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Mimamsa thinkers propound an epistemology generally characterised as philo-
sophical realism, and given their foundational resolve to disambiguating Vedic
comprehension, a similar attitude is reflected in their speculations on the nature of
language as well. Unlike some other schools of the Indian philosophical tradition,
Mimamsa philosophers admit the reality of words and word-meanings, which led
them to formulate two theories whose aim is to explain comprehensively how
the cognition of sentential meaning arises from uttered words. These two theo-
ries, abhihitanvaya and anvitabhidhana, are advocated by Bhatta and Prabhakara
Mimamsakas respectively, and are considered as being the fundamental theories of
sentential meaning that formed the basis for all classical Indian thinkers debating
the nature of linguistic cognition.

The Vakyarthamatrka-1 (VM-I) of Salikanathamisra (9th cent. CE) is consid-
ered to be the locus classicus for the presentation of anvitabhidhana. Sucaritamisra
(10th cent. CE) was the first Bhatta Mimamsaka to respond to Salikanatha’s criti-
cisms, and he presents abhihitanvaya accordingly in his Kasikatika on Kumarila’s
Slokavarttika Vakyadhikarana. Modern scholarship is scarce with regard to these
two seminal texts, and I present a translation/paraphrase of the several levels of
argumentation found in the VM-I. In contrast to the VM-I whose Sanskrit text is
published, the Kasikatika on the Vakyadhikarana is yet unpublished and I present
an annotated edition and translation of Sucarita’s essay on vv.110cd-112ab, based
on a study of two manuscripts. I endeavour in this thesis to present a philosophical,
philological and historical study of these two works and thereby demonstrate the
cogent linguistic and phenomenological arguments presented therein. I hope that
this thesis may thus indicate some of the complexity and sophistication of the
Indian philosophical debates on language, as well as aid in understanding the early

history of the formulation of these influential doctrines.
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Introduction

Two Directions of Inquiry within Mimamsa

Mimamsa is a term etymologically derived from the verbal base man- (to think, to
examine) and can be considered as either a desiderative nominal formation (that
is nonetheless devoid of desiderative meaning)! or as an intensive formation. The
term hence comes to mean either ‘deep reflection, inquiry’? or ‘profound thought
or consideration’3 — an apt characterization of the school (darsana) of Indian
philosophy thus named.

The school of Mimamsa, or more precisely Purva-Mimamsa, has as its central
focus the meticulous hermeneutic examination of the Vedic corpus (specifically
the Brahmanas) so as to disambiguate the process of Vedic sacrifice. The pursuit
of Mimamsa is not to articulate the details of every Vedic sacrifice — this is
the responsibility of other ritualistic traditions and works (such as the different
Srautasutras) — but rather to justify how exactly only a specific procedure, as
already known through other means, is enjoined by the Vedic text.# This then
becomes, as McCrea (2008, p. 28) explains, the “real mission of Mimamsa” with
the result being that “Mimamsa serves, in effect, as an epistemology of Vedic
comprehension”.

This mission has led the various Mimamsa philosophers, throughout the

I'Whitney (1896, p. 378). Also Tubb and Boose (2007, p. 43).

2Apte 1958.

3Monier-Williams 1872.

4For instance, the Mimamsa philosophers occasionally justify certain interpretations of Vedic
injunctions by referring to their vivaksa (intention), all the while maintaining that the Vedas have
no author (apauruseyata). See Yoshimizu (2008) for a discussion. For more on the doctrine of
apauruseyata, see Clooney (1987).



school’s over two thousand year history,> to pay particular attention to the na-
ture of language and meaning, leading to Mimamsa being traditionally labelled
as the science of sentences (vakyasastra). Historically then, there have been two
directions of inquiry within the school: firstly, the development of an intricate
hermeneutic framework for textual interpretation, and secondly, the justification
of the ontological and epistemological tenets upon which such a framework would
be situated.

The former has always been of paramount importance for the Mimamsa
philosophers, and the hermeneutic tools developed by them are often consid-
ered unparalleled in South Asian intellectual history.® Consequently, it is often
considered that the efforts towards the latter mode of philosophical inquiry and
the conclusions thereof, “while certainly not unimportant, are little more than a
necessary prolegomenon to the real business of Mimamsa”.”

One of the primary reasons for thinking thus is the disproportion in the emphasis
laid upon each direction of inquiry in the foundational text of the school itself —
Jaimini’s Purvamimamsasutra (PMS) comprises twelve chapters with each in
turn being divided into several sections (pada), yet most of the ontological and
epistemological speculations of the Mimamsa philosophers are based upon the first
pada (Tarkapada) of the very first chapter and the Sabarabhasya (SBh) thereon.

Be that as it may, the scope of emphasis of the Mimamsa philosophers was
considerably expanded in the second half of the first millenia, a stage referred to
as the “Golden Age of the Mimamsa”#, when the two founders of the sub-schools
of Mimamsa — Kumarila Bhatta (600-650 CE)® and Prabhakara Misra (620-680

5The beginnings of Mimamsa are shrouded in antiquity, making any precise estimate as to the
school’s origination nearly impossible. As Verpoorten (1987, p. 5) states, “It is extremely difficult
to determine [Jaimini’s] chronological position ... we ought to conclude carefully that the MS
might be of rather high antiquity: 450-400 B.C. (? the age of Panini?), but the collection took
its present form . .. in a later period. But when? ...about 250 B.C. (?), or ... between 200 and
300 A.D. (?7).” See also Kataoka (2011, pp. 13-20) for a discussion on the history of Mimamsa.
Nevertheless, all dates mentioned here are tentative.

¢These tools also found their way into other disciplines, especially law — see, for instance, Jha
(1942, pp. 367-387) and Davis (2010, pp. 47-69), as well as the traditions of Sanskrit poetics
and dramaturgy (alamkarasastra and natyasastra) — see, for instance, McCrea (2008) and David
(2016).

"McCrea 2000.

8Verpoorten 1987.

%See Kataoka (2011, p. 112). 600 CE according to Potter (2014, p. 183).
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CE)!° — developed complex and sophisticated philosophical doctrines. Like the
thinkers of the other traditional philosophical schools in India, these Mimamsakas
presented their doctrines merely as elaborations of the ideas found in the two
foundational texts PMS and SBh,!! while nevertheless introducing sweeping al-
terations. Moreover, their doctrines also represented trenchant criticisms of the
philosophical tenets of other schools, such as those of the Buddhists (especially

Dignaga),'? the Grammarians and Advaita Vedanta.!3

abhihitanvaya and anvitabhidhana

A natural outcome then of the two directions of inquiry in Mimamsa is that
even among the many philosophical doctrines articulated by both Kumarila and
Prabhakara, as well as the subsequent adherents of their respective sub-schools,
the deliberations on the nature of language become especially important and con-
tentious. There are several such topics of deliberation — especially on the nature of
phonemes (varna), words (pada) and word meanings (padartha),'* and the inter-
play between these three leading to one’s cognition of meaning. Nevertheless, the
most critical among these are the theories on the nature of sentences (vakya) and
sentential meanings (vakyartha) — for, as Kumarila says while admitting that the

knowledge gained from words may be classified as either inferential or linguistic,

10See Kataoka (2011, p. 112). 700 CE according to Potter (2014, p. 295).

11McCrea (2013) argues that Sabara himself had many rival interpreters of the PMS. Yet, once
the SBh was admitted as foundational in the works of both Kumarila and Prabhakara, “the welter of
competing works — both pre- and post-Sabara — quickly vanish(ed) . ..” Moreover, he argues that
“it is a mistake to see the movement of Mimamsa in this period as a bifurcation of a formerly unified
field into two subschools. Rather, it represents a change from a situation in which ... virtually
every author in the field in effect constituted his own sub-school of Mimamsa, to one in which
there are two and only two such schools.”

12]n fact, McCrea (ibid.) argues that one of the primary reasons for Mimamsa’s transformation in
the seventh and eighth centuries was the challenge posed by the radical epistemology of Dignaga’s
Pramanasamuccaya.

13For instance, see Taber (2005, pp. 1-15) for a discussion on the many opponents in the chapter
on the nature of perception (pratyaksapariccheda) from Kumarila Bhatta’s Slokavarttika (SV).

14See Chapter I for an explanation of my choice of translation.

158V Sabdapariccheda v.108: pramanam anumanam va yady api syat padan mitih;
vakyarthasyagamarthatvad doso nagamavadinam. Kumarila expends much effort in this chap-
ter arguing that the knowledge gained from words cannot be classified as an inference (anumana).
Nevertheless, towards the end of the chapter, he is prepared to admit the contrary position as



the meaning of the Vedas (agamartha) is the meaning of its sentences, and it may
thus be admissible for a Mimamsaka to tolerate some ambiguity at the level of
words and phonemes.

However, any doubt about the nature and arising of Sentential Meaning (SM)
becomes impermissible, and such keen attention to this topic leads to the de-
velopment of two competing doctrines in Mimamsa: abhihitanvayavada and
anvitabhidhanavada. These doctrines aim to comprehensively explain how SM
cognition arises from uttered words, and I will argue in this thesis that these doc-
trines are both linguistic and phenomenological in their explanations. Moreover,
even though these two theories are attributed to Kumarila and Prabhakara respec-
tively, it is the commentators of their respective works as well as later thinkers who
systematize and develop them further.

Kumarila and Prabhakara present their doctrines in their respective commen-
taries on the PMS and SBh. Kumarila’s magnum opus is the Slokavarttika on
the Tarkapada, whereas Prabhakara’s commentary is titled Brhati (extant upto the
second pada of chapter VI). The Mimamsa theory of sentence and SM is first
presented in PMS 1.1.24-26 (Vakyadhikarana) and the SBh thereon, and both
Kumarila and Prabhakara present their respective doctrines while commenting

upon this section.

The textual scope of this thesis

Among the Prabhakaras, the most important thinker is Salikanathamisra (800-
900 CE)'¢ who composed the commentary Rjuvimalaparicika on the Brhati of
Prabhakara. Another significant text attributed to him is the Prakaranaparicika,
which takes the form of fourteen essays (verses and commentary). Of these,
the Vakyarthamatrka (comprising two chapters) presents the Prabhakara the-
ory of sentence and sentential meaning. The First Chapter (pariccheda) of

Salikanathamisra’s Vakyarthamatrka (VM-I) is considered to be the locus clas-

presented in the verse, demonstrating thereby his general doctrinal position of permitting some
ambiguity with regard to certain concepts related to phonemes and words. Moreover, as I will also
discuss subsequently in Chapter I, Kumarila exhibits such an attitude even in his explanation of
how words denote word-meanings.

I6Kataoka 2011, p. 112.



sicus for the presentation of the Prabhakara doctrine of anvitabhidhana, for this
is where the main tenets of the doctrine are first set forth and contrasted with the
Bhatta doctrine of abhihitanvaya. It is this work that I will focus upon in this
thesis as representative of the Prabhakara viewpoint.

Furthermore, there are three commentators on Kumarila’s SV — Umbeka
(730-790 CE) (Tatparyatika), Sucaritamisra (930-980 CE) (Kasikatika) and
Parthasarathimisra (1000-1050 CE)!” (Nyayaratnakara).'® The only commen-
tary published thus far on the Slokavarttika Vakyadhikarana (SV Vak.) has
been Parthasarathimisra’s Nyayaratnakara (NR), which does not engage exten-
sively with the Prabhakara doctrine. In this thesis, I present the annotated text
and translation of Sucaritamisra’s Kasikatika on Slokavarttika Vakyadhikarana
vv.110ab-112cd (KT)'?, an essay in which SucaritamiSra considers in some de-
tail the doctrine of anvitabhidhana and justifies instead the Bhatta doctrine of
abhihitanvaya. Moreover, I will also attempt to demonstrate that the main inter-
locutor for Sucarita’s arguments in this essay is Salikanatha, and the arguments
given in the KT are deeply intertwined with those of the VM-I, thereby rendering

the study of the latter a prerequisite for understanding the former.

The present state of research

A mention is made of the doctrines of abhihitanvaya and anvitabhidhana in
nearly all contemporary discussions on Indian philosophy of language, as they
are considered to be the fundamental theories of the comprehension of SM which
all subsequent thinkers (philosophers as well as alamkarikas) engage with and
develop while debating the nature of language.?® However, despite the critical
importance of the study of the VM-I for an understanding of even the basic

ideas of anvitabhidhana and its diametrical contrast to abhihitanvaya, there are

17See Kataoka (ibid., p. 112) for their chronology.

18There is also a fourth commentary on the SV by Bhattaputra-Jayamisra (950 CE) titled
Sarkarika. (Potter 2014, p. 325). This text is published in C. K. Raja (1946) and spans four
chapters of the SV: Akrtivada, Apohavada, Vanavada and Sambandhaksepaparihara.

19Note that I use the abbreviation KT to refer only to this particular section of the Kasikatika
(i.e. on SV Vak. vv.110cd-112ab), and not the Kasikatika in its entirety.

20See, for instance, K. Raja (1969, pp. 189-227).



disproportionately scant detailed studies of the tenets and arguments expounded
by Salikanatha.

Two translations of the Vakyarthamatrka (both paricchedas) have been pub-
lished, one in Hindi (Avasthi 1978) and another in English (Sarma 1987).2! An
important study is Pandurangi (2004), in which the author gives an overview of
nearly all passages from the Prakaranaparicika, including the Vakyarthamatrka.
However, these works, perhaps due to their broad scope, are unable to demonstrate
the cogency and clarity of the various arguments — linguistic and phenomenolog-
ical — that Salikanatha wields in the VM-I to present and defend the theory of
anvitabhidhana. Moreover, as | hope to demonstrate in this thesis, the reasoning
in the VM-I is quite intricate and complex, involving many layers of argumen-
tation — which not only aids in the development of his sophisticated theory of
anvitabhidhana, but also has a profound impact on the ideas of the subsequent
Bhatta opponents. Finally, I should mention that in her PhD thesis (Wicher 1987),
Irene Wicher presented an edition of the Vakyarthamatrka with a German transla-
tion. However, her thesis is available only in a library at the University of Vienna
and I have been unable to refer to it for the purposes of this thesis. I hope to be
able to do so in the next stage of my research career.

Regarding the Kasikatika, the Sanskrit commentary has been published only
up to the end of the section sambandhaksepa??, however the remaining text is
available in manuscripts.?3> An important characteristic of this commentary is that
Sucarita often composes long essays on the initial few verses of the chapters of
the SV24 where he seems to delve into arguments which came to the fore after
Kumarila’s composition of the SV. In this thesis, I provide an annotated edition
two verses (vv.110cd-112ab) of the siddhanta from the SV Vak.25 A similar

approach is adopted in Kataoka (2014), where Kataoka presents a critical edition

2IThere are three additional books by the same author dealing with the contents of the
Vakyarthamatrka — Sarma (1988), Sarma (1990) and Sarma (2005).

22V. A. R. Sastri 1943.

23Shida 2013.

24For instance, see his commentary on the initial two verses of the Anumanapariccheda (V. A. R.
Sastri 1943, pp. 1-5) or that on the first verse of the Abhavapariccheda (ibid., pp. 189-194).

25The piirvapaksa in the SV Vak. is presented in vv.1-110ab (corresponding to PMS 1.1.24).
The siddanta follows thereafter (corresponding to PMS 1.1.25-26).
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of the Kasikatika on the first verse of the chapter of apoha from the SV. Kataoka
presents a critical edition having consulted four manuscripts — mine, however,
is a more modest attempt on the basis of the study of two manuscripts. Digital
photographs and scans of these two manuscripts were made available to me by
Dr. Hugo David (EFEO, Pondicherry) and Dr. Kei Kataoka (Kyushu University
of Fukuoka), and I am deeply grateful to them for their kindness and generosity in

permitting me to study these for the purpose of this thesis.

Overview and aim of the thesis

The thesis has been divided into six chapters. In the first chapter, I introduce
the two doctrines of abhihitanvaya and anvitabhidhana elaborating upon their
fundamental tenets and ideas about the process of SM comprehension. In chapters
two and three, I present a dialectical examination of the two doctrines in turn, on
the basis of the criticisms put forth by the opposite camp as well as their refutation.
Such doctrinal elaboration as well as its dialectical examination is an integral
aspect of the discussions of both the VM-I and the KT, and I hope to present their
arguments while remaining as close to the texts as possible.

My aim in the first three chapters is thus two-fold, being both philosophical and
historical. Firstly, I attempt to delineate the various philosophical arguments in the
two texts — situating an argument in its context and distinguishing it from others,
identifying the various steps within each argument and following the course of its
internal reasoning which leads to the author’s conclusions. Secondly, I hope also
to demonstrate that historically, the arguments of the VM-I and KT are part of the
same philosophical conversation, and in considering them thus, it is imperative
not only to link their discussions and thus see where the argument from one text
ends and that of the other begins, but also to try and capture some sense of the
impact the ideas of the VM-I had on those of the KT.

In the next part of the thesis, I present my study of the two texts VM-I and
KT which underpin the discussions of the first three chapters. In chapter four,
I translate/paraphrase the sections of the VM-I relevant to the discussions on
anvitabhidhana and abhihitanvaya. In chapters five and six, I put forward the

KT — chapter five contains the edited Sanskrit text, while chapter six presents an
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annotated translation.

My attempt in this thesis is to provide a philosophically sound, histori-
cally accurate and philologically robust study of the two Mimamsa doctrines
of abhihitanvaya and anvitabhidhana, as presented in the VM-I and the KT. In
doing so, I hope to indicate the complexity and sophistication of the debates on the
nature of language as were prevalent in the Indian philosophical traditions towards
the end of the first millenia, and thereby contribute in some modest measure to an

understanding of an important time in Indian intellectual history.



Chapter 1

An Introduction to the Theories of

abhihitanvaya and anvitabhidhana

I.1 What do the terms abhihitanvaya and

anvitabhidhana mean?

I.1.1 Distinguishing between abhidhana and anvaya

The two doctrines of abhihitanvaya and anvitabhidhana offer distinct linguistic and
phenomenological descriptions to explain one’s experience of the cognition of sen-
tential meaning (SM). These two doctrines, attributed to the Bhatta Mimamsakas
and the Prabhakara Mimamsakas respectively, attempt to account for not only the
verbal, communicative process ubiquitous in ordinary life (comprising speakers
and hearers) but especially the linguistic process that the Mimamsakas claim is
unique to the Vedas. The philosophical school of Mimamsa has as its central
concern the meticulous hermeneutic deciphering of the Vedic language, and in
doing so, they assert also that the Vedas have no author (apauruseya). Thus, an
explanation of the SM cognition arising from Vedic sentences must necessarily
focus upon the hearer rather than the speaker and thereby account for both —
the role of language as well as the listener’s phenomenological experience. Both
doctrines endeavour to explain precisely these, thereby admitting that these two

aspects are sufficient to account for the linguistic, communicative process which
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leads to one’s experience of SM cognition.

Moreover, the two doctrines agree that the entire phenomenon of verbal cogni-
tion comprises two processes — denotation (abhidhana) and connection (anvaya).
Both these processes have a broad definition acceptable to the Bhattas as well as the

Prabhakaras, yet each camp modifies and explains each process quite disparately.

I.1.2 Bhatta and Prabhakara conceptions of denotation

Even though the doctrines of abhihitanvaya and anvitabhidhana are attributed
respectively to Kumarila Bhatta and Prabhakara themselves, both initiators of
their own respective sub-schools of Mimamsa, nevertheless, it is the subsequent
Mimamsa philosophers who articulated the details of both doctrines. It is these
later authors who designated these two doctrines with their respective titles of
abhihitanvaya and anvitabhidhana, and thereby sharply contrasted several fun-
damental concepts across the two sub-schools. As mentioned previously, in this
thesis I will focus most closely upon the Prabhakara theory as is presented in the
VM-I, and the Bhatta theory as is set forth in the KT.

The verbal base abhidha- is used by both the Bhattas and the Prabhakaras to
refer to the process whereby speech-units express meaning. What this implies is
that it is accepted that speech-units (verbal and nominal bases, suffixes, words,
etc.) directly lead one to cognize certain meaning, and abhidha- refers to that very
contribution that speech-units themselves make in the process of verbal cognition.
I hence translate abhidha- as ‘to denote’, and will retain this translation throughout
the thesis to refer to this specific process as accepted by the Mimamsa philosophers.

There are, however, (at least) two possible explanations in Mimamsa discus-
sions of how such contribution is actually achieved by the speech-units. For
instance, in the chapter Sphotavada of the SV, two alternatives are put forward to
explain how Word-Meaning (WM) arises from phonemes (varna). For Kumarila,
the cognition of WM arises from the phonemes either with the aid of the mind,
just as the cognition of fire (vahnidhi) arises from the perception of smoke, or
naturally, with the phonemes being expressive of meaning like a lamp and its light

(dipavat).! However, Kumarila does not unequivocally decide in favour of either,
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or even some combination of these.

Even though the Bhattas as well as the Prabhakaras accept this broad definition
of abhidha- (i.e. as leading one to cognize the directly expressed meaning from
the corresponding speech-unit), nevertheless they differ sharply in the details. The
Bhattas accept the process of denotation (abhidhana) as causing one to cognize
word-meaning from a word? whereas the Prabhakaras accept it as leading one to

cognize sentential meaning from a word.3

I.1.3 Bhatta and Prabhakara conceptions of connection

Early in the history of Mimamsa, a distinction in the nature of word-meanings and
sentence-meanings was indicated — words refer to universals, whereas sentences
refer to particulars.# The Mimamsakas thus use the term anvaya to refer to the
mutual connection between the distinct WMs, which thereby marks the difference
between the isolated WMs and the complex SM. The verbal base anvi- is employed
by both Bhatta and Prabhakara Mimamsakas to indicate this process of connection
between the WMs, and I translate this as ‘to connect’. Moreover, it is also
accepted that only when this connection comes about that isolated, unconnected
WDMs are converted into the complex SM which forms the basis for all linguistic
communication.

Nevertheless, the exact method of this connection is the central problem for
both doctrines. For the Bhattas, WMs are denoted (abhihita) by words first as

hi dhiumader iva vahnidhih.
SV Sphotavada vv.136ab-c:  dipavad va gakaradir gavadeh pratipadakah, — dhruvam
pratiyamanatvat.

2In Mimamsa discussions on language, it is commonly accepted that even individual words
such as yajeta can be divided into distinct speech-units (such as the verbal base, the suffix, etc.),
each having its own respective meaning. Thus, it is more accurate to speak of speech-units and
their meanings, rather than words and word-meanings. Nevertheless, I prefer retaining the terms
word and word-meaning to enable simplicity of understanding and conciseness of expression —
all the while bearing in mind their more precise understanding as ‘speech-unit’ and ‘the meaning
of the speech-unit’ respectively.

3To be more precise, the Bhattas accept each word in a sentence as denoting (abhidha-) its
unconnected WM, whereas the Prabhakaras accept that each word denotes a connected (anvita)
meaning. See I.1.3.

4For instance, see SBh to PMS 1.1.24: samanye hi padam pravartate, visese vakyam. anyac
ca samanyam, anyo visesah. (Apate 1929, p. 93). See also McCrea (2000, pp. 430-432) for a
discussion on this.
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unconnected, and their connection (anvaya) comes about only subsequently. On
the other hand, the Prabhakaras assert that in sentences, one is only aware of
WDMs as connected (anvita) and words denote (abhidhana) them as such, with
the cognitive processes of the listener aiding the denotation of this connected
(sentential) meaning.

These opposing claims of the Bhatta and Prabhakara Mimamsakas lead to
their complex and sophisticated philosophical argumentation regarding the nature
of linguistic communication. Moreover, the relative sequence of the two processes
of denotation and connection as is admitted in both doctrines becomes the basis for
their respective titles — the Bhatta doctrine of abhihitanvaya, and the Prabhakara

doctrine of anvitabhidhana.

I.2 Introducing the Bhatta doctrine of abhihitanvaya

I.2.1 An overview of the main tenets of the doctrine

Kumarila’s most sustained discussions on the nature of SM cognition are found
arguably in the SV Vak., and these underpin the argumentation of all subsequent
philosophers elaborating upon the doctrine of abhihitanvaya. At the very begin-
ning of his exposition, Kumarila sets out the basic premise of his doctrine that SM
cognition arises only when WMs are comprehended (tadbhavabhava) — thus one
must admit WMSs as the basis (mitla) of SM cognition.>

In his KT, Sucarita clarifies that it is the words themselves which are the basis
(mitla) for the SM cognition through the intermediate step of them conveying the
WDMs (padarthapratipadanadvara).® Sucarita explains further that in accordance
with PMS 1.1.25,7 the doctrine of abhihitanvaya admits that SM is caused (nimitta)
by WMs alone, since WMs themselves lead one to SM cognition once their
mutual connections are understood by virtue of their mutual expectation (akariksa),

compatibility (yogyata) and proximity (sannidhi).® Moreover, it is explained

5SV Vak. v.111ab: padarthanam tu milatvam drstam tadbhavabhavatah.

%See V.1: padany eva padarthapratipadanadvarena vakyarthapratipattau millam iti.

"PMS 1.1.25: tadbhutanam kriyarthena samamnayo ‘rthasya tannimittatvat.

8See V.1: na, arthasya tannimittatvat padarthanam evakamksayogyatasannidhibala-
pratilabdhetaretaravyatisamganam vakyarthabuddhau nimittatvat.
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that the cognition of these unconnected WMs is the outcome of the process of
denotation of words, since words terminate their functioning (avasita) once they
have given rise to their respective WMs.

Sucarita also points out that if the WMs are not cognized due to some mental
impediment (manoparodha) when the sentence is uttered, then the SM is not
comprehended despite the sentence being heard.® Thus, he argues that one who
comprehends the mutual connections between the WMs (padarthavyatisamgavid)
understands the qualified sentential meaning as well — consequently, the SM is
settled upon as arising when WMs come about. Sucarita thus remarks that it is
this very relation between WMs and SM that leads to these being ascertained as
cause and effect (karyakaranata).

Sucarita also explains PMS 1.1.25 as defining a sentence (including Vedic
ones) as a joint mention (samamnaya) or enunciation (uccarana) of those words
which refer to their fixed (nitya)'® WMs, alongside a speech-unit whose meaning
is an action (kriya). This latter speech-unit is the verbal suffix, and the action
it expresses is explained by Sucarita as referring to the efficient force (bhavana),
which when qualified by its various attributes!!, is the sentential meaning itself.!?

Thus, in essence, this theory describes SM cognition as a connection (anvaya)
of word-meanings, which are denoted (abhihita) by words.'3> Consequently, one
may resolve the Sanskrit compound abhihitanvaya as abhihitasya [svarthasya]
anvayah or abhihitanam [svarthanam] anvayah, with the term svartha referring to
each word’s unconnected, isolated WM. Thus, the compound abhihitanvaya can
be translated as Connection of Denoted [Meanings] (abhihitanvaya) (CoD).14

9See V.3.8.3. This is similar to an argument presented in the SBh on PMS 1.1.25, where the
phrase used is manasad apy aghatat (i.e. due to a mental injury).

10See Freschi (2017) for a explanation of why the term nitya should be translated as ‘fixed’ and
not as ‘eternal’ in Mimamsa contexts.

The three components of bhavana: goal (sadhya), instrument (sadhana) and procedure (itikar-
tavyata). See Freschi (2012, pp. 19-43) for a discussion on the Mimamsa theory of bhavana.

12See V.1: kriyeti ca bhavanam brumah, saiva canekavisesanavisista vakyartha ity ucyate.

13See footnote 2 for an explanation of the choice of the terms word and word-meaning, and not
instead the more precise terms speech-unit and the meaning of the speech-unit.

14This translation as Connection of Denoted [Meanings] (CoD) is somewhat convoluted and also
possibly misleading — yet I include this translation and its abbreviation here since the Sanskrit
term is used often in the texts to refer to this process of verbal cognition, and an abbreviated English
reference makes for an easy substitute for the Sanskrit term. Matilal and Sen (1988, p. 74) refer to
this as the “designation before connection theory”.
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I.2.2 The Bhatta conception of laksana in the process of SM

cognition

As has been pointed out already, the main contention of the theory of abhihitanvaya
is that all words in a sentence denote their own unconnected WMs, with their con-
nection (i.e. SM) coming about only thereafter. It is generally considered that
according to Kumarila, words denote their WMs through their primary potency
of abhidha, whereas the SM is conveyed by a potency of words for secondary or
indirect denotation, namely laksana.'> However, as McCrea argues'®, Kumarila
appears atypically reticent in advancing this position and the Vakyadhikarana
section of his SV, where Kumarila elaborately discusses his theory of SM cogni-
tion, has no verse corroborating the inclusion of laksana in his theory. Instead,
Kumarila’s acceptance of the role of laksana is demonstrated by Salikanatha (in
the VM-I) and Vacaspati (in the Tattvabindu) by quoting a half-verse, presumably
from his (lost) Brhattika: “It is our view that sentence meaning is, in every case,
secondarily expressed.”1”

Salikanatha, while presenting the anvitabhidhana theory in his VM-I, rejects
Kumarila’s idea of using laksana to explain SM cognition. As I will present
subsequently,® his main argument is that in order for laksana to come about, it
should not be possible to connect (sambandhanupapatti) the WM expressed by
a word within the complex SM.!° That is precisely the case in sentences such as
gangayam ghosah (the village on the Ganga), where the WM ‘ganga’ cannot enter
into the SM, but instead it is the WM ‘gangakula’ (the bank of the Ganga) which
forms a part of the SM.2° In contrast, this is not so in cases such as gam anaya
(bring the cow), where the respective WMs are not unsuitable (anvayayogyatva)

for a connection.

I5K. Raja 1969, pp. 210-211.

16McCrea Forthcoming, 2019.

yakyartho laksyamano hi sarvatraiveti nah sthitih — translation: McCrea (ibid.).

18See IV.6.4.

Yyacyasyarthasya vakyarthe sambandhanupapattitah; tatsambandhavasSapraptasyanvayal
laksanocyate (A. Sastri 1964, pp. 398-399). The phrase from the verse vakyarthe sam-
bandhanupapattitah is glossed in the commentary as vakyarthe anvayasambhavat.

20This example of gangayam ghosah is often cited in discussions on the nature of laksana. Here,
the primary meaning of the word gangayam is ‘on the Ganga’, and the village cannot be on the
river but instead on its bank. See K. Raja (1969, pp. 232-233) for a discussion of this example.
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This argument of the impossibility of connection (anvayanupapatti) is also
given by the Prabhakara purvapaksin in Sucarita’s KT.2! Surprisingly however,
Sucarita, when presenting the Bhatta siddhanta, does not attempt to refute this
argument of the purvapaksin — even though (as will be seen in subsequent chap-
ters) he considers and refutes several other arguments from Salikanatha’s VM-I
Moreover, he does not even once present the theory of laksana to explain SM
cognition. On the contrary, Sucarita argues repeatedly that it is the intrinsic nature
(svabhava) of WMs themselves that leads to the cognition of their mutual connec-
tion.22 He explains also that SM cognition is in fact self-evident (svasamvedya)
in all circumstances by every individual who hears a sentence (and who cognizes
also the meaning of each word).?3

Furthermore, Sucarita argues also for an equivalence between verbal cognition
and perceptual cognition.?* He explains that the means of knowledge such as
perception and inference lead one to cognize substances, qualities and actions as
unconnected from each other — however, such substances, qualities and actions
have an intrinsic expectation (svabhavasapeksa) for each other, and it is as a result
of this that their mutual association (samsarga) becomes evident to the mind. Su-
carita argues that such an association of the substances, qualities and actions known
through perception and inference is exactly analogous to the mutual association of
substances, qualities and actions as may be conveyed through language.

One may wonder then as to the real import of Sucarita’s argumentation. Is
this explanation by Sucarita bolstering the Bhatta argument of laksana, with the
distinction being only in the terminology used? Or is Sucarita distancing himself
from the need to resort to laksana to explain SM cognition, while nevertheless

upholding the doctrine of abhihitanvaya? Perhaps a more extensive study of

21See V.2.3: api canvayanupapattau laksana bhavati, yada tv anvayapratitav api na kinicit
karanam astity uktam tada kasyanupapattya laksanam vaksyamah.

22See  V.3.8.2: vyutpattyanusarini  hi  Sabde  Saktikalpanda  tadvasena  ca
sambandhisvabhavarthabhidhanadvarena Sabdanam svabhavikam pramanyam upapaditam
eva. See footnote 78 for another example of Sucarita’s argument about the nature of WMs to
connect mutually.

23See V.3.5: bhavati tu sarvadeSakalanaravasthamtaresu vakyasravinam visistarthasamvid iti
sarvam svasamvedyam. See V1.3.5 for a discussion on the translation of the term svasamvedya as
self-evident.

24See V.3.8.2: pratyaksanumanavagatanam hi dravyagunakarmanam svabhavasapeksanam eva
Sabdapratipaditanam iva samsargo bhasate. This argument is contextually discussed in I11.3.3.2.
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Sucarita’s works will help us determine the answer with more certainty.

I.3 Introducing the Prabhakara doctrine of

anvitabhidhana

The VM-I is a presentation and defence of the Prabhakara doctrine of
anvitabhidhana, and it begins?> by explaining that words alone cause the SM cog-
nition and not instead the WMs in the manner claimed by the Bhattas. Salikanatha
maintains, like the Bhattas, that words comprising the sentence are indeed real
(unlike the doctrine of the indivisible sentence attributed to Bhartrhari) and admits
also that WMs are universal while the SM is a particular.

Nevertheless, where the Prabhakara doctrine sharply diverges from the Bhatta
account is that here, it is argued that words need only their primary potency of
abhidha to lead to SM cognition. And the reason for this is that each word in a
sentence denotes its own respective WM (svartha) as connected (anvita) to other
WDMs.  Thus, the Prabhakaras reject the Bhatta idea that words in a sentence
denote unconnected WMs — instead, words are always observed as being used in
sentences to denote connected (anvita), qualified meanings, and the Prabhakaras
insist that this is accomplished by the single process of denotation initiated by the
words which are heard by a listener.

Moreover, it is explained that once the words of the sentence convey such
connected WMs, the SM is also cognized. This is because the SMs are the
WDMs themselves, such that these WMs have their mutual connection cognized
in the form of a relation between a primary element and other secondary ones
(pradhanagunabhava).?6

Consequently, this theory describes SM cognition as arising from the words
denoting (abhidhana) connected meanings (anvita) — or more precisely, from

the denotation of a word’s own (isolated) meaning (svartha) as connected to other

25VM-1 v.2: padair evanvitasvarthamatropaksinasaktibhih; svarthas ced bodhita buddho
vakyartho ’pi tatha sati. Commentary on v.2: yadi tu padany evanvitan svarthan abhidadhatiti
Sakyate sadhayitum... (A. Sastri 1964, p. 377) (See IV.1).

26VM-I v.3: pradhanagunabhavena labdhanyonyasamanvayan; padarthan eva vakyarthan
sangirante vipascitah (ibid., p. 377).
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WDMs. Thus, the Sanskrit compound anvitabhidhana may be resolved as anvitasya
[svarthasya] abhidhanam or even anvitanam [svarthanam] abhidhanam, and the
term anvitabhidhana may be translated as Denotation of Connected [Meanings]
(anvitabhidhana) (DoC).?7

1.4 Going further into the doctrine of DoC

I1.4.1 The three steps of DoC

In verse 12 and the commentary thereon,?® the VM-I explains the three steps

involved in DoC. The verse is as follows:2°

The entire composite of words (padajata) which has been heard (Sruta)
causes the memories of their unconnected [word-]meanings to
arise (smaritananvitarthaka);

The vacanavyakti3® [of this composite of words then arises] as
brought about by linguistic principles (nyayasampaditavyakti),
subsequent to which (pascat) the words cause the SM cognition
(vakyarthabodhaka).

Thus, Salikanatha outlines three distinct steps in DoC. When the composite of
words comprising the sentence are heard (Sruta), they firstly lead to the memories
of their unconnected WMs (step one). Thereafter, the vacanavyakti of these
words is brought about according to linguistic principles (step two) and it is only

subsequent to this (pascat) that SM cognition comes about (step three).

27Similar to the caveat about the translation of abhihitanvaya as CoD, this translation of
anvitabhidhana as Denotation of Connected [Meanings] (DoC) also seems convoluted and some-
what misleading. Yet, I persist with such an abbreviated translation exactly for the reason as
presented in footnote 14. Matilal and Sen (1988) and Chakrabarti (1989) refer to this theory as
‘connected designation’.

28See IV.8 for a detailed presentation of the ideas discussed here.

VM-I v.12: padajatam Srutam sarvam smaritananvitarthakam,; nyayasampaditavyakti pascad
vakyarthabodhakam (A. Sastri 1964, p. 401).

30The term vyakti found in the verse is glossed in the commentary as vacanavyakti, see 1.4.4 for
a discussion. This term vacanavyakti has an important technical sense in Mimamsa, as was first
pointed out in McCrea (2000, p. 457). How this term is used in the VM-I is discussed in 1.4.4.
Moreover, given the term’s specialized meaning in DoC, I prefer to keep it untranslated. (For a
detailed presentation of these ideas, see IV.8.8).

17



Moreover, Salikanatha explains in the commentary to v.12 that in the first step,
two memories arise3! for one hearing the words — the memory that each word
is expressive (vacaka) of a connected SM, as well as the memory of each word’s
unconnected, isolated WM (svarupa).3? Thus, one will remember simultaneously
this isolated form of the WM along with its invariable situation of always being
part of a connection (anvayabhay).

It may seem odd that Salikanatha categorizes as a memory one’s awareness that
a word used in a sentence is always expressive of a connected meaning, equivalent
to a memory of a word’s unconnected WM. Our phenomenological experience of
both may instead warrant some distinction — since the former is unlike a particular
memory and appears more as a general linguistic awareness necessary for language
use, something first acquired during the childhood process of language learning
and re-activated each time one hears someone speak. Nevertheless, Salikanatha’s
main argument in the commentary is quite lucid — that one’s apprehension of the
word’s unconnected WM is not devoid of its awareness as being connected, and

both are remembered as they have their basis in past experience.

