— because 
of the same reason (*.e., because the present Idea has the word “ Cow ”  lor 
its o b jects ,-lik e  the previous Idea of the word “ Cow ” uttered yesterday. 
(G) Or, both (the present Idea of the word “  Cow ’ neard- to-day and the 
previous idea of the word “ C o w ” as heard yesterday) express the samo
object.....(because both have the word «  Cow ”  for their object)— like any
other Idea of a single object. (7 ) A ll Ideas of the Class Cow,”  appearing 
at different times and at different places, are brought about by a single 
word “  C o w /’— because they are Ideas of the “  Cow,” -- lik e  the Idea ot 
any single object (C o w ,/.* .) . (8) In the same manner, all Ideas of the word 
o Cow ”  are brought about by the single word “  C o w ”— because they have 
the word “  Cow ” for their object,— like the Idea of any single object.

♦IT.*S These Korik5a formulate the argumen ts proving the lifceraality of the Wool.
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423*424. And inasmuch as we have rejected (under “  Sphota ” ) any 
such Class as the “ word ‘ Cow,’ ”— it cannot be urged that the above 
arguments are redundant (because the unity of the Class “  word 4 Cow * ” 
is admitted by the adversary also). And if one were to prove, (from the 
above arguments) the unity of -he jar, <&e. (such as “ the jar seen to-day is 
the same as the one seen yesterday* &<?., &e. ” ) ,— then, since we too admit 
of this (singleness of the Jar), with reference to the Class “  Jar, ”  the argu­
ment (urged by the opponent) would became redundant (specially as no one 
can reasonably deny the Class “ jar, ” in the way that we have denied the 
Class “ word ‘ Cow ’ " ) .  -And if, by the above inferential arguments, one 
were to prove the unity of the individuals (jar, & c.),— then against this 
we would urge the contradiction of a fa d  of aenve-perception (the diversity 
of the jars, considered individually), which is proved by all means of 
right notion (since that which is perceived by the senses obtains the 
support of all other Pramdnas) .

425-420. Some people, fitiding1'the gross destruction (of objects) to 
be otherwise inexplicable, assume certain intermediate subtle destructions 
occurring every moment (which they hold as leading up to one complete 
destruction in the gross form). Even these people (the Bauddhas), in the 
case of the W ord, are never cognisant of its gross destruction, which 
is greater (and as such more easily perceptible) than momentary destruc­
tion ; and hence they arc unable to prove the destructibility (non*^ternality) 
of Words.

427. And the momentary destruction of even such ob jects as the 
jar, &c., is to be rejected by the aforesaid arguments (i.e., the arguments 
employed in Karikas 417-22 to prove the eternality of the W ord ),— inas ­
much as the jar is recognised to be the Same now as it was a few seconds 
before (which would not be possible if it had been destroyed at every 
moment) ; specially, so long as the jar seen (before us) is not destroyed 
(by some extraneous causes),

428. One who would seek to prove the momentary destruction of

4SE.425. The Bauddha holds that oF all objects there is an intelligent destruction, 
and this they eall “  gross destruction " ; and in order to explain this they hold that 
even in the interim—i.e., daring the time between the production and the destruction o f 
the object—there are certain minute destructions going on at every moment, which finally 
bring about the final gross destruction. And the Karika means that even these people 
are unable to prove the destruction of the word. Because, of the word, they cannot 
perceive even the gross destruction, from which they could infer its momentary destruc­
tion. Nobody is ever cognisant of the utter destruction of the Word as wo are of that 
of the jar, &o. Consequently, when even such avowed Destructionists as the Banddhas 
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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^Macte on t ie  Strength of the instance of the Flame, would be open to th e  
contradiction of welt known facts of Sense-perception (andInference), a»

shown abov'-> (in .Ifarikas 41 *-24). . , .<
429 . (Even if we were to admit of the momentary destruction of the