1.4.2 Complexity and chronological extension in DoC

There are two points about DoC which can be understood on the basis of the

preceding discussion and which will underpin all subsequent arguments:

1.4.2.1 Complexity of denotation (abhidhana)

As discussed in I.1.2, Prabhakaras admit that the activity of denotation links words
directly to the connected sentential meaning. Verse 12 elaborates upon this process
of denotation further and explains this to be a three-step process as described above,
demonstrating thereby the complexity of the process of denotation as is conceived
here in the VM-I.

3lsa padam Srutva nunam tavad idam smarati — idam
asyakanksitasannihitayogyapratiyogyanvitasya vacakam iti. — evai ca smarata smrtam eva
ananvitam api svarupam anavayabhajam. (A. Sastri 1964, p. 402) (See 1V.8.2).

32The term svaripa is repeatedly used in the VM-I to refer to the unconnected WM, and not to
the phonic form of the word as is the definition of the term svam ripam in Panini’s Astadhyayi
(Ast.) 1.1.68. See Cardona (1988, p. 14) for a discussion of this rule in the Ast.
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According to the verse, when the words are heard, there come about two
intermediate steps (the memory of the unconnected WMs and the determination
of the vacanavyakti) before the SM cognition comes about. One must then accept
the conclusion that in this doctrine, the process of denotation (abhidhana) includes
within its own operation other cognitive processes of the listener — specifically
memory (smrti) (as in step one) as well as those cognitive processes required in
the determination of the vacanavyakti (as in step two).33

Such a description of denotation as being complex deviates quite markedly
then from the Bhatta conception of abhidhana, a non-complex function of words
to denote directly and immediately their own (unconnected) WMs. Moreover,
how exactly these cognitive processes (such as memory) assist the denotation of
SM according to Salikanatha, and the logical congruence of admitting thus, is

discussed subsequently in [.4.3 and 1.4.4.

1.4.2.2 Chronological extension of denotation (abhidhana)

Moreover, these two aspects of the process of denotation for Salikanatha — it
being the activity of words to directly convey their meanings, as well as being
complex (i.e. including within itself other cognitive processes) — may seem to
be contradictory, at least in their temporal aspects. As mentioned previously, the
Bhatta conception of denotation is not complex, linking as it does words and their
immediately occurring WMs, and may thus be considered as being temporally
momentary.3*

Yet, the dual aspects of abhidhana admitted by Salikanatha lead one to the
conclusion that in his theory, the process of denotation must be accepted as being
chronologically extended across multiple instants of time, even while continuing
to link words and the connected SM each of them denotes. In other words, the
Prabhakara process of denotation must be accepted as temporally continuing over
at least the three instants corresponding to the three steps identified in v.12 —i.e.
beginning once the words are heard and continuing over the next three instants

until the SM is cognized.

33See 1.4.4 for a discussion of the concept of the vacanavyakti.
34For the Bhattas, the subsequent transition from unconnected WMs to the connected SM is
explained on the basis of laksana and not abhidha (see 1.2.2).
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It may be possible also to consider the order described in v.12 (as well as
the term pascat) in a less rigid sense, not of chronology but rather of logical
determination. Nevertheless, in comparison to the Bhatta concept of denotation
which links words and their immediately arising WMs, denotation according to
Salikanatha is more complex, as it includes two intermediate steps between the
hearing of words and the arising of SM cognition. I would contend here that even
if these steps be considered as simply the logical determinants of SM cognition,
nevertheless their sequential occurrence presumes their temporal aspect — and in
contrast to the immediacy of the Bhatta conception of denotation, Salikanatha’s
conception must be accepted as certainly more chronologically extended.

One final point to be added here is that this conclusion of chronological ex-
tension is reinforced also by the Bhatta opponent’s objection in the VM-I against
the three-step process outlined in v.12 as well as the Prabhakara’s consequent re-
sponse.3> The objection here is that if SM is not cognized by means of directly
heard words, it cannot be cognized subsequently when the words have disappeared
(antarhita). The Prabhakara however affirms3¢ that SM is not denoted (abhihita)
at first (prak) when words are directly heard, but is denoted (abhidhiyate) only

subsequently (pascat).3”

1.4.3 An example to justify further the complexity and chrono-

logical extension of denotation

Salikanatha also puts forward an example in the VM-I with twin purposes —
firstly, to substantiate the role of memory in the complex process of denotation and
thereby demonstrate that no logical incongruence arises from accepting it as such;
and secondly, to distinguish such denotation of SM from other types of cognitions.

The example he puts forward is the following:3® children are taught to mem-

3Snanv anvitabhidhanavadinam katham vakyarthapatipattih. Sricyamanena hi padena yo ’rtho
navabodhitah, sa katham antarhite tasminn avabhaseta (A. Sastri 1964, p. 402) (See IV.8.4).

36§rityamanena hi padena pratiyogisapeksatvad anvitabhidhanasya prak sahakarivirahad artho
nabhihitah, pascad abhidhiyata iti kim anupapannam (ibid., p. 402) (See IV.8.4).

37A similar criticism is put forward by Sucarita, see footnote 54.

38 balyadasadhitat praganavadhrtarthad angaparijianasamskarat pascat smrtad api vedad
arthavagamadarsanat. tena smrtyariudhasyavagamakatvam adosah (A. Sastri 1964, p. 402) (See
1v.8.4).
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orize Vedic words and sentences without any understanding of their meanings. It
is only subsequently in adult life, once the other auxiliary sciences of the Vedas
have been studied adequately (argaparijiana), that one can recall Vedic words
and sentences committed to memory previously and, upon adequate reflection,
cognize their SM. Salikanatha contends that this is a very mundane observation,
and is accepted by all — including the abhihitanvayavadin opponent.3°

Thus, one must accept that meaning is regularly seen as comprehended from the
Vedas, even though their words and sentences are entirely remembered (smrtad
api vedat). It is reasonable also to admit that the mere hearing of words and
sentences is not adequate to apprehend meaning, as has been demonstrated to be
the case from the example of children hearing words without any comprehension
of meaning. Salikanatha hence concludes that there is no fault in accepting that
recollected entities (smrtyariidha) can aid in the cognition (avagamaka) of
something else.*0

Following are some important points with regard to this example:4!

1. Substantiating the acceptance of memory within anvitabhidhana: Ac-
cording to the example, it is the Vedic words and sentences which are being
recollected (smrtyaridha), and these aid in the cognition (avagamaka) of
another, namely the Vedic SM. Thus, one must admit that the phenomeno-
logical process of memory is not entirely removed from other cognitive
processes. This then leads one to accept also that there is no logical incon-
gruence in admitting that memory can play a role even within the complex
three-step process of denotation, as is specifically required in step one (mem-

ories of unconnected WMs) of v.12.

39This peculiar situation where one remembers words and sentences devoid of any meaning
seems to have few parallels in the modern world. However, an analogous situation may be the
prayers taught by families across the world to their children, which are sung in languages such
as Sanskrit or Latin even though their meanings are not understood. For instance, it is common
experience for anyone growing up in a Hindu household (even without any overt religious leanings)
to have learnt (at least!) a few mantras while growing up — I, for example, cannot remember when
I was first taught to sing the Gayatri mantra. Yet, it is only in the recent years when I have begun
to study Sanskrit that the meanings of the words and phrases comprising the mantra have become
clear to me, and these are in complete contrast to what I could have ever imagined before!

40The term smrtyariidha literally means ‘elevated [in the mind] due to their memories’. I am
translating this as simply ‘recollected’.

41See IV.8.4 and IV.8.5 for a detailed discussion of the example as well as the points that follow.
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2. What is meant by the phrase smrtad api vedat?: When Salikanatha says
here that meaning is cognized from the remembered (smrta) Vedas, he
refers to the Vedic words and sentences which were memorized in child-
hood and are subsequently recollected in adult life, from which arises the
comprehension of Vedic SM. Thus, a doubt may arise here: Should such
comprehended SM from remembered words also be considered as denotation

in the Prabhakara doctrine?

If this were to be so, then not only would WMs be recollected in DoC (as
mentioned in v.12) but so also would be the case for words. This would,
however, make the doctrine quite convoluted, as the doctrine would then
have to assert that words which are heard give rise to the memories of words.
Moreover, this would also violate the three-step process as outlined in v.12
since according to the verse, only WMs are caused to be recollected (smarita)

by the words which are themselves heard (Sruta).

3. Difference between SM cognition through sruta and smrta words: With
regard to this doubt above, I would contend that such SM cognition as
arising from remembered words should not be considered as denotation
in Salikanatha’s doctrine. This is because, as noted above in v.12 of the
VM-I (1.4.1), DoC commences with words which are directly heard (§ruta)
and not with remembered (smrta) words. Moreover, Salikanatha himself
says after explaining the example that recollected entities (smrtyarudha) are
avagamakas (i.e. they lead to the cognition of another) — he does not
instead label them as abhidhayakas (i.e. they denote another). The case of
comprehending Vedic SM through remembered words (as in the example)
must hence be considered as a process of gaining knowledge from recollected
entities, which is entirely distinct from the denotation of SM which occurs

through directly heard words only.

However, the following question arises as a result: How would such SM
cognition arising from remembered words be classified in terms of pramana
i.e. what type of veridical knowledge would this SM cognition be? It seems
to me that it cannot be considered linguistic (S@bda), since such a claim will

be open to the same criticism that the Prabhakaras level against the Bhattas,
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namely that the cause of such SM cognition is not the words but instead their

memories.

Moreover, I would argue that such comprehended SM should be considered
analogous to any understanding that arises upon careful reflection of known
facts (say, remembering A and B and upon reflection, comprehending some-
thing new from these, say C). Memories, for Mimamsa, are not considered
veridical knowledge as they provide no new information.4?> Thus memories
of words or of facts A and B cannot be considered veridical knowledge
— nevertheless, SM cognition arising from the remembered words as well
as the apprehension of C from A and B is indeed new knowledge. Thus,
I would contend that in terms of pramana, such comprehension of Vedic
SM from the remembered Vedic words and sentences is analogous more to
any novel understanding arising from other recollected facts, and lesser to
the SM which is denoted from words directly heard. Moreover, this will
not lead to a difficulty for the Prabhakara, since he could claim that once
these remembered sentences have been reflected upon and understood, once
again when they will be heard (sruta), the same Vedic SM will arise thereby

making the Vedic SM linguistic (Sabda) according to his doctrine.

4. Contrast with the Bhatta example: It seems to me also that this example
is exactly complementary to the example put forth by the Bhattas of “a
white horse is running” (Sveto ’svo dhavati).#* In this Bhatta example, WMs
(‘white’, ‘horse’ and ‘running’) are cognized without their corresponding
words whereas in Salikanatha’s example, words are cognized without their

corresponding WMs.

The purpose of an example is to present a specific instance whose occurrence
is acceptable to all, and yet use the instance to further one’s own theory by
claiming that it alone can adequately explain the instance. Hence, both
Bhattas and Prabhakaras admit to the specific instance of one’s perception
of the WMs ‘white’, etc. which leads to the complex cognition “a white

horse is running” — although they differ as to the mechanisms of how this

42Kataoka 2003.
43This Bhatta example is explained in IV.6.2.2 as well as in V.2.8.
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comes about.#4 Similarly, both camps also admit that Vedic words present in
memory can be devoid of meaning, but may disagree upon the conclusions

that the other derives from this.

1.4.4 The second step: Determining the vacanavyakti

This now leads to the second step in the process of DoC, namely the determination

of the vacanavyakti. Following are some key points regarding this concept.

1.4.4.1 Four characteristics of vacanavyaktis

On the basis of the discussions in the VM-1,45 four characteristics can be attributed

to the Prabhakara concept of the vacanavyakti. These are as follows.

An intermediate stage between signifier and signified

The three-steps of DoC described in v.12 refer to the second step as
nyayasampaditavyakti, which the commentary explains as referring to the va-
canavyakti.*¢ The verse states that SM cognition arises only subsequent to (pascat)
the vacanavyakti being effected, and the commentary explains that SM cognition
cannot come about until the vacanavyakti has not been understood (yavat-tavat).
Consequently, the stage of the vacanavyakti refers to a step in the process of
denotation where the words which were heard (step one) have disappeared, and
the SM cognition has not yet arisen. Thus, it may be best to describe this as an
intermediate, cognitive stage which arises chronologically between the utterance

of the signifier and the cognition of the signified.4”

44The Prabhakara refutation of the Bhatta explanation of the example is discussed in 1V.6.2.2
and 1V.6.2.3.

45See IV.8.8.

“Snyayasampaditavyaktiti kim idam, yavan nyayena vacanavyaktir na sampadyate, tavat
padajatam vakyarthasyavabodhakam na bhavati. lokavyavaharavartibhir nyayair yavat idam vid-
heyam, idam anuvadyam, idam pradhanam, idam gunabhitam, idam vivaksitam, idam avivaksitam
ityadi na sampradharyate, tavan na kvacid vedavakyartho 'vabuddhyate (A. Sastri 1964, p. 404).

4TThis further endorses the previous discussion about the chronological extension and complexity
of denotation according to DoC.
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The outcome of the process of conjecture

Salikanatha explains4® that the vacanavyakti is that form of the sentence where
all elements have been correctly assigned their categories of subject-predicate,
primary-subordinate, intended-unintended, etc., and this is effected by means of
linguistic principles (nyayasampadita). Thus, this implies that the vacanavyakti
refers to the final decision wherein one ascertains which meaning is intended, and
which is not — it does not refer to the preceding stages of conjecture when one
could postulate all possible meanings which may be intended, etc. Hence, the
vacanavyakti refers to the outcome and not the intermediate steps of the process

of nyayasampadana, thereby becoming nyayasampadita.

Required for all sentences

Moreover, in order to understand the vacanavyakti, it becomes imperative also
to understand what Salikanatha means by the term nydya when he speaks of the
vacanavyakti being brought about by nyayas (nyayasampaditavyakti).
Salikanatha argues in the VM-I that one requires nyayas (i.e. linguistic prin-
ciples) in order to understand SM from all sentences — simple, factual sentences
such as ukhayam pacati (“‘[he/she] cooks in a pan”), and even figurative (laksanika)
or metaphorical (gauni) sentences. He presents these arguments in order to re-
spond to the Bhatta opponent who argues that memory is subjective and cannot
be relied upon to convey the WMs of only the words which have been heard (as
is required in step two of the three-step process described in v.12 of the VM-
I).4° Nevertheless, after considering several arguments, Salikanatha concludes by
putting forward his solution which is the fundamentality of ekavakyata (i.e. the

principle of the unitary sentence).’® He explains that this linguistic principle is

48See footnote 46.

49The multiple levels of argumentation in this Bhatta-Prabhakara debate in the VM-I on the
reliability of memory are translated and presented in IV.11. This argumentation is also summarized
in IL5.

SOVM-I, commentary to v.15: ... tadartham evedam uktam nyayasampaditavyaktiti.
ekavakyatvam hi nyayah. tadanusarena yo ’rthah, so ‘tra vakyasyaSrayaniyah.
vrddhavyavaharavyutpattiniyantritayam  Sabdarthavagatau ye nyayah vrddhavyavahare
vakyarthavagatihetutaya viditah, tan aparijahata vakyartha boddhavya iti. (A. Sastri 1964,
p. 409) See 1V.11.3.3 for a translation and discussion.
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essential to comprehend meaning from any sentence. Moreover, he concludes
that only someone who does not forsake these linguistic principles will be able to
comprehend SM.

Thus, for Salikanatha, the vacanavyakti must be determined in all instances of
verbal communication and not just for ambiguous Vedic sentences, as for instance,
the customary Mimamsa example of somena yajeta (one should sacrifice by means

of soma).>!

Related to signifier and signified

The vacanavyakti can thus be understood as closely related to the meaning signified
by the sentence. However, its relation to the signifier is also perhaps stressed by
Salikanatha given its presentation in v.12. The term nyayasampaditavyakti is an
exocentric compound (bahuvrihi) qualifying the term padajatam i.e. the group of
words comprising the sentence have their vyakti effected by linguistic principles

(nyayasampadita).

1.4.4.2 A hypothesis to understand the concept

The above four characteristics described may perhaps be sufficient for an under-
standing of this second step of DoC, but there may still be some ambiguity as to
the exact import of the term vacanavyakti. Any description of this concept must
be consistent with all these characteristics, and a final evaluation would require a
more extended study of its treatment in Prabhakara literature. Nevertheless, given
my understanding of the argument in the VM-I, I cautiously outline a possible
interpretation of this concept.

I contend that just as a single uttered sentence can have distinct possible SMs,
similarly it may be plausible to hypothesize an intermediate stage wherein each
of these distinct possible SMs correspond to distinct signifying forms belonging
nevertheless to the same sentence. For instance, in case of the Vedic example

somena yajeta (see footnote 51), this single sentence would have two possible

5!n this example, it is only after some consideration that one can decide whether soma indicates
the substance of a sacrifice (the sacrifice itself having been previously established elsewhere), or a
specific type of sacrifice which is particularized by the use of soma (i.e. somavata yagena). See
Thibaut (1882, p. 6) for a discussion of this example.
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SMs, and correspondingly two distinct signifying forms. The vacanavyakti here
would refer to that SM which is selected, as well as its corresponding signifying
form (thereby meeting the above mentioned attribute of being related to signifier
and signified).

Similarly, in simple sentences such as ukhayam pacati, the vacanavyakti would
refer to the signifying form ukhayam pacati only (without any additional word, say
kulala, introduced on the basis of memory), which corresponds to the meaning
of this sentence in the given context (without any additional WM, say ‘kulala’,
introduced on the basis of memory).3? A similar explanation could be given for
figurative as well as metaphorical sentences.

Thus, it seems that Salikanatha introduces the concept of the vacanavyakti to
account for the fact that the same string or complex of words (i.e. a sentence) can
correspond to several meanings — and thus, for Salikanatha, a sentence should be
considered not as a single polysemous signifier, but as a (potentially infinite) set of
homophonous signifiers, one for each SM. Thus, the second step of the process of
DoC would be that in which the hearer assesses the various SM alternatives, with
the vacanavyakti being the outcome of this conjectural process. Consequently, it
would be this final step of the determination of the signifying vacanavyakti which
would immediately precede the cognition of the signified SM.

This would also explain the label vacanavyakti itself, literally meaning ‘the
specific (manifested) form (vyakti) [among the many possible] of the statement

(vacana)’.

1.4.4.3 Possible distinction between Bhatta and Prabhakara conceptions of

vacanavyakti

As mentioned previously, McCrea (2000) first pointed out the importance of
the concept of the vacanavyakti for the Mimamsakas. While explaining this
concept, McCrea states the following (p.449): “The job of the Mimamsaka is,

by a careful analysis of the functional connections between such a sentence and

52This criticism that additionally recollected words or WMs may be introduced into the uttered
sentence is the main Bhatta objection against the Prabhakara’s claim of the role of memory. The
Prabhakara refutes by presenting his argument of the fundamentality of ekavakyatda, see footnote
49.
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other surrounding ones, to settle upon one of these many possible meanings as
contextually appropriate; ... The specific meaning arrived at when all of these
variables have been fixed for a particular sentence in a given context is called by
the Mimamsakas the “sentence-particular” (vacana-vyakti).”

McCrea also quotes from Kumarila Bhatta’s Tantravarttika (TV)>3 and explains
that ... it is only by determining the vacana-vyaktis of the sentences that make
up a Vedic text that one can ascertain definitely what is to be done and what is not
to be done in performing the ritual enjoined by that text.”

As discussed in the previous subsections, for Salikanatha, vacanavyaktis are
determined by means of nyayas in all types of sentences — ordinary, figurative,
metaphorical sentences as well as Vedic ones. Moreover, as I have argued, the
stage of ascertaining the vacanavyakti seems for Salikanatha to be related to the
signifier as well as the signified, and it refers to the stage just prior to the arising
of SM cognition.

The Prabhakaras admit denotation as the function of words connecting them
directly to the SM (as discussed in 1.1.2) — whereas for the Bhattas, it connects
words to their unconnected WMs. The Bhattas admit thereafter of laksana (as
discussed in 1.2.2) to transition from unconnected WMs to the connected SM,
and may hence admit the process of determining the vacanavyakti at this stage.
However, the Prabhakaras admit only the single process of denotation which
culminates in the SM cognition, and thus, the stage of determining the vacanavyakti
should precede this final result.

Moreover, such a distinct Prabhakara definition of the vacanavyakti is also
criticized by Sucarita in his KT.3* Sucarita’s objection is that for the Prabhakara,
the denotation of SM comes about subsequent (pascat) to the vacanavyakti being
determined when the uttered words have long disappeared (ciratipanna) — thus
substantiating the understanding of the Prabhakara conception of the vacanavyakti

presented thus far.

53McCrea (2000, p. 457) (footnote 71): vacanavyaktibhedena sarvesam eva darsanat; vihito
viniyuktas ca kah ko neti vicaryate (TV, Vol. 1V, p.74) Translation by McCrea (p.450): .. . because
all [of these meanings] are seen [in the sentencel], it is only by the differentiation of vacana-vyaktis
that it can be determined which is enjoined [vihita] or used [viniyukta], and which is not.”

54V.3.10: api ca yadi sarvair eva padair uccaritair ananvitarthesu smaritesu
mimamsagatanekanyayakalapanusarena vacobhangisu vibhaktasu pascad abhidhanam isyate tac
ciratipannesu padesu kena sampdadaniyam iti cintaniyam.
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This points then to a possible distinction in the concepts of vacanavyaktis for
the Bhattas and the Prabhakaras. Perhaps a further study of their discussions
dealing with this concept may help us understand and contrast their respective

conceptions further.

1.4.5 Such causal apparatus is required in all linguistic com-

munication

As mentioned above, Sucarita criticizes the Prabhakara conception of va-
canavyaktis and argues that there is too great a chronological delay between the
utterance of words and SM cognition according to DoC.>> Moreover, Sucarita con-
cludes that on the basis of such a definition of vacanavyakti, the uttered sentence
will itself be reduced to a restatement (anuvadaka).>°

However, a similar argument had been put forth by a Bhatta opponent in the
VM-I. The Bhatta opponent here puts forward the charge that so much causal appa-
ratus (samagri) (the three-step process, as in v.12 of the VM-I) is not experienced
in ordinary linguistic communication as SM cognition arises quite swiftly (drak).>’
Salikanatha responds by explaining that such is the case only for sentences which
have been encountered often (atyantabhyasta). On the contrary, this is not true for
sentences of smrti texts, whose meanings are unknown. Further, even in the case
of ordinary linguistic communication, various types of disputes do arise.

Moreover, in another context,® Salikanatha does admit in the VM-I that the
sentence according to his doctrine is in fact a restatement (anuvadaka) — yet, he

does not consider this as a fallacy in the doctrine as Sucarita claims.

I.4.6 How words cause memories and not denotations of their
WMs

In order to further the argument that words lead to the memories of their uncon-

nected, isolated WMs (svarupa) and not instead to their denotations, Salikanatha

35See footnote 54.

S6His argument is presented in VI.3.10.
57See IV.8.9.

58See 1.5.3.1.
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explains in the VM-I that the SM is a complex whole (bhagasalin) within which
the isolated forms of WMs can be analytically distinguished only a posteriori.
Thus, according to him, such an unconnected form of the WM is ever present even
within the connected meaning which is denoted by the word — and hence, one
cannot refute the claim that words cause memories of their WMs while denoting
the connected SM.>°

Salikanatha argues that there is nothing logically incoherent (anupapanna) in
claiming that words can lead to the memories of their unconnected WMs. This
is because any cognition, whether veridical or not, can lead to the memory of
another. The cause of memory is the former cognition of a mental contiguity
(pratyasatti)®® between any two entities — which can subsequently lead to either
one of the two to bring about the memory of the other, by causing the mnestic
traces (samskara) with regard to the latter to arise. And according to Salikanatha,
such mental contiguity exists between a word and its unconnected meaning.

Salikanatha also puts forth an example to validate his argument.6! He explains
that this capacity of a word to remind one of its isolated WM is similar to that
of objects (artha), which have the capacity to remind one of the words signifying
them (svapada). An object is not a veridical cognition, nor does it denote its own
word — yet, even an object devoid of conceptualisation (nirvikalpa) leads to the
memory of the word it is signified by. Similarly, a word causes the memory of its
own meaning (artha), even though the latter is not denoted by the word and the
word is not a veridical cognition.

Perhaps by this example of the cognition in the nirvikalpa stage, the VM-I

is referring to Bhartrhari’s concept of avikalpajiiana and the related concept of

SOVM-I v.13: anvitasyabhidhane ’pi svarupam vidyate sada; tena svarupamatre 'pi Sabdo
Jjanayati smrtim (A. Sastri 1964, p. 405) (See IV.9).

60The term pratyasatti is repeatedly found in Salikanatha’s account of memory in the VM-I
Salikanatha admits that the cognition of any entity (X) can give rise to a memory of another entity
(Y), without needing any ontologically real connection between X and Y. This leads to memory
being quite subjective in nature, and Salikanatha says simply that memory is dependent upon
pratyasatti (smaranasaya pratyasattinibandhanatvat, A. Sastri (ibid., p. 406); smarakatvam nama
pratyasattinibandhanam, A. Sastri (ibid., p. 407)). I hence translate the term pratyasatti as mental
contiguity to capture the idea of a subjectively-established proximity between any two entities
involved in memory. This translation also distinguishes the term pratyasatti from another similar
term sannidhi, which is translated as proximity.

6IVM-I v.14: yatharthenapramanena svapadam smaryate kvacit; padenapy apramanena
tatharthah smarayisyate (ibid., p. 405) (See IV.9).
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upalipsa (the intention to perceive) as explained in the beginning of the vrtti to
Vakyapadiya 1.131 (see Vergiani (2017) for an explanation and translation). As
Vergiani explains “Bhartrhari appears to admit the existence of a cognitive state in
which the mind records the sense data but does not process them into full-blown
cognitions. However, he insists that even such an inchoate mental state of which
the subject is barely aware is inherently infused with language, as is shown by the
fact that, when triggered by the appropriate circumstances, it can be recollected
(emphasis mine) — namely, it can become the object of a distinct conceptualisation

and thereby verbalised.”

I.5 Contrasting the two doctrines: Some specific

similarities and differences

I.5.1 The role of memory as common and yet unique

In the VM-I, Salikanatha points out that memory plays a vital role in leading to
the denotation of SM in both doctrines. The importance of memory in DoC has
been highlighted briefly in the previous sections, and Salikanatha asserts6? that
even the Bhattas acknowledge a similarly indispensable role of memory.
Salikanatha explains®3 that according to the Bhattas, a word denotes its own
unconnected WM — and thus, this WM’s connection to another WM cannot be
cognized until a second WM is not presented (upasthapay-) to the listener’s mind
by another word. Hence Salikanatha argues that the Bhatta must admit to the
following: Upon being denoted by their respective words, the unconnected WMs
are subsequently recollected (smrtyarudha), and it is out of these that the SM
is cognized. Consequently, even though the two doctrines differ on the role of
memory in the denotation of SM, both admit two aspects of SM cognition — the

denotation by words as well as the aid of memory.

62This argument is discussed in I'V.8.3.

S3abhihitanvayavadino ’pi yavat padantaram arthantaram nopasthapayati tavad anvayavagamo
nasti padarthasyanvayavabodhinah padarthantarapeksatvat pratiyogisapeksatvad anvayasya.
atas tanmate ’pi sarvapadair ananvitasvartha abhidhaniyah. pasScat tebhyah sarvebhyah
smrtyariudhebhyo vakyarthapratipattir angikaraniya (A. Sastri 1964, p. 402).
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In the VM-I, Salikanatha quotes a verse from Kumarila’s Brhattika endorsing

this role of memory: %+

According to us, since even these [WMs] certainly do not lead one to
cognize SM if [the WMs] are not recollected (asmrta),

The nature of being a means of knowledge (pramanata) is present
in those very aggregated (samhata) memories of the [WMs]

(tatsmarana).

Salikanatha presents two other half-verses from the SV, also corroborating
Kumarila’s acceptance of the role of memory in his doctrine. The first is Sabda-
pariccheda v.107ab: %5

A word cannot be distinguished from an entity which causes the
recollection of another (smaraka) since it does not convey anything
additional [to what has already been understood from other means

of knowledge].
Salikanatha also quotes SV Vak. v.248ab, where Kumarila states:66

The speech-unit expressing the efficient force (bhavana) reminds one

of that [efficient force], as in ordinary communication.

These verses quoted in the VM-I serve to demonstrate that even the Bhattas

admit that memory plays a vital role in the denotation of SM.

I.5.2 The conditions of expectation, proximity and
compatibility

Both doctrines, anvitabhidhana as well as abhihitanvaya, agree that the three con-
ditions of expectation (akanksa), proximity (sannidhi) and compatibility (yogyata)
play an important role in SM cognition. Yet, there are also some striking differ-
ences between their conceptions of the same. Some of the main ideas for both

doctrines regarding these are discussed below.

%4te ’pi naivasmrta yasmad vakyartham gamayanti nah; tasmat tatsmaranesv eva samhatesu
pramanata (A. Sastri 1964, p. 402).

Spadam abhyadhikabhavat smarakan na visisyate (ibid., p. 401) (See IV.7.3).

$6bhavanavacanas tavat tam smarayati lokavat (ibid., p. 401) (See IV.7.3).
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I.5.2.1 The conditions as accepted in DoC

While discussing the nature of expectation, proximity and compatibility,®’
Salikanatha arguesS® that WMs are always added into or removed from sentences
while possessing a connection with other WMs, and hence, even under analysis,
words are found to denote a connected meaning. Thus, Salikanatha argues that a
word expresses its own WM as connected only to expected, proximate and com-
patible meanings. Moreover, accepting this does not negate one’s cognition of
the relation between a word and its WM (sambandhabodha)®® and Salikanatha
explains that this comes about quite easily (saukarya) even while admitting the
three conditions (upalaksana) of expectation, proximity and compatibility.”®

Thereafter, Salikanatha demonstrates how expectation leads one from the com-
mand (karya) to the commanded person (niyojya) in case of a Vedic injunction.”!
He argues that the statement of the command inevitably leads to an expectation of
the commanded person, and this person will hence be compatible for a connection
(anvayayogya) with the command.

Salikanatha also explains subsequently that this results in expectation aris-
ing according to a certain sequence.”? He argues that expectation does not arise
at once altogether for all correlates, but instead comes about with the gradual
appearance of its causes (karanopanipatakrama). As the command cannot be

apprehended without the content of the command (visaya), first of all, the in-

%7See IV.5.

68See IV.5.1.

%9The terms anvaya and sambandha are used very often in Mimamsa discussions on language,
and are repeatedly found in this thesis as well. Both these terms have a specific, technical sense:
anvaya refers to the connection between word-meanings, whereas sambandha refers to the
connection between a word and its own meaning. The term sambandha is however used in some
places to refer to the mutual connection (parasparasambandha) between WMs as well, i.e. in the
sense of anvaya. This is only occasionally done in contexts where the discussion is clearly about
anvaya. See, for instance, footnote 19 where the term sambandha in the verse is glossed by anvaya
in the commentary.

TOupalaksanasrayanenapi sambandhabodhasaukaryad (A. Sastri 1964, p. 384). Elsewhere in
the VM-I, Salikanatha reiterates this view using the term sukara: yady api sambandhagrahanam
sukaram (ibid., p. 411); sambandhagrahanam sukaram iti (ibid., p. 412). In his KT, Sucarita also
mentions this argument while outlining the Prabhakara position and uses the same term sukara
(sukaram eva sambandhajiianam) — a reference to Salikanatha’s own descriptions (see V.2.9).

71See IV.5.2.2.

72See IV.5.2.5.
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junction (vidhi) has an expectation for its content, as this is the adjunct of the
command’s cognition (pratipattyanubandha). Similarly, expectation then leads
one to the commanded person (niyojya) and thereafter to the other auxiliaries of
the injunction (karanopakaraka).”

Moreover, Salikanatha explains7* that expectation comes about for both cases
— incomplete statements (such as dvaram, which is meant to denote “dvaram
samvriyatam” i.e. ‘“close the door”), as well as multi-word, complete statements
(such as gam anaya Suklam i.e. bring the white cow). In a sarngrahasloka in the
VM-I, he says:”>

In order to denote a connected meaning [of an incomplete statement,
such as dvaram], or to bring about the [connected] meaning of
[multiple words] uttered [such as gam anaya Suklam],

The curiosity for correlates which comes about is known as expecta-

tion.

In the case of multi-word, complete statements (such as gam anaya Suklam),
he explains”¢ that a sentence is not completed after the first two words gam anaya
only, since the third word suklam has also been uttered (uccarita). Thus, this too
comes to be proximate with the word bring (anayatisannidhana) and is considered
as forming a unitary sentence with it (ekavakyatvavagama). As a result, one
understands the third word Suklam as denoting its own meaning as connected with

the meaning ‘bring’ — and this cannot come about without expectation.

1.5.2.2 The conditions as accepted in CoD

Sucarita mentions the conditions of expectation, proximity and compatibility early

in his KT while explaining the phrase from PMS 1.1.25 arthasya tannimittatvat,

73Freschi (2012, p. 71) explains that the auxiliary rites perform the function of assisting the main
action, and are hence referred to as upakarakas.

74See 1V.5.2.3.

anvitasyabhidhanartham uktarthaghatanaya va; pratiyogini jijiiasa ya sakankseti giyate (A.
Sastri 1964, p. 388).

TSuccarite tu tasmin, tasyapy anayatisannidhanad ekavakyatvavagamad
anayatyanvitasvarthabhidhayitvat akanksam vina ca tadasambhavat anayater akanksa parikalpy-
ate (ibid., p. 387).
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and he declares that the connection between the WMs (i.e. the SM) is compre-
hended on account of these three.””

Furthermore, Sucarita explains’® that WMs of action (kriya), etc. have an
innate (svabhavika) relation with other compatible WMs. He explains that one
experiences the relation between actions (kriya) and factors of actions (karaka) as
well as the relation between qualities (guna) and substances (gunin) through other
means of knowledge such as perception, etc. i.e. through means of knowledge
other than language. Consequently, the cognition of either one of the two in each of
these two pairs is not devoid of the other, i.e. the cognition of an action/a quality is
never devoid of the cognition of the factor of action/substance, and vice versa. As
aresult, the mutual relation between actions and factors of actions is brought about
even by words in accordance with the true nature of things (yathavastusvabhavam).

Such a relation between the WMs first only surfaces (pariplu-) in the mind of
the listener when the words are heard. The verb pariplu- is used by Sucarita in
the specific sense of ‘coming to the surface’, and the verb itself means ‘to swim’
or ‘to float’. Thus, what the Bhatta is arguing here is that the relation between
kriyas and karakas (i.e. unconnected WMs) is natural and in accordance with the
true nature of things — yet only a general understanding of it first surfaces in the
listener’s mind when the words are heard. It is only thereafter that the particular
SM is determined on the basis of the proximity of the WMs.

Thus, Sucarita declares that once the mutual relation between the actions and
factors of action as brought about by language has surfaced, the particular SM will
be determined on the basis of proximity (sannidhi).”

Sucarita also argues that two objects which do not have expectation for each
other, although proximate, will not be connected. And thus in fact, there is

no relation between words whose meanings do not have any mutual expectation

77See V.1: arthasya tannimittatvat padarthanam evakamksayogyatasannidhibalapratilabdhe-
taretaravyatisamganam vakyarthabuddhau nimittatvat.

78See V.3.6: svabhaviki ca kriyadipadarthanam yogyapadarthantarasamgatih. pratyaksadinapi
hi pramanantarena gunaguninoh kriyakarakayos ca sambandho drSyate, na tv any-
atarasunyanyatarasamvid asti. This is another instance of Sucarita’s insistence on the intrinsic
nature of WMs to connect mutually (as diverging from the Bhatta claim of laksana), similar to the
other case as quoted in footnote 22.

atah Sabdad api yathavastusvabhavam evavasthitah kriyakarakayor anyatarasambandhah
pariplavate, tatra sannidher viSeso nirdharyyate. (See V.3.6).
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(nirapeksartha), as in the case of a random list of items such as cow, horse, man,
elephant, etc.

According to Sucarita’s account then, each word in a sentence first denotes
its own meaning. Thereafter, the listener understands a general idea of their
possible connection on the basis of one’s worldly experience (in which qualities
such as blue need to be connected to substances such as cloth, and so on). As a
result, an entity (vastu) known from language intrinsically expects something else
(svabhavasapeksa), and hence becomes naturally connected to something expected
and proximate. Thus, on the basis of proximity, one comprehends which WMs are
actually available in the sentence (to fulfil the mutual expectations) and arrives at
the specific SM. Finally, if the proximate elements have no mutual expectation, no

SM is understood from them.

1.5.2.3 A brief comparison

Thus, for Sucarita, proximity plays a vital role — first bringing about the general
idea of the possible connection between the WMs, and thereafter helping to de-
termine which WMs are available to fulfil the mutual expectation. As explained
above, this is because according to the abhihitanvayavadin, the connections be-
tween actions (kriya) and factors of actions (karaka) conveyed by words reflect the
connections as are ontologically real.

In comparison, for Salikanatha, it is expectation which plays the initializing
role with proximity and compatibility playing a subordinate role. For the an-
vitabhidhanavadin, WMs are always observed as connected in sentences — and
it is perhaps thus that he insists that expectation leads to them being connected in
the first place. Moreover, he states that WMs which do not have expectation for

each other cannot be connected.

I.5.3 The process of language learning

Both doctrines also present their conceptions of how language is learnt (vyutpatti),
to justify further their own descriptions of the process of SM cognition. Following
are some salient points regarding this.
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I.5.3.1 Language learning according to DoC

Even though DoC is based upon the argument that words in sentences denote a
connected meaning, nevertheless Salikanatha admits in the VM-I that during the
time of language learning, children learn the potencies of each word (vacakasakti)
for their respective meanings by means of the process of co-absence and co-
presence (avapoddhara).8° Yet, he explains that this is not contradictory to his
position that the sentence denotes the connected meaning.

According to Salikanatha,3! a child learns to speak by observing the behaviour
of elders. One speaks a command (say, bring the cow) and the other performs
the requisite activity upon hearing this command, whereas the child watches the
verbal exchange between the two and also the latter elder’s subsequent activity.

Salikanatha explains that the child will understand that the SM cognition
experienced by the prompted elder, upon listening to the prompting elder, is
caused by language. This is because, firstly, the child will infer that the prompted
elder has had such a cognition of the SM since he/she watches the elder’s activity
concerning a specific object (viSistacesta). Secondly, since this SM cognition
arises immediately after the prompted elder has heard the words uttered by the
prompting elder, the child ascertains its cause as being language.

Salikanatha now explains82 that this child, having learnt the language (vyut-
panna), may subsequently (kadacit) (presumably at a later age) reason that words
must only denote connected meanings and not unconnected meanings. The pro-
cess he outlines is as follows: this young adult may consider that the sentence
for the prompted elder was an arrangement of words having unconnected WMs.

However, he may wonder how such a sentence having unconnected WMs could

80yady api vrddhavyavaharapiirvikaiva sarva Sabdavyutpattih, vakyair eva ca vyavaharah
tathapi yatpadavape yasyarthasyavapah, yaduddhare coddharah, tasminn evarthe tasya padasya
vacakasaktir avasiyate. (A. Sastri 1964, p. 379) (See IV.3).

81palo  hi  vyutpadyamanah  prayojyavrddhasya  Sabdasravanasamanantarabhavinim
viSistacestanumitam arthapratitim Sabdakaranikam avagacchati. (ibid., p. 380).

82sa tatha vyutpannah kaddacit kasyacid ananvitarthapadaracanam vakyam upalabhate,
tathopalabhamanasya caiva vimarso jayate — sambhavyamanananvitarthapadaracanam idam
vakyam katham prayojyavrddhasya arthaniscayam krtavat? vrddhasyapi purusayatte vakye 'nan-
vitarthapadaracanasanka mameva sambhavatiti. tasyaivam vicikitsodaye punar esa niscayo jayate
— nunam anendayam prayoktetthamavadharito yad anvitarthany eva padany ayam prayunkteti
(ibid., p. 380) (See IV.3).
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bring about the conviction about its meaning for the prompted elder — as the SM
is a qualified, complex meaning whereas the individual WMs are universal and
unconnected. This young adult (who seems well on his way to being a future
darsanika!) would thus think that even the prompted elder may have such a doubt
as his, and this elder thus settles upon the prompting elder as being one who
employs words whose WMs are surely connected.

Moreover, Salikanatha accepts that, if it is admitted that the connection between
the WMs exists prior to the utterance of the words, the sentence becomes a
restatement (anuvadaka) of the SM. Being restatements, sentences are certainly
expressive of SM, thus one must admit that words have the potency to denote the

connected SM.

1.5.3.2 Language learning according to CoD

For the abhihitanvayavadins also, language learning is based upon a similar cir-
cumstance of a child observing before him one elder prompting another, and the
latter undertaking the action. Sucarita explains that what the child first understands
from this process is that the prompted elder comprehends a meaning enmeshed
with (samkirna) multiple qualities, universals, etc. from the words uttered by the
prompting elder. It is thus that that the prompted elder takes action immediately
subsequent to that for the sake of purposeful activity (arthakriya) whose scope is
a qualified object.

This leads the child to understand that the cause of his activity are the words
uttered by the prompting elder. Thus, this child postulates a potency of the words
to convey SM as being inherent in uttered words (Sabdasamavayin).

Sucarita argues®3 that what is realized by the child at this stage is an unclear
(samkirna) relation of conveyor and conveyed between the sentence and the SM,
both of which comprise parts. This is because the child does not yet discern which
part of the SM is denoted by which part of the sentence.

Consequently, by splitting the sentence through the addition and removal
(avapoddharabheda) of this or that word signifying action (kriyapada) or a factor
of action (karakapada), what is discerned by the child is the following: “That WM

83See V.3.3: evam ca sabhagayor vakyavakyarthayoh samkirna vacyavacakata sidhyati, na tu
vivicyate kiyata vakyabhagena kiyan artho ’bhidhiyata iti.
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X which is recurrently comprehended when the word X recurs in sentences and
is excluded when the word X does not occur is the WM denoted by the word X”.
And thus, in this way, the child discerns the potency of word X to be expressive
of meaning, limited to WM X alone. Consequently, Sucarita argues that the child
learns words as being devoted to (avalambin) independent parts i.e. isolated WMs.

Sucarita further explains that the child may later reflect (vicikitsamana) upon
the process of SM cognition, wondering:3+ “When words are devoted to indepen-
dent parts (i.e. isolated WMs) (avalambin), on what basis does the cognition of the
singular, qualified sentential meaning arise?” The following options are thereby
considered: Are words themselves expressive of the qualified sentential meaning,
just as the words are expressive of the independent parts (i.e. the isolated WMs)?
Or is it that the indivisible sentence is expressive of the qualified meaning? Or
instead, are those very parts of meanings (i.e. the isolated WMs) the causes of the
SM cognition?

Sucarita now briefly rejects the first two options and accepts the third. He
argues that the indivisible sentence (second option) as the basis of the SM is
impossible since this would dispel all other modes of the sentence wherein the
sentence is considered divisible. The first option is also rejected since the words
exhaust their function when they have expressed their WMs. Thus, Sucarita
explains that upon deliberating as to the cause of SM cognition, the unconnected

WDMs will be settled upon as the only admissible alternative.

84See V.3.3: evam ca bhagavalambisu padesu kuto visistarthasampratyaya iti vicikitsamanasya
nanavikalpah samudbhavanti.
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Chapter 11

A Dialectical Investigation of
anvitabhidhana: Key Objections and
Refutations

II.1 Introduction

A characteristic feature of Indian philosophical works is their insistence on dialec-
tical reasoning to establish the precedence of one doctrine over another. Authors
typically elaborate in some detail upon the doctrinal positions of their oppo-
nents (purvapaksa), and only subsequently establish their own favoured doctrine
(siddhanta). This course of argumentation is underpinned by a two-pronged ap-
proach: firstly, the author demonstrates the logical coherence of several aspects
of his own doctrine and, in doing so, refutes possible objections as may be posed
by opponents, and secondly, the author sets forth several criticisms against the

opposing doctrines.

In the previous chapter, the main tenets of both doctrines were set forth. In
this chapter, I attempt to understand DoC (anvitabhidhana) further by considering
some main objections put forth against it by the Bhatta opponents, as well as their
refutation by the Prabhakara. In particular, I will present both in this chapter —

the objections and refutations as outlined in the VM-I, as well as the subsequent
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criticisms of these refutations as argued in the KT.!

I1.2 The problems of synonymy and syntactic split,

and their resolution based on tantra

I1.2.1 An objection and its refutation: Multiple WMs and the
unitary SM

As discussed previously, according to DoC, words denote? a connected meaning
— more precisely, words denote their own WM (svartha) as connected to other
WMs.3 Thus, Salikanatha states in VM-I v.3 that the sentential meanings (SM)
are the WMs themselves — such that these WMs have their mutual connection
cognized in the form of a relation between a primary element and other secondary
ones (pradhanagunabhava).*

However, an objection is set forth against this claim by the Bhatta opponent.>
The opponent argues that if the Prabhakara maintains that the SMs are the WMs
only, then since there are numerous WMs in a sentence, the Prabhakara must also
admit that there will arise numerous SMs from a unitary sentence. Such numerous
SMs will, in turn, lead one to postulate a plurality of sentences as well — and such
a conclusion is quite absurd.

Such a deficiency in the theory is however denied by the Prabhakara. Early in
the VM-I, this objection is presented and refuted:®

Even though words have numerous meanings when considered indi-

For each argument presented here, I also mention the corresponding section in Chapters IV-VI
where the underlying Sanskrit text is closely discussed.

2As previously discussed, I translate the verbal base abhidha- as ‘to denote’.

3See 1.3.

4VM-1 v.3: pradhanagunabhavena labdhanyonyasamanvayan,; padarthan eva vakyarthan
sangirante vipascitah (A. Sastri 1964, p. 377).

5See IV.2.

VM-I vv.4-5: bhuyamso yady api svarthah padanam te prthak prthak; prayojanataya tv
ekavakyartham sampracaksate; tatpratityekakaryatvad vakyam apy ekam ucyate; pratipattir
gunanam hi pradhanaikaprayojana (A. Sastri 1964, p. 378) (The point about the unitary karya is
the topic of discussion in the Second Chapter (pariccheda) of Salikanathamisra’s Vakyarthamatrka
(VM-II). See Kataoka (Forthcoming, 2019) for a summary of the argument of the VM-II).
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vidually,

They still express together (sampracaks-) a unitary SM due to their
[unitary] purpose (prayojana). (v.4)

And since that [SM] cognition is a unitary command (karya), the
sentence is also declared to be unitary.

The reason [for the words having a unitary purpose (ekaprayojanatva))
is that the cognition of secondary entities has the primary element

as its single purpose.

Moreover, the commentary argues that a primary element (in this case, the
unitary karya) is always admitted as being qualified by secondary entities —
and this is the reason for the secondary elements (in this case, the words having
numerous word-meanings?) being conveyed. These secondary entities are directed
towards (fatparya) the primary element as it is the latter alone which is to be known
(prameya). Moreover, language is admitted as a means of knowledge (pramana)
only with regard to what it is directed towards. Consequently, the cognition of that
primary element is not dependent upon one word but instead, the entire sentence

becomes its means of knowledge.

I1.2.2 The problem of synonymy and its subsequent refutation

However, this explanation by the Prabhakara opens itself to another charge: the
problem of synonymy (paryayata).® The Bhatta opponent in the VM-I claims that
in the Prabhakara doctrine, all words will become synonyms in sentences such as
gam anaya (bring the cow). In this sentence, just as the word cow denotes its own
WM as connected with ‘the action of bringing’, in the same manner the word bring

also denotes its own WM as connected with the meaning ‘cow’.? Thus, as Sucarita

7I prefer to use the terms ‘words’ and ‘word-meanings’ in this thesis, see Chapter I footnote 2
for an explanation.

8See VM-I (IV.8.6), and also KT (V.3.9.3).

In his KT (V.3.9.3), Sucarita presents this objection with the example of odanam pacati (i.e.
[he/she] cooks rice). He argues that by means of the word pacati, ‘the action of cooking’ (‘paka’)
is denoted as connected to the WM ‘rice’ (‘odana’), this latter being remembered as being in
association with the WM ‘paka’. As a result, the word rice should not be uttered — since its
meaning is already understood. And both words odana and pacati denote the relation between
‘the action of cooking’ and ‘rice’ (odanapakasambandha), thus there comes about the fault of
synonymy.
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points out in the KT (see footnote 9), both words denote the relation between the
two WMs resulting in them becoming synonyms (paryayata).

Nevertheless, the Prabhakara in the VM-I responds by arguing instead that
these are two distinct meanings — the meaning ‘cow’ as connected to ‘the action
of bringing’, and ‘the action of bringing’ as connected to the meaning ‘cow’
respectively. Thus, he argues that such distinct denotation by each word inhibits

the fault of synonymy.!©

I1.2.3 The problem of syntactic split, and a possible refutation

The VM-I ends the discussion at this stage, but the Bhatta in the KT continues
this argumentation a step further. He refutes this above solution of considering the
denotation of each word as a distinct meaning, since he argues that this will lead

to the problem of syntactic split (vakyabheda). He states:!!

[In the example of odanam pacati, the fault of syntactic split
arises] because ‘rice as qualified by the action of cooking’ is distinct
from ‘the action of cooking as qualified by rice’ — and [Jaimini]
will explain the unity of the sentence as being due to the unity of
meaning/purpose (arthaikatva), as in “[A group of words] serving a
single meaning/purpose forms a sentence ... .12 Consequently, the
fault of the syntactic split comes about in all cases of difference of

meaning (artha).

Thus, Sucarita claims that the Prabhakara opponent cannot have it both ways —

either the meanings denoted by all words in a sentence are the same, thus forcing

10A similar argument is presented by the Prabhakara piurvapaksin in the KT V.3.9.3. He argues
that synonymy can be avoided on the basis of the difference in the two words odana and pacati as
qualifier and qualified (visesanavisesyabheda). He explains that for the word odana, its meaning
(artha) is ‘rice as qualified by the action of cooking’. In this case, ‘the action of cooking’ is the
qualifier, whereas ‘rice’ is that which is qualified. Vice versa is the case for the word pacati.

Yanyo hy odanavisistat pakat pakavisista odanah, arthaikatvac caikavakyatam vaksyati —
arthaikatvad ekam vakyam iti . atah sarvatraivarthabhedad vakyabhedah. (See V.3.9.3.)

2PMS 2.1.46: arthaikatvad ekam vakyam sakanksam ced vibhage syat (A group of words
serving a single purpose (arthaikatva) forms a sentence, if on analysis the separate words are found
to have mutual expectancy.) See Devasthali (1959, pp. 186-188) for an explanation of this sutra.
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one to admit the problem of synonymy, or the meanings denoted are distinct,
leading one to the problem of syntactic split in accordance with PMS 2.1.46.
Even though there is no direct refutation to this point in the VM-I (due to its
chronological priority), one may still imagine a possible argument on behalf of
the Prabhakara in accordance with the doctrine presented thus far. I expect that
the Prabhakara would continue to insist that the meanings denoted by the words
are in fact distinct, and instead attempt to deny the putative resulting syntactic
split. For instance, one may notice that the Bhatta’s argument about syntactic split
above rests on understanding the term artha in PMS 2.1.46 as meaning. However,
Sabara himself glosses this term as prayojana, or purpose.'3> And as discussed
previously, this is exactly the term used by Salikanatha in VM-I vv.4-5, when he
explains that despite their own numerous WMs, words express a unitary SM due

to their unitary purpose (prayojana).

IL.2.4 Two further Bhatta objections: Taking issue with the

primacy of karya and the nature of expectation

As seen earlier (I1.2.1), Salikanatha maintains that words express a unitary SM due
to their unitary purpose (prayojana). Moreover, he had explained that since this SM
is aunitary command (karya), the sentence is also declared to be unitary. Finally, he
had asserted that the reason for words to have a unitary purpose (ekaprayojanatva)
was that the cognition of secondary entities has the primary element as its single
purpose (pradhanaikaprayojana).

It is perhaps in response to such a possible refutation that Sucarita presents his
next two arguments — opposing this consideration of the command as primary
(pradhana),'* and questioning also the role of expectation in injunctive sentences
according to the Prabhakara doctrine.

Firstly, he explains!s that the primacy of the command in the sentence cannot

13SBh on PMS 2.1.46: ekaprayojanatvad upapannam . . .

14See KT V.3.9.4. The argument in the KT begins with the Prabhakara opponent attempting
to refute the necessary syntactic split alleged by the Bhatta (as demonstrated above in I1.2.3)
by presenting his theory of the singularity of the sentence resulting from the singularity of the
command, which is the primary element in the sentence. This thus further substantiates the
expected Prabhakara response postulated in 11.2.3.

I5KT, V.3.9.4: pradhanakaryaikatvad ekavakyateti cet, tan na loke tadabhavabhyupagamat.
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be accepted, since one must admit to the absence of such command in ordinary,
communicative sentences. In other words, one must assent to the fact of there
being worldly sentences without the injunctive element, such as odanam pacati
([he/shelit] cooks rice).

Secondly, he argues that even in injunctive sentences, the sequential arising of
expectation (as has been explained by the Prabhakaras)!6 is also unable to invalidate
the resulting syntactic split. Following is his argument:!” even in Vedic sentences,
if there does come about DoC of two elements at a time, sequentially beginning with
the command and the object (visaya) of the command, and continuing thereafter —
nevertheless, syntactic split will most definitely result. The reason for this is that a
sentence would be entirely completed at each step. Thus, even for a single verbal
suffix (akhyata), one will be forced to admit multiple denotations and consequent
multiple potencies to do so — since the verbal suffix will denote first yajeta, then
yajeta svargakamah, thereafter yajeta svargakamah jyotistomena, and so on, and
each of these can be considered a distinct sentence.!® This, therefore, undermines

the understanding of the sentence as a unitary complex with a connected SM.

IL.2.5 The possible Prabhakara response: The revised defini-

tion of expectation

Once again, there is no direct refutation available of these two arguments presented
above in the KT, due (of course!) to the VM-I’s chronological priority. Neverthe-
less, one may postulate a possible Prabhakara response given the presentation of
their theory thus far.

With regard to the first objection, it must be admitted that the VM-I has as

its scope injunctive sentences only, particularly those of the Vedas. As a result,

16The discussion about the sequential nature of expectation was presented earlier in 1.5.2.1. See
also IV.5.2.2,1V.5.2.3 and IV.5.2.5. A similar Prabhakara presentation of the sequential nature of
expectation is also found in the KT V.2.11.

17See KT V.3.9.4: vede ’pi ca visayadikramena dvayor dvayor anvitabhidhane pratyekam
vakyaparisamapter vakyabheda eva. ekasyaiva cakhyatasyanekabhidhanasaktikalpanaprasangah
sarvanvitapratites caivam anibandhanatvam.

18 As mentioned in footnote 16, the Prabhakara had argued that expectation comes about only
sequentially and there are different stages of connection with the verbal suffix. These are being
explicitly depicted here by the Bhatta.
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the VM-I does not discuss any non-injunctive sentences, and the VM-II is in fact
devoted to demonstrating that the SM is the unitary command. In this respect
then, one will have to admit of Sucarita’s objection about non-injunctive sentences
being ubiquitous in common communication and thereby admit a limitation in the
Prabhakara discussion thus far. Yet, one should bear in mind that this objection
demonstrates only the limited scope of the VM-I explanations, which focus on
injunctive sentences alone. This objection does not however render the Prabhakara
theory as intrinsically inadequate, and it may very well be possible to expand the
scope of this theory while preserving and further strengthening its central tenets.!®

With regard to the second objection, i.e. the sequential arising of expectation
leads to a syntactic split — this is an objection considered in the VM-I, although
not with regard to the particular example of the verbal suffix as presented in
Sucarita’s objection. Salikanatha, while discussing the nature of expectation,2°
had considered a similar objection in the case of a sentence such as gam anaya
Suklam (bring the white cow). Here, the opponent had claimed that the sentence
should be complete upon the utterance of the first two words gam anaya (bring
the cow), and there will be no further expectation of the third WM ‘white’. As
a result, there will not come about the denotation of a meaning connected to all
three WMs.

Nevertheless, Salikanatha had explained that a sentence is not completed after
the first two words gam anaya only, since the third word suklam has also been ut-
tered. Thus, this too becomes proximate with the verb anayati (anayatisannidhana)
and is understood to form a unitary sentence with it (ekavakyatvavagama). Con-
sequently, one understands that the third word suklam denotes its own meaning as
connected with the meaning ‘bring’ — and hence, it is postulated that the third
WM ‘white’ has an expectation for the WM ‘bring’.

This argument may also be coupled with Salikanatha’s explanation of how
expectation (specifically in case of a verbal suffix) comes about with the gradual

appearance of its causes?! — for instance, the command cannot be apprehended

9Perhaps further study of Prabhakara Mimamsa discussions may help to understand whether
subsequent philosophers did attempt to expand the scope of this theory, and the possible paths they
may have taken in doing so. See Freschi (Forthcoming, 2019) for a discussion.

20This argument was discussed previously in 1.5.2.1. See also IV.5.2.3.

21See footnote 16.
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without the content of the command (visaya) as it has an expectation for its content,
since the content is the adjunct of the command’s cognition (pratipattyanubandha).
Moreover, as had been seen earlier, Salikanatha admits that expectation comes
about for both cases — incomplete statements (such as dvaram), as well as multi-
word, complete statements (such as gam anaya Suklam i.e. bring the white cow).
Perhaps these arguments by Salikanatha may comprise a suitable response
to the second objection highlighted above by Sucarita of sequential expectation

necessarily leading to a syntactic split.

I1.2.6 A final Prabhakara refutation: The principle of tantra

In the KT, the Prabhakara opponent offers a final possible refutation to the above
mentioned two objections of the Bhatta (I1.2.4). He argues that a possible refutation
of the second objection could be that the verbal suffix denotes its own meaning as

connected to all other meaning-elements. He says:??

The verbal suffix (akhyata) denotes its own meaning as even con-

nected to all [other meaning-elements] — what if this is claimed?

This argument of the Prabhakara seems reminiscent of an argument from the
VM-I (See IV.8.7). The discussion in the VM-I follows the Prabhakara refutation
of the problem of synonymy (IV.8.6), and puts forward the possibility of syn-
tactic splits in sentences, such as the customary Mimamsa example of arunaya
pingaksayaikahayanya somam krinati (one purchases soma by means of a one-
year old, tawny-eyed, red [calf]).?2> The Bhatta opponent in the VM-I argues
here that syntactic split consists in repetition (avrtti) — and since, according to
the Prabhakara, the verb in this example krinati denotes its own meaning (the
action of buying) as connected to multiple meanings ‘red’, etc., a syntactic split of
this sentence will come about. This seems to be the Bhatta response against the
Prabhakara’s previous explanation of the gradual appearance of expectation, and

the sequential DoC of the verbal suffix.

22See KT V.3.9.4: sarvanvito 'py akhyatenaiva svartho "bhidhiyata iti cet.
23This example is found in the SBh on PMS 3.1.12.
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However, the Prabhakara refutes this with the following brief response:?4

No, due to the utterance [of the verb] in accordance with the
principle of tantra (i.e. since the utterance of the verb is centralized
and applies to all others equally).?> And if there is [truly] a difference
[between two speech-units] (vairipya), then since [the application of ]
the principle of fantra would not be justified, a syntactic split [between

the two speech-units] would [correctly] come about.

The Prabhakara here in the VM-I does not elaborate upon this sudden intro-
duction of the concept of tantra into this discussion, and immediately moves on to
another topic thereafter. Nevertheless, this argument here of the verb as centralized
and applying to all WMs equally (fantra) is exactly that which seems to have been
depicted in the KT as well, and described in the form of the Prabhakara opponent’s

refutation as quoted above.?®

IL.2.7 The final Bhatta response: Logical incongruence result-
ing from accepting this principle

Now, against the Prabhakara’s argument that the verbal suffix is central to the
utterance and is connected to the meanings of all other speech-units in the sentence,
the Bhatta siddhantin in the KT presents two arguments.

Firstly, he argues?’ that this would violate the Prabhakara’s own explanation

thus far. The admission of the sequential DoC with two elements at a time (due to

24VM-I, commentary on v.12: na, tantroccaranat. vairiupye ca tantratanupapatter vakyabhedah
syat (A. Sastri 1964, pp. 403-404).

25See Freschi and Pontillo 2013, on the concept of fantra in Mimamsa.

26 A point to note here is that even though Sucarita puts forth the same argument as Salikanatha,
he does so without explicitly mentioning the principle of fantra. Further studies of subsequent
Mimamsa discussions may help one understand this better, but one may speculate here as to
a possible reason for this — perhaps the principle of tantra was too widely accepted within
Mimamsa circles, and Sucarita may have wanted to oppose Salikanatha’s argument without seeming
too brusque. A reason for thinking thus is that, as I will demonstrate in the following section,
Sucarita does oppose such an understanding of tantra in the process of verbal cognition and
presents arguments against this. Perhaps he wanted to pose these arguments to the doctrine of the
acceptance of fantra in verbal cognition, without opposing the principle of tantra in general.

27V.3.9.4: anarthakam tarhi dvayor dvayor anvitabhidhanasrayanam astu prathamam eva
sarvanvitakaryabhidhanam.
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the sequential arising of expectation) will become purposeless (anarthaka) and the
command will be denoted at the very beginning of the process as connected to all
meaning-elements in the sentence. Thus, according to the Bhatta, a contradiction
arises if the Prabhakara claims that the command connects sequentially to all other
WDMs in the sentence, and claims yet again that the command is central and applies
equally to all WMs.

Secondly, the Bhatta argues that even if one were to accept that the command
is connected to all other meaning-elements, one would be at a loss to explain how
there would come about the relation between the WMs in the sentence indepen-
dently of the verb — say, a substance and its quality. Here, Sucarita brings back the
Mimamsa example referred to also in the VM-I — One purchases soma by means
of a one-year old, tawny-eyed, red [calf].?® He thus poses the following question
to his hypothetical Prabhakara opponent:2°

In the sentence about the purchase [of soma], how would there be
the mutual relation between the [WM] substance (i.e. the tawny-eyed

cow and the one-year old cow) and the [WM] quality (i.e. red)?

As mentioned previously, this refers to the example arunaya
pingaksyaikahayanya somam krinati, discussed in the SBh on PMS 3.1.12. The
example and consequent discussion in the SBh concludes that the relation between
the substance and quality comes about because of the verb — the verb (purchas-
ing) is primary (pradhana) and the two factors (substance and quality) are the
accessories (guna). Moreover, the two factors (substance and quality) are enjoined
(upadis-) in reference to the primary element (i.e. the action of purchasing), and
not vice versa.3? Thus, by quoting this example, the Bhatta is pointing out that
for the Prabhakara, the karya is already connected to all meaning-elements and
as a result, there can be no possibility of any further connection between the

meaning-elements themselves.

28The mention of this same example here once again reinforces the belief that the Prabhakara
objection in the KT is in fact a reference to Salikanatha’s discussion of rantra in IV.8.7, without
Sucarita explicitly referring to tantra.

29V.3.9.4: api ca krayavakye katham dravyagunayoh parasparasambandhah.

30SBh on on PMS 3.1.12: krayasya hi dravyarunimanav upadisyete, na krayas tayoh. na ca
pradhanam pratigunam bhidyate, pratipradhanam hi guno bhidyata iti (Apate 1930, p. 397).
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Nevertheless, the KT’s hypothetical Prabhakara opponent presents two pos-
sible alternatives — which are subsequently rejected by the Bhatta. The first
possibility3! is that the mutual relation between the other WMs (say, a substance
and a quality) be denoted (abhidha-) by both the words (i.e. say, one-year old
[cow] and red). This is denied by the Bhatta on the grounds that there will then
be multiple denotations — one of the verb as connected to all other meaning-
elements, and another of the relation between the other WMs (say, substance and
quality). Such multiple denotations will force one to admit that syntactic split will

result.

The second possibility3? is that the mutual relation is based on reality (artha)
since both (i.e. the substance and the quality) are appropriated into the single
command, and it is not that their mutual relation only exists at the linguistic level
(abhidhanika). However, the Bhatta denies this as well, stating that this alternative
in fact reinforces his own theory further. The reason for this is the following: If the
second alternative is accepted, then one will be admitting that the mutual relation
between the substances and qualities (as signified by language) is caused by the
power of the meaning33 of their words themselves (arthasamarthyakarita). This
is exactly what the Bhattas want to demonstrate in their doctrine of CoD, and it

thus leads to the rejection of DoC.34

31V.3.9.4:  so ’pi tacchabdabhyam abhidhiyata iti cet, evam apy akhyatena sar-
vakarakanvitabhidhanad arunadikarakapadais ca punah parasparanvitabhidhanat vakyabheda
evarthabhedat.

32V.3.9.4: athaikakaryaparigrhitayor arthah parasparasambandho nabhidhanika ity ucyate.
yady evam asti tarhy arthasamarthyakarito ’pi sambandha iti.

33This is another instance of the dual senses of the term artha — as meaning and object.

34This is the end of this particular discussion as I see it in the VM-I and KT. However, this
by no means implies that this argument has been settled in favour of one over the other. This
final argument by the Bhatta in the KT, despite its ingenuity and cogency, may perhaps have been
refuted in subsequent Prabhakara Mimamsa discussions — only to be overturned by somebody else
thereafter!
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I1.3 The problem of endless correlates, and the im-
pact on sambandha as well as the potencies of

words

Another objection raised against DoC is with regard to the possibility of having
endless correlates (pratiyogin) for each word. The term pratiyogin, translated
as correlate or counterpart, is repeatedly employed in discussions of DoC. As
has been discussed previously, in this doctrine, a word denotes its own WM as

connected to other WMs. These other WMs are referred to as pratiyogins.

I1.3.1 Objection: Endless correlates lead to the sambandha not

being comprehended

This is the first form of this objection and is set forth in both texts, VM-I3> as well
as the KT.36

Following is the objection raised by the Bhatta opponent:37 according to DoC,
a word denotes its own WM as connected (anvita) to other WMs. However, one
must admit that there are infinite possible correlates (pratiyogin) for any given
WM. Due to this, there would be endless possible connections (anvaya) that a
WM could have, and consequently, there would be infinite possible connected
meanings (anvita) that a single word could denote. As a result, argues the Bhatta,
grasping the relation3® of a word and its meaning (i.e. the meaning it denotes)
would be rendered impossible.

Moreover, if such a word — whose relation with its own meaning has not been
grasped — is considered expressive of meaning by the anvitabhidhanavadins, then
they will have to admit the absurd consequence of the cognition of all meanings

resulting from a single word. Hence, the Bhatta concludes that one should admit

35See IV.4.1.

36See V.2.9.

37VM-I, commentary to v.6: pratiyoginam anantataya anvayanam anantyat, tadanantye
canvitanam apy anantyat sambandhagrahanam duskaram. agrhitasambandhasya ca vacakatve
ekasmac chabdat sarvarthapratitiprasangah (A. Sastri 1964, p. 381).

38See Chapter I footnote 69 for an explanation of the distinction between anvaya and sambandha.
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the relation between word and meaning in accordance with CoD, where each word
denotes only its own, unconnected WM and not the connected SM.

A point to note here is that the underlying principle for this Bhatta argument
is that one is able to learn the relation of a word to its own WM because this WM
is exactly what the word denotes. In arguing thus, the Bhatta equates the two —
a word’s own meaning (related to the word by means of the sambandha), and the
meaning that the word denotes (related to the word by means of the process of
denotation). It is this very equivalence that the Prabhakara does not admit, and he

presents his refutation accordingly.

I1.3.2 Refutation: The three conditions restricting correlates,

and the ease of sambandhabodha

The Prabhakara refutes this allegation of the Bhatta by presenting the restriction
laid down by the three conditions (upalaksana) of expectation, proximity and
compatibility. The same refutation is presented in both texts, the VM-I and the
KT.39

Following is the reasoning of the Prabhakara: It is first claimed that WMs
are always added into or removed from sentences while possessing a connection
with other WMs, and it is hence that the capability of words to denote connected
meanings is comprehended. Moreover, he argues that a word expresses its own
WM as connected only to expected, proximate and compatible meanings — as a
result of which a word cannot possibly denote endless connected meanings. In
other words, the correlates of a word are always marked by specific conditions
(asadharanopalaksana) and one never experiences a word being used to denote
its isolated WM.

Moreover, as discussed in the previous chapter,4° Salikanatha admits that at the
time of language learning (vyutpatti), children learn the relation of each word to its
WM by co-absence and co-presence. This, he argues, is not contradictory to DoC,

and itis this explanation that he recalls to respond to the Bhatta argument above. He

39VM-I: See IV.5.1; KT: See V.2.9.
40See 1.5.3.1.
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argues*! that the argument of the Bhatta opponent is logically incongruous since
one can ascertain a word’s relation to its own WM quite easily (sambandhabodha-
saukarya) even by admitting the three conditions (upalaksana) of expectation,
proximity and compatibility. And one thus admits a process of language learning
wherein it is understood that a word expresses that same WM as connected to
expected, proximate and compatible correlates. Thus, for Salikanatha, language
learning is not just the process of learning a specific WM for each word — rather,
it is also a process of learning the manner in which words are employed i.e. that

words are always used in sentences to denote connected meanings.4?

I1.3.3 Objection: Endless correlates lead to endless potencies

for a word

The Bhatta opponent now presents another argument with regard to the possibility
of endless correlates. This argument of the Bhatta opponent is clearly presented
in the VM-I, whereas the KT mentions it only in passing while briefly outlining
the Prabhakara refutation to it.43

The previous objection was that the endless correlates would lead to an im-
possibility of the grasping of the sambandha — now the Bhatta argues that even
if the above refutation be admitted, the Prabhakara will nevertheless encounter a
difficulty in his reasoning. The reason for this is as follows:44 The Prabhakara
must postulate a plurality of potencies (Sakti) for every word (say, cow), with each
potency being responsible for bringing about the cognition of the word’s own
meaning (say, WM ‘cow’) as connected to one possible correlate (say, the WM
‘bring’). However, since there are endless possible correlates for each word, one

will be forced to admit that each word is attributed with endless potencies. On the

4'VM-I, commentary on vv.8-9ab: tad anupapannam. upalaksandasrayanenapi sambandha-
bodhasaukaryad akanksitena yogyena sannihitena canvitam svartham padam vaktiti vyutpattir
asriyate. (A. Sastri 1964, p. 384) This is discussed in IV.5.1.

42This definition of vyutpatti is captured in VM-I v.8ab-c: akanksasannidhiprapta-
yogyarthantarasangatan; svarthan ahuh padaniti vyutpattis samsrita (ibid., p. 384).

BVM-I: See IV.6.3; KT: V.2.9.

“nanv anantapratiyogyanvitasvarthabodhanavisaya ananta eva Sabdasya Saktayah kalpayi-
tavyah syuh. abhihitanvayavade tv ekasminn arthe ekasya Sabdasyaikaiva Saktir iti (A. Sastri
1964, p. 394).
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contrary, the Bhatta opponent asserts that this is not the case in CoD, where each

word has a single potency for denoting a single meaning.

I1.3.4 Refutation: Only a single potency needed for words

The Prabhakara responds by stating that even in their doctrine, one need admit only
a singular potency for the denotation of the word’s own meaning (svartha) as con-
nected to expected, proximate and compatible counterparts. This will be adequate
to justify the distinction in the effects produced by a word (namely, the cognitions
of distinct connected meanings denoted by the same word) (karyabhedopapatti)
due to the distinction in correlates. Moreover, in the VM-I, Salikanatha states that

this is similar to the case of the sense of sight (caksus). He says: 4>

Just as sight brings about distinct cognitions due to the distinction
in its accompanying correlates of pot, etc. on the basis of a single
potency for vision — in the same way then must it be admitted that
even language (i.e. a word) (Sabda) [brings about distinct cognitions]

due to the distinction in its correlates.

Thus, Salikanatha is arguing here that words function in a way that is analogous
to sight. In the case of sight, one has distinct cognitions due to its distinct correlates
(pot, cloth, table, etc.) and the cause of all such different cognitions is the singular
potency of vision. In the same way, words lead to distinct cognitions due to their
distinct correlates (i.e. when a word’s own meaning (say, ‘cow’) is connected
to other, distinct meanings, such as ‘bring’, ‘fetch’, etc.), with all this resulting
from the single potency of words to denote their own meanings as connected to
expected, proximate and compatible correlates.

As a result, Salikanatha agrees with his Bhatta opponent that words have a
single potency — but for him, every word has the same potency which leads to a
word conveying distinct meanings in distinct sentences. For the Bhatta opponent
however, each word has a distinct potency, which leads to a word conveying the

same meaning in every sentence.

4Scaksur yathaivaikaya darsanaSaktya ghatadipratiyogisahayabheddj jiianani bhinnani janay-
ati, tatha Sabdo ’pi pratiyogibhedad iti mantavyam (ibid., p. 394).
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The KT provides the example of pronouns to explain this same Prabhakara

argument. 46

... This is because one postulates a single potency alone [for the
word] to denote [its own WM] as connected [to another WM ] which
has met the three conditions (upadhi) [of expectation, compatibility
and proximity], just as in the case of pronouns (sarvanamasabda). In
fact, even though these [pronouns] denote endless entities (bhava) by
means of the single condition of proximity, they do not lead one to

postulate endless potencies [for each distinct entity].

Pronouns such as I, you, etc. are employed regularly in ordinary communica-
tion, and one may argue that they have the same potency in each occurrence while
yet leading to distinct meanings in distinct sentences. Similar then is the case for
language in general (i.e. all words), and as the Prabhakaras claim, this substan-
tiates the argument that words have a single potency, with every word having the
same potency (i.e. to convey its own WM as connected to its correlates) leading

to it conveying distinct meanings in distinct sentences.

I1.4 The fault of mutual dependence, and its resolu-

tion by the integral role of memory

I1.4.1 The fault of mutual dependence due to denotation

In the VM-I,47 the Bhatta opponent argues that in order to accept a word as denoting
a connected meaning (i.e. its own WM as connected to other WMs) in a sentence
(say, bring the white cow), the Prabhakara must explain whether the word’s own
meaning (say, WM ‘cow’) is connected to other WMs (say, WM ‘white’ and WM

‘bring’) which are also denoted or not. In either case, a fault arises.

46_ . upadhitrayopetanvitabhidhanasakter ekasyah klptatvat sarvanamasabdanam iva. te
hi  sannidhanenaikenopadhinanantesv api bhavesu vartamana nanantasaktikalpanadosam
apadayanti (see V.2.9 for details).

47See IV.4.2.
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If the Prabhakara were to consider the other WMs as not being denoted, then
the use of the other words (in this case, word white and word bring) in the sentence
would become futile since one word (here, word cow) would be rendered capable
of conveying all connections between WMs. On the other hand, if other WMs are
considered as being denoted — then since a word denotes a connected meaning,
it would depend upon the other WMs denoted by the other words for its own
denotation. Consequently, the fault of mutual dependence (itaretarasraya) will

result.

I1.4.2 The refutation on the basis of memory

The commentary in VM-I, when introducing v.12 which presents the three steps of
DoC,48 states that the explanation of how words directly lead to the SM cognition
according to DoC also constitutes a refutation of the objection of mutual depen-
dence. Thereafter, vv.13-14 of the VM-I further develop the argument that words
cause only the memories of their unconnected WMs and do not instead denote
these.4?

Finally, in v.15, the VM-I explicitly refutes the fault of mutual dependence by

arguing thus:>°

In this manner, each word expresses its own [unconnected] WM as
connected to other meanings that are proximate through memory,

therefore there is no [fault of ] mutual dependence.

The Prabhakara insists that even a WM made proximate to another WM by
means of memory will be considered correctly as being proximate. This thus
leads to a rejection of the fault of itaretarasraya which had been postulated by the
opponent, since a word does not depend upon the denotation of other WMs for its
own denotation, but rather needs the isolated WMs reminded by the other words.

This is a fundamental tenet for the Prabhakara, and there is much discussion in

the VM-I in defending the role assigned to memory in the process of SM denotation.

48See 1.4.1.

49This is discussed in 1.4.6.