Jar) when, in one moment, it would have been destroyed utterly (with­
out leaving any trace),— there would be no material cause for its appear- 
anoe at the next moment, and as such (the appearance of the jar at the

Heart moment) would be inexplicable*
430 . Because, prior to tire destruction of one momentary form oi the

far-, the following moment (*>., the m om ent'of the existence, ©i the next 
momentary form) was absolutely non-existent; and as such, at the tim e  
of the momentary destruction it could not have any action (whereby U  
could appear to view). And when, the next moment (which the Bauddim 
hold's to he the moment of the re-construction of the jar), does appear, it 
is itself swallowed up by negation (because no sooner would it apPearr 
than it would be destroyed, according to the Bauddha), and as such, at 
what time could the subsequent moment operate (towards the recon­

struction of the jar) s' >
431. Inasmuch »s both of these (the moment of the destruction of

the iar and the moment of its re-appearance) are equally open to momen­
tary destruction and re-construction, they are independent of cue another;, 
and as such there could be no causal relation between the two (no., one 
moment cannot in any way bring about the next moment, and as such the 
moment of the destruction of the jar cannot be said to ho the cause ot the 
mmearance of the next, moment of the reconstruction of the Jar); for the 
simple reason that the action of the one (moment) could not m  any way 
affect the other (as the two do not exist, at one and the same time).

432 Because an object (the next moment, / .» ')  which has not yet 
acquired existence cannot be an auxiliary to another object (the foregoing 
moment) ; nor can an object, when destroyed, be so ; and as for any con­
tinuance W  the object) during which it could operate towards any effect, 
there is no such thing (for the Bauddha, who holds every object to be un­
dergoing momentary destructions). _

' ”  433  Just as the peculiar odov.r, &c., appearing after the destruction
of the jar, is not held to be the effect of that destruction -™  in the eame

»  If the J a r  4 M K *W  te one moment, tow coni,I it « * »  the n «t
m o m e n t  v .peeialiy *  there is no trace of the j a r  left which conld . « «  to prodtoo the
inp ftiiew for the tielb moment. . . ...

Reconstruction alt along means the appearance o f  fco jar at the ™ ^
fifter momentary detraction of the jar, Because the Bauddha holds that 
\» undergoing destruction and reconstruction every moment. A

■'M This ss -meant to show that mere antecedence is no , enough -o
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vnanher tfoulJ of her subsequent forms of the jar also (not be the effect of 
the fo rego in g  destroyed form of it),

434, Therefore a Cause h  only that of which we find a certain action 
(necessarily) preceding tbo appearance of the effect; and more antecedence 
docs not (make a Caused

435. Even in the case of the Flame, it cannot be proved that it under- 
■g'°03 destruction every mom out.' The fact (in the case of tho Flame) in 
that its extremely subtle' particle.! keep- quickly moving on (and this gives 
rise to the idea of its momentary destruction, though in fact there is no 
■destruction at all).

436-437. Hound about the burning wick a large quantity of Light 
exists in a collected form ; and that much of it which proceeds upward, is 
known as the “ Flame ” ; and that which goes even beyond this (Flame) is 
known as the Radiance (diffused by the Flam e); and that which goes 
even beyond, this is extremely subtle, and is-not cognised at a l l ; (and it is 
this process of regular motion or diffusion 06 Light, that gives rise to the 
*dea that tho Flame undergoes momentary destructions).

438-466. The particles of Light cannot .proceed upwards while the 
way is blocked by the foregone particles; consequently as these latter 
move on, and clear the way, the former continue to come. Consequently. 
oven if these particles of Light happen to touch one another, in a heap of 
straw for instance, they do not become augmented (and hence do not burnt 
■ be straw) (because they keep on moving arid do not stay long enough to 
have any joint effort!. Similarly in the case of the Word, there is 
00 augmentation of it, because of the extreme quickness of the sounds 
(manifesting the W ord) (t.e., even if the word he pronounced several 
tunes, it does not undergo an increase, because tho sounds proceed so 
quickly as not to form any conglomeration of themsel ves, which alone could 
cause an increase in the volume of the W ord).