SOVM-I v.15: smrtisannihitair evam arthair anvitam atmanah; artham aha padam sarvam iti
nanyonyasamsrayah (A. Sastri 1964, p. 406).
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The Bhatta process of denotation is quite specific, linking as it does each word to
its respective WM. However, memory can be quite subjective, varying drastically
across circumstances and individuals, and may thus be unable to account for the
fixed framework of language which forms the basis of all linguistic communication.
The Bhatta attacks this very subjective bias of memory whereas the Prabhakara
develops his theory in order to pre-empt all such criticisms. The objections and
refutations as present in the VM-I as well as the KT are discussed in the following

sections.

IL.5 Memory as unreliable for conveying WM: Mul-

tiple objections and their refutations

There are many layers of argumentation with regard to the role allocated to memory
in the process of DoC. These are presented sequentially in the various subsections
that follow.

II.5.1 Memory as unreliable: Which WM is remembered from

a word?

I.5.1.1 Objection: Inability to grasp a specific (viSesa) WM from a word
leads to infinite connections

The Bhatta opponent argues firstly that memory will lead one to cognize various
WDMs from a single word, and one will hence be unable to grasp a specific WM
from a word resulting in endless DoC.5!

His argument is as follows:52 If it is admitted that words bring about the process
of DoC by resorting to meanings which are proximate due to their memory, then a

logical incongruence will come about. Memory is based on the mental contiguity

SIVM-L: IV.11.2, KT: V.3.9.1.

S2yadi  smrtisannihitam  asrityanvitabhidhanam  padaih  kriyate, tada smaranasya
pratyasattinibandhanatvat, anekesaii carthanam pratyasattisambhavat, tesu smrtisannihitesv
agrhyamanavisesatvat, ukhayam pacatiti nokha pacatyarthanvitaiva kevalabhidhiyeta.  sa
hi kulaladyanvitapi pratipannaiveti, smaranat tadanvitapy ukhabhidhiyeta (A. Sastri 1964,
pp. 406-407).
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(pratyasatti)>3 of one entity with another, and since the mental contiguity of several
meanings comes about with any one meaning, a hearer will be unable to grasp a
specific WM (visesa)>* from among these various recollected meanings.

For instance, a word (say, ukha) may initially lead to the memory of its own
WM (‘ukha’ or ‘pan’), but this WM will thereafter bring about memories of several
other WMs due to their mental contiguity with it (say, ‘kulala’ or ‘potter’, etc.).
Consequently, one would be unable to distinguish between these various WMs
(‘ukha’, ‘kulala’, etc.), all of which are recollected from a single uttered word
(ukha), and a specific WM will not be comprehended by the hearer.

Furthermore, the Bhatta argues that the following will result when a specific
WDM s not grasped: in a sentence such as ukhayam pacati ([he/she] cooks in a pan),
the word ukha will not denote the meaning ‘ukha’ as connected only to the meaning
‘pacati’ (which has been uttered alongside it in the sentence). This is because that
meaning ‘ukha’ has in fact been ascertained previously also as connected to other
meanings such as ‘kulala’, etc. — thus, on the basis of memory, the word ukha will
denote the meaning ‘ukha’ as connected also to those other recollected meanings
‘kulala’, etc.

Thus, the Bhatta opponent argues that contrary to the Prabhakara claim, one
cannot rely on memory to grasp WM from a word which may thereafter aid in the
denotation by the word — since a word will also give rise to all those WMs which
may be mentally contiguous with its own WM for any possible reason. Thus,
similar to the case of the WM ‘ukha’ in the above example, even the WM ‘pacati’
will have mental contiguity with its means, such as ‘pistaka’ (flour), etc. Thus,
on the basis of such memory, the word pacati will not only denote its meaning
‘pacati’ as connected to the meaning ‘wukha’ (which was uttered together with
the word pacati in the sentence), but will instead denote its meaning ‘pacati’ as
connected also to the meanings ‘pistaka’, etc. (which will be recollected from the

word pacati itself).

33See Chapter I footnote 60 for an explanation of the term pratyasatti.

54The term viSesa here can be understood and translated in two ways: one, as the difference
among the various WMs present in memory, and two, as a specific WM from among the various
WDMs present in memory. In the case of the Sanskrit sentence paraphrased here, both translations
can be justified. However, I contend that it is the latter (specific WM) which is intended, since
as will be seen subsequently in I1.5.3.2 (see especially footnote 74), the term visesa is used in the
VM-I in a manner that renders unambiguous its sense as the latter.
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On the contrary, the Bhatta opponent claims that such a situation is entirely
avoided in CoD, since for the Bhattas, every single WM constituting the SM is

denoted (abhidheya) by its respective word and not remembered.

IL.5.1.2 Refutation: The same holds true even for the Bhatta theory

The Prabhakara in the VM-I begins his response by disputing this very distinction
between denoted (abhihita) and remembered (smrta) WMs. He argues that>> the
WM cognition arising from a word is phenomenologically exactly equivalent to a
memory, and this, he points out, is accepted even by the Bhatta opponent.

By arguing thus, the Prabhakara refers to a half-verse from the Sabda-
pariccheda of SV, where Kumarila states that a word cannot be distinguished
from an entity which causes the recollection of another (smaraka) — since a word
does not convey anything additional to what has already been understood from
other means of knowledge.>¢ Consequently, the Prabhakara argues that even for
the Bhattas, it is only those WMs which are recollected (and not denoted) from
words that lead one to cognize (bodhaka) the connection between the WMs (i.e.
the SM).

Now, thus far, the Bhatta has maintained that the WMs which constitute the
SM in CoD are cognized as being denoted (abhihita) by words, and not recollected
(smrta) from words. The basis for this Bhatta claim is that in some manner, the
hearer experiences a denoted WM as being phenomenologically distinct from a
recollected WM.57 Moreover, this very distinction is the foundation for the Bhatta’s
objection against the Prabhakara about the hearer’s inability to grasp the specific

WM (visesa) from among the many recollected WMs, as explained previously.

SSpadat tavat padarthapratitih smaranad bhinna vaditum na Sakyate.  tena smrtanam
evanvayabodhakatvam ityasrayaniyam. tatha ca tulyo dosah. (A. Sastri 1964, p. 407) This
refutation is presented only in the VM-I (see IV.11.2.2), and not in the KT.

56SV Sabdapariccheda v.107ab: padam abhyadhikabhavat smarakan na visisyate. This verse
is quoted in the VM-I (ibid., p. 401), and was discussed previously in I.5.1. See also IV.7.3.

51t is such distinction in the hearer’s experience that also leads the Bhatta to postulate a
distinction in the processes leading to the cognition of the denoted WM (process of abhidhana)
and to the cognition of the remembered WM (process of smrti). At this stage, the Prabhakara is
only refuting the distinction between the end-results of these two processes, the denoted WM and
the recollected WM. In 11.5.2, the Prabhakara will dispute also the distinction in the two processes
of the denotation of an unconnected WM and the recollection of an unconnected WM.
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However, as seen, the Prabhakara begins his refutation by demonstrating here
that even the Bhattas cannot deny that the cognitions of unconnected WMs as
arising from words are in fact phenomenologically equivalent to memories for the
hearer — a claim which thereby makes the objections against the role of memory
applicable equally (fulya) even against the Bhatta doctrine.

In response to this, the Bhatta opponent reformulates his position by stating
that>® in CoD, it is the WMs which are recollected by means of their words that
cause one to cognize the SM. However, the Prabhakara responds>® that this is
exactly the case even in DoC — since here too words are accepted as leading to
the recollection of WMs, which in turn cause one to cognize the SM.

Moreover, the Prabhakara adds that WMs are not always recollected by means
of words, as has been suggested by the Bhatta — since one commonly does
experience sentences where certain WMs are supplied by the hearer by means of
other non-linguistic triggers (as in the case when one hears the incomplete sentence

dvaram (door), which means in fact “close the door”).

I1.5.2 A modification of the objection: Between which type of

WM s is there a connection?

II.5.2.1 A modified objection: Connection only between denoted WMs, not
remembered WMs

The Bhatta opponent now modifies his position. He explains that even if the
above point were accepted — that a WM cognition arising from a word is indeed
phenomenologically equivalent to a WM memory — nevertheless the Prabhakara
doctrine cannot be admitted.

His modified objection is as follows:®® In DoC, various meanings will be

recollected by means of each of the words which are uttered, but these various

S8atha Sabdaih smaritanam anvayabodhakatvam vrddhavyavahare tathadarsanad ity adosah
(A. Sastri 1964, p. 407).

Smatantare ’pi tulyam etat. na cayam ekantah, vrddhavyavahare ‘dhyahrtenapy
arthenanvitabhidhanadarsanad ity uktam (ibid., p. 407).

%Ogtha Sabdair bahavo ’rthah smaryante, kintu tesam katamenanvayavabodhakatvam iti na
vidmah. abhihitanvayavade tv abhihitenaivanvayabodhakatvam yuktam eveti (ibid., p. 407) (See
IV.11.3.1).

61



WDMs will, in turn, lead one to cognize a connection between which specific WMs
of the many (katama) WMs present in the mind? On the other hand, in CoD, such
recollected WMs will lead one to cognize a connection between only those WMs
which are denoted.

Thus, the Bhatta is now insisting on the difference between the two processes of
recollection and denotation, and claiming that only those WMs which are brought
to the hearer’s mind by means of the latter cognitive process will participate in the
connection. The point of the Bhatta here is that even though the recollected WM
and the denoted WM may not be phenomenologically distinct, yet they are the
results of two distinct processes and as such can be differentiated. Thus, according
to CoD, in a sentence such as ukhayam pacati, the two WMs ‘ukha’ and ‘pacati’
would be denoted, and the hearer would thus be able to connect these two. In
contrast, the process admitted by DoC will lead to endless WMs being recollected
by the hearer upon hearing the two words ukha and pacati, and thus the hearer will

be unable to decide upon which among these endless WMs are to be connected.

I1.5.2.2 A fundamental refutation: There is no denotation of WM, only the
recollection of the WM

Salikanatha’s response to this objection must now squarely focus upon these two
processes being spoken of by the Bhatta opponent — denotation as well as recol-
lection of the unconnected WM. In the VM-1,6! Salikanatha rejects the distinction
between the two, and hence asks the Bhatta opponent to clarify what this distinct
ability of words to denote the unconnected WM (abhidhayakata) is, which the
Bhatta distinguishes from the ability of any one entity (say, X) to remind one of
another entity (say, Y) (smarakatva). The defence of this distinction becomes
crucial now, as it is this very distinction which forms the basis for the Bhatta
opponent’s decision to admit denotation as distinct from recollection.

The Bhatta opponent responds by stating the following:62

That which is called the ability of one entity (X) to be reminis-

%ltad asat. smarakatvatirekini kanyabhidhayakata ya vyavasthanibandhanam (A. Sastri 1964,
p- 407) (See IV.11.3.2).

S2smarakatvam nama pratyasattinibandhanam. tena tadatirekiny abhidheyabhidhayakata-
laksana pratyasattir angikaraniyeti (ibid., p. 407).
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cent of another (Y) (smarakatva) is based upon the mental contiguity
(pratyasatti) [of X and Y]. Consequently, one should accept [a kind of]
mental contiguity, characterized as the relation between signifier and
signified (i.e. the word and its unconnected WM), which is distinct

from that [mental contiguity on which smarakatva is based].

Thus, the Bhatta argues that abhidhayakata, i.e. the ability of a word to denote
its unconnected WM, is quite distinct from smarakatva, i.e. the ability of any
one entity to be reminiscent of another. The reason is that the former requires
the specific type of mental contiguity which exists only between a word and its
meaning, and is distinct from the generic mental contiguity as may be subjectively
established between any two entities X and Y.

However, the Prabhakara responds by arguing the following:63

This is not true, as it is logically justified to characterize [words]
as reminding (smarakatvopapatti) [the hearer of their unconnected
WDMs] since [words] are seen as only reminding [the hearer of their
unconnected WMs] (smaraka) during the linguistic usage of elders.
Surely, the [specific] ability [of words and WMs] to be related as signi-
fier and signified (vacyavacakata) is exactly the same as the [generic]
relation between conveyor and conveyed (pratyayyapratyayakata).
And even though this [generic relation of conveyor and conveyed
(pratyayyapratyayakata)] is generally experienced [in (say) the case
of smoke which conveys fire] as preceded by another [ontological] re-
lation (sambandhantara) between smoke and fire, etc., nevertheless in
the case of language, [this relation of conveyor and conveyed] is not so
accepted [as being preceded by another ontological relation between
word and WM]. Rather, the ability [of a word A] to express [a WM A]
(vacakatva) arises from one’s comprehension of [this word’s] ability

to express [the WM A]. This is exactly similar to the ability [of some

S3naitad evam,  smarakatvenaiva vrddhavyavahare darSanat smarakatvopapatteh.
pratyayyapratyayakata hi vacyavacakata. sa ca yady apy agnidhumadinam sam-
bandhantarapurvika drsta, tathapi Sabde tatha nasriyate kintu vacakatvavagamad eva
vacakatvam. evam smarakatvavagamad eva smarakatvam iti, kim pratyasattyantarasrayanena
(ibid., p. 407).
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entity X] to remind one [of another entity Y], which arises from one’s
comprehension of the ability [of X] to remind one [of Y] — thus, what
is the need to accept an alternate definition of mental contiguity [as

argued by the Bhatta opponent]?

Salikanatha is arguing here that there is a generic relation of conveyor and
conveyed (pratyayyapratyayakata), and the Bhatta’s claim of the specific relation
of signifier and signified (i.e. word and WM) (vacyavacakata) is in fact an instance
of the former generic relation. Moreover, within the broad category of all which
can be related as conveyor and conveyed, Salikanatha explains that there are some
which become so related only on the basis of some ontological relation between
them, as in the case of smoke and fire. On the other hand, there are others which
become related as conveyor and conveyed without any such ontological relation
connecting them, as may be the case of any two subjectively-established entities
involved in memory (say X and Y). The relation between word and word-meaning
is exactly of this sort, which needs no basis in any further ontological relation.
Rather, a word becomes expressive of its WM simply once its ability to convey
its WM has been understood, as is exactly the case for any two entities X and Y
involved in memory, where X reminds one of Y once its ability to remind one of
Y has been understood.*

Salikanatha thus argues that there is no need for the Bhatta to admit of any
alternate definition of mental contiguity to justify the process of denotation between
a word and its unconnected WM. Rather, the status of the relation between a word
and its unconnected WM must be admitted as those of any two entities involved in

memory.

¢4How does this argument of Salikanatha then align with the Mimamsa doctrine that the relation
of words and their meanings is nitya? Salikanatha stops here exactly at the point of stating anything
about how the relation between words and WMs is first established — his argument is that once
the relation has been established, an individual learning the language needs only to comprehend
the ability of the word to convey its related WM, just as is the case for any two entities related in
memory. Moreover, this seems to conform to our everyday experience that words are not related
to WMs based on any ontological connection (i.e. there is no ontological connection between the
word cow and the meaning/object ‘cow’, unlike the pair of smoke and fire) — nevertheless, the word
adequately conveys its related meaning/object. Furthermore, given the distinction that Salikanatha
admits in the bases of the two relations word-WM and smoke-fire, it does not seem that he considers
nityata of words and WMs as an ontological relation similar to karyakaranata of smoke and fire.

64



I1.5.2.3 The Prabhakara’s solution: The fundamentality of the tenet of

ekavakyata

Salikanatha now returns to the Bhatta opponent’s modified objection as discussed
earlier (I[.5.2.1), and presents his proposed solution. 6>

Salikanatha has demonstrated above (in I1.5.2.2) that WM cognitions are in
fact WM memories — and this applies equally to WM memories arising directly
from the uttered words (say, the meaning ‘ukha’ arising from the word ukha), as
well as further WM memories arising from the already remembered WMs (say,
the meaning ‘kulala’ arising from the meaning ‘ukha’).

He now proceeds to demonstrate how only a particular connection is denoted
by the uttered words of the sentence (say, ukhayam pacati), in priority to other
possible connections with WMs present in memory (say, between ‘ukha’ and
‘kulala’). The former are prioritised over the latter not due to any distinction of
the denotation of WMs by the uttered words in contrast to the WMs present in
memory, but instead due to the fundamentality of the principle of a unitary
sentence (ekavakyata).

The reasoning offered by Salikanatha is as follows:5¢ When a sentence such
as ukhayam pacati is heard, there will not come about the further DoC of ‘ukha’
and ‘kulala’ (even though one remembers the WM ‘kulala’ from the WM ‘ukha’)
since otherwise, there will be a syntactic split (vakyabheda) in the sentence which
was heard. Moreover, this syntactic split will not be justified since it is possible to
construe the utterance as a single sentence (ekavakyatvasambhava).

Furthermore, Salikanatha argues that this is an argument that even the Bhatta

opponent must accept, as the following has been laid down even by Kumarila.¢?

On the other hand, if a single sentence is possible — then a syntactic

split of the sentence is not admitted.

pa

Salikanatha explains this to be the applicable principle even in sentences where

65See IV.11.3.3.

%api ca jiiatam tavad etad yad anena padenayam artho ’'nvito vacya iti, tatra yady anyenapy
anvitabhidhanam syat tada vakyabhedo bhavet. na casav ekavakyatvasambhave nyayyah (A. Sastri
1964, p. 408).

6’SV Pratyaksapariccheda v.9ab: sambhavaty ekavakyatve vakyabhedas tu nesyate (ibid.,
p. 408).
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there is figurative and metaphorical usage of language. He argues that®® ordinarily,
figurative (laksana) and metaphorical usages (gauni) of words are admitted only
due to one’s desire to avoid the syntactic split of the sentence.

A figurative usage of language occurs in a sentence such as gangayam ghosah
(a village on the Ganga), where the word ganga means instead ‘gangatira’ i.e.
‘the bank of the Ganga’, rather than the river Ganga herself. On the other hand, a
metaphorical usage of language occurs in sentences such as simho devadattah (De-
vadatta is a lion), where the word simha (lion) indicates the qualities of fierceness,
bravery, etc. associated with a lion.®°

Thus, Salikanatha is arguing here that such figurative and metaphorical usages
of words are admitted only due to one’s desire to avoid syntactic split in these
sentences — else, one could admit the words ganga and simha in the above
examples as continuing to express their primary meanings and not any figurative
or metaphorical ones respectively by supplying compatible alternate meanings
(e.g. “[a fish] in the Ganga” or “the lion [runs]”).

Moreover, he explains that it is on account of this principle of ekavakyata only
that Vedic sentences and their meanings are understood, and the VM-I quotes
several such instances.

Finally, Salikanatha links this conclusion of the fundamentality of this principle
of ekavakyata to the three steps of anvitabhidhana as were presented in the previous
chapter.”® He explains”! that in all the cases of Vedic sentences as well as sentences
having figurative and metaphorical uses of language, if one were to abandon the
connected meaning expressed by the second word (say, ganga or simha) which is
being uttered alongside the first word (e.g. ghosa or devadatta) and a connection
of the first word’s isolated WM is ascertained with another WM altogether — then
the principle of the unitary sentence (ekavakyata) would be violated.

Salikanatha now states that this is the very reason that it had been said that

88Joke ca laksana gauni ca vrttir vakyabhedabhayad eva. anyatha vakyam bhitva kimity
adhyahrtya yogyam arthantaram sarvapadany eva mukhyarthani nasriyante (A. Sastri 1964,
p- 408).

McCrea (See 2000, footnote 30 for an explanation of gunavrtti and laksana, as well as the
example of simho devadattah.)

70See 1.4.1.

"tatra yadi samabhivyahriyamanasya padasyabhidheyam parityajya anyena sahanvayo
laksyate, tada tadekavakyata hiyeta A. Sastri (1964, p. 409).
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“The vacanavyakti [of this composite of words then arises] as brought about by
linguistic principles (nyayasampaditavyakti) . ..” (VM-1, v.12c). This is because
the principle of a unitary sentence is a fundamental principle (nyaya) required
for verbal cognition. Thus, Salikanatha asserts that whatever is the meaning in
accordance with that principle, that alone should be admitted as the meaning of the
sentence. Moreover, he explains that one learns several principles (nyaya) as being
the causes of SM cognition from the linguistic usage of elders, and insists that only

one who does not forsake these very principles will be able to comprehend SM.

I1.5.3 A final modification of the objection: DoC as never-

ending
I1.5.3.1 The Bhatta opponent’s criticism: Why not continued DoC?

The Bhatta opponent in the VM-I now puts forth a final modification in the context
of this objection about the inability to grasp the specific (visesa) WM. The Bhatta
argues that even if the above principle of ekavakyatva is accepted, nevertheless a
further difficulty will result.

Following is his reasoning:’? When a sentence is uttered (say, ukhayam pacati),
at first, a word (say, ukha) will denote its own meaning (‘ukha’) as connected to
the second word’s meaning (‘pacati’), on account of the principle of the unitary
sentence (ekavakyatva). Subsequently however, another WM (say, ‘X’) may be
reminded by that second WM (‘pacati’) (tatsmarita) as well as the initial WM
(‘ukha’) (svayamsmarita). This third WM (‘X’) may also be suitable (anuguna)
to form a unitary sentence with the first word, and thus the Bhatta claims that
there will be nothing to inhibit such continued DoC. Consequently, such DoC
may continue indefinitely in a similar manner since endless suitable WMs may be
remembered due to their mental contiguity to the initial two WMs.

In the VM-I, the Prabhakara responds that there will be no such continued
DoC since expectation for further WMs in the connection is appeased, as DoC

is accomplished by means of two words only. However, the opponent enquires

2bhavatu tarhi padarthantarena tavad anvitabhidhanam ekavakyatvabalat tatsmaritena,
svayamsmaritena ca tadekavakyatvanugunenarthantarenapi kim ity anvitabhidhanam na bhavati
(ibid., p. 409) (See IV.11.4.1).

67



subsequently that if such an expectation is not appeased, what could possibly
inhibit further DoC?

This is because, as argued in the Bhatta’s objection, DoC explained thus far
is based upon the role of memory and the selection from among the several
recollected WMs on the basis of the principle of ekavakyata. The Bhatta has
now argued that even though the first connection in DoC may thus take place only
between the meanings of the words uttered, nevertheless other recollected WMs
may also conform to the principle of ekavakyata and accordingly, the Prabhakara’s

explanation thus far will require that the process of DoC continue indefinitely.

I1.5.3.2 The Prabhakara’s first response: DoC with specific WM only

Salikanatha presents the following refutation to the above argument:’> when
one word is uttered (say, ukha), various meanings (say ‘kulala’, etc.) come to
be proximate (sannihita) to the word’s own recollected meaning (‘ukha’) due
to their memories, as a consequence of their mental contiguity to each other.
Nevertheless, whichever meaning’s specific instantiation (visesa)’# is grasped by
whatever means, there is DoC with that specific WM only. On the other hand,
when the specific instantiation of a WM is not being grasped by a hearer, there will
be absolutely no cognition of SM since this specific WM is not being ascertained.”>

Thus, Salikanatha is arguing here that DoC will come about with only that
meaning whose specific instantiation (visesa) is comprehended (say, ‘ukha’) when
a word (say, ukha) is uttered. As a result of such comprehension, this specific

meaning would be distinguished from all the other meanings that may possibly

ata  evaikapadoccarane  tadarthasambandhamukhena bahusv —api  smrtisannihitesu
yasyarthasya kenacit prakarena viseso grhyate tenaivanvitabhidhanam, agrhyamane tu
visese 'nadhyavasayad apratitir eva (A. Sastri 1964, p. 409) (See 1V.11.4.2).

74The Sanskrit sentence used here renders unambiguous the sense of the term visesa. The
text states: ... yasyarthasya kenacit prakarena viseso grhyate . . .i.e. the visesa is of one of the
meanings (artha) from among all those present in the mind due to their memories. Furthermore,
the text continues: . . . tenaivanvitabhidhanam . . . i.e. there is DoC with that visesa only, thus once
again reinforcing our understanding of the term visesa as ‘specific WM’ and not ‘the difference
amongst the WMs present in memory’ (this ambiguity was also discussed in footnote 54).

75To further substantiate his argument, the Prabhakara also puts forward here the Mimamsa
argument about derived rituals (vikri). He explains that such derived rituals remind one of a novel
(apirva) Vedic command (karya) related to a specific archetypal ritual, due to their similarity with
such an archetypal ritual (see IV.11.4.2).
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be recollected in the mind (‘kulala’, etc.) when the word is uttered. Moreover,
Salikanatha does not elaborate on how this process of comprehension will be

precipitated — he simply says “by whatever means” (kenacit prakarena).”®

I1.5.3.3 The Prabhakara’s second response: Words consistently remind one

of their own isolated meanings

Finally, Salikanatha puts forward one additional argument as to why the words
in the uttered sentence (say, ukhayam pacati) will not continue to remind one of
other suitable meanings (‘kulala’, etc.) such that DoC may continue endlessly.
He states”” that in the process of linguistic communication, whatever WM (say,
‘ukha’) is consistently (niyamena) reminded by a word (ukha) to a person whose
mnestic trace (samskara) arising from learning the relation (sambandha) between
the word and its WM is unimpaired — it is with that WM only (‘ukha’) that one

observes DoC of the second word (say, pacati), not with any other.

Salikanatha explains that this is because all words consistently (niyamena) lead
to the memory of their own WMs (svartha) since the relation between the word
and the WM has been grasped, and not to the memory of some other WM (say,
‘kulala’, etc.). And hence, the second word in the sentence (say, pacati) conveys
its own WM as connected with the first WM (‘ukha’) only and not with some other
remembered WM. Thus, Salikanatha concludes that there is no fault in relying on

memory in DoC.

760ne reason for this ambiguous, generic formulation may be that it paves the way for the specific
method (prakara) suggested by the Prabhakara in his subsequent (second) response immediately
below, where he argues that words consistently (niyamena) remind one of their own WMs only.
Another possibility however may be that this response is distinct from the second response below,
and subsequent Prabhakara philosophers may have thus elaborated upon this possibility. Further
such study may help us understand this better.

Tapi  ca yathavrddhavyavaharavagamam  vakyarthavabodhah. tatra yad eva
padena  anapabhrastasambandhagrahanasamskarasya  purusasya — niyamena — smaryate
tenaivanvitabhidhanam padantarasya drSyate nanyena.  sarvam padam svartham hi niya-
mena sambandhagrahanat smarayati narthantaram. tatas ca tenaivanvitasvarthabodhakateti na
kascid dosah (A. Sastri 1964, p. 409) (See IV.11.4.3).
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I1.6 An additional Bhatta criticism of remembered
WMs in DoC

The KT provides an additional criticism of the role of remembered WMs in DoC,
an argument not mentioned in the VM-I. Sucarita first draws out the implications
of one aspect of DoC, whereby the remembered, isolated WMs — rather than
the denoted meaning (abhidheya) — become the condition (nimitta) for the SM.
This is discussed below in I1.6.1. He thereafter goes on to articulate and refute
four possibilities for substantiating this distinction between nimitta and abhidheya
according to the Prabhakara doctrine (11.6.2 — 11.6.5).

I1.6.1 Bhatta postulations about the Prabhakara’s acceptance

of abhidheya and nimitta

In his explanation of the purvapaksa,’® Sucarita presents a Prabhakara argument
not explicitly stated in the VM-I, even though it may be implied by the text.
Salikanatha, in his description of language learning (vyutpatti), does not explicitly
set forth how a word’s unconnected WM (connected to the word through the
sambandha) is related to a connected, qualified meaning that the word denotes in
any given sentence.

Instead, Sucarita fills in this argument and explains that according to the
Prabhakara, co-presence and co-absence (anvayavyatireka) only lead to the ex-
traction of the condition (nimitta) for the word’s employment, and not instead to
the extraction of the meaning denoted by the word (abhidheya). Thus, for a word
(say, cow), its unconnected WM (‘cow’) is the condition for the employment of
the word in any sentence (say, bring the cow), where the word denotes its own
meaning as qualified by other WMs (i.e. WM ‘cow’ as qualified by WM ‘bring’).
Hence, the Bhatta postulates that according to the Prabhakara doctrine, the nimitta
for the use of a word is its unconnected WM, whereas the word’s abhidheya is the
qualified meaning it denotes in a sentence.

Moreover, this terminology of nimitta and abhidheya, as well as their distinc-

8See V.2.5.
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tion, is first found in the SBh on PMS 6.1.1-27° and Sucarita uses this to further
endorse his argument. Here, the SBh explains that the meaning ‘danda’ (‘staff’)
is the condition (nimitta) for the use of the term dandin (staff-bearer) in order for

this term to denote (abhidheya) the meaning ‘dandin’ (‘staff-bearer’).

Since the SBh admits these terms and their distinction, the KT too must abide
by this argument. Hence, Sucarita also accepts this distinction in case of the term
dandin as is stated in the SBh, but he endeavours to distinguish this from the
Prabhakara conception as is postulated above. His arguments in order to do so are

presented as follows.

I1.6.2 Argument 1: No distinction between nimitta and abhidh-

eya of indivisible words in contrast to complex words

At the very outset, Sucarita distinguishes the Prabhakara explanation of nimitta
and abhidheya from the one presented in the SBh. He explains that3° the example
from the SBh of the staff-bearer (dandin) is correct since this word comprises
parts (sabhaga), i.e. it is complex. This complex word dandin brings about the
cognition of an individual bearing a staff (dandavat).8! However, in order for this
word dandin to effect such a cognition, the WM ‘staft’ (‘danda’) becomes the
condition for the use of the word dandin. Moreover, this WM ‘staft” is denoted by
the speech-unit danda which forms a part of the complex word dandin — this is

perfectly acceptable even for the Bhattas.

However, Sucarita argues that it is impossible to develop and defend such a
three-tier structure for indivisible words such as cow. Here, the WM ‘cow’ will
be the nimitta for the use of the word cow, but one will be unable to show an

abhidheya here which is different from the nimitta itself.

79See Chapter VI footnote 35 for a translation and explanation of the argument in the SBh.

80V.3.7:  maivam, sabhago hi dandiSabdah. tasya dandavati pratyayam adhatum
dandasabdabhihito dando nimittam iti yuktam. nirbhagagavadipadarthas tu kasya kutra vartitum
nimittam iti vaktavyam.

81See footnote 83.
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I1.6.3 Argument 2: The abhidheya of the word cow cannot be

its own WM qualified by the meaning action

Furthermore, Sucarita argues that®2 such a distinction between nimitta and
abhidheya in DoC is incorrect since in a sentence such as gam anaya (bring
the cow), the word signifying the action (bring) is altogether distinct from the
word cow.

Sucarita contrasts this with the case of the complex word dandin, where the
WM ‘staft’” (‘danda’) is delivered by the same word dandin and is hence the
condition of the complex word dandin. This is because the complex word dandin
can itself be analyzed into its following constituents: the nominal base danda
and the suffix -in.83 This leads to the complex word dandin denoting a complex
meaning which is someone bearing a staff — this is acceptable even to the Bhattas.

However, the WMs ‘cow’, etc. are understood by means of words such as cow,
etc. — and thus, Sucarita concludes that these WMs ‘cow’, etc. cannot be the
condition with regard to the denotation of some meaning by the word cow which

is connected with the meaning of altogether distinct words such as bring, etc.

I1.6.4 Argument 3: The words denoting action and cow are not

part of the same speech unit

Very briefly, Sucarita also rejects the possibility that the two words — bring and
cow (in the sentence gam anaya) — are part of a single speech-unit (aikapadya).3*
This is an approach that one could adopt in order to justify the unconnected WM
‘cow’ as being the condition for the word cow — in such a case, the word cow
would denote its own WM ‘cow’ as qualified by the WM ‘bring’, since the word
cow and the word bring would be part of the same speech-unit.

Sucarita rejects this option quite tersely, stating that one cannot deny the reality

82V.3.7:  kriyapadavisistasvarthabhidhane nimittam iti cen. na tasya padantaratvat,
samanapadopatto hi dando sapratyayasya tadvati vartitum nimittam iti yuktam, gavadipadarthas
tu gam ityadipadantaropattah katham anayetyadipadantaranvitabhidhane nimittam bhavisyanti.

83Ast. 5.2.115 ata inithanau prescribes the suffix in, or thaN (= ika) after a stem ending in short
a in the sense of tad asyasty asminn iti (by anuvriti from 5.2.94). Thus, the meaning of a nominal
base X + suffix in is ‘having X’.

84V.3.7: na caikapadyam eva padanam vakyabhaganam anihnavat.
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of the various parts of the sentence.

I1.6.5 Argument 4: If a word intrinsically expresses connected

meaning, then its correlate will be the nimitta instead

Finally, Sucarita also criticizes what could most likely be the Prabhakara defence.
As seen thus far, the Prabhakara argues that words do not denote their unconnected
(ananvita) meanings as claimed by the Bhattas, but rather are always found in
sentences to be denoting their own meanings as connected to other meanings.
Moreover, the Prabhakara also admits that the connection between the WMs exists
prior to the words being uttered, with the sentence being a restatement (anuvadaka)
of the SM..85 Thus, one may expect a Prabhakara to criticise Sucarita’s arguments
thus far by stating that the unconnected WM ‘cow’ can be the condition for the
word cow, etc. in its denotation of the connected, qualified meaning, since a word’s

own meaning is always connected in sentences.

However, the Bhatta’s final argument refutes this possible claim as well, rea-
soning as follows:8¢ if a word (say, cow) denotes a connected, qualified meaning
(say, WM ‘cow’ qualified by the WM ‘bring’), then the other correlate (pratiyogin)
(here, ‘bring’) will instead become the condition (nimitta) for this qualified mean-
ing being denoted by the word cow. This is because it is on account of that other
correlate being the condition only that the word’s denoted meaning (abhidheya)
will have the nature of being a connected meaning, not only on account of the
word’s isolated meaning — for this is unconnected, as is accepted also by the

Prabhakaras.87

85, .. niScite canvaye vakyam etad anuvadakabhutam arthasyeti. evaii ced anuvadakataya
tasyarthasya tad vakyam vacakam eveti (A. Sastri 1964, p. 380) (see 1.5.3.1).

86V.3.7: atha svarthasyaivanvitatvenabhidheye tesam nimittata tad apy ayuktam. evam hi
tasmin pratiyogyantaravisiste 'bhidhiyamane pratiyogyantaram eva nimittam bhavet. tadvaSena
hi tasyanvitarupatvam na svaripata, ananvitasvarupatvat.

87] end the present discussion about the reliability of memory at this point here — once again,
without any definitive decision about the superiority of one theory over the other. As mentioned
earlier as well, Sucarita’s refutations are by no means final despite their keen insight and acumen
— further studies of subsequent Mimamsaka philosophers may well provide further ammunition
for both camps.
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II.7 The charge of hermeneutic non-conformity of

DoC, and its refutation

IL.7.1 Objection: CoD has greater hermeneutic conformity
with the SBh on PMS 1.1.25

A final argument against DoC is that CoD has comparatively greater hermeneutic
conformity with the arguments of Jaimini and Sabara.88 The Bhatta opponent

quotes an oft-cited phrase from the SBh to PMS 1.1.25 to support this criticism:8?

This is because all words cease functioning (nivrttavyapara) once
they have denoted their own meaning. Now, it is only when the WMs

have been comprehended that these cause one to cognize the SM.

The Bhatta opponent explains that this quote supports his doctrine of CoD
instead of DoC, since according to the former, words simply denote the isolated
forms of their own WMs (svarupamatra), which are independent of the denotations
of other words. These WMs in turn possess mutual expectation, compatibility and

proximity and thereby lead one to cognize SM.

I1.7.2 Refutation: The statement as a response to separately

denoting the connected and the connection

The Prabhakara however rejects this objection,”® and argues instead that this
phrase from the SBh is an answer to the following doubt: “If words denote a
connected meaning (anvita), then they do not denote the connection between the
WDMs (anvaya). And in order to accomplish that connection, another potency to
denote the connection should be postulated for the words.”

However, the Prabhakara argues that there is no need for any further potency

to denote the connection independently. He explains that a word which denotes a

88See [V.4.3.

8padani hi svam svam artham abhidhaya nivrttavyaparani. athedanim avagatah santa
vakyartham avagamayantiti. (Apate 1929, p. 96) This is quoted in the VM-I (A. Sastri 1964,
p- 383) and KT (V.1).

SOVM-I: IV.12.1, KT: V.2.7.
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connected meaning most certainly also denotes the connection between the WMs.
If that were not the case, then the connected meaning denoted by the word would
certainly not be denoted as connected.

The reason for this is as follows: a complex object (say, A) which comprises
two connected entities (say, X and Y), has the form of being something connected
only because it appropriates into itself the connection between its constituent
entities X and Y. If this is not admitted, then the former can no longer be admitted
as a connected entity. This is similar to the case of words denoting a connected
(anvita) meaning, which includes within itself the connection (anvaya) between
the unconnected WMs. Thus, the Prabhakara concludes that no further potency of
words should be postulated with regard to that denotation of the connection.

Thus, the Prabhakara now concludes as to the true sense of Sabara’s phrase on
PMS 1.1.25. He states:*!

Words denote their connected WMs and then cease functioning
(nivrttavyapara) i.e. they do not denote the connection between the
WDMs separately. Now it is only when the connected WMs have
been ascertained that these bring about the connection also as being

understood.

Moreover, the Prabhakara explains that since unconnected WMs are learnt at
the moment of grasping the relation between a word and its WM and since a
completely different connection between WMs is ascertained for every different
sentence — thus the sentence is only meant for conveying that connection. Hence,
he argues that by the word vakyartha in the SBh, Sabara refers to the connection
between the WMs.

IL.7.3 The consequent Bhatta rejection of this refutation

Sucarita however rejects Salikanatha’s explanation by demonstrating that the over-
all argument in PMS 1.1.25 as well as the bhasya thereon endorses abhihitanvaya

and not anvitabhidhana.9?

padany anvitam abhidhaya nivrttavyaparani nanvayam prthag abhidadhati. athedanim an-
vitah pratipanna anvayam api pratitam sampadayantiti (A. Sastri 1964, pp. 411-412) (see IV.12.3).
92See V.3.1.
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Firstly, he argues that Jaimini has himself demonstrated the WMs to be the
cause of the SM cognition by saying ‘since [word]-meaning is the cause of that
[SM].93

Moreover, he argues that even Sabara, while explaining PMS 1.1.25, says
that “a sentence is not generally acknowledged as having a meaning altogether
different [from the individual word meanings] (parthagarthya) after it has entirely
disregarded the WMs.”94  Sucarita explains that this statement unambiguously
refutes Salikanatha’s claim of the sentence being the conveyor of the SM.