. 44{)y The youthfulness, &c., of the body are brought about by the 
modifications (of the bodily molecules) ; and (in the body) what is recog­
nised by people (to be the same to-day as it was yesterday) is only tho 
arrangement (of the molecules, £<?,, the shape of the body).

oaiuial relation, which stands in greater need o f a potentiality in the cause for brinr>* 
l!lo about tho effect. ’ J
n *83''139 This anticipates tho objection that, "  gran tod that tho Flame is not destroy.
101, why should it move along 0 lb may continue to exist in tho same place. ’

Tho KiU'*k;i is aimed at the Vaiqestykas. The body, they urge, is undergoing 
momentary modifications, and is perishable, and yet we have recognition of the'body

f ' e snmo f'°-d»y as it was yesterday. The Klrika explains this by showing that 
m object o f recognition is not every particle o f . the body which is being'every 

^maont m o d i f i e d b u t  the particular shape of the body which continues the same 
rroirt childhood to old age,

i .  ■ *  ■ , ■ . ■ r \  . ■W  <S L
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441. Inasmuch as the states (of the Body)— of production, existence 
and destruction— are such as .belong to it, as well as to others,— and as such 
are not absolutely identical with it,— there can be ho contradiction (in the 
fact of the continuance of the body during all the time'that xt& various 
states tire being destroyed and reconstructed) ;— as this (contradiction) has 
already been rejected above (under u Akrti )

442. TI10 theory that Recognition (of an object as 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 some series, is to he rejected by the same argn- 
:r,cents, 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.

--------0——

443. Thus, it havingbeon proved (throughReeognition) that the Word  
continues to exist { at least) during the tithe intervening between its first 
hearing and its subsequent recognition (as being the sam e),— no other 
arguments could prove its perishability (non-oternality).

444. In  the case of the Cloth, wo find that they are destroyed 
oither on account of their being cut by instruments, or on account of their 
becoming too old : whereas, in tho case of the Word, there are no such 
causes of destruction.

445. The arguments, that have served to reject tho theory of tho 
W ord being made up of the atoms of Letters (as held by the Jainas, and 
which atoms are) called by them “ Pudgalas,” would also serve to reject the 
theory of the W ord being made up of the atoms of Air (and as such being

411 This anticipates the objection that, “ since the at A tea of the body are nndoi ■ 
oine momentary destruction and reconstruction, why should not these be attributed to 

the Body as well, inasmuch as the Body is non-different from its states ? ”  The sense 
r i: the reply is that if the Body were absolutely identical with its states, then the 
destruction of these would bring about the destruction of the Body. But as a matter 
of fact, there is no such identity, and hence there is no contradiction in tho shape ot 
the Body continuing the same, even while its states are undergoing momentary de­
struction and reconstruction ; specially as it has been shown, in the chapter on «  Atfto, 
that every object baa three states--those of production, existence and destruction.

US The Bauddha asserts that the jar is recognised to be the same to-day as 
yesterday, because there is a series of destructions and reconstructions affecting the jar, 
an d  it is on account of the present shape of the jar forming part of the same series as 
„he form perceived yesterday, that it is recognised to be the same. The Karika means 
that against this theory we should urge the argu.ments--e.fi!., Is the senes different 01 
11 on-different from the individual forms of tho jar P and so forth—that we have urge a 
above, against the possibility of the “  Series of Cognitions,”

443 This refers to Sutra I—i— jtt-i
446 This refers to Sutra I—-I—22,

<sl
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hiado up of component parts). Therefore, inasmuch as people are never 
cognisant of any Cause (productive) of the Word, and as everywhere 
the H ord is found in its own complete form by itself (and not as made up 
of component W ords),— the Word must be (admitted to be) eternal.

End of the chapter on the Etemality of Word*.
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