Further, Sucarita also argues that Sabara had anticipated the objection of the
postulation of the capacity of the sentence as the conveyor of SM on the basis of
arthapatti. In fact, by saying “this is not so, since [word]-meaning is the cause of
that [SM]”95 — Sabara demonstrates this part of the siitra as being meant for the
refutation of the postulation of the capacity of the sentence to convey SM.

Thus, Sucarita argues that the word nivrttavyaparani ([those words] whose
activity has ceased) in the SBh demonstrates that the denotation of words terminates
(paryyavasana) in the WMs only.

Finally, Sucarita also quotes the phrase from the SBh: “who will indeed
postulate an unseen capacity of the aggregate of words?”’9¢ He explains that this is
in fact an unequivocal objection to the capacity of the sentence to be the conveyor
of SM.

93PMS 1.1.25: ... arthasya tannimittatvat.

Y4nanapeksya padarthan parthagarthyena vakyam arthantaraprasiddham (Apate 1929, p. 95).
95tan na, arthasya tannimittatvat (ibid., p. 96).

%ko jatucid adrstam padasamudayasya Saktim kalpayati (ibid., p. 97).
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Chapter 111

A Dialectical Investigation of
abhihitanvaya: Key Objections and
Refutations

II1.1 Introduction

In the previous chapter, key Bhatta objections against the Prabhakara doctrine
of DoC were considered — here, the focus shifts to criticisms put forth by the
Prabhakaras against the Bhatta doctrine of CoD. As seen previously, the examina-
tion of an objection and its refutation may often span several levels of argumenta-
tion, thus frequently going back and forth between the Bhatta and the Prabhakara
viewpoints. Consequently, there are some key Prabhakara arguments against CoD

which have already been presented, albeit beginning as a Bhatta objection.

For instance, while discussing the crucial role ascribed to memory in DoC,
Salikanatha argued that the Bhattas also must assent to such a role of memory
in CoD.! Another significant criticism set out by Salikanatha was the denial of
a word’s denotation of WM, a claim that contests the very cornerstone of CoD.
Salikanatha asserts that unconnected WMs are cognized on the basis of mem-

ory and not due to denotation, since there is no distinction between these two

1See I1.5.1.2.
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processes.?

In this chapter, I consider key Prabhakara objections against CoD which have
not been mentioned yet, as well as the corresponding Bhatta refutations. Once
again, the Prabhakara criticisms presented here are as set forth in the VM-I, while

the Bhatta refutations are based on the arguments from the KT.

III.2 The problem of postulating potencies of word

meanings rather than words

II1.2.1 Objection One: Potency of WMs due to padasamsparsa,

resulting in an additional potency of words

As discussed in the previous chapters, the Bhattas define denotation as the ability
of words to express word meanings, and must thereby explain how one arrives at
SM from these unconnected WMs. The Bhattas insist that WMs are responsible
for leading one to cognize SM, and discuss also the role of the three conditions of
expectation, proximity and compatibility which the WMs inherently possess.3

The Prabhakara however disputes this claim, as he argues instead that words
denote a connected (qualified) meaning. The Prabhakara argues that in order for
the Bhatta to substantiate his claim that WMs lead to SM cognition, the Bhatta
must firstly admit to WMs having a potency to do so. Moreover, such potency of
WDMs to cause SM cognition can be postulated by the Bhatta only on account of
the conjunction of WMs with words (padasamsparsa). This argument is present
in the VM-I# as well as in the KT.>

The following is Salikanatha’s argument:® He states that it must be admitted

by the Bhatta that meanings’ lead one to comprehend their mutual connection

2See I1.5.2.2.
3See 1.5.2.2. See also 1.2.2 for a discussion on the role of laksana in SM cognition.
4See IV.6.2.1.

5See V.2.8.
Spadarthanam hi Sabdad anyatah pramanat pratiyamananam anyonyanvayabodhakatvam
na pratitam iti, Sabdabhidheyanam tadavagamasaktih kalpayitavya. tasyas cotpattau

Sabdasamsparsa eva hetur ityasrayaniyam (A. Sastri 1964, p. 392).
7This is another instance of the ambiguity of the term artha, which refers to meaning as well
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only when they are cognized through the means of knowledge (pramana) which
is language (Sabda). Thus, the Bhatta should postulate that only verbally denoted
meanings have the potency to cause the comprehension of their mutual connection
(i.e. the SM). And it should be admitted that such a potency is caused by the
conjunction (samsparsa) between words and WMs.

Salikanatha explains8 that the reason for this is that it is only words which
are used in ordinary communication to convey qualified, sentential meanings
(visistartha). Nevertheless, since the Bhattas admit that words are themselves not
capable of directly conveying the SM, hence they must accept that the words cause
WDMs to become entities having the intermediate function (avantaravyapara) of
causing one to cognize their mutual connection.

Consequently, the potency of WMs arises only from their conjunction with
words, which are in turn intended to bring about the comprehension of a qualified,
sentential meaning. And thus, the Prabhakara concludes, an additional potency of
words must be admitted by the Bhatta in order for words to confer to WMs their
potency to lead to the SM cognition, further to the accepted potency of words to
denote WM.

II1.2.2 Objection Two: Preferable to accept words as having
potency for DoC rather than unconnected WMs

In the VM-I, Salikanatha presents an additional argument related to the one pre-
sented above. He had previously argued at length that unconnected WMs are
not denoted by words but are instead only caused to be remembered.® However,
subsequently in the VM-I, !0 Salikanatha explains what would result according to
DoC even if WMs are considered as being denoted and not remembered.

He explains that in a sentence such as ukhayam pacati ([he/she] cooks in a pan),

as object.
8Sabdo hi visSistarthapratipattiparataya lokavyavaharesu prayujyamano drstah. na casau
saksad vakyarthapratipadane samartha iti, padarthan avantaravyaparikaroti. te ca yady

anyonyanvayabodhane samarthah syuh, tada tesam avantaravyaparata syan nanyatheti.
visistarthavabodhaparaSabdasamsparsad eva tesam esa Saktir avirbhavatiti, Sabdasyapi
padarthagatanvayabodhakatvasaktyadhanasaktir asrayaniya (A. Sastri 1964, p. 392).

9This was discussed in IL.5. See also IV.11.2 —1V.11.4.

10See IV.11.5.
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the second word pacati may be admitted as conveying its own WM as connected
to the other WM ‘ukha’ which is denoted and not remembered. This is not the
philosophical position endorsed by the Prabhakaras, as they firmly admit that the
unconnected WMs are only remembered during the process of SM denotation by
the words. Nevertheless, Salikanatha presents such a philosophical position (which
seems a step closer to the Bhatta doctrine) in order to demonstrate that even here,
a conclusion from his theory of DoC is corroborated — namely, that one needs to
admit the potency of words for denoting the connected (sentential) meaning. Thus,
he argues that!! even if the above-mentioned thesis was admitted, nevertheless one
would need to postulate a word’s potency for denoting the connected meaning in
addition to its potency for denoting its own unconnected WM.

Firstly, Salikanatha argues that even if this leads to dual denotations, there
would still be no fault. Initially (pirvam), a word will denote its isolated WM
only. However, when it obtains assistance from other entities (i.e. WMs) which
are denoted by other words, so that these other entities become the correlates
(pratiyogin) of the first WM, the first word will denote its WM as connected to this
or that correlate.

Moreover, Salikanatha claims that even if one accepts two potencies for
denotation, his doctrine will nevertheless need to postulate fewer potencies
than the Bhatta’s and therefore will be conceptually more economical (Sak-
tikalpanalaghava). This is because this modified Prabhakara doctrine relinquishes
the additional potency of words to confer to WMs their potency to cause one to
cognize their mutual connection, which Salikanatha had argued previously (I11.2.1)
the Bhatta would need to postulate in CoD.

Finally, Salikanatha argues!2 that even if the number of potency postulations
is the same in both doctrines, nevertheless it is better to admit that words possess
the potency to denote the connected meaning instead of attributing such potency

to unconnected WMs. This is because words are comprehended before WMs,

Ukii ca yady abhihitenaivanvitasvarthabodhanabhyupagama eva pratiniyatanvayabodho
ghatate nanyatha, tarhi kalpyatam padanam anvitabhidhanasaktir api. dvir abhidhanam apadyata
iti ced apadyatam, na kascid dosah. pirvam kevalam padam ananvitam svartham abhidhatte,
pratiyogipadantarabhihitavastvantarasahayapraptya tu tattadanvitam artham aha iti na kascid
dosah (A. Sastri 1964, p. 410).

Rtulyayam api Saktikalpanayam, padanam evanvitabodhanaSaktir dasrayitum ucita, na
padarthanam, prathamavagatatvat, vakyarthe ca tatparyasyopagamad iti (ibid., p. 401).
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and also because words are known as being employed with the sole purpose of

conveying the SM.

II1.2.3 Refutation Two: Words cannot denote the connected

meaning, since no recursive denotation by words

In the first objection presented above (II1.2.1), Salikanatha argued that the Bhatta
must admit that WMs have the potency to lead one to cognize the SM due to their
conjunction with words, and hence the Bhatta must admit an additional (third)
potency in the process of CoD — that of words to confer to WMs their potency to
cause one to cognize the SM (in addition to the (first) potency of words to denote
WM as well as the (second) potency of WMs to cause one to cognize SM). In
the second objection (II1.2.2) however, Salikanatha argued that it is preferable for
the Bhatta to admit instead that words have a potency not only to (first) denote
WM but also to (secondly) denote the connected (sentential) meaning (i.e. DoC),
and thus there would be no need to postulate an additional third potency of words
to confer to WMs their potency.!3 The Bhatta response to this latter objection is
presented below, and the former will be considered subsequently.

First of all, Sucarita argues!'# that contrary to the second objection of 1I1.2.2, it
is actually preferable to postulate the additional third potency of words to confer to
WNMs their potency for SM rather than postulating the potency of words for DoC.
Sucarita explains that the (first) potency of words to denote certain unconnected
WDMs is ascertained by means of co-absence and co-presence (which is acceptable
even to the modified Prabhakara position of the VM-I). However, one cannot
thereafter postulate (as Salikanatha suggests) a (second) capacity of words to
denote the connected meaning (i.e. SM) recursively (parivrtti) — i.e. one cannot
postulate a potency for words such that they initially denote WMs and then are
recursively uttered (uccarana) to denote SM.

To further substantiate his argument, Sucarita puts forward the example of

mantras. He explains that for mantras which have already reached the stage of

13Both these objections are present also in the KT, see V.2.8 and V.3.8.
14V.3.8.1: yady api tavad anyatranupalaksitaivamvidhasvabhava eva padartha bhaveyus tathapi
tesv eva padair atiSayadhanakalpanopapattimati.
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denoting their meaning, an additional adrsta'> cannot be postulated on the basis of
their recursive utterance. Rather, the adrsta is related to meaning and arises when
the mantra is uttered.'® Hence, Sucarita argues that it must be admitted that the
words confer to the WMs a special capacity (atisaya) such that the WMs in turn
cause one to comprehend the SM, and this comes about due to the conjunction of
WMs with words.

II1.2.4 Refutation One: Potency of WMs to cause one to cognize

SM is not only due to their conjunction with words

Furthermore, the Bhatta now turns to the first Prabhakara argument presented in
II1.2.1 that WMs can only cause one to cognize the SM due to their conjunction
with words, and claims instead that this Prabhakara argument is untrue.

In order to refute the argument, the Bhatta quotes the example from SV Vak.,

where Kumarila states:!”

For one who sees a white, vague form and hears the sound of neighing,
As well as the sounds of hooves pounding [upon the ground] — the
cognition that “a white horse is running”,

Is seen, devoid of a sentence . . .

This is an oft-cited Bhatta example, and it becomes the focus of several
Mimamsa discussions on the nature of WMs (see III.3). The argument pre-
sented here is that unconnected WMs possess an intrinsic ability to lead one to

comprehend their complex connected (sentential) meaning, and such ability comes

15The term adrsta (also referred to as apiirva) is of much significance in Mimamsa, but is
understood in very different ways by the Bhatta and Prabhakara Mimamsakas. For the Bhattas, the
term refers to ‘an energy produced by a sacrifice and lasting from the time of the sacrifice until its
result is accomplished” whereas for the Prabhakaras, it refers to the ‘duty, “newly” known through
a prescription’ (Freschi 2012, p.372). Since this is a common Mimamsa term with a technical
meaning, I prefer to keep it untranslated.

16This is a passing reference to the conclusion accepted in Mimamsa that mantras effect their
force only when their meaning is understood, and not simply by virtue of their utterance. This is
presented in SBh on the PMS 1.2.31-53 (Mantradhikarana). A brief outline of the argument in
the SBh is also put forth in Jha (1942, p.182f).

7SV Vak. vv.358-359a:  pasyatah Svetam arupam hresasabdam ca Srnvatah;
khuraniksepasabdam ca Sveto ’$vo dhavatiti dhih; drsta vakyavinirmukta . . .
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about irrespective of whether the WMs are conveyed by words (padasamsparsa)
or not. Thus, the verse above cites an instance of one who cognizes only the quality
‘white’ (from seeing the vague, white form), the substance ‘horse’ (from hearing
the sound of neighing) and the action of ‘running’ (from hearing the sounds of the
hooves) — yet, this person will spontaneously cognize the complex (sentential)
meaning “a white horse is running”.

Moreover, such a complex (sentential) meaning is cognized by him/her even
though no sentence was uttered to convey the idea. Consequently, the Bhattas
argue that unconnected WMs do not need conjunction with words in order to
possess a potency to lead one to cognize their complex, connected meaning and
hence refute the Prabhakara argument as presented in II1.2.1. However, the VM-I
criticizes the Bhatta arguments based on this example from the SV Vak., whereas
the KT presents arguments to counter these criticisms of the VM-I. These are now

presented.

IIL.3 An analysis of the Bhatta example of “a white

horse is running”

II1.3.1 Objection One: Need for further means of knowledge

for complex SM cognition

In the VM-I, this Bhatta example is analysed further. Salikanatha explains!® that
the person arriving at the complex (sentential) meaning “a white horse is running”
cognizes ‘white’, ‘horse’ and ‘running’ in the following manner: The quality
‘white’ is directly perceived (pratyaksa) and is such that its specific substratum
(anavadharitasrayavisesa) is not understood; the substance ‘horse’ is inferred
(anumita) from the directly perceived sound of neighing even as no specific quality

(gunavisesa) of the horse is cognized; while the action of ‘running’ is inferred

Byadi manantaravaseyanam padarthanam anyonyanvayavagame samarthyam na syat. asti
tu tat SvaityasyanavadharitasrayaviSesasya pratyaksadrstasya, asvasyapratipannagunavisesasya
pratyaksahresasabdanumitasya padaniksepasabdanumitasya ajiiatakartrbhedasya dhavanasya
Sveto ’Svo dhavatity anvayabodhakatvadarsanat. (A. Sastri 1964, p. 392) (See 1V.6.2.2) Taber
(1989, p. 415) briefly summarizes this ‘penetrating discussion’ by Salikanatha.
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from the sounds of the feet pounding upon the ground even as its agent is unknown.

However, Salikanatha argues that in this case, one can experience the complex
SM ““a white horse is running” only if one ascertains that all three (‘white’, ‘horse’,
and ‘running’) have the same substratum (samanasraya). He outlines the following
intermediate steps by which one goes from cognizing the unconnected WMs to

cognizing the complex SM cognition:

1. Relating ‘horse’ and ‘running’: When one has cognized ‘running’ (from
the sound of hooves) and ‘horse’ (from the sound of neighing), then one
first settles upon the clippety-clop (tankara) sounds of hooves as being
related to the horse. Such a conclusion comes about only on account of
the knowledge which one acquires through repeated, previous observation
of such association (abhyasapatava) (in this case, of the sounds of hooves
and the presence of a horse). Only thereafter will one infer the rapid motion
(gati) as residing in the horse. Thus, it is not the case that one first observes
only the motion of something running and then comprehends its connection

to a horse by means of the WMs alone.

2. Relating ‘horse’ and ‘white’: Thereafter, one decides that there can be
nothing apart from a horse in that place. Consequently, since it is also
ascertained that a horse is the source from which the sound of neighing
arises, he ascertains the horse-universal (asvatva) as also having the same
substrate as the quality white. Thus, for him, postulation (arthapatti) is
the means of knowledge in his thinking that “that which is white must be
this very horse” — similar to how one understands through postulation that
Devadatta is outside the house when one notices that Devadatta is not in the

house.

3. Relating ‘horse’, ‘running’ and ‘white’: Finally, one must ascertain the
sounds of neighing and the pounding of hooves as having a common substrate
with the quality white (Svaityasamanasraya). Only subsequently does one
infer the two unconnected WMs ‘horse’ and ‘running’ as related to that
which is white — and not these two unconnected WMs as independent of

each other.
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Hence, Salikanatha concludes!® that WMs may manifest as unrelated through
other means of knowledge (e.g. direct perception, etc.) as has been shown by
the Bhatta — however, their ability to cause one to comprehend their mutual
connection will be cognized with the aid of additional means of knowledge such
as inference and postulation. Thus, Salikanatha argues, this disputes the Bhatta
claim that unconnected WMs connect spontaneously — rather, their connection

will come about only when the perceiving subject connects them.

II1.3.2 Objection Two: What type of veridical knowledge is the

complex cognition classified as?

A second objection is also put forward with regard to the Bhatta example of “a
white horse is running”.2° Salikanatha now argues?! that if the Bhatta admits
that the connection between the WMs is understood on the basis of the cognition
of the unconnected WMs alone, then he must additionally explain what type of
knowledge (pramana) such a complex understanding (“‘a white horse is running”)
would be classified as.

His objection is as follows:?? In accordance with CoD, such a complex cogni-
tion of the connected meaning (“a white horse is running”, in this case) cannot be
classified as linguistic knowledge (sabda). This is because firstly, there is no use of
language (Sabda) in this instance of cognizing the three unconnected WMs ‘white’,
‘horse’ and ‘running’. Moreover, according to the Bhatta, only such knowledge
of connected WMs can be considered linguistic as comes about on the basis of
language (i.e. words), by means of the intermediate activity of the denotation of
the WMs by the words.

Furthermore, Salikanatha argues that it would be absurd for the Bhatta to

classify such complex understanding as anything apart from linguistic knowledge.

Batah pramanantarenasambaddhavabhatanam padarthanam na kvacid anyonyasambandha-
bodhakatvam anumanarthapattivyatirekena pratitam (A. Sastri 1964, p. 393).

20VM-I: 1V.6.2.3, KT: V.2.8.

2lapi ca yadi padarthavagatimatrad eva parasparanvayavagamah, tadda kasmin pramane
tasyantarbhava iti vacyam? (A. Sastri 1964, pp. 393-394).

22pa tavac chabde Sabdabhavat. padarthabhidhanavantaravyaparena hi yac chabdad an-
vayajiianam, tac chabdam ity esa vo raddhantah. tasman nasya Sabde 'ntarbhavah (ibid., p. 394).
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He explains?3 that if one admits another type of veridical knowledge (say, X), then
the knowledge of the connected WMs would no longer be linguistic — in fact,
the Bhatta would have to admit instead that in every case of unconnected WMs
becoming connected, the final connected cognition is a variety of this (X) type
of veridical knowledge only. This will lead to the absurd conclusion that even
in the case of WMs learnt from words (i.e. language), the connected SM would
be classified as veridical knowledge of the X type, instead of being considered
linguistic.

Thus, Salikanatha once again points to an error arising from the disassoci-
ation of the two processes — of words denoting unconnected WMs, and these
unconnected WMs thereafter leading one to comprehend their mutual connected
(sentential) meaning. The argument here is that the first process (words to WMs)
may be considered linguistic — but if (as the example of “a white horse is running”
shows) there can be instances of unconnected WMs spontaneously connecting
without any role of words, then one would be at a loss to explain what type of
veridical knowledge (pramana) such complex (SM) cognition of the connected

WDMs is (as comes about due to the second process).

II1.3.3 A combined refutation of the two Prabhakara objections

II1.3.3.1 The concept of pramana, and the Bhatta’s explanation of the in-
trinsic natures (svabhava) of words and WMs

Even though Sucarita does not explicitly present the first objection as stated above
(IT1.3.1), nevertheless the arguments presented by him can be considered as re-
futing both objections. This is because both these Prabhakara criticisms are in
fact connected, as they focus on the pramana needed to justify the complex SM
cognition arising in the case of the Bhatta example of “a white horse is running”.
The term pramana is inherently ambiguous as it can refer either to the means of
knowledge whereby a cognition is experienced (say, perception, inference, etc.)
or to the resultant veridical cognition itself. As can be seen from the discus-

sion above, the first objection (III.3.1) focuses its argument on the former sense

2pramanantarabhyupagame tu Sabdasyocchedah Sabdavagatapadarthavisaye ’pi tasyaiva
pramanyaprasangat (A. Sastri 1964, p. 394).
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of pramana (means of knowledge) in the Bhatta example, whereas the second
objection (III.3.2) focuses upon the latter sense of pramana (veridical knowledge).

Sucarita presents a combined refutation of these two objections from the VM-I
by elaborating upon the concept of the pramana in this example. Firstly, with
regard to linguistically expressed sentential meanings (i.e. complex SM arising
from words), he states?# that the Bhatta postulation of the potency of words to
denote their unconnected WMs is in accordance with the process of language
learning (vyutpatti). Moreover, it is due to such potency itself that words are
admitted as naturally (svabhavika) being means of knowledge (pramana) for the
complex SM, on account of their denotation of the unconnected WMs — which
in turn, have an intrinsic nature (svabhava) to become connected.25

Thus, Sucarita insists that it is on account of their respective natures that
both words and WMs play a role in SM denotation, in accordance with CoD.
Consequently, in the case of SM cognition arising from words, the Bhatta would
now be able to respond to the previously described Prabhakara criticism (111.3.2)
by arguing that such SM cognition would in fact be considered linguistic (Sabda)
according to CoD. This is because such SM cognition would be triggered by
language, and would be the result of both words and WMs acting in conformity

with their respective intrinsic nature.

I11.3.3.2 The distinction between pramana and phala, and the equivalence

with the Bhatta doctrine of perception

Moreover, with regard to the example of “a white horse is running” (i.e. for SM cog-
nized through non-linguistic means), Sucarita admits?¢ that the final complex SM
cognition arises from a multitude of means of knowledge (pramanasamaharaja).
Furthermore, the Bhatta refers to this SM cognition itself as the result (phala)

of these various means of knowledge, and it hence cannot be considered as a

24V.3.8.2: vyutpattyanusarini  hi Sabde Saktikalpana tadvasena ca sambandhisv-
abhavarthabhidhanadvarena Sabdanam svabhavikam pramanyam upapaditam eva.

25The term used here is sambandhisvabhavarthabhidhanadvarena i.e. on account of the deno-
tation of their [unconnected] WMs, which have an intrinsic nature to become connected (samband-
hin). T am hence considering the term sambandhin in this compound as equivalent to samband-
hayogya and not sambaddha.

26V.3.8.2: yat tu $veto ’Svo dhavatiti buddhau kim pramanam iti naikam kificit pramanam.
pramanasamaharaja tu visistarthabuddhih phalabhiita na svayam pramanam.
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pramana (i.e. as a particular means of knowledge, or as a specific type of veridical
knowledge).

Now, the reason for treating the final complex SM cognition as the phala is as
follows:?7 Sucarita explains that perception and inference lead one to cognize sub-
stances, qualities and actions — as unconnected from each other. However, such
substances, qualities and actions have an intrinsic expectation (svabhavasapeksa)
for each other — and it is as a result of this that their mutual association (samsarga)
becomes evident to the mind. And such an association of the substances, qualities
and actions known through perception and inference is exactly analogous to the
mutual association of substances, qualities and actions as may be conveyed through
language.

Thus, this explanation by Sucarita aligns closely with the discussion on the
nature of perception as presented in the SV Pratyaksapariccheda. A key problem
addressed by Kumarila in this chapter is “how pramana and phala are distinct,
that is, how a cognition, which itself is a knowing of an object, can be construed
as the means for the arising of another cognition that will be construed as the
result” (Taber 2005, p.20). Kumarila explains that “a particular sense faculty
will perceive only one particular sensible quality” (ibid.), and thus one of the
explanations corroborating the distinction between the pramana and the phala
considers that “the pramana could be a cognition of a qualifying feature of an
object, such as the colour blue, and the phala an awareness of that same object as
qualified by that feature, for example, “The pot is blue’.” (ibid.)

In this same way then, Sucarita argues here that no difference can be discerned
between a quality (say, blue) which is directly perceived, or which may be linguis-
tically expressed (i.e. denoted by words). Just as one arrives at the complex
(conceptualized) cognition of ‘this pot is blue’ by directly perceiving distinct
non-conceptualized cognitions, similarly one can arrive at the complex SM
cognition ‘this pot is blue’ by the words which denote distinct unconnected
WDMSs. Moreover, as argued previously, it is the intrinsic nature of words and WMs
to lead to such SM denotation.

Thus, Sucarita explains that if one were to consider language, perception,

27V.3.8.2: pratyaksanumanavagatanam hi dravyagunakarmanam svabhavasapeksanam eva
Sabdapratipaditanam iva samsargo bhasate.
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inference, etc. as means of knowledge (pramana), then the complex SM cognition
becomes their result (phala). Thus, in the example of “a white horse is running”,
it is the final, complex SM cognition that would be considered as the phala if
the various means of knowledge (perception, etc.) involved in cognizing ‘white’,
‘horse’ and ‘running’ are considered as the pramana.

However, (as also argued in Pratyaksapariccheda vv.70-73)28 one may also
classify this SM cognition in accordance with the three-fold classification of all
cognitions as hana, upadana and upeksa i.e. to be avoided, desirable or neither.?®
In such a three-fold classification then, the Bhatta explains that the SM will become
the means of knowledge (pramana), with one among these three cognitions (hana,

upadana or upeksa) becoming the result (phala).3°

II1.4 The charge of hermeneutic non-conformity of

CoD, and its refutation

II1.4.1 Objection: DoC has greater hermeneutic conformity
with the SBh on PMS 3.3.14

The SBh on PMS 3.3.14 puts forward a definition of a sentence, which sub-
sequently forms the basis of hermeneutic dispute between the Bhattas and the
Prabhakaras. PMS 3.3.14 sets out the six different hermeneutic means of knowl-
edge for Mimamsa with regard to applicatory injunctions (viniyogavidhi): Sruti,
linga, vakya, prakarana, sthana and samakhya.3' The SBh explains the use of

each, and it is while discussing the nature of vakya (sentence) that Sabara states:32

28Taber 2005, pp.20, 76fT.

29The term hanadibuddhi is used also in SV Pratyaksapariccheda vv.73ab. Taber (ibid., pp. 93-
94) translates this as ‘the cognition that the object is to be avoided’.

30For the purpose of this thesis, I end the discussion at this point. However, as I have mentioned
also in Chapter II, these arguments by the Bhatta and the Prabhakara cannot be considered as
final or as vindicating one theory in favour of the other, despite their cogency and acuity. Rather,
Salikanatha and Sucarita may be considered as articulating and setting forth in detail the foremost
arguments and refutations in this debate — further study of subsequent Mimamsa philosophical
works may add even more to the richness and complexity of this debate.

3IPMS 3.3.14:  Srutilingavakyaprakaranasthanasamakhyanam samavaye paradaurbalyam
arthaviprakarsat. See Edgerton (1929, pp. 64-110) for an explanation and discussion.

32SBh on PMS 3.3.14: atha kim vakyam nama? samhatyartham abhidadhati padani vakyam.
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Now, what is that which is called a sentence? Once they have been

aggregated, the words denoting the meaning (artha) are the sentence.

IIL.4.1.1 The Prabhakara’s focus in the KT on the term artham

In the KT, the Prabhakara piirvapaksin quotes this definition from the SBh in order
to substantiate his argument of the hermeneutic conformity of DoC.33 The focus
here is the singular term artham, which is being denoted by the (plural) words.

The Prabhakara opponent thus argues that the term artham in this definition of
the SBh refers to the singular vakyartha (SM) rather than the manifold padarthas
(WMs), and he thus understands the definition as:

Now, what is that which is called a sentence? Once they have been
aggregated, the words denoting the [sentential] meaning (artha) are

the sentence.

As aresult, the Prabhakara in the KT argues that this definition of a sentence in
the SBh endorses DoC (words denoting SM) and not CoD (words denoting WMs).

II1.4.1.2 Salikanatha’s focus in the VM-I on the term samhatya

Salikanatha also quotes the above-mentioned definition of the sentence from the
SBh, but he does so in a different context. This definition is quoted when
Salikanatha argues that memory plays a key role in SM denotation not only in
DoC but also in CoD.34 He is keen to demonstrate here that the memories of
unconnected WMs are integral to SM denotation even in the Bhatta doctrine, and

thus presents a quote from Kumarila’s Brhattika to substantiate his claim:3>

According to us, since even these [WMs] certainly do not lead one to
cognize SM if [the WMs] are not recollected (asmrta),

The nature of being a means of knowledge (pramanata) is present
in those very aggregated (samhata) memories of the [WMs]

(tatsmarana).

33See V.2.1.

34See IV.8.3.

35te 'pi naivasmrta yasmad vakyartham gamayanti nah; tasmat tatsmaranesv eva samhatesu
pramanata (A. Sastri 1964, p. 402)
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Salikanatha argues that Kumarila has stated this verse in order to further
explain the definition of the sentence from the SBh, and he then immediately
quotes the definition as presented above.3¢ It thus seems quite likely that he
considers Kumarila’s use of the term samhata in his verse from the Brhattika as
glossing the term samhatya as found in Sabara’s definition. Salikanatha’s focus is

thus on the term samhatya, and he understands Sabara’s definition as:

Now what is that which is called a sentence? Once [the WM memo-
ries have been] aggregated (samhatya), the words denoting meaning

(artha) are the sentence.

Thus, Salikanatha seems to present this definition by Sabara in support of
the role of memory in the process of SM denotation in accordance with CoD,
and thereby links this definition with Kumarila’s verse where the WM memories

(tatsmarana) are explicitly mentioned as aggregated (samhata).

II1.4.1.3 The uncertainty of Salikanatha regarding the term artham

Now, if this were admitted — that Salikanatha focuses on the term samhatya in
Sabara’s definition — then one is left with an uncertainty with regard to the term
artham. Salikanatha does not discuss this definition any further, and it is hence
possible to construe his intention with regard to the term artham in two ways:
one, similar to the Prabhakara purvapaksin from the KT who seeks to establish
artham in the definition as vakyartha (SM); or two, let artham in the definition be
understood as the manifold padarthas (WM).

Reading the VM-I makes both interpretations seem justifiable, and it is clear
that there is no special emphasis here to construe the term artham as vakyartha
alone, unlike the case of the Prabhakara pirvapaksin in the KT. Thus, I contend
that in the VM-I, one cannot unambiguously settle upon whether the term artham
refers to SM or to WM, just as is the case for the SBh. Perhaps one could postulate
that the reason for the KT’s attempt to construe artham as vakyartha alone was

that the KT was also considering Prabhakara objections from sources other than

36ata eva tatrabhavata acaryasya vakyalaksanam samhatyartham abhidadhati padani vakyam
iti (ibid., p. 402).
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the VM-I — however, this can remain nothing more than speculation and only

further study of works from this period will help resolve this definitively.

I11.4.2 Refutation: Two possible interpretations of abhidadhati

Sucarita however disputes the Prabhakara pirvapaksin’s interpretation of constru-
ing the term artham in Sabara’s definition as vakyartha. He argues’ that in the
phrase samhatyartham abhidadhati padani vakyam, Sabara is not demonstrating
the assistance of multiple words in the sentence for the denotation of sentential
meaning (artha).

Rather, one possible interpretation of this definition is that once aggregated,
the words — which are denoting their own meanings (artha) —become the sentence.
This aligns with CoD, whereby a sentence comprises words which complete their
function by denoting their own WMs only. This explanation relies on construing
the term abhidadhati as a Present Active Participle.

A second possible interpretation, argues the Bhatta, is that the sense of the
term abhidadhati is that the words cause one to comprehend (avagamay-) the
SM (artha). Once again, such a reformulation is in accordance with the Bhatta
argument, as words cause one to comprehend SM by denoting their WMs in

accordance with CoD.

37V.3.1: samhatyartham abhidadhatiti tu narthabhidhayam sahityam darsayitum kintv artham
abhidadhati padani samhatya vakyam bhavantiti vyakhyeyam, abhidadhatiti vavagamayantiti
vyakhyeyam.
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Chapter IV

A Philological and Philosophical
Study of Salikanathamisra’s
Vakyarthamatrka-I

IV.1 Defining anvitabhidhana (vv.1-3)

Salikanatha’s VM-I! is an exposition and defence of the Prabhakara doctrine of
anvitabhidhana (DoC).2 At the very outset of his work, Salikanatha states that
according to this doctrine, it is the words alone that cause the cognition of SM.3
In the course of the text, he considers and rejects seven other possibilities:4 the
unitary indivisible sentence, the terminal phoneme of the sentence, the recollected
(smrtistha) group of words, the first word, only the word denoting action, the

unconnected word meanings (WMs) and the cognition of the generic connection

IThere are three editions of the Sanskrit text: A. Sastri (1964) Edition of VM-I (BHU), M.
Sastri (1904) Edition of VM-I (C) and Kevalanandasaraswati (1952) Edition of VM-I (MK). I
have generally adopted the text from the BHU edition, but there are instances of important variant
readings being found in MK and C as well. In case of any significant divergence in readings, I have
mentioned the same in the footnotes.

2See 1.3 for an explanation of the abbreviation DoC.

3VM-I v.1: padebhya eva vakyarthapratyayo jayate yatha; tatha vayam nibadhnimah
prabhakaraguror matam (A. Sastri 1964, p. 377)

“vakyam ekam na nirbhagam vakyantyo varna eva va; padavrndam smrtistham va prathamam
padam eva va; akhyatapadamatram va padartha vapy ananvitah; samanyanvayabodhe va hetur
vakyarthabodhane; padany eva samarthani vakyarthasyavabodhane; visesanvayavadini bhagaso
bhagasalinah (ibid., pp. 413-414)
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between the WMs (samanyanvayabodha). He concludes that that it is only the
words which are capable of leading to the cognition of the SM, with this SM itself
comprising parts. Moreover, words express the specific connection (visesanvaya)
between the WMs in turn.

Salikanatha explainsS that words in a sentence entirely exhaust (upaksina)
their potencies to express meaning in their denotation of their own respective
WMs as connected to the other WMs. Moreover, once such connected WMs are
known by means of their words alone, the SM will also be cognized. Thus, it is
immediately made clear by the author what is meant by referring to this theory
as anvitabhidhana: here, words denote (abhidha-) their own respective meanings
(svartha) as connected to other WMs® i.e. there is the denotation (abhidhana) of
the word’s own meaning as connected (anvita) to other WMs.

Furthermore, Salikanatha clarifies that the SMs are the WMs themselves —
such that these WMs have their mutual connection cognized in the form of a

relation between a primary element and other secondary ones.”

IV.2 Multiple words have the same purpose (vv.4-5)

An objection is raised to this last point about the SM being the WMs themselves:?8
the WMs in a sentence are numerous, and hence, there will arise numerous SMs
from a unitary sentence. And such numerous SMs will, in turn, lead one to
postulate a plurality of sentences as well. Such an objection is presented and

refuted in vv.4-5:°

Even though these words’ respective meanings are numerous when

considered individually,

SVM-1 v.2: padair evanvitasvarthamatropaksinasaktibhih; svarthas ced bodhita buddho*
vakyartho ’pi tatha sati (A. Sastri 1964, p. 377) (*MK & C: buddhau)

Syadi tu padany evanvitan svarthan abhidadhatiti Sakyate sadhayitum... (ibid., p. 377)

7VM-I v.3: pradhanagunabhavena labdhanyonyasamanvayan; padarthan eva vakyarthan
sangirante vipascitah (ibid., p. 377)

8nanu tesam bhuyastvad bhityamso vakyarthah, vakyani ca syur iti (ibid., p. 378).

SVM-1 vv.4-5: bhiyamso yady api svarthah padanam te prthakprthak; prayojanataya tv
ekavakyartham sampracaksate; tatpratityekakaryatvad vakyam apy ekam ucyate; pratipattir
gunanam hi pradhanaikaprayojana. (ibid., p. 378) (The nature of the unitary karya is the topic of
discussion in VM-II)
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They still express together (sampracaks-) a unitary SM due to their
[unitary] purpose (prayojana). (v.4)

And since that [SM] cognition is a unitary command (karya), the
sentence is also declared to be unitary.

The reason [for the words’ unitary purpose (ekaprayojanatva)] is that
the cognition of secondary entities has the primary element as its

single purpose. (v.5)

The commentary here explains!'® that a primary element (in this case, the
unitary karya) is always admitted as being qualified by secondary entities —
and this is the reason for the secondary elements (in this case, the words having
numerous WMs!!) being conveyed. As a result, these secondary entities are
directed towards (fatparya) the primary element as it is the latter alone which is
to be known (prameya). Moreover, language is admitted as a means of knowledge
(pramana) only with regard to what it is directed towards. Consequently, the
cognition of that primary element is not dependent upon one word but instead, the

entire sentence becomes its means of knowledge.

Furthermore, Salikanatha even quotes from Kumarila’s Brhattikd on PMS 6.1.1
in support of his argument.!? Salikanatha explains that the sense of Kumarila’s
phrase is that an isolated word is not a means of knowledge, and the isolated WMs
are not what are to be known. Moreover, Salikanatha turns to this argument later
as well in IV.7.3.

19yad dhi pradhanabhiitam, tad eva katham nama visistam pratiyatam* ity evam artham
gunanam pratipadanam, tena tatraiva tatparyam, tad eva prameyam, tatparyavisaya eva Sab-
dasya pramanyabhyupagamat, tasya tathabhiitasya pratipattir naikapadanibandhaneti, vakyam
eva tatra pramanam (ibid., p. 378) (*MK & C: pratiyate).

11See Chapter I footnote 2 for an explanation of my choice of the terms ‘words’ and ‘word-
meanings’.

2sasthadye na padam nama kificana vakye, na padartha nama kecana vakyarthe (A. Sastri
1964, p. 378)
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IV.3 How language learning takes place (v.6)

In v.6, Salikanatha discusses how language learning (vyutpatti) comes about in

accordance with DoC. He says here:!3

When multiple activities are performed by elders subsequent to hear-
ing different sentences,
One can determine the potency of words [in each sentence] by splitting

[a sentence] through the addition or removal [of individual words].

Salikanatha explains that!4 even though all language learning is preceded by
the linguistic usage of elders and such usage is always in the form of sentences,
nevertheless one ascertains the potency of each word to signify that very meaning
which recurs when the word recurs in a sentence, and which is excluded when the
word is excluded. Furthermore, Salikanatha argues that such an understanding
does not lead to the cognition of the SM becoming unjustified, and this will be
explained subsequently in accordance with DoC.

Salikanitha also argues here that it is the words only which are expressive
of sentential meaning, not the indivisible sentence or the sentence’s terminal
phoneme. After some discussion, Salikanatha explains that sentential meaning is
not inferred from the sentence, as SM is expressed by words only. However, while
arguing thus, he begins his explanation about how language learning comes about.

Salikanatha discusses the case of a child who sees before him two elders
engaging in linguistic communication.!> The specific situation considered is
when one elder is prompted by the other to perform a specific activity, and this
entire process (from the command being uttered until the activity is completed) is

observed by the child.!¢ Salikantha explains that a child who is learning language

BVM-I v.6: vyavaharesu vrddhanam vakyasravanabhavisu; avapoddharabhedena padanam
SaktiniScayah (A. Sastri 1964, p. 378)

Yyady api vrddhavyavaharapurvikaiva sarva Sabdavyutpattih, vakyair eva ca vyavaharah
tathapi yatpadavape yasyarthasyavapah, yaduddhare coddharah, tasminn evarthe tasya padasya
vacakasSaktir avasiyate (ibid., p. 379).

15The explanation of vyutpatti in KT is quite similar. See V.2.4 and V.3.3.

16balo  hi  vyutpadyamanah  prayojyavrddhasya  Sabdasravanasamanantarabhavinim
viSistacestanumitam arthapratitim Sabdakaranikam avagacchati. sa tatha vyutpannah kadacit
kasyacid ananvitarthapadaracanam vakyam upalabhate, tathopalabhamanasya caiva vimarso
jayate — sambhavyamanananvitarthapadaracanam idam vakyam katham prayojyavrddhasya

96



will understand the SM cognition experienced by the prompted elder upon hearing
the command of the prompting elder as being caused by language. This is because
firstly, the child will infer the prompted elder as experiencing such SM cognition
on account of his observing the prompted elder’s activity concerning a qualified
object (visistacesta), and secondly, since this SM cognition will arise immediately
after the prompted elder has heard the words uttered by the prompting elder.

Moreover, Salikanatha explains that the child, having learnt the language (vyut-
panna), may one day (kadacit) (presumably at a later age) consider such a sentence
for some prompted elder as being an arrangement of words having unconnected
word-meanings. And for this (young) adult who is considering thus, the follow-
ing deliberation will come about: “This sentence is a composition of words with
possibly unconnected word meanings — how did it bring about a conviction about
its meaning for the prompted elder? In the case of sentences which depend upon
people (purusayatta), even the prompted elder will possibly have this doubt about
them being an arrangement of words having unconnected meanings, just as such
a doubt comes about for me.” Salikanatha now argues that when such a doubt has
arisen for this young adult (a future darsanika perhaps!), once again the following
decision is arrived at — “Most certainly, this speaker of the command is ascer-
tained by the prompted elder as being one who employs words whose WMs are
surely connected (anvitartha).”

Moreover, Salikanatha reasons that such a restriction (niyama), namely that
all speakers use words with connected WMs only, would not be justified if the
connection between WMs was not grasped by him (i.e. the prompted elder). Thus,
the connection between WMs is settled upon as being such (i.e. as being made
before the speaker utters the words) by the one (i.e. the future darsanika!) who is
inferring the prompted elder’s grasping of the connection.

Salikanatha also explains that once the connection between the WM is settled

upon as existing prior to the words being uttered, the uttered sentence becomes a

arthaniscayam krtavat? vrddhasyapi purusayatte vakye ’nanvitarthapadaracanasanka mameva
sambhavatiti. tasyaivam vicikitsodaye punar esa niscayo jayate — niinam anenayam prayoktet-
thamavadharito yad anvitarthany eva padany ayam prayunkteti. tathavidhapadaprayoganiyamas
casyanupalabdhe 'nvaye nopapadyate ity evam anvayopalambham anumimanenanvayo nisciyate.
niscite canvaye vakyam etad anuvadakabhiitam™ arthasyeti. evai ced anuvadakataya tasyarthasya
tad vakyam vacakam** eveti piurvavacakasaktijianam nayathartham iti manyate ... A. Sastri
(1964, p. 380) (*BHU: anuvadabhutam), (**MK & C: badhakam).
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restatement (anuvadaka) of the SM. And since this is so, that uttered sentence is

indeed expressive of that SM as a restatement.

IV.4 Some major objections to DoC (commentary to
v.0)

IV.4.1 Endless correlates lead to a word’s relation not being

grasped

The Bhatta Purvapaksin (PP) now argues!” that if one were to admit in accordance
with DoC that a word denotes its own WM as connected to other WMs, never-
theless, one will also have to accept that there are infinite possible correlates (i.e.
connected WMs) (pratiyogin) for any given WM. Due to this, there will be endless
possible connections (anvaya) that a WM could have, and consequently, there will
be infinite possible connected meanings (anvita) that a single word could denote.
As a result, grasping the relation (sambandha) of a word and its meaning will be
rendered impossible.

Moreover, the Bhatta PP argues that if the anvitabhidhanavadins still admit that
such a word — whose relation with its own WM has not been grasped — is expressive
of meaning, then they will be faced with the consequence of the cognition of all

meanings resulting from a single word.!8

IV.4.2 The fault of mutual dependence

The Bhatta opponent also argues!® that in order to accept a word as denoting its own
WM as connected to other WMs, the Prabhakara Siddhantin must explain whether

Upratiyoginam anantataya anvayanam anantyat, tadanantye canvitanam apy anantyat
sambandhagrahanam duskaram. agrhitasambandhasya ca padasya vacakatve ekasmac chabdat
sarvarthapratitiprasangah. (A. Sastri 1964, p. 381)

18See I1.3.

Ytatha padenanvitas svartho ’bhidhiyamanah — kim abhihitena padarthantarenanvito
’bhidhiyate uta anabhihiteneti vikalpaniyam. anabhihitena cet padantaraprayogavaiyarthyam.
ekasmac ca sarvanvayapratitiprasangah. abhihitena cet tad api tarhi padam anvitabhidhayitaya
padantaropattam artham abhidhanayapeksata iti, itaretarasrayah prapnoti. (A. Sastri 1964,
pp- 381-383)
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the word’s own meaning is connected to other WMs which are also denoted or not.
In either case, a fault arises. If the Siddhantin were to consider the other WMs as
not being denoted, then the use of the other words in the sentence would become

futile since one word will be capable of conveying all connections between WMs.

On the other hand, if other WMs are denoted — then since a word denotes a con-
nected meaning (anvitabhidhayin), it will depend upon another WM ascertained
through the other word for its own denotation. Consequently, the fault of mutual

dependence will result.

IV.4.3 CoD has greater hermeneutic conformity

The Bhatta opponent also claims that CoD?° has comparatively greater hermeneu-
tic conformity with the arguments of Jaimini and Sabara. He explains2! that
according to his doctrine, words simply denote the isolated forms of their own
WDMs (svarupamatra), which are independent of the denotations of other words.
These WMs in turn possess mutual expectation (akanksa), capability (yogyata)

and proximity (sannidhi) and thereby lead to the cognition of SM.

And it is exactly this which is described in the SBh to PMS 1.1.25:22

This is because all words cease functioning (nivrttavyapara) once
they have denoted their own respective meanings. Now, it is only
when the WMs have been understood that these cause one to cognize
the SM.

20See 1.2.1 for an explanation of the abbreviation CoD.

2ltasmat padantarabhidhananapeksasvarupamatrabhidhanam evarthanam padaih kriyate. te
ca tathabhitah padair abhihitah padartha akanksasannidhiyogyatavanto vakyartham avaga-
mayanti. (A. Sastri 1964, p. 383)

22tad aha bhasyakarah — padani hi svam svam artham abhidhaya nivrttavyaparani. athedanim
avagatah santa vakyartham avagamayantiti. (ibid., p. 383)
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IV.5 The conditions of expectation, proximity and

compatibility (vv.7-9ab)

IV.5.1 The response to ‘endless correlates’ (IV.4.1) begins

In v.7, the Siddhantin explains?3 that WMs are always added into or removed from
sentences while possessing a connection with other WMs — and it is hence that the
capability of words to denote connected meanings is comprehended. In this verse,
the Siddhantin seems to refute a Bhatta opponent’s hypothetical claim that when
analyzed, words in sentences are found to be denotative of isolated, unconnected
WDMs. Instead, the Siddhantin is asserting here that even under analysis, words are
always found to be denotative of a connected meaning.

This now allows the Siddhantin to refute the objection in IV.4.1 that the word’s
endless correlates lead to one to being unable to comprehend the word’s relation
(sambandha) with its WM. Rather, the Siddhantin explains that:24

Words express their own meanings as connected to other [word] mean-
ings which are expected, proximate and compatible — if one admits
such language learning,

Then there can be no fault due to infinity [of correlates] and deviation

[of word denotation]?3.

Thus, Salikanatha refutes here the opponent’s objection of IV.4.1, since for
him, a word expresses its own WM as connected only to expected, proximate
and compatible meanings. This doctrine thereby prevents a word from possibly
denoting infinite connected meanings, as had been objected by the opponent.2¢

The Siddhantin also explains?’ that the arguments of the Bhatta opponent

are logically incongruous (anupapanna) as one can ascertain a word’s relation

23VM-1v.7: opyante coddhriyante ca svartha anvayasalinah; anvitesv eva samarthyam padanam
tena gamyate (A. Sastri 1964, p. 383)

24VM-1 v.8-9ab: akanksasannidhipraptayogyarthantarasangatan; svarthan ahuh padaniti vyut-
pattis samsrita yada, anantyavyabhicarabhyam tada doso na kascana (ibid., p. 384)

25‘Deviation’ (vyabhicara) refers to the argument that a word whose relation with its own WM
is not grasped may become expressive of meaning, as in IV.4.1.

26This is only a partial discussion yet of the ‘endless correlates’ argument — a related argument
regarding the potencies of words is presented by the Siddhantin in IV.6.3.

27yat tavad uktam: anantyac chabdasaktyavadharananupapattih, agrhitasaktes ca vacakatve
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to its own WM quite easily (sambandhabodhasaukarya)?® even by admitting the
three conditions (upalaksana) of expectation, proximity and compatibility. And
language learning (vyutpatti) is admitted as a word expressing (i.e. denoting) that
same WM as connected to expected, proximate and compatible correlates. Thus,
the Siddhantin now enters into a detailed discussion on the nature of these three

properties while also considering other possible objections.

IV.5.2 The nature of expectation
IV.5.2.1 Defining expectation

After refuting the Nyaya explanation of expectation, Salikanatha puts forth his
own definition of this as being pratiyogijijnasa i.e. expectation is the curiosity for
correlates. He argues?® that there are two bases for such curiosity to arise — the
non-completion (aparyavasana) of the process of denotation (abhidhana), as well
as the non-completion of the meaning which is to be denoted (abhidheya).

Salikanatha explains the former a bit further by citing the example of instances
when only a single word is used. For instance, when a word such as dvaram (door)
is used to mean “close the door”, even the process of denotation is not completed.
The reason for this is that when the second word (say, close) is not uttered, this
second word being such that it will bring about the proximity of the first WM’s
(WM ‘door’) correlate (WM ‘close’), one cannot speak of there being the process
of denotation of a connected meaning.

Furthermore, Salikanatha explains that since it is ascertained that words are

always intended to convey a connected meaning on account of the linguistic usage

vyabhicaraprasanga iti, tad anupapannam. upalaksanasrayanenapi sambandhabodha-
saukaryad*.  akanksitena yogyena sannihitena canvitam svartham padam vaktiti vyutpattir
asriyate. (A. Sastri 1964, p. 384) (*BHU: upalaksanasrayanenapi sambandhabodhah, saukaryad
akanksitena . . . ; C and MK have the same text, as accepted above. Unlike MK however, C does
not have a sentence-break. MK and C have the same sense, yet I prefer the MK variant as the
sentence-break makes the two aspects of the refutation, corresponding to the two aspects of the
objection, more evident.)

28See IV.3.

Patrocyate — abhidhanaparyavasanam abhidheyaparyavasanani ca  jijiiasodaye ni-
bandhanam. ekapadaprayoge hi dvaram ityadav abhidhanam eva na paryavasy-
ati. na hy anuccarite pratiyogisannidhapake pade ’nvitabhidhanam Sakyate vaktum.

vrddhavyavaharavasenanvitarthapratipadanaparata padanam avadhariteti, tadartham yuktaiva
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i.e. the curiosity for correlates.

IV.5.2.2 Getting from karya to niyojya

Salikanatha now explains the process of how expectation leads one from the
command (karya) to the commanded person (niyojya) in case of a Vedic injunction.
According to Salikanatha,30 it is the command alone which is the SM, and is hence
denoted. Nevertheless, one cannot account (anupapatti) for a command without
its performance (anusthana), which is in turn impossible without an agent (kartr).
This agent cannot be possible without knowing his/her qualification (adhikara) —
and such qualification can never be ascertained without knowing who the command
applies to (niyojya). Consequently, in order to account for the command (karya), it
is indeed appropriate that there come about a curiosity for determining the person
that the command applies to, and this commanded person will hence be compatible
for a connection with the command.

Salikanatha further explains3! how this commanded person (niyojya) comes to
be determined as svargakama i.e. someone desiring heaven. He explains that once
the above-mentioned curiosity for the commanded person comes about, since one
will understand the command as being incomplete in itself, one would resort to
supplying language (adhyahara) as is often the case in ordinary sentences (such as
‘door’, where one supplies the WM ‘close’ even though not uttered). Nevertheless,
since the performance of such a Vedic command is not necessary (avasyakatva) or
essential (antarangatva) to life, its performance cannot be postulated by the agent.
Instead, agents are established as being desirous of personal gains (kamya), and
heaven is the only attribute whose desire is common to all agents. Consequently,
heaven is suitable as a qualification of the commanded person — and as a result,

the commanded person is supplied as someone desiring heaven.

30abhihitasya karyasyapurvatmano ’nusthanam vina karyatvanupapatteh, kartra ca vina
tadasambhavat, adhikarad rte ca tadayogat, niyojyam antarena ca tasyanavakalpanat, tadupap-

3ltasyam  satyam  aparipurnatvavagamat,  lokavad adhyahare kartavye saty  api,
Jjivanasyavasyakatve ’ntarangatve ca vidher anusthanaksepo na kalpeteti, tatparityagena
kamye niyojyavisesane sthite sarvakamipurusavyapisvargasyaiva niyojyavisesanatvayogyatvat,
svargakamo niyojyo 'dhyahriyate. (ibid., p. 387)

102



IV.5.2.3 The sentence is not complete at each step: A revised definition of

expectation

An objection is put forth here:32 When three words are used in ordinary sentences,
such as gam anaya suklam (bring the white cow), the sentence should be complete
(paripurna) upon the utterance of the first two words gam anaya (bring the cow).
Hence there will be no further expectation for the third WM ‘white’, and there will
not come about the denotation of a meaning connected to all three WMs.

However, Salikanatha explains33 that this would be true had the third word
Suklam not been uttered (anuccarana). However, since it has been uttered (uc-
carita), that too comes to be proximate with the verb bring (anayatisannidhana)
and is considered as forming a unitary sentence with it (ekavakyatvavagama). On
this basis, we come to understand the third word white as denoting its own meaning
as connected with the meaning ‘bring’. As a result of this, and also because such
a connected denotation of the word white cannot be possible without expectation
— one postulates the expectation of the verb bring for the WM ‘white’.

Salikanatha also refers3# to the example discussed in the SBh to PMS 1.2.7.
Here, Sabara concludes that in the three-word sentence pato bhavati raktah (the
cloth is red), there is indeed expectation for (prati) the WM ‘red’. Thus in such an
example of gam anaya Suklam as well, Salikanatha says that there is expectation
of the verb bring for the WM ‘white’ in order to establish DoC.

Finally, Salikanatha states that3 one may object that in the case of incomplete
sentences such as dvaram, there is expectation for DoC of that very word, whereas
in multi-word, complete sentences such as gam anaya Suklam, there is expectation
for the DoC of another word. To this, he says:36

32nanv evam tarhi yatra padatrayam prayujyate gam anaya Suklam iti loke tatra hi
karakadvayasyasambhavan nakanksastiti katham anvitabhidhanam gam anayety etavataiva
paripurnatvad vakyasya. (ibid., p. 387)

33satyam.  padantaranuccarana evam, uccarite tu tasmin, tasyapy anayatisannidhanad
ekavakyatvavagamad anayatyanvitasvarthabhidhayitvat, akanksam vina ca tadasambhavat,
anayater akanksa parikalpyate. (ibid., p. 387)

34tatha coktam bhasyakarena — bhavati ca raktam praty akankseti. tenatrapy an-
vitabhidhanasiddhyartham evakanksa. (ibid., pp. 387-388)

35yadi param ayam viSesah, dvaram ityadau tasyaiva padasyanvitabhidhanayakanksa, gam
anaya Suklam ityadau tu padantarasyeti. (ibid., p. 388)

36anvitasyabhidhanartham uktarthaghatanaya va; pratiyogini jijiasa ya sakankseti giyate (ibid.,
p- 388)
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In order to denote a connected meaning [of an incomplete statement,
such as dvaram], or to bring about the [connected] meaning of
[multiple words] uttered [such as gam anaya Suklam],

The curiosity for correlates which comes about, that is known as

expectation.

IV.5.2.4 Expectation as the pre-eminent condition

Salikanatha now adds another feature of the condition of expectation. He states3’
that only when such expectation for correlates exists that one can admit to a condi-
tion for language learning. He explains that one may wonder as to why a condition
is not admitted when proximity and compatibility alone exist, without expectation.
However, Silikanatha argues that the reason for this is that WMs which do not
have expectation for one another are never seen as denoting a connected meaning.

To illustrate his point, Salikanatha presents the example of the sentence: ayam
eti putro rajiiah puruso ’yam apaniyatam. Now, the question here is whether the
WM rajriah (of the king) is to be connected with putra (son) or purusa (man). The
response given by the Siddhantin is3® that SM cognition arising from a sentence
has an expectation for a method (nyayasapeksa). Thus, rajiah is to be connected
only with son, as this latter always has an expectation for another in order to answer
the question ‘whose son?’. And rajiiah is rendered without any expectation due to

its connection with son, and it does not undergo any connection with man.

IV.5.2.5 The sequence of expectation

Furthermore, Salikanatha explains that expectation does not arise at once altogether
for all correlates, but instead comes about with the gradual appearance of its causes

(karanopanipatakramena). He explains® that without the content of the command

37sa ceyamakanksa bhavanti vyutpattav upalaksanam asriyate. kimiti punas sannidhiyogyatva
eva nasriyate, nirakanksanam anvitabhidhanadarsanat. (A. Sastri 1964, p. 388)

38ucyate — vakyat vakyarthapratipatter nyayasapeksatvat, nityasapeksena putrenaiva raja
sambadhyate, tatsambandhanirakarksas ca na purusasambandham anubhavatity akanksapi
vyutpattyupalaksanam asriyate. (ibid., p. 388)

3tatha hi — visayam antarenapurvam karyam pratyetum eva na Sakyata iti, pratipattyanuband-
habhiitavisayapeksa prathamam vidheh. atha pratipanne visayasambandhini vidhyarthe niyo-
Jjyam antarena tatsiddhyasambhavan niyojyakanksa. tatha visayibhute bhavarthe karane lab-
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(visaya), the command which is unknown through other means of knowledge
(apurva)#© cannot be understood. Thus, first of all, the injunction (vidhi) has an
expectation for its content, being as this is the adjunct of the command’s cognition.
Thereafter, once the meaning of the command (vidhyartha), which is connected
to the command’s content, has been ascertained — there is then the expectation
for the commanded person (niyojya) since that command cannot be accomplished
without a commanded person. In this manner, once the meaning of the verbal
form (bhavartha), which is the content of the command, has been ascertained as
a means to accomplishing the command, there comes about an expectation for the

auxiliaries of the injunction (karanopakaraka).*!

IV.5.3 The nature of proximity

To elucidate the nature and role of proximity in verbal cognition, Salikanatha
explains that there is a recurrence (viparivrtti) of WMs in one’s mind in accordance
with the order of one’s knowledge of their proximity.+2

Moreover, he explains#? that proximity is a condition for language learning
in accordance with DoC not just when proximity is dependent upon words (Sab-
danibandhana). The reason for this is that one commonly experiences in ordinary
linguistic usage a word’s denotation of a meaning connected to another meaning
which is supplied (adhyahrta). He also maintains that proximity is of WMs and
not of words#4 — and thus clarifies that it is WMs which are supplied, and not

words. This he argues in some detail explaining how a contrary claim of the

dhe vaikrtapirvanam karanopakarakanksa. labdhe ca tasmin tajjanakapadarthakankseti. (ibid.,
p- 388)

40See Kataoka (Forthcoming, 2019) for an explanation of apurva as manantaravedya, as pre-
sented in VM-II.

41See Freschi (2012, p. 71) for an explanation of the term upakaraka.

22C & MK: atha yatha sannidhikathanam tatha buddhau viparivrttih. The BHU edition is
quite different here: atha sannidhih kah? yasyarthasya Sravananantaram akanksayogyatabhyam
arthantare buddhi viparivrttih. (A. Sastri 1964, p. 389) Even if one were to emend to buddhi
viparivrttih to buddhiviparivrttih or buddhau viparivrttih, nevertheless the BHU reading seems
somewhat problematic. It equates proximity with a meaning recurring in the mind, after one hears
another WM. But proximity cannot be a meaning, and one cannot hear a WM.

43sa ca na Sabdanibandhanaiva kevalam anvitabhidhanavyutpattav upalaksanam adhyahrtenapi
loke anvitabhidhanadarsanat. (ibid., p. 389)

“na ca vacyam - Sabda evadhyahriyate, sa cartham upasthapayatiti anupayogat
apramanakatvac ca. (ibid., p. 389)
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supply of words is entirely redundant (anupayoga) while also having no means of
knowledge (apramanaka).
Finally, he summarizes these points about the nature of proximity in three

summarizing verses (sangrahasloka):

Proximity as born out of words alone is not a condition for language
learning,
Since one commonly experiences in ordinary linguistic usage a con-

nection even with a supplied meaning.4>

Proximity does not come about for all correlates at once altogether,
Rather, it adheres to the sequence of the causal apparatus (samagri)

which brings about the proximity [of the correlates].46

Whatever be the order in which proximity arises for counterparts,
In that very sequence alone is there the cognition of the connected

[meaning] by means of the words.#”

IV.5.4 The nature of compatibility

Salikanatha explains“8 that any WM which has the capability for connection (sam-
bandharha) to another WM is considered as having compatibility (yogyatva). This
is determined on the basis of commonly experiencing this WM as connected to
the other WM.

In response to this definition,4® an objection is posed that in case of the Vedas,
the denotation of a connected meaning will not be possible since the command ex-

pressed in the Vedas is unknown through any other means of knowledge (apurva)

4Ssannidhih Sabdajanmaiva vyutpattau nopalaksanam; adhyahrtenapy arthena loke sambandha-
darsanat (A. Sastri 1964, p. 390).

4osahasaiva na sarvesam sannidhih pratiyoginam; sannidhapakasamagrikramena kramavan
asau (ibid., p. 390).

4Tyatha yatha sannidhanam jayate pratiyoginam, tatha tatha kramenaiva Sabdair anvitabodha-
nam (ibid., p. 390).

“kim punar idam yogyatvam nama? ucyate — yat sambandharham. sambandharham idam iti
katham avagamyate? sambandhitvena drstatvat (ibid., pp. 390-391).

®nanv evam tarhi katham apirve karye 'nvitabhidhanam vede, tena saha kasyacit samban-
dhasyadarsanat. ucyate — samanyato yogyatavadharanam visesapratittav upaya ity adosah. yad
apy apurvam®, tad api karyam eveti drstacarakaryasambandham yat, tad yogyam ity avasiyate.
(*Emended to yad api apirvam from yad api tad apiirvam) (ibid., p. 391).
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— and thus, nothing could be commonly experienced as being connected to this
command. However, Salikanatha responds by explaining that the ascertainment of
compatibility in general (samanyatah) is the means for the cognition of the partic-
ular sentential meaning. Moreover, he explains that since the Vedic command is
indeed unknown through any other means of knowledge, something is ascertained

as compatible so long as it has a relation to known duties (drstacarakarya).

IV.6 Objections against CoD (vv.9¢cd-10)

In the following verse and half and the commentary thereon, Salikanatha puts forth

certain arguments against CoD.

IV.6.1 Conditions required even in CoD (v.9¢cd)

In v.9cd, Salikanatha states:

Even in the case of [unconnected] WMs, this causal apparatus
(samagri) [is required] to bring about the cognition of their con-

nection.>°

Thus, Salikanatha argues! that even in CoD where WMs cause one to cognize
their mutual connection, one must accept that it is the WMs as endowed with
expectation, proximity and compatibility alone which lead one to comprehend the
SM and nothing else, so as to justify the comprehension of a restricted (i.e. not
random) (pratiniyata) connection.>?2 Moreover, this claim cannot be refuted since
even according to the abhihitanvayavadin, the linguistic usage of elders conforms
to such usage of WMs. Thus, the fault of postulating the three conditions of
expectation, proximity and compatibility is common to both doctrines.

SOVM-I v.9cd: padarthesv api caivaisa samagry anvayabodhane (ibid., p. 391)

Slyasyapi mate  padartha evanyonyanvayam avagamayanti, tenapi  pra-
tiniyatanvayabodhasiddhyartham idam asrayaniyam eva — akanksasannidhiyogyatavanta
eva padartha vakayartham bodhayanti nanya iti.  etad eva katham iti paryanuyuktena
vrddhavyavahare tathadarSanad iti pariharo vacyah. tasmad ubhayapaksasadharanatvan nedam
disanam (ibid., p. 391).

52See V.13 for a discussion of the term pratiniyata.
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IV.6.2 The problem of postulating potencies in WMs rather
than words (v.10)

I1V.6.2.1 The potency of WMs is due to conjunction with words
(padasamsparsa), causing an additional potency of words

In v.10, Salikanatha states:53

However, such a potency of those [WMs] [to bring about the cog-
nition of their connection (see v.9cd)] is not seen if [WMSs] are
comprehended from another means of knowledge,

Such [potency] should be postulated [consequently] as being brought
about by their conjunction with words (padasamsparsa) which are

intended for [the denotation of] a particular meaning.

Thus, Salikanatha is arguing>* that WMs are not known to lead one to un-
derstand their mutual connection when they are cognized from any other means
of knowledge except language. Consequently, the potency to cause the compre-
hension of their mutual connection should be postulated of only WMs which are
denoted by words. Moreover, in order to account for such potency, its cause should
be admitted as being the conjunction of WMs with words (Sabdasamsparsa).>>

This is because words are seen being used commonly across different instances
of ordinary communication (lokavyavahara) in a manner such that they are dedi-

cated to conveying the cognitions of qualified (sentential) meanings (visistartha).

SBVM-I  v.10: kintu tesam  adrstaisa  Saktir  manantarad — gatau; kalpya
visistarthaparapadasamsparsabhavita (A. Sastri 1964, p. 391)

S4padarthanam hi Sabdad anyatah pramanat pratiyamananam anyonyanvayabodhakatvam
na pratitam iti, Sabdabhidheyanam tadavagamasaktih kalpayitavya. tasyas cotpat-
tau Sabdasamsparsa eva hetur ity asrayaniyam. Sabdo hi visSistarthapratipattiparataya
lokavyavaharesu prayujyamano drstah. na casau saksad vakyarthapratipadane samartha iti,
padarthan avantaravyaparikaroti. te ca yady anyonyanvayabodhane samarthah syuh, tada tesam
avantaravyaparata syan nanyatheti. visistarthavabodhaparasabdasamsparsad eva tesam esa Sak-
tir avirbhavatiti, Sabdasyapi padarthagatanvayabodhakatvasaktyadhanasaktir asrayaniya (ibid.,
p- 392).

55The term padasamsparsa is found only once in the VM-I, as used in v.10. However, the com-
mentary on this verse uses instead the term Sabdasamsparsa in two distinct sentences (in one place,
the commentary glosses the compound used in the verse visistarthaparapadasamsparsabhavita as
visistarthavabodhaparasabdasamsparsad . . . ). Sucarita refers to this same argument and uses the
term Sabdasamsparsa (see V.2.8 and V.3.8.1).
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And words are not capable of directly conveying the SM — hence they cause WMs
to become entities having an intermediate function (avantaravyapara) such that
they may lead to the cognition of the SM instead. Moreover, if one were to con-
sider these WMs as being capable of bringing about the cognition of their mutual
connection, then one must admit that these WMs have an intermediate function
only and nothing else.

Consequently, their potency manifests only from their conjunction with words
which are intended to cause the comprehension of a particular meaning. And thus,
one must admit even for words a potency to confer a further potency to WMs to

cause the comprehension of their connection.

1V.6.2.2 Firstrefutation of the Bhatta example of “‘a white horse is running”:

Additional means of knowledge (pramana) needed

The Bhatta opponent now attempts to refute this argument of potencies being
required in words to confer a further potency to the WMs by bringing forward
Kumarila’s example of “a white horse is running”>¢. The opponent tries to argue
that>7 such potency of words can only be postulated if WMs>8 ascertained (avaseya)
from means of knowledge other than language are unable to lead one to cognize
their connection. Yet, this is untrue as the WMs ‘white’, ‘horse’ and ‘running’ can
cause one to understand their mutual connection in the form of “a white horse is
running”, even when (as Kumarila says in his verse) there is no sentence present
(vakyavinirmukta).

In this example, the Bhatta argues that the quality ‘white’ is directly perceived
(pratyaksadrsta) and is such that its specific substratum (asrayavisesa) is not

determined; the substance ‘horse’ is inferred (anumita) from the directly perceived

56SV  Vak. vv.358-359a:  pasyatah Svetam arupam hresasabdam ca Srnvatah;
khuraniksepasabdam ca Sveto ’$§vo dhavatiti dhih; drsta vakyavinirmukta
Slsyad evam — yadi manantaravaseyanam — padarthanam — anyonyanvayavagame

samarthyam na syat. asti tu tat SvaityasyanavadharitasrayaviSesasya pratyaksadrstasya,
asvasyapratipannagunavisesasya pratyaksahresasabdanumitasya padaniksepasSabdanumitasya
ajnatakartrbhedasya dhavanasya Sveto ’Svo dhavatity anvayabodhakatvadarsanat. (A. Sastri
1964, p. 392)

58This is an instance demonstrating the ambiguity of the term artha, which can refer to meaning
as well as object. As explained in previous chapters, I translate this as WM even while bearing in
mind this dual sense of the term.
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sounds of neighing even as no specific quality (gunavisesa) of the horse is cognized;
while the action of ‘running’ is such that is is inferred (anumita) from the sounds

of the feet pounding upon the ground even as its agent (kartr) is unknown.

Nevertheless, the Prabhakara Siddhantin argues that in this example, one can
experience the complex SM cognition “the white horse is running” only if one
ascertains that the sounds of neighing (from which ‘horse’ is inferred) as well the
sounds of the pounding hooves (from which ‘running’ is inferred) have the same

substratum as the directly perceived ‘white’ (§vaityasamanasraya).

He explains>® that if the complex SM cognition “the white horse is running”
arises for someone by whom the place (apadana) from which the sounds of
neighing and the movement of the feet arise is not correctly ascertained — then
there arises a contradiction in cognition for him. This is because he has an
understanding in the following way: “In this place, since there is neighing there
should certainly be a horse, and since there are the sounds of hooves there should

be something running”.

In this case, he first settles upon the clippety-clop (tankara) sounds of hooves
as being related to the horse on the basis of his expertise gained through repeated
observation (abhyasapatava), and thereafter, he infers the rapid motion (gati) as
residing in the horse. However, it is not that he will first cognize only that motion
of something running and will then comprehend its connection to that horse by
means of the WMs.

Subsequently, one who determines that in that place, there can be nothing apart

yadi tavad apratyakalitahresadhvanipadaviharanirghosapadanasyety — ucyate®, — tada
pratitivirodhah. sa hy evam pratipadyate — bhavitavyam asmin deSe niinam asvena, bhavitavyan
ca kenacid dhavateti. athasvasambandhinam eva khuraputatankararavam abhyasapatavavasad
avaiti, tadasav asvavartinim eva vegavatim gatim anuminotiti, na punah kevalam evavagamya
tasyanvayam padarthasamarthyenavabuddhyate. yo ’pi tasmin deSe nasty anyo ’‘Svad
iti niScitya pariSesyad, apadanadhyavasaye ’pi  hresadhvaneh $vaityasamanadhikaranam
asvatvam apy adhyavasyati, tasyapi grhabhave iva** bahirbhavavagatav arthapattih
yo ’yam Svetah, sa eso ’‘Svah ity atra pramanam. yas tu Svaityasamanadhikaranau
hresadhvanikhuraputatankarav adhyavasyati, tasyapy asvatve vegavati ca gamane Svetavartiny
evanumanam, na svatantrayoh. atah pramanantarenasambaddhavabhatanam padarthanam
na kvacid anyonyasambandhabodhakatvam anumanarthapattivyatirekena pratitam. (A. Sastri
1964, pp. 392-393) (*MK: apratyakalitahresadhvanipadaviharanirghosah na syur ity ucy-
ate; C: apratyakalitahresadhvanipadaviharanirghosah pada na syur ity ucyate) (¥**BHU:
grhabhavadarsanam iva; C: vigrahabhava iva)
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from a horse — as a consequence (parisesyat),®° since it is also ascertained that
a horse is the place from which the sound of neighing arises, he ascertains the
horse-universal (asvatva) as also having the same substrate as the quality ‘white’.
Thus, even for him, postulation (arthapatti) is the means of knowledge in his
thinking that “that which is white must be this very horse” — just as one postulates
that Devadatta is outside the house when one notices that Devadatta is not in the
house.

However, for one who ascertains the sounds of neighing and the pounding of
hooves as having a common substrate with the quality ‘white’, he infers the the
horse-universal and the rapid motion of running as related to that which is white —
and not these two as independent of each other. Hence, Salikanatha argues that the
ability of WMs, which manifest as unrelated through other means of knowledge,
to lead to the understanding of their mutual connection is sometimes not cognized

as distinct from inference and postulation.

1V.6.2.3 A second refutation: What type of veridical knowledge (pramana)
is the complex (SM) cognition classified as?

The Prabhakara Siddhantin further objects that if it is argued that the connection
between the WMs is understood on the basis of the cognition of the unconnected
WDMs alone, then one must additionally explain what type of knowledge (pramana)
such a complex understanding (“‘a white horse is running”) would be classified as.

He argues that®! that if the understanding of the mutual connection of the

WNMs arises from the mere cognition of the unconnected WMs alone — then one

%0 Among the different classifications of inference (anumana) in Nyaya, one is its three-fold
classification into purvavat, Sesavat and samanyatodrsta. The Sesavat form of inference is also
termed as pariSesa, see Vatsyayana’s Nyayabhasya (NBh) on Nyayasitra 1.1.5: Sesavan nama
parisesah (Nyaya-Tarkatirtha 1936, p. 155). This is a form of inference whereby one infers the
unperceived cause from a perceived effect (Chatterjee and Datta 1939, p. 218). Hence, by the term
parisesyat, Salikanatha may also be referring here to this specific type of inference. However, I
have considered above the general meaning of the term.

Slapi ca yadi padarthavagatimatrad eva parasparanvayavagamah, tadda kasmin pramane
tasyantarbhava iti vacyam? na tavac chabde sabdabhavat. padarthabhidhanavantaravyaparena
hi yac chabdad anvayajianam, tac chabdam ity esa vo raddhantah. tasman nasya
Sabde ’ntarbhavah. pramanantarabhyupagame tu Sabdasyocchedah Sabdavagatapadarthavisaye
'pi tasyaiva pramanyaprasangat.  tasmac chabdabhihitanam padarthanam anyatradrstam
vakyarthabodhanasamarthyam kalpayitavyam. tadadhanasaktis ca Sabdanam apiti. (A. Sastri
1964, pp. 393-394)
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must explain as to what type of veridical knowledge (pramana) that understanding
would be classified as.

First of all, it could not be classified as linguistic knowledge — since there is no
language here (i.e. the WMs ‘white’, ‘horse’ and ‘running’ are perceived without
the use of language). According to CoD, only that knowledge of a connection
can be considered linguistic which comes about from language by means of the
intermediate activity of the denotation of the WMs. Consequently, this cannot be
classified as linguistic knowledge.

However, if one admits another type of veridical knowledge (say, ‘X’ in this
case), then the knowledge of the connection of WMs will no longer be linguistic
— since there will be the absurd conclusion that X will be the type of veridical
knowledge even with regard to the WMs understood from language.

Thus, argues Salikanatha, one must postulate a capability of WMs which are
denoted by language for causing one to understand the SM, such that this capacity
is not seen elsewhere. And one must postulate also the capacity of words for

conferring that capability to WMs.

IV.6.3 The ‘endless correlates’ argument does not lead to infi-

nite potencies for a word

The Bhatta opponent now once again reinvokes his criticism regarding the endless
correlates that result for the Prabhakara Siddhantin (see IV.4.1). He argues that®?
the Siddhantin must postulate endless potencies (Sakti) for a word (say, cow), with
each potency conveying the cognition of the word’s own meaning (say, WM ‘cow’)
as connected with a possible correlate (say, the WMs ‘bring’, ‘fetch’, etc.) — and
since there are endless possible correlates, there will be endless potencies for each
word. On the contrary, in CoD, each word has a single potency for denoting a
single meaning.

However, the Siddhantin refutes this by arguing instead that: 63

82nanv anantapratiyogyanvitasvarthabodhanavisaya ananta eva Sabdasya Saktayah kalpayi-
tavyah syuh. abhihitanvayavade tv ekasminn arthe ekasya Sabdasyaikaiva Saktir iti. (A. Sastri

1964, p. 394)
®3tan na. ekayaivakarnksitasannihitayogyarthanvitasvarthabhidhanasaktya pratiyogib-
hedena karyabhedopapattes caksuradinam iva. caksur yathaivaikaya darsanasaktya
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This [argument of yours] is not true — since the distinction
in the effects [produced by a word (namely, the cognitions of dis-
tinct connected meanings denoted by the same word)] is justified
(karyabhedopapatti) due to the distinction in correlates, on the basis
of a singular potency for the denotation of the word’s own meaning
(svartha) as connected to expected, proximate and compatible coun-
terparts — as is the case for the sense of sight (caksus). Just as sight
brings about distinct cognitions due to the distinction in its accompa-
nying correlates of pot, etc. on the basis of a single potency for vision
— in the same way then must it be admitted that even language (i.e. a
word) (Sabda) [brings about distinct cognitions] due to the distinction

in its correlates.%4

IV.6.4 A criticism of the Bhatta conception of laksana
IV.6.4.1 A presentation of the Bhatta doctrine

The VM-I also presents the Bhatta conception of the role of laksana in SM de-
notation, and thereafter criticizes the same. Salikanatha explains that65 Kumarila
admits of all SM as being indirectly denoted (laksanika), and thus refuses to
postulate of WMs a potency to lead to the cognition of their connection. Such
reasoning is based on the argument that a WM is denoted as being unconnected
(ananvitavastha), and it indirectly denotes its condition of being connected (an-
vitavastha) as this condition is related to it (svasambandhin). Due to the relation
between a condition (avastha) and the entity possessing the condition (avasthavat),
when the latter is denoted, even the former is cognized. In all cases, it is admitted

that when one related entity (sambandhin) is seen, a cognition of the other related

ghatadipratiyogisahayabhedaj jiianani bhinnani janayati, tatha Sabdo ’pi pratiyogibhedad iti man-
tavyam. (ibid., p. 394)

64See 11.3.4.

SSvartikakaramisras tu  laksanikan  sarvavakyarthan —icchantah  padarthanam — an-
vayavabodhasaktikalpanam nirakurvanti. —ananvitavastho hi padartho 'bhihito ’nvitavastham
svasambandhinim laksayati. avasthavasthavator hi sambandhat, avasthavaty abhihite, bhavaty
evavasthapi buddhistha. sarvatra ca sambandhini drste sambandhyantare buddhir bhavatiti
kiptam eva. tena nasti padanam anvitabodhane Saktikalpaneti (A. Sastri 1964, pp. 395-396) (see
1.2.2).
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entity comes about. Thus, one need not postulate of words their potency to convey
the connected SM as in DoC.
Salikanatha also quotes from Kumarila’s (lost) Brhattika to corroborate his

presentation of Kumarila’s view:66

According to us, the sentential meaning is indirectly denoted in every

case.

Salikanatha also explains that according to the Bhattas, the concept of indirect
denotation (laksana) does not mandate the abandonment of the word’s own mean-
ing (svarthaparityaga). Thus, it is not the case that indirect denotation comes
about only in sentences such as gangayam ghosah (a village on the Ganga), where
a word (here, ganga) relinquishes its own meaning (here, the ‘river Ganga’) and
instead conveys another (here, ‘gangatira’ — the ‘bank of the Ganga’). Accord-
ing to the Bhattas, there are instances of indirect denotation in sentences such as
paurnamasim yajate, where the word paurnamast does not only express a particu-
lar sacrifice (yagavacana) but in fact indirectly denotes an aggregate of sacrifices
(vagasamudayalaksanartha). Thus, in such cases, the word does not abandon its

own meaning, but nevertheless indirectly denotes a different meaning.

IV.6.4.2 A criticism of this Bhatta conception

However, Salikanatha rejects this reliance on indirect denotation to explain SM
cognition. He explains that®? in sentences such as gangayam ghosah, it is im-
possible to connect (anvayasambhava) the WM ‘ganga’ within the SM. Thus,
one abandons this WM ‘garga’, and ascertains instead the WM ‘kula’ (bank of
the river), etc. as being connected within the SM (vakyarthanvayin) since its
mental proximity is grasped on account of its relation to the WM ‘ganga’. Thus,
Salikanatha argues that indirect denotation comes about due to logical impossibil-

ity (anupapatti) as well as a relation (sambandha). In contrast, in sentences such

S6vakyartho laksyamano hi sarvatraiveti nah sthitih (A. Sastri 1964, p. 396)

STgangayam ghosa ityadisu Srautasya gangapadarthasya vakyarthe ’nvayasambhavat, tam
parityajya tatsambandhal labdhabuddhisannidheh kuladyarthasya vakyarthanvayitadhyavasiyate.
ata evahuh — anupapattya, sambandhena ca laksana bhavatiti. iha ca gamanayetyadau na
Srautasyarthasyanvayayogyatvam (ibid., p. 399).
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as gam anaya (bring the cow), it is not the case that the directly expressed WM
is incompatible for being connected within the SM. Consequently, Salikanatha
asserts that the Bhattas are not justified in resorting to indirect denotation in order

to explain SM cognition.

IV.7 Three reasons to accept words and not WMs as
denoting SM (v.11)

Salikanatha now presents three reasons to favour the choice of words as denotative
of SM rather than WMs. In v.11, he states:¢®

Since [words] are first [cognized] (prathamya), since they are the
agents of denotation, and since they are known as being intended
for that [SM],

It is better to admit that potency [to bring about the cognition of SM

(see v.9cd)] as belonging to words alone [and not to WMs].

IV.7.1 Words as first cognized

The Siddhantin argues®® that words occur first (prathamabhavin) in contrast to
WMs which occur only subsequent to them, and thus it is incorrect to overlook
the words and admit instead the potency in WMs. Furthermore, it is indisputable
(nirvivada) that words are the agents of denotation. Thus, their capacity for
denotation is fully agreed upon by all, and hence it is easy (sukara) to postulate
them as extending up to the connection (i.e. SM) as well (anvayaparyanta).

On the other hand, the Siddhantin argues that the capacity of WMs to cause
the comprehension of SM can only be postulated. Hence, in accordance with

the principle that ‘it is (conceptually) more economical to postulate a quality

68VM-I v.11: prathamyad abhidhatrtvat tatparyavagamad api; padanam eva sa Saktir varam
abhyupagamyatam (ibid., p. 400)

prathamabhavini padany atilanghya narthesu vakyarthabodhanasaktir asrayitum yukta. kiii
ca padani tavad abhidhayakaniti nirvivadam. tena tesam abhidhanasaktih sampratipannaiveti,
tasya evanvayaparyantata kalpayitum sukara. padarthanan tu bodhanasaktir eva kalpya. tena
dharmikalpanato varam dharmakalpana laghiyasity anvitabhidhanasaktih padanam eva kalpayi-
tum ucita (ibid., p. 400).
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rather than a substance possessing that quality’, it is more suitable to postulate the

capacity for the denotation of a connected meaning of words only.

IV.7.2 Words as agents of denotation

Words are admitted by both, the Prabhakara Siddhantin as well as the Bhatta
opponent, as denoting meaning — the only dispute being whether they denote SM
or WM. In this regard, the Siddhantin argues’ that if it is accepted that words
deliver (adha-) a cognition of the isolated WM only, then one will be forced to
relinquish the ability of words to denote meaning. This is because a cognition
of an isolated WM arises due to the awakening of its corresponding mnestic
trace (samskaronmesa) — such a mnestic trace being brought into existence at the
time when the relation between the word and its meaning is learnt, and hence by

definition, this mnestic trace is a conveyor of its WM.

Moreover, one cannot argue that the relation between a word and its WM is
remembered in a manner different from the WM’s own memory — since most
certainly, one must accept that in order to establish the memory of the relation,
there will have to come about the awakening (udbodha) of the mnestic trace which
causes the memory of the WM, one of the two related entities (sambandhin)

partaking of this relation.

Thus, Salikanatha argues, words can only be accepted as denoting any meaning,
if it is accepted that they convey a connected SM which is not understood at the
time the word’s relation to its WM is learnt. And one who accepts such a status of

words must also admit of words denoting a connected meaning.

Okii  ca  padany  abhidhayakanisyante, tatra  yadi  svariipamatravisayam
eva padarthabuddhim  adadhyuh,  tadapy  abhidhayakata  hiyeta tasya  buddheh
sambandhagrahanasamayajatapadarthabodhakasamskaronmesaprabhavatvat. avasyam hi
sambandhasmaranasiddhyartham sambandhibhutarthasmaranasamskarodbodho ’ngikaraniyah.
tasmat sambandhagrahanasamayanadhigatanvitarthapratipadanabhyupagama eva Sabdanam
abhidhayakateti, tam angikurvata padanam anvitabhidhayakatasrayaniya. (A. Sastri 1964,
pp- 400-401)
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IV.7.3 Words as being intent on conveying SM

Finally, the Siddhantin also quotes from Kumarila’s own works in order to refute
the Bhatta opponent’s claim of words denoting WM and not reminding one of the
WM.

A word cannot be distinguished from an entity which causes the
recollection of another (smaraka) since it does not convey anything
additional [to what has already been understood from other means

of knowledge].
The Siddhantin also quotes from SV Vak. v.248ab:72

The speech-unit expressing the efficient force (bhavana) reminds one

of that [efficient force], as in ordinary communication.

Yet, the Siddhantin opposes such a view also where the ability of the words for
denotation is reduced to their ability to merely cause a recollection. In opposition
to such a view, he presents the third argument — namely that words are known as
being intended for that SM. The Siddhantin argues’ that one who accepts words
as simply reminding one of the WMs must certainly accept that words are only
meant for the SM cognition — else, there will be the absurd conclusion of SM
becoming non-linguistic (asabdatva).

Moreover, he argues’ that those who consider the ability of words to denote
WDMs as different from their ability to remind would actually be postulating three
potencies. The first would be the words’ potency to denote WM, another would be
their potency to additionally confer to WMs the potency to lead to the understanding

of their mutual connection, while the third would be the potency of WMs to cause

718V Sabdapariccheda v.107ab: padam abhyadhikabhavat smarakan na visisyate

72bhavanavacanas tavat tam smarayati lokavat

T3yenapi vadina padanam  smarakatvam eva  padarthesv — angikrtam,  so  pi
vakyathapratipattiparatam padanam abhyupaity eva, anyatha vakyarthasyasabdatvaprasangah.
(A. Sastri 1964, p. 401)

T4tena  padarthesu  padanam  smarakatvatiriktam — ye  ’'bhidhayakatvam  ahuh,
tesam  Saktitrayakalpana. eka tavat padanam abhidhayakatvasaktih, apara ca
padarthagatanvayabodhanasaktyadhanasaktih, padarthanai  canvayajiiapanasaktir  iti.

smarakatvavadinas tv abhidhanasaktim hitva Saktidvayakalpanalaghavat, uktenaiva nyayena
padanam eva Saktikalpanaya ucitatvat, anvitabhidhayini padaniti sthapitam. (ibid., p. 401)
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the knowledge of their connection. On the other hand, one who accepts words as
simply reminding one of their WMs, he would relinquish the potency of words to
denote their WM (i.e. the first potency for the opponent) and would postulate only

two potencies instead.

IV.8 How does DoC work? (v.12)

IV.8.1 The three-step process of SM denotation

In the next few verses and the commentary thereon (vv.12-17), Salikanatha explains
how the process of anvitabhidhana comes about i.e. how exactly do words denote
the connected meaning. In doing so, he endeavours to refute the fault of mutual
dependence (ifaretarasraya) which had been presented by the Bhatta opponent in
IV.4.2. First of all in v.12, the Siddhantin lays down the multiple steps involved in
the process of SM cognition according to DoC:7>

The entire composite of words (padajata) which has been heard (Sruta)
causes the memories of their unconnected [word-]meanings to
arise (smaritananvitarthaka);

The vacanavyakti’® [of this composite of words then arises] as
brought about by linguistic principles (nyayasampaditavyakti),
subsequent to which (pascar) the words cause the SM cognition
(vakyarthabodhaka).

Hence, this verse outlines the three-step sequential process of SM denotation
according to DoC. Once the words comprising the sentence are directly heard, they
cause the distinct memories of their unconnected WMs to come about (step one);
subsequent to which their vacanavyakti is brought about according to linguistic
principles (step two) — and it is only then (pascat) that SM cognition comes about
(step three).””

SVM-1v.12: padajatam Srutam sarvam smaritananvitarthakam; nyayasampaditavyakti pascad
vakyarthabodhakam (A. Sastri 1964, p. 401)

76See 1V.8.8 for a reference to and discussion of the commentatorial gloss of vyakti as va-
canavyakti. As will be shown subsequently, this term has a specialised meaning in DoC and I
prefer to keep it untranslated.

77The three-step process of SM denotation forms the basis of DoC. These steps, along with the
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IV.8.2 Two types of memories in the first step

In the commentary to v.12, the Siddhantin explains further the first step (the role
of memory) of the three-step process described above. He explains that’® one who
has not comprehended the relation between a word and its meaning, and another
for whom the mnestic traces (samskara) arising after comprehending this relation
between a word and its meaning has either not been produced or has perished —

such persons will not be entitled (adhikr-) to SM cognition.

On the other hand, one whose mnestic trace arising from comprehending the
relation between a word and its meaning is not unimpaired — such a person hears
the composite of words and certainly recalls the following: ‘Each of these words
is expressive (vacaka) of its isolated WM as connected (anvita) to a correlate
(pratiyogin) which is expected, proximate and compatible.” And in this way, for
the one who is having such a recollection — he most certainly also recalls the
unconnected WM (ananvita), which is the isolated form (svaripa) of those WMs

which are participating in the connection (anvayabhay).

Thus, the Siddhantin is arguing here that two types of memories arise when
one hears the words of a sentence: the memory that each word denotes a connected
SM, as well as the memory of each word’s unconnected WM. Hence, that which

is the isolated form of the WM is always known as being part of a connection.

consequent discussion on the two types of memories involved (see IV.8.2), indicate three aspects
of this process of SM denotation — (i) the complexity of the process of SM denotation (including
as it does within itself other cognitive processes of the listener, including memory);

(ii) the consequent chronological extension of this process of SM denotation, since the process
must be accepted as temporally continuing over at least the three instants corresponding to the
three steps identified in v.12;

(iii) the unambiguous start and end points of the process, commencing as it does with words which
are directly heard, and ceasing once the SM cognition arises subsequently (see 1.4.2).

"8yas tavad agrhitasambandhabh, yasya ca sambandhagrahanasamskaro
notpannah  pradhvasto va sa  vakyarthapratipattau  nadhikriyate. yas  tv
anapabhrastasambandhagrahanasamskarah, sa padam Srutva nunam tavad idam smarati
— idam idam* asyakanksitasannihitayogyapratiyogyanvitasya vacakam iti. evai ca smarata
smrtam eva ananvitam api svarupam anavayabhdajam. (A. Sastri 1964, p. 402) (*BHU: idam, MK
& C: idam idam)
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IV.8.3 Role of distinct WM memories even in CoD

The Siddhantin argues that the pivotal role of the distinct WM memories cannot be
denied in the process of SM cognition, and this is true also in CoD. He explains
that even for the abhihitanvayavadin, there can be no cognition of the SM so
long as the second word does not present (upasthapay-) the second WM to the
mind. This is because the unconnected WM, which for the Bhatta causes one
to cognize the connection (i.e. SM), expects another WM, since a connection
needs correlates. Thus, even for him, it should be admitted that all words denote
their own unconnected WMs, and thereafter, SM cognition arises from all of these
recollected (smrtyaridha) WMs.

Moreover, the Siddhantin also puts forward a quote from Kumarila’s Brhattika
admitting to the important role of memory in the process of SM cognition.

Kumarila says here: 80

According to us, since even these [WMs] certainly do not lead one to
cognize SM if [the WMs] are not recollected (asmrta),

The nature of being a means of knowledge (pramanata) is present
in those very aggregated (samhata) memories of the [WMs]

(tatsmarana).

The Siddhantin points out that this verse is explanatory of Sabara’s definition
of the sentence as found in the SBh on PMS 3.3.14,8! and he quotes the definition
here: “once they have been aggregated (samhatya), the words denoting the meaning

(artha) are the sentence.”’82

na caikapadasravane vakyarthavagatir iti kaScin manyate. abhihitanvayavadino
'pi yavat padantaram  arthantaram  nopasthapayati — tavad — anvayavagamo — nasti,
padarthasyanvayavabodhinah  padarthantarapeksatvat,  pratiyogisapeksatvad — anvayasya.
atas tanmate ’pi sarvapadair ananvitasvartha abhidhaniyah. paScat tebhyah sarvebhyah
smrtyarildhebhyo vakyarthapratipattir angikaraniya. (A. Sastri 1964, p. 402)

80te ’pi naivasmrta yasmad vakyartham gamayanti nah; tasmat tatsmaranesv eva samhatesu
pramanata (ibid., p. 402)

8lata eva tatrabhavata acaryasya vakyalaksanam samhatyartham abhidadhati padani vakyam
iti. (ibid., p. 402)

82See II1.4 for a discussion of the hermeneutic differences in the KT and VM-I relating to this
definition by Sabara.
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IV.8.4 An example to substantiate the role of memory

Nevertheless, given this three-step process of v.12 (as in IV.8.1 and IV.8.2 above),
an objection is now posed by the Bhatta opponent regarding the viability of the
same. He asks®3 specifically about how SM cognition comes about according to
DoC if there are intermediate steps required for SM cognition (as in v.12). The
Bhatta explains the reason for his objection — when the SM is not understood by
means of a word directly heard, it cannot manifest (avabhas-) once that word has
disappeared (antarhita) i.e. after the next three steps of the process of v.12 have
been completed.

As is indicated by v.12, the process of SM denotation presented by the
Siddhantin is complex (i.e. includes within itself other cognitive processes, in-
cluding memory) and also chronologically extended in time.84 Thus, the question
by the opponent here is about the intermediate cognitive processes (especially of
memory) of the listener which are required according to the three-steps and which
thus separate (in time) the hearing of words from the arising of SM. In response
then, the Prabhakara Siddhantin argues that distinct memories (say, of unconnected
WDMs) can indeed aid in the cognition of something altogether disparate (i.e. SM),
in accordance with v.12 above — and this too is something accepted even by the
Bhatta.

In order to argue thus, the Siddhantin presents® the example of the Vedic
words learnt in childhood. He explains that the Vedas are learnt during childhood
(balyadasadhita), but their meanings are not ascertained initially. Rather, once one
has subsequently gained the thorough knowledge of the Vedic six auxiliary disci-
plines (arnigaparijiiana), thereafter one commonly experiences cognizing meaning
from the Vedas even though they are remembered (smrtad api vedat).

Thus in this process, which is commonly experienced by all — including the

Bhatta, it is not the case that the terminal phonemes of the Vedic words directly

83nanv anvitabhidhanavadinam katham vakyarthapatipattih. Srilyamanena hi padena yo ’rtho
navabodhitah, sa katham antarhite tasminn avabhaseta. (A. Sastri 1964, p. 402)

84See 1.4.2.

85abhihitanvayavadino 'pi nayam niyamah — Srityamana eva
purvapirvavarnajanitasamskarasahito ’ntyo varnah padarthapratipadaka iti, balyadasadhitat
praganavadhrtarthad angaparijiianasamskarat pascat smrtad api vedad arthavagamadarsanat.
tena smrtyariidhasyavagamakatvam adosah. (A. Sastri 1964, p. 402)
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heard (§rit-) convey the WM even in the first instance (say, during childhood),
as assisted by the mnestic traces engendered by the preceding phonemes in the
word. Consequently, Salikanatha concludes, one must accept that there is no fault
in admitting that recollected entities can aid in the cognition of something else
(avagamaka). In other words, Salikanatha demonstrates that it is not logically
incongruous to accept that memories (for instance, of unconnected WMs as stated
in step 2 of the process) can aid in the cognition of another (in this case, SM).
Moreover, the Siddhantin concludes by returning to the opponent’s objection.
He now states that admitting the assistance of memory is not a fault for the following

reason:38¢

Surely, since the denotation [by a word] of a connected mean-
ing (anvitabhidhana) requires correlates (pratiyogisapeksa), the [con-
nected] meaning is not denoted at first (prak) by the heard (sru-) word
since there are no counterparts available (sahakariviraha).®” Rather,
[the connected meaning] is denoted (abhidhiyate) [by the word] only
subsequently (pascat) [once the counterparts become available] —

what is logically incongruous here?

IV.8.5 Two points arising from this example

This example presented above raises some doubts whose resolution is crucial to
the understanding of DoC. Moreover, the example also helps to elucidate some
important aspects of the doctrine and thereby contrast them with the opposing

Bhatta theory. Following are two key points:

IV.8.5.1 Distinguishing denotation of SM from the cognition of something

based entirely on memory

The phrase used in the example is smrtad api vedat — so we must understand that
in the context of the example, one remembers later in adult life Vedic words (and

sentences) which were memorized during childhood and upon recalling them, one

86§ricyamanena hi padena pratiyogisapeksatvad anvitabhidhanasya prak sahakarivirahad artho
nabhihitah, pascad abhidhiyata iti kim anupapannam. (A. Sastri 1964, p. 402)
87Counterparts (sahakarin) are the same as correlates (pratiyogin).
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cognizes their meanings. This leads to the following question — is Salikanatha
thus claiming that remembered words can lead to SM cognition by means of the
intermediate steps as in v.12 (i.e. through the memory of the unconnected WMs
and the subsequent determination of their vacanavyakti)? What this question
means in the context of the example is the following: In the case of the individual
who memorized Vedic words and sentences as a child and who remembers these
subsequently in adult life thereby comprehending SM — for such an individual,
is the Siddhantin asserting that his SM comprehension in adult life from these
remembered Vedic words is also a case of denotation?

If so, then this leads one to the conclusion that in this doctrine, not only
unconnected WMs but even words are recollected, which then denote SM. This
makes DoC seem quite convoluted and tedious, not to mention that it also violates
the three-steps of v.12 (according to which only WMs are remembered, not words)
— and hence, it does not seem that this would be Salikanatha’s proposal.

Consider also once again the Siddhantin’s concluding statement, where he had

said (as quoted in the previous section): 88

...the [connected] meaning is not denoted (abhihita) at first
(prak) by the heard (sru-) word since there are no counterparts avail-
able (sahakariviraha). Rather, [the connected meaning] is denoted
(abhidhiyate) [by the word] only subsequently (pascat) [once the
counterparts become available] — thus, what is logically incongruent

in this argument?

What exactly does Salikanatha mean here? Does he mean that in the subsequent
moment (pascat), words are resurrected through memory and it is then that they
denote SM? Once again, this leads to the convoluted doctrine of having words as
well as WMs being recollected and the SM being denoted by remembered words.

Rather, I would contend that such SM cognized from remembered words should
not be considered as a case of denotation. The reason for this is that, as is declared in
v.12 (see IV.8.1), words which are heard (sru-) commence the process of denotation
with, as Salikanatha states here, the SM finally being denoted (abhidhiyate) only

88§rityamanena hi padena . .. prak sahakarivirahad artho nabhihitah, pascad abhidhiyata iti
kim anupapannam.

123



subsequently (pascat) (i.e. when the three-step process is completed). Moreover,
this maintains the contrast of having the SM being denoted (abhihita) at the very

moment of hearing the words.8°

It thus seems to me that what Salikanatha means by this general phrase smrtad
api vedat is not contradictory with the process of SM denotation as outlined in v.12.
In this example, Vedic words are indeed remembered — and thus, the process of
cognizing SM from these cannot be classified as denotation, since the latter must
necessarily commence with heard (sruta) words. Thus, the conclusion here is that
the two instances of SM being cognized from words which are heard and those

which are remembered are two separate cases of gaining knowledge.

IV.8.5.2 Contrast with the Bhatta example of ‘“‘a white horse is running”

The example as presented here is of individuals who remember only words and
not WMs, since only Vedic words and sentences are memorized during childhood
without any reference to their meanings. This is a distinctive feature of Vedic
learning and presents an interesting situation of an individual cognizing only
words and sentences, without any WMs or SM — a situation which may perhaps

have few parallels in the modern world.

Moreover, this example by Salikanatha can perhaps be directly contrasted with
Kumarila’s example of “the white horse is running”. This Bhatta example had been
presented and refuted by the Siddhantin earlier (IV.6.2.2 and 1V.6.2.3). In their
example, the Bhattas point out the case of someone who cognizes WMs without
their words — the reality of such an instance is admitted by the Prabhakaras as
well, and the Bhattas use such a case to corroborate their theory of CoD. However,
the Prabhakara Siddhantin had rejected the Bhatta argument on multiple grounds,
and (perhaps almost as a response!) he offers an example of his own where words
are cognized without WMs, an instance admitted also by the Bhattas which the

Siddhantin uses to corroborate DoC instead.

89This sentence by the Siddhantin also corroborates the other point about this process of de-
notation being chronologically extended in time (see 1.4.2). As is mentioned here, the SM is not
denoted (abhihita) at the moment of hearing the words, rather it is denoted (abhidhiyate) only
subsequently.
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IV.8.6 No fault of synonymy in DoC

The Siddhantin now considers and refutes the accusation of synonymy resulting in
DoC. The objection as put forth by the Bhatta opponent is as follows:°° In DoC,
there comes about the fault that in sentences such as gam anaya (bring the cow),
all words become synonyms (paryayata). This is because just as the word cow
denotes its own WM as connected with ‘the action of bringing’, in the same manner
will the word bring also denote its own WM as connected with the meaning ‘cow’.

However, the Siddhantin responds by arguing®! that there are in fact two
meanings — the meaning ‘cow’ (gotva) (which refers to the cow-universal) as
connected to ‘the action of bringing’, and ‘the action of bringing” as connected to
the meaning ‘cow’. Thus, since each word denotes a distinct meaning, the fault of

synonymy cannot come about.

IV.8.7 Principle of tantra prevents syntactic split in DoC

The Bhatta opponent now puts forth another objection, that of possible syntactic
split (vakyabheda) in DoC. In doing so, he quotes the example from the SBh on
the Arunadhikarana PMS 3.1.12 arunaya pingaksayaikahayanya somam krinati
(One purchases soma by means of a one-year old, tawny-eyed, red [calf]).

In the SBh, this example is presented to explain that the relation between
the substance and the quality in the sentence arises because of the verb. In the
long discussion on this example, the SBh concludes®? by explaining that the verb
(here, purchasing) is primary (pradhana) whereas the substance and the quality
in the sentence are accessories (guna). Consequently, it is the latter two which
are enjoined (upadis-) for the action of buying (the primary element) and not vice
versa.

In the VM-I, the Bhatta objects that93 in a sentence such as that in the SBh,

Onanv evam gam anayetyadau parasparaparyayata sarvasabdanam syat. yatha gam ity
anenanayatyanvitabhidhanam, tathanayety anenapi gavanvitabhidhanam iti. (A. Sastri 1964,
p- 403)

lucyate — dvayv etav arthau, yad anayananvitam gotvam, gavanvitai canayanam iti. tenaikaike-
naikaikasyarthasyabhidhanat kutah paryayatvaprasangah. (ibid., p. 403)

92§Bh on on PMS 3.1.12: krayasya hi dravyarunimanav upadisyete, na krayas tayoh. na ca
pradhanam pratigunam bhidyate, pratipradhanam hi guno bhidyata iti. (Apate 1930, p. 397)

93nanu krinatyarthasyarunyadyanekarthanvitabhidhanad avrttilaksano vakyabhedah syat. (A.
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a syntactic split consisting in repetition (avrtti) would come about according to
DoC. This is because the verb denotes its own meaning (here, the action of buying)
as connected to several other meanings (here, red, one-year old calf, etc.)

Thus, the Bhatta argues that syntactic split would result according to the
Prabhakara theory since the meaning of the verb would be repeated multiple times
to connect individually with the remaining WMSs in the sentence. Perhaps the
Bhatta is thus considering the sequential process of DoC that had been explained
by the Prabhakara in IV.5.2.2 and IV.5.2.5, and is arguing that the repetition of the
verb at each stage leads to the syntactic split of the sentence.%*

However, the Siddhantin refutes this argument by stating:®>

No, due to the utterance [of the verb] in accordance with the
principle of tantra (i.e. since the utterance of the verb is centralized
and applies to all others equally).®® And if there is [truly] a difference
[between two speech-units] (vairipya), then since [the application of ]
the principle of rantra would not be justified, a syntactic split [between

the two speech-units] would [correctly] come about.

IV.8.8 The second step of determining the vacanavyakti

The Siddhantin now explains the second step of the process of SM denotation,
mentioned in v.12%7 as “the vacanavyakti [of this composite of words then arises]
as brought about by linguistic principles (nyayasampaditavyakti)”. Salikanatha
does not explicitly define what he means by vacanavyakti, but he discusses this in
two places — in the verse itself (v.12), and in two sentences in the commentary.
Consider first the verse.® In the verse, the term nyayasampaditavyakti is
an exocentric compound (bahuvrihi) qualifying the term padajatam — i.e. the

group of words comprising the sentence have their vyakti effected by linguistic

Sastri 1964, pp. 403-404)
94The argumentation in the KT follows a similar structure. See I1.2 for a discussion.
9na, tantroccaranat. vairiupye ca tantratanupapatter vakyabhedah syat. A. Sastri (1964, p.404)
96See Freschi and Pontillo (2013) on the concept of tantra and avrtti in Mimamsa.
97See IV.8.1.
BVM-1v.12: padajatam Srutam sarvam smaritananvitarthakam; nyayasampaditavyakti pascad
vakyarthabodhakam
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principles (nyayasampadita). Moreover, it is stated that SM arises after (pascat)
this vyakti has been determined. Thus, the conclusion from this seems to be that
the vacanavyakti refers to a stage prior to the arising of the signified SM, while
also being subsequent to the words which were uttered (and disappeared instantly)
—hence, it may perhaps be best to consider this as an intermediate, cognitive stage,
arising chronologically between the utterance of the signifier and cognition of the
signified.?® Moreover, given the Sanskrit presentation of this term — as a bahuvrihi
compound qualifying padajatam — perhaps Salikanatha is stressing its relation to
the signifier rather than the signified.

Furthermore, consider the two sentences of the commentary.'%° A point to
note here is the construction of these two sentences — these are almost parallels
of each other and have the same structure. The first sentence has the structure
yavat nyayena ...na sampadyate, tavat vakyarthasyavabodhakam na bhavati,
whereas the structure of the second is yavat nyayair . . . na sampradharyate, tavat
vedavakyartho na avabudhyate. The similarity in these two sentences is evident.

In fact, it seems that this similarity is deliberately constructed — in order to
expand upon the subject of the first sentence (i.e. the vacanavyakti) further in the

second sentence. Following is a translation of these two sentences:

So long as the vacanavyakti is not effected by linguistic principles
(nyaya), until then the composite of words is not expressive of SM. So
long as the following is not determined by means of linguistic prin-
ciples (nyaya) which are current in ordinary linguistic usage — “this
is the predicate (vidheya) while this [other] is the subject (anuvadya);
this is primary (pradhana) while this [other] is subordinate (guna); this
[meaning] is intended (vivaksita) while this [other] is not (avivaksita),

etc.” — until then, the Vedic SM is never ascertained.

There are two points to note here in the concept of the vacanavyakti. Firstly,

only once the vacanavyakti is itself determined that the SM will subsequently arise

99This further corroborates the previous discussion about the chronological extension and com-
plexity of denotation accoding to DoC.

100yavan nyayena vacanavyaktir na sampadyate, tavat padajatam vakyarthasyavabodhakam
na bhavati. lokavyavaharavartibhir nyayair yavat idam vidheyam, idam anuvadyam, idam
pradhanam, idam gunabhiitam, idam vivaksitam, idam avivaksitam ityadi na sampradharyate,
tavan na kvacid vedavakyartho 'vabuddhyate. (A. Sastri 1964, p. 404)
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(vavat—tavat) (as was also seen in v.12) — so, once again, it appears that the term
vacanavyakti refers to the final stage just before the SM arises. This reinforces
the understanding that the vacanavyakti is an intermediate stage, between signifier
and signified.

Secondly, this implies that the vacanavyakti is the form of the sentence where
all elements have been correctly assigned their categories of subject-predicate,
primary-subordinate, intended and unintended, etc. In other words, Salikanatha
is not referring here to the state of conjecture, but to the final decisive stage. He
states that the vacanavyakti is determined only when one finally ascertains that
this meaning is intended (idam vivaksitam), this is not, etc. — Salikanatha does
not declare this to be the stage of conjecture where one determines all possible
meanings which could be intended (idam vivaksitam bhavitum sakyam, idam apr).

Now, it is only possible to arrive at a final decisive stage having gone through
certain preceding stages of conjecture. Thus, Salikanatha’s idea here seems to
be that once the words have given rise to the memory of their unconnected WMs
(as in step one from v.12), there may be other cognitive processes involved in
conjecturing and then finally arriving at the stage of the vacanavyakti.

For instance, consider a customary Mimamsa Vedic example, such as somena
yajeta (one should sacrifice by means of soma) — where soma can indicate either
the substance of a sacrifice which is itself already established elsewhere, or a
specific type of sacrifice which is particularized by the use of soma (i.e. somavata
yagena).'°! The idea here is that one can distinguish between different possible
SMs for a single sentence. The vacanavyakti is the stage when one has decided
which is the correct, applicable meaning in a given context from among the (here,
two) possible, conjectured meanings.

Moreover, in order to understand the concept of the vacanavyakti, it is also
imperative to understand what Salikanatha means by the term nyaya. As is demon-
strated later in the VM-I (see 1V.11.3.3), this term refers to all linguistic rules
needed for the comprehension of SM, such as the principle of ekavakyata, etc.
Moreover, Salikanatha explains that nyayas are needed for all sentences, not just
Vedic ones. Thus, according to Salikanatha, the vacanavyakti is determined on

the basis of these rules in all instances of linguistic communication.

101See Thibaut (1882, p. 6) for a discussion on somena yajeta.
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Thus, given these four characteristics of the vacanavyakti — the intermediate
nature of this stage (between signifier and signified), its depiction as the outcome
of the process of conjecture, its determination in every instance of linguistic
communication (not just Vedic), and its description as related to the signifier as
well as the signified — the term vacanavyakti seems to refer here to an analytical,
cognitive stage experienced in all instances of linguistic communication and which
straddles the sentence (signifier) and its SM (signified), immediately subsequent
to which the SM arises. 102

IV.8.9 All linguistic communication requires causal apparatus

The Siddhantin argues that such a three-step process (as has been described in
the previous subsections) is necessary for all instances for verbal cognition, and
it is hence that that Mimamsa is referred to as the procedure (itikartavyata) for
cognizing the meaning of Vedic sentences. This is because its central mission is
to provide hermeneutic rules for correctly understanding Vedic sentences.

However, the Bhatta opponent now puts forth the charge '3 that so much causal
apparatus (samagri) is not experienced in ordinary linguistic communication as
SM cognition arises quite swiftly (drak).

To this, the Siddhantin responds by saying!®4 that such is the case only for
sentences which have been repeatedly encountered (atyantabhyasta). On the
contrary, this is not true for sentences of smrti texts, whose meanings are unknown.

Furthermore, even in the case of ordinary linguistic communication, various
types of disputes do arise (nanavidhavivadotthana) — and thus it is indeed un-
true that SM is settled upon swiftly. The Siddhantin also clarifies that common
language users do not experience such discrimination of sentences and SMs into
subject-predicate, primary and secondary meanings, etc. since they simply have
no reason in order to do so (karanabhava). On the contrary, it is left to the the-

oreticians learned about sentences (such as Mimamsakas) (vakyajiia) to conduct

102See 1.4.4.2 for an interpretation of the concept of vacanavyakti on the basis of these four
characteristics.

19B3nanu loke drag eva vakyarthavagatir neyatim samagrim apeksate. (A. Sastri 1964, p. 404)

104ycyate — atyantabhyastesu vakyesu syad evam, [na]* adrstarthesu smrtyadivakyesu, loke ’pi
nanavidhavivadotthanat kuto drag evarthaniscayah. (*Text emended to include na) (ibid., p. 404)
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such investigations.

IV.8.10 DoC in case of figurative and metaphorical language

use

The Siddhantin also clarifies the process of DoC in figurative (laksanika) or
metaphorical (gauna) uses of language, referring to this as the esoteric teach-
ing of their doctrine (darsanarahasya). A figurative usage of language occurs
in a sentence such as gangayam ghosah, where the word ganga means instead
‘gangatira’ i.e. the ‘bank of the Ganga’ rather than the ‘river Ganga’ herself.
On the other hand, a metaphorical usage of language occurs in sentences such as
simho devadattah, where the word simha (lion) indicates the qualities of fierceness,
bravery, etc. associated with a lion. 105

The Siddhantin explains!9¢ that this aspect of all words denoting a connected
meaning is applicable in the case of only those words whose meanings are pri-
mary (Srautartha). On the other hand, when words are used in a sentence with
figurative meanings (laksanikartha) or metaphorical meanings (gaunartha), then
only the word in these sentences having a primary meaning (e.g. ghosa or de-
vadatta respectively from the examples mentioned above) would be denotative of
a connected meaning. On the other hand, the other word (e.g. ganga or simha
respectively) will be intent upon delivering to the hearer’s mind (sannidhapana)
the correlate (i.e. ‘gangatira’ or the WMs ‘fierce’, ‘brave’, etc. respectively) for
the first word.

The Siddhantin also explains that word used with a figurative or metaphorical
meaning (e.g. ganga or simha) is not ascertained during language learning (vyut-

patti) as having a potency to be expressive of that correlate (i.e. ‘gangatira’ or

105See McCrea (2000, footnote 30) for an explanation of gunavrtti and laksana, as well as the
example of simho devadattah.

196yac cedam sarvapadanam anvitabhidhayitvam ucyate, tat sarvesu Srautarthesu padesu.
laksanikagaunarthapadaprayoge tu yad eva tatra Srautartham padam tad evanvitabhidhayakam,
itarat tu padam pratiyogisannidhapanaparam eva. tatra vacakatvaSaktyanavadharanat
svarthasyapi tat tadanim avacakam, anvayayogyatvat. kintu tadarthena smrtena yat svasam-
bandhi, svasadrsam va svayam anvayayogyam upasthapyate, tenanvitam Srautartham eva padam
svartham abhidhatta iti darSanarahasyam idam. na ca sarvapadany eva laksanikani, gaunani va
vakye sambhavantiti niravadyam. (A. Sastri 1964, p. 405)
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WDMs ‘fierce’, ‘brave’, etc. respectively). Hence, that word becomes inexpressive
of even its own WM at that time of the utterance of the sentence, since this WM
(e.g. ‘ganga’ or ‘simha’) is not fit for a connection with the other WM ‘(ghosa’ or
‘devadatta’).

Rather, in the case of figurative usage, an additional WM (e.g. ‘gangatira’) is
presented to the mind of the hearer which is itself related (svasambandhin) to the
remembered meaning of the word (e.g. ganga). Similarly, in case of metaphorical
usage, the additional WM (e.g. ‘fierce’, ‘brave’, etc.) presented to the mind of the
hearer closely resembles (svasadrsa) the remembered WM (e.g. ‘simha’). This
additional WM is fit for a connection with the other primary WM (e.g. ‘ghosa’ or
‘devadatta’ respectively), and the word having the primary WM denotes its own
meaning as connected to this additional WM.

Finally, the Siddhantin asserts that this above theory holds as it is not possible

for every single word in a sentence to have a secondary or a metaphorical meaning.

IV.9 How words cause the memories and not the

denotations of their unconnected WMs (vv.13-
14)

Furthering the argument about the role of memory as presented in IV.8, the
Siddhantin now explains the reason for words being capable of leading to the
memory of the isolated, unconnected form of their WM. He explains'°7 that un-
connected WMs are always present in the denotation of the connected meaning,
thus implying that these forms can be distinguished a posteriori (as had been
explained occurs in the process of language learning, see IV.3).

Furthermore, the Siddhantin explains!©® that such a memory of the isolated
form of the WM is part of the process of one grasping the relation between a
word and its WM (sambandhagrahanantargata). This is thus a throwback to the
previous discussion about the two memories (see IV.8.2). As mentioned therein,

107VM-1 v.13: anvitasyabhidhane ’pi svarupam vidyate sada; tena svarupamatre 'pi Sabdo
Jjanayati smrtim (ibid., p. 405)
108eyam tavat sambandhagrahanantargatam svarupasmaranam uktam (ibid., p. 405)
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it is the process of grasping the relation between a word and its WM that leads to
mnestic traces being generated, and these very traces lead to the two memories.
Here, the Siddhantin seems to state the same point but it is inverted — that the
memory is intrinsic to the process of grasping the relation.

He argues further that the arising of such a memory from the word is not

logically incoherent, since:!0°

Just as by means of [the perception of] an object (artha), its own word
(svapada) is remembered in some cases — even though the object
is not a means of knowledge (apramana);

Similarly by means of [hearing] a word, its meaning/object (artha) will

be recollected, even though a word is not a means of knowledge.

The Siddhantin explains that!!? the above must be accepted since it is not the
case that only that which is a veridical cognition (pramana) causes memory to
arise — since even a cognition which is not veridical can give rise to memory.
Rather, when a mental contiguity (pratyasatti)''! of any two entities (say, X and
Y) is formerly cognized on certain occasions, then a cognition of any one (say, X)
definitely has the ability to lead to the memory of the other (here, Y) — through
the intermediate step of the arising of the mnestic traces (samskara) with regard
to the remembered entity (Y). And this is exactly the situation of a word and its
isolated WM — there is affinity between them, due to the latter being part of the
connected meaning which is denoted by the word (tadabhidheyantargati).

An example is presented here by the Siddhantin,!!? and he compares this
capacity of a word with that of an object (artha). He explains that just as an

isolated object perceived in its non-conceptual stage (nirvikalpadasapratita) can

109VM-1 v.14: yatharthenapramanena svapadam smaryate kvacit; padenapy apramanena
tatharthah smarayisyate (A. Sastri 1964, p. 405)

"Ona hi yat pramanam, tad eva smaranakaranam, apramanam eva hi tat. yasya tu yena saha
kaddcit pratyasattih pratitapurva, sa* tatra samskarodbodhadvarena Saknoty eva smrtim janayi-
tum. asti ca svaripasyapi tadabhidheyantargatya Sabdena pratyasattir iti, Saknoti tatrapi Sabdah
smrtim janayitum, arthavat. (ibid., p. 405) (*Emending to sa from sa mentioned in all three
editions, although perhaps a more preferable emendation would be tat.)

111See Chapter I footnote 60 for an explanation of the term pratyasatti.

U2yatha nirvikalpakadaSapratitam arthasvarupamatram anabhidheyam api Sabdam smarayati,
tatha Sabdo ’py artham iti. (A. Sastri 1964, pp. 405-406)
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cause a memory of its word, even though the word is not denoted by the object
(anabhidheya) — in the same way then even the word can cause a memory of the
object/meaning (artha), even though this latter is not denoted by the word.
Moreover, the Siddhantin explains that!!3 even the Bhatta opponent cannot
deny this, since even for him the cognition of the isolated WM is not veridical
knowledge as one does not determine any additional meaning from it.!'# This
is due to their acceptance of the doctrine that a means of knowledge is one that

conveys a meaning which is previously unknown.

IV.10 Refuting the fault of mutual dependence (v.15)

The Siddhantin now considers the objection of mutual dependence (itare-
tarasraya), put forth by the Bhatta opponent in IV.4.2. The fault pointed out
by the opponent was that if according to DoC, a word denotes its own WM as
connected to other denoted WMs, then the word becomes dependent upon the

denotation of other words for that of its own.

In order to refute this, the Siddhantin states in v.15:115

In this manner, each word expresses its own [unconnected] WM as
connected to other meanings that are proximate through memory,

therefore there is no [fault of ] mutual dependence.

The Siddhantin thus insists that even a WM made proximate to another WM
by means of memory is considered correctly as being proximate. Consequently,
this leads one to dismiss the fault of itaretarasraya as had been postulated by the
Bhatta, as a word does not depend upon the denotation of other words for that of

its own, but rather requires the WMs reminded by the other words.

Wabhihitanvayavadino ’pi sa na pramanam abhyadhikarthaparicchedabhavat. — anadhi-
gatarthagantr pramanam iti siddhantabhyupagamat. (ibid., p. 406)

114See IV.7.3.

USVM-I v.15: smrtisannihitair evam arthair anvitam atmanah; artham aha padam sarvam iti
nanyonyasamsrayah
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IV.11 Memory as unreliable for conveying WM

(Commentary to v.15)

The refutation of the previous objection relied on accepting the WM cognitions
as memories. Consequently, this once again leads to a sustained discussion on
the role of memory in the process of SM denotation, and further objections and
refutations are now put forth in the commentary — all of which are cumulatively
intended to refute the argument that memory is unreliable for grasping WM from
a word.

This argument, as will be discussed subsequently, is based upon a Bhatta
objection that each word will remind one of infinite meanings, and hence, one
will be unable to grasp the specific (visesa) WM of a word. This is the topic of
discussioninIV.11.2 and IV.11.3. Moreover, IV.11.4 presents a modified objection
— that such an ability of a word to cause the memories of infinite meanings will
lead to continued DoC.116

IV.11.1 Language learning leads one to first infer a connected

cognition, then an unconnected one

First of all, the Bhatta opponent raises an objection to the memory of the un-
connected meanings, stating that this is not compatible with language learning
(vyutpatti) outlined earlier by the Siddhantin (see IV.3). The opponent argues
that!!7 according to the Siddhantin, a child learns language by means of observing
the activity undertaken by elders on the basis of language. Moreover, such activity

of a prompted elder is dependent upon his cognition of a connected meaning from

16This objection in IV.11 is quite distinct from the previously discussed argument about ‘endless
correlates’ (as seen in IV.4.1, IV.5.1 and IV.6.3). In these latter three, the putative result was
explained by the Bhatta opponent as being infinite possibilities of DoC, and in this objection too, a
similar outcome is alleged (a word leads to the memory of infinite WMs, which results in endless
DoC). However, one can distinguish between these two objections — the previous one focuses on
the correlates of each word (pratiyogin) i.e. the possible WMs that a word’s own meaning can
be connected to, whereas this objection explains how a reliance on memory will not allow one to
grasp a specific meaning (visesa) from a word.

YWnanu vrddhavyavaharena vyutpattih, anvitarthapratipattinibandhanas ca vyavaharah. atas
taddarsanat anvitapratipattir evanumatum Sakya, na tv ananvitapadarthamatrasmaranam (A.
Sastri 1964, p. 406).
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the sentence uttered by the prompting elder. Consequently, since this activity of
the prompted elder is observed by the child learning the language, it is possible for
the child to infer the prompted elder as having a cognition of a connected meaning
only, and not instead his recollection of the isolated form of the WM.

However, the Siddhantin responds!!® by arguing that the prompted elder’s cog-
nition of the connected meaning as inferred from his activity cannot be justified
by means of any other explanation (anyathanupapatti) — and this is in fact the
means of knowledge (pramana) to justify that his recollection of the unconnected,
isolated form of the WM does come about. This is because a cognition of some-
thing connected is not logically coherent without a cognition of its unconnected

correlates.

IV.11.2 Memory as unreliable: Which WM is remembered

from a word?

IV.11.2.1 The Bhatta opponent’s criticism: Inability to grasp a specific
(visesa) WM from a word leads to infinite connections

The Bhatta opponent now presents an argument in order to refute the Prabhakara
claim that one can rely upon memory for WMs to be reminded from the words,
instead of having the WMs being denoted by words. The thrust of the the opponent
here is to object to the Siddhantin’s explanation of DoC which relies upon WM
proximity by means of recollection, as discussed in vv.12-15 and the commentary
thereon.

The Bhatta opponent argues!!® that if one were to admit that words bring about

DoC by relying on meanings which are made proximate due to their memory,

HU8ycyate — vyavaharanumitanvitapratipattyanyathanupapattir
evananvitasvarthasmaranasambhave pramanam.  darSitam hy etat — nananvitapratipattim
antarenanvitapratipattir upapadyata iti. (ibid., p. 406)

Wyadi  smrtisannihitam  asrityanvitabhidhanam padaih™  kriyate, tada smaranasya
pratyasattinibandhanatvat, anekesani carthanam pratyasattisambhavat, tesu smrtisannihitesv
agrhyamanavisesatvat, ukhayam pacatiti nokha pacatyarthanvitaiva kevalabhidhiyeta. sa hi
kulaladyanvitapi pratipannaiveti, smaranat tadanvitapy ukhabhidhiyeta. tatha pacatyartho ’pi
pistakadikaranako ’vagata iti tatsmaranan naudananvita®* evabhidhiyeta. abhihitanvayavade tu
nayam dosah, ekaikasyarthasyabhidheyatvad iti. (ibid., pp. 406-407) (*BHU: paraih) (**This
must be emended to nokhanvita, and I have translated accordingly.)
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then the following would result: since memory is based on the mental contiguity
between any two entities (pratyasatti) and also since the mental contiguity of
various meanings comes about with any one meaning, consequently among these
various meanings which are made proximate due to their memories, a specific WM
(visesa)'2° is not grasped by a hearer.

Since such a specific WM is not being grasped, in the phrase ukhayam pacati
([he/she] cooks in a pan) — the word ukha (pan) will not denote the meaning ‘ukha’
as connected only to the meaning ‘pacati’ ([he/she] cooks). This is because that
meaning ‘ukha’ has in fact been ascertained also as connected to other meanings
such as ‘kulala’ (‘potter’), etc. Thus, on the basis of memory, the meaning ‘ukha’
will be denoted by the word ukha as connected to those other meanings ‘kulala’,
etc. as well.

Similarly, argues the Bhatta, even the meaning ‘pacati’ is known as having
‘pistaka’ (‘flour’), etc. as its means. Thus, on the basis of the memory of those
other known means, the meaning ‘pacati’ will not be denoted as connected only
to the meaning ‘ukha’. The Bhatta explains that such a fault does not arise in
CoD as every single meaning is something that is denoted (abhidheya) and not

remembered.

IV.11.2.2 The refutation: This problem arises even in the Bhatta doctrine

The Siddhantin responds!?! by arguing that the WM cognition arising from a word
cannot be said to be any different from a memory. Thus, he claims that it must be
accepted even by the Bhatta opponent that only those WMs which are recollected
lead one to cognize (bodhaka) the connection between the WMs (i.e. the SM).
And thus, this fault of endless remembered WMs and not denoted WMs, leading
to one’s inability to grasp the specific (visesa) WM applies equally to both theories
of DoC and CoD.

120The term visesa here can be interpreted and translated in two ways: one, as the difference
among the various WMs present in memory, and two, as a specific WM from among the various
WDMs present in memory. In the present sentence, both translations can be justified. However, I
contend that it is the latter (specific WM) which is intended, since as will be seen subsequently
in IV.11.4.2 (see especially footnote 139), the term visesa is used subsequently in a manner that
renders unambiguous its sense as the latter.

2latrocyate — padat tavat padarthapratitih smaranad bhinna vaditum na Sakyate. tena smrtanam
evanvayabodhakatvam ityasrayaniyam. tatha ca tulyo dosah. A. Sastri (1964, p. 407)

136



Thus, the Siddhantin is firstly pointing out that even the Bhattas admit that WMs
can be equated with memories, with words simply being entities that cause their
recollection (smaraka) (as shown by the verse from SV Sabdapariccheda quoted
in IV.7.3). Moreover, he argues that the opponent’s doctrine of abhihitanvaya also
must postulate WMs which are remembered in order to cognize the SM (as also
discussed previously in IV.8.3). As a result, this formulation of the fault of not
being able to grasp the specific WM (visesa) from a word will apply equally also
to the opponent’s theory.

In response to this,?? the Bhatta opponent reformulates his position by stating
that in CoD, it is the WMs which are recollected by means of their words that cause
one to cognize the SM. However, the Siddhantin responds that!?3 this is exactly
the case even in DoC. Moreover, the Siddhantin argues that this is not the case as
the Bhatta claims by reformulating his position for every instance of sentence and
SM (ekantatah) — for in the linguistic communication of elders, DoC is observed

even with meanings which may be supplied (adhyahrta) by the hearer.

IV.11.3 A modification of the objection: Between which type of

WM s is there a connection?

IV.11.3.1 The Bhatta’s modification: Connection only between denoted
WDMSs, not remembered WMs

The Bhatta opponent now argues!2# that even if the above point was admitted — that
WM cognition arising from a word is equivalent to a WM memory — nevertheless,
in the theory of DoC, various meanings are recollected by means of each word
which is uttered. Consequently, DoC cannot explain how these various WMs lead
one to cognize a connection between only certain specific WMs of the many WMs
present in the mind (katama). On the other hand, according to CoD, it is perfectly
in order that the WM cognitions, even though equivalent to WM memories, lead

122gtha Sabdaih smaritanam anvayabodhakatvam vrddhavyavahare tatha darsanad ity adosah.
(ibid., p. 407)

23matantare ’pi  tulyam etat. na cayam ekantah, vrddhavyavahare ‘dhyahrtenapy
arthenanvitabhidhanadarsanad ity uktam. (ibid., p. 407)

24atha Sabdair bahavo ’rthah smaryante, kintu tesam katamenanvayavabodhakatvam iti na
vidmah. abhihitanvayavade tv abhihitenaivanvayabodhakatvam yuktam eveti. (ibid., p. 407)
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one to cognize a connection between only those specific WMs which are denoted
(abhihita).

Thus, the Bhatta opponent is arguing that even if he was to accept that the WM
cognitions arising from the uttered words are no different from WM memories
(which can in turn thus lead to even further WM memories), nevertheless for him,
there is a connection only between WMs which are denoted by words. On the other
hand, the Siddhantin would not be able to distinguish in his theory between the
various WMs which are remembered — those which are remembered on account
of the words uttered, and those which are remembered thereafter by being related
to the meanings of the uttered words. As a result, the Siddhantin will be unable
to explain why the connection comes about only between certain remembered
WDMs. For instance (as seen earlier), in the case of the uttered sentence ukhyayam
pacati, the two WMs ‘ukha’ and ‘pacati’ would be remembered on account of
their respective words. However, each of these WMs would then cause one to
remember other further WMs (WMs ‘kulala’, etc. and ‘pistaka’, etc. respectively)
(as discussed in IV.11.2.1). As a result, endless WMs would be remembered from
both words according to DoC, as a result of which one will be unable to choose

which WMs among these many have a connection between them.

IV.11.3.2 The first response: There is no denotation of WM, only its memory

A response to this objection must now focus upon these two cognitive processes
being spoken of by the Bhatta opponent — the denotation of WM, and the rec-
ollection of WM. The Siddhantin rejects the distinction between the two,!?5 and
asks the Bhatta to clarify what this distinct ability of words to denote WM is
(abhidhayakata) which the Bhatta distinguishes from the ability of any one entity
(say, X) to remind one of another entity (say, Y) (smarakatva).

The following is the Bhatta opponent’s response: 126

That which is called the ability of one entity (X) to be reminis-

cent of another (Y) (smarakatva) is based upon the mental contiguity

125tad asat. smarakatvatirekini kanyabhidhayakata ya vyavasthanibandhanam. (A. Sastri 1964,
p. 407)

R6gthocyeta — smarakatvam nama pratyasattinibandhanam.  tena tadatirekiny abhid-
heyabhidhayakatalaksana pratyasattir angikaraniyeti. (ibid., p. 407)
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(pratyasatti) [of X and Y]. Consequently, one should accept [a kind of]
mental contiguity, characterized as the relation between signifier and
signified (i.e. the word and its unconnected WM), which is distinct

from that [mental contiguity on which smarakatva is based].
However, the Siddhantin responds by arguing instead: 2’

This is not true, as it is logically justified to characterize [words]
as reminding (smarakatvopapatti) [the hearer of their unconnected
WDMs] since [words] are commonly experienced as only reminding [the
hearer of their unconnected WMs] (smaraka) during the linguistic us-
age of elders. The reason for this is that the [specific] ability [of words
and WMs] to be related as signifier and signified (vacyavacakata)
is exactly the same as the [generic] relation between conveyor and
conveyed (pratyayyapratyayakata). And even though this [generic
relation of conveyor and conveyed (pratyayyapratyayakata)] is gen-
erally experienced [in (say) the case of smoke which conveys fire] as
preceded by another [ontological] relation (sambandhantara) between
smoke and fire, etc., nevertheless in the case of language, [this rela-
tion of conveyor and conveyed] is not so accepted [as being preceded
by another ontological relation between word and WM]. Rather, the
ability [of a word A] to express [a WM A] (vacakatva) arises from
one’s comprehension of [this word’s] ability to express [the WM A].
This is exactly similar to the ability [of some entity X] to remind one
[of another entity Y], which arises from one’s comprehension of the
ability [of X] to remind one [of Y] — thus, what is the need to accept
an alternate definition of mental contiguity [as argued by the Bhatta

opponent]?

Thus the Siddhantin argues that the specific relation between the word and

WM, as argued by the opponent, is nothing but an instance of a generic relation of

R27naitad  evam,  smarakatvenaiva  vrddhavyavahare darSanat  smarakatvopapatteh.
pratyayyapratyayakata hi vacyavacakata, sa ca yady apy agnidhumadinam sam-
bandhantarapurvika drsta, tathapi Sabde tatha nasriyate kintu vacakatvavagamad eva
vacakatvam. evam smarakatvavagamad eva smarakatvam iti, kim pratyasattyantaraSrayanena.
(ibid., p. 407)

139



pratyayyapratyayakata. And he claims that this is something that even the Bhatta
opponent cannot refute.

Moreover, the Siddhantin now goes a step further and argues that given such
a relation between a word and its WM, it is only for an upholder of DoC that
the specific (i.e. non-random) (pratiniyata) connection between WMs can be
justified!?® — in contrast to the Bhatta opponent whose theory can explain only

upto the manifestation of the universal WMs.

IV.11.3.3 The Siddhantin’s solution: ekavakyata as fundamental

As discussed in IV.11.3.1, the Bhatta opponent had put forth the objection of
the hearer’s inability to grasp a specific (visesa) WM among the various meanings
caused to be remembered from each word, leading to endless DoC. The Siddhantin
now returns to this and presents his proposed solution.

He explains that:12°

Moreover, first of all, it is known that what is expressed by a
certain word [uttered in a sentence] is a particular connected meaning
[as connected to other WMs, conveyed by the other words uttered in the
sentence]. In that case, if there is DoC even with another [WM which
is not conveyed by the uttered words of the sentence], then there would
come about the syntactical split of the sentence (vakyabheda). And
that [syntactical split] is not justified (nyayya) since it is possible to

construe [the utterance] as a single sentence (ekavakyatvasambhava).

Thus, what the Siddhantin is arguing is that when a sentence such as ukhayam
pacati is heard, there will not come about the further DoC with any other WM

3

such as ‘kulala’, ‘pistaka’, etc. — even though one may have a further recollection
of these — since otherwise, there would be a syntactical split in the sentence which
was heard. Moreover, this syntactical split is not justified since it is possible to

construe the utterance as a single sentence.

128This discussion about there being a pratiniyata connection with a specific WM (viSesa) and
not a generic WM (samanya) in DoC is the topic of discussion in IV.13.

29api ca jiiatam tavad etad yad anena padenayam artho ’nvito vdcya iti, tatra yady anyenapy
anvitabhidhanam syat tada vakyabhedo bhavet. na casav ekavakyatvasambhave nyayyah. (A.
Sastri 1964, p. 408)
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Moreover, the Siddhantin argues that such reasoning is not inadmissible for
a Bhatta, as Kumarila has set forth a similar argument in the SV Pratyaksasiitra

v.9ab: 130

On the other hand, if a single sentence is possible — then a syntactical

split of the sentence is not admitted.

The Siddhantin now continues, and explains this to be the applicable principle
even in cases of sentences where there is figurative and metaphorical usage of

language. He states: 3!

And it is for this reason only that if a single sentence becomes
possible in any way, then the syntactical split of the sentence becomes
unjustified. And ordinarily, figurative (laksana) and metaphorical
usages (gauni) [of words] are accepted only due to the fear [and
the consequent need to avoid] the syntactical split of the sentence.
Otherwise, why is it that sentences are not split and after supplying
(adhyahr-) compatible alternate meanings [for each word], all words
are admitted as having primary [and not secondary or metaphorical]

meanings (mukhyartha)?

Thus, the Siddhantin is arguing that this principle is at work even in the
case of SM cognition from figurative sentences (such as gangayam ghosah) as
well as metaphorical ones (such as simho devadattah). As has been explained
previously, 32 in the figurative sentence gangayam ghosah, the word ganga means
instead ‘gangatira’ i.e. the ‘bank of the Ganga’ rather than the ‘river Ganga’
herself. Similarly, in the metaphorical sentence simho devadattah, the word simha
(lion) indicates the qualities of fierceness, bravery, etc. associated with a lion. The
Siddhantin argues above that such figurative and metaphorical usages of words are

admitted only due to one’s desire to avoid syntactical split in these sentences — else,

BO0sambhavaty ekavakyatve vakyabhedas tu nesyate

Blata eva yatha katharicid ekavakyatvopapattau vakyabhedasyanyayyatvam. loke ca laksana,
gauni ca vrttir vakyabhedabhayad eva. anyatha vakyam bhitva kim ity adhyahrtya yogyam
arthantaram sarvapadany eva mukhyarthani nasriyante. (A. Sastri 1964, p. 408)

132See 1V.8.10.

141



one could admit the words garnga and simha in the above examples as continuing
to express their primary meanings and not any figurative or metaphorical ones
respectively by supplying compatible alternate meanings (e.g. “[a fish] in the
Ganga” or “the lion [runs]”).

Moreover, the Siddhantin explains that it is on account of this principle of
ekavakyata only that Vedic sentences and their meanings are understood, and he

proceeds to quote several such instances. Thereafter he explains: 133

In all these cases [of Vedic sentences as well as sentences having
figurative and metaphorical uses of language], if one were to abandon
the [connected] meaning expressed by the [second] word (say, garnga
or simha) which is being uttered alongside [the first word (e.g. ghosa
or devadatta)] and a connection [of the first word’s isolated WM] is
ascertained with another [WM altogether] — then the principle of the
unitary sentence would be relinquished. It is for this very reason that
it had been said that “The vacanavyakti [of this composite of words
then arises] as brought about by linguistic principles ...” (v.12c).
This is because the principle of a unitary sentence is a fundamental
principle [required for verbal cognition] (nyaya). Whatever is the
meaning in accordance with that [principle], that should be admitted

as [the meaning] of the sentence in these cases.

Thus the Siddhantin concludes!34 by explaining that one’s comprehension of
the meaning of language is governed by language learning (vyutpatti), which in
turn depends upon one’s observation of the linguistic usage by elders. And this
leads one to learn certain principles (nyaya) as being the causes for SM cognition
in such linguistic usage by elders. The Siddhantin thus insists that only one who

does not forsake (apariha-) these very principles will be able to comprehend SM.

33tatra yadi samabhivyahriyamanasya padasyabhidheyam parityajya anyena sahanvayo
laksyate, tada tadekavakyata hiyeta. tadartham evedam uktam nyayasampaditavyaktiti.
ekavakyatvam hi nyayah. tadanusarena yo ’'rthah, so ’tra vakyasyasrayaniyah.) (A. Sastri 1964,
p- 409)

B4yrddhavyavaharavyutpattiniyantritayam Sabdarthavagatau ye nyayah vrddhavyavahare
vakyarthavagatihetutaya viditah, tan aparijahata vakyartha boddhavya iti. (ibid., p. 409)
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IV.11.4 A final modification of the objection: DoC as never-

ending
IV.11.4.1 The Bhatta opponent’s criticism: Why not continued DoC?

The Bhatta opponent now puts forth a final modification in the context of this

objection about the inability to grasp the specific (visesa) WM. He states: 13>

If this is so, let it be the case that at first, [a word] (say ukha) denotes
[its own WM] as connected to another WM (say, ‘pacati’) on account
of the principle of the unitary sentence (as was argued previously in
IV.11.3.3). [Thereafter], why should [the word] (ukha) not denote [its
meaning] as connected to even another meaning (say, ‘kulala’, etc.),
which is reminded by that [second word pacati] (tatsmarita) and by
the word (ukha) itself (svayamsmarita) [and] which may be suitable

(anuguna) for forming a unitary sentence with that [word ukha]?

This objection is a modification of the previous ones seen in IV.11.2.1 and
IV.11.3.1. The objection in IV.11.2.1 was that the anvitabhidhanavadin cannot
rely on memory to grasp the WM from a word, as endless WM memories arise —
and thus, endless DoC would be possible. The objection in IV.11.3.1 was that if
WM cognitions arising from a word are equivalent to WM memories even for an
abhihitanvayavadin, nevertheless these WM cognitions arising from a word are
denoted and hence can be differentiated from WM memories — whereas this is not
the case for the anvitabhidhanavadin. In this section however, the Bhatta argues
that even if the anvitabhidhanavadin resorts to the principle of the unitary sentence
for establishing the first connection between the remembered WMs, nevertheless
there will be other suitable (anuguna) WMs as well with which connections could
be established subsequently.

The Siddhantin responds!3® by saying that there is no such continued DoC
since expectation for further WMs in the connection is appeased (upasanti) as

DoC is accomplished by means of two words only. However, the opponent objects

135phavatu tarhi padarthantarena tavad anvitabhidhanam ekavakyatvabalat tatsmaritena,
svayamsmaritena ca tadekavakyatvanugunenarthantarenapi kim ity anvitabhidhanam na bhavati.
Bépadadvayenaivanvitabhidhanasiddher akanksopasanteh. (A. Sastri 1964, p. 409)
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to this and argues!3’ that if such expectation is not appeased, what could possibly
inhibit (varay-) the DoC?

IV.11.4.2 The Siddhantin’s first response: DoC with specific WM only

The Siddhantin responds as follows: 138

This is precisely the reason for the following: When one word
is uttered (say ukha), various [meanings (say ‘kulala’, etc.)] come
to be proximate [to the first WM ‘ukha’] due to their memories as
a consequence of their connections with the first WM. Nevertheless,
whichever meaning’s specific instantiation (visesa)'3° is grasped by
whatever means, there is DoC with that [specific instantiation] only.
On the other hand, when the specific instantiation [of a WM] is not be-
ing grasped, [the WM] is not ascertained and hence, there is absolutely

no cognition [of SM].

Moreover, the Siddhantin also brings in the example of the derived rituals
(vikrti) in order to demonstrate this further. He explains that!4® even derived
rituals remind one of a particular novel (apurva) Vedic command (karya), due to
their similarity with a particular archetypal ritual (prakrti). This Vedic command,
in turn, reminds one of its own auxiliary rites (upakaraka), and the derived rituals
are completed by means of the assistance of the rites of that very command. Thus,

the Siddhantin argues that only in derived rituals where a certain type of similarity

37atha nopasantakanksa tarhi ko nama tatranvitabhidhanam varayet. (A. Sastri 1964, p. 409)

38ata  evaikapadoccarane  tadarthasambandhamukhena bahusv —api  smrtisannihitesu
yasyarthasya kenacit prakarena viseso grhyate tenaivanvitabhidhanam, agrhyamane tu
visese ‘nadhyavasayad apratitir eva. (ibid., p. 409)

139The Sanskrit sentence used here renders unambiguous the sense of the term visesa. The
text states: ... yasyarthasya kenacit prakarena viseso grhyate . . .i.e. the visesa is of one of the
meanings (artha) from among all those present in the mind due to their memories. Furthermore,
the text continues: . . . tenaivanvitabhidhanam . . . i.e. there is DoC with that visesa only, thus once
again reinforcing our understanding of the term visesa as ‘specific WM’ and not ‘the difference
amongst the WMs present in memory’ (this ambiguity was also discussed in footnote 120).

140gta eva vikrtisu tatsadrsyena yad apiurvam smaryamanam svopakarakam smarayati,
tadiyenaivopakarena paripuranam. ato yatra bahutaradharmasadharanyanibandhanam sadrsyam
atyantodbhatam¥, tatraiva Sighram smrtyupapattes tadiyopakaraparigraha eva. darvihomesu tu
sarvapurvanam avisesad viSeso grahitum asakya ity anadhyavasaya eva prakrtasyopakarasyeti,
tatraivopakarakalpana. (C & MK: sadrSyam anyasyodgatam) (A. Sastri 1964, p. 409)
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(with a specific archetypal ritual) becomes most elevated (atyantodbhata), that is
where memory becomes logically justified and one can thereby admit the assistance
of the rites belonging to that archetypal ritual.

The Siddhantin contrasts such a case with oblations performed with ladles
(darvihoma). Since all oblations require ladles, there is no distinct novel Vedic
command which is reminded simply by an oblation requiring a ladle. Thus, no
specific (visesa) auxiliary rites of any archetypal ritual will be grasped and one
will instead have to postulate (kalpana) their assistance, instead of deriving them

by means of the tool of analogical extension (atidesa).'*!

IV.11.4.3 The Siddhantin’s second response: Words consistently remind one

of their own isolated meanings

Furthermore, the Siddhantin also puts forth an additional point as to why the
words in the sentence (say, ukhayam pacati) will not remind one of other suitable

meanings (say, ‘kulala’, etc.). He explains: 42

Moreover, SM cognition comes about in accordance with how one
understands the linguistic usage of elders. In that [process of linguis-
tic usage], whatever [WM (say, ‘ukha’)] is consistently (niyamena)
reminded by a word [ukha] to a person whose mnestic trace arising
from learning the relation [between the word ukha and its WM] is
unimpaired 4> — it is with that WM only that one observes DoC (an-
vitabhidhana) of the second word (say, pacati). This is because all
words consistently (riyamena) lead to the memory of their own WMs
(svartha) for those individuals who remember the relation [between
the word and the WM], and not to the memory of some other WM

141See Freschi (2012, p. 373) for an explanation of the terms of analogical extension (atidesa),
derived rituals (vikrti) and archetype rituals (prakrti).

“2gpi  ca yathavrddhavyavaharavagamam  vakyarthavabodhah. tatra yad eva
padena  anapabhrastasambandhagrahanasamskarasya — purusasya — niyamena  smaryate,
tenaivanvitabhidhanam padantarasya drSyate, nanyena. sarvam padam svartham hi niya-
mena sambandhagrahanat smarayati, narthantaram. tatas ca tenaivanvitasvarthabodhakateti na
kascid dosah. (A. Sastri 1964, p. 409)

143This is a reference to the two memories which arise when one hears a word, as discussed in
1v.8.2.
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(say, ‘kulala’). And hence, the second word (say pacati) conveys its
own WM as connected with that [first WM ‘ukha’] only [and there is
no further DoC with other remembered WM] — thus, there is no fault
[of endless DoC, as suggested by the Bhatta opponent].

IV.11.5 The Siddhantin’s final concession: If denotation of
WDMs is required, still DoC is preferable

Finally, the Siddhantin argues what would be the case if it had to be admitted that
the cognition of the restricted (pratiniyata) connection between WMs could not
come about until the other WMs were denoted and not remembered (as argued
above in IV.11.3.2). He explains: 144

Moreover, if one accepts only that when [the second word (say
pacati)] conveys its own WM as connected to [the first WM (say
‘ukha’)] which is denoted [and not remembered] that the cognition
of a restricted (i.e. not random) (pratiniyata) connection can come
about [between these two WMs], and not in any other way (i.e. if
the first WM is remembered and not denoted), then even the word’s
potency for DoC should be postulated [in addition to its potency for
denotation of its own WM]. If one objects that there is the unfortunate
result of twin denotations — then [we would reply] ‘let there be this
unfortunate result, there is [still] no fault [in our doctrine]’. [The
reason for this is that] initially, the word denotes its isolated WM only.
However, when it obtains assistance from other entities (i.e. WMSs)
which are denoted by other words, these other entities now becoming
the first WM’s correlates — thereafter [the first word] expresses (i.e.

denotes) its WM as connected to this or that [correlate] — hence there

144kifi ca yady abhihitenaivanvitasvarthabodhanabhyupagama eva pratiniyatanvayabodho
ghatate, nanyatha, tarhi kalpyatam padanam anvitabhidhanasaktir api.  dvir abhidhanam
apadyata iti ced apadyatam, na kascid dosah. purvam kevalam padam ananvitam
svartham abhidhatte, pratiyogipadantarabhihitavastvantarasahayapraptya tu tattadanvitam
artham aha iti na kascid dosah. ittham api casmanmate Saktikalpanalaghavam asti,
padarthagatanvayabodhanasaktyadhanasaktikalpanatyagat.  tulyayam api Saktikalpanayam,
padanam evanvitabodhanasSaktir asrayitum ucita, na padarthanam, prathamavagatatvat,
vakyarthe ca tatparyasyopagamad iti. (A. Sastri 1964, p. 410)
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is no fault [in our doctrine]. Even in this manner [of accepting two
potencies for denotations], there [still] remains in our doctrine the
economy of potency postulation [vis-a-vis the Bhatta position]. This
is because [our doctrine] abandons the postulation of the [additional]
potency [of words] to confer to WMs the potency to convey their
connection. And if [the number of] potency postulations are the
same [in both our doctrines], then it is better to admit the potency
of words for conveying the connected [meaning] and not of WMs
— since [words] are primarily comprehended and since [words] are

comprehended as being meant for that SM.

IV.12 Hermeneutic conformity of DoC (vv.16-17)

IV.12.1 The denotation of connected and connection, demon-

strating conformity with SBh (v.16)

The Siddhantin now considers the statement from the SBh on PMS 1.1.25: padani
hi svam svam artham abhidhaya nivrttavyaparani. athedanim avagatah santo
vakyartham avagamayanti. The Bhatta argued in IV.4.3 that this is an endorsement
of CoD, as according to this statement, each word denotes its own WM, and then
ceases to function (nivrttavyapara). Thereafter, these WMs, once they have been
comprehended as such, cause one to cognize the SM.

However, the Siddhantin explains this phrase as conforming to DoC in his next

verse and the commentary that follows: 14

In this manner, once the connected [WMs] have been ascertained by
means of the words on account of their capacities [to denote the
connected meanings],

There is no expectation for a further potency [to ascertain the connec-
tion between WMs] since the connection is grasped on the basis

of the [connected] meanings . .. (continues in v.17)

14SVM-I v.16: anvitesu padair evam bodhyamanesu Saktibhih; anvayarthagrhitatvan nanyam
Saktim apeksate. (ibid., p. 410)
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The Siddhantin explains in the commentary 146 that this phrase from the Bhasya
is an answer to the following doubt: “If words denote a connected meaning (anvita),
then they do not denote the connection between the WMs (anvaya). And in order
to accomplish that connection, another potency to denote the connection should
be postulated for the words.”

However, he argues that there is no need for any further potency to denote the
connection independently. He explains that!4” a word which denotes a connected
meaning most certainly is also denotative of the connection between the WMs. If
that were not the case, then the connected meaning denoted by the word would
certainly not be denoted as connected. The reason for this is as follows: An
object which has the form of being something connected appropriates within itself
(svikr-) the connection between the entities comprising it — since without that
connection between the comprising entities, that connected object will not come
about. Thus, the Siddhantin concludes that no further potency of words should be

postulated with regard to that denotation of the connection.

IV.12.2 Connection-connected similar to (and yet distinct from)

individual-universal (v.17)

The Siddhantin now explains how the connection is grasped on the basis of the
connected meanings (as claimed in v.16), and thereby puts forth an example in

v.17:148

[The connection is grasped on the basis of the connected meanings
(v.16)] .. .because a person who is cognizing a connection [be-
tween certain simple entities] should cognize the connected [com-
plex object comprising these simple entities].

This is similar to the case of that [person] [who is cognizing] an

146gsankitottaram idam bhasyam.  kim aSankitam?  yady anvitabhidhayini padani tarhi
nanvayabhidhayini. tatsiddhyartham padanam Saktyantaram kalpyam iti (A. Sastri 1964, p. 410).

47 atredam uttaram. yat padam anvitabhidhayakam, tad anvayabhidhayakam eva. anyathanvita
evasau nabhihitah syad iti, anvitarupenarthenanvayah svikrtah tam vina tadasambhavad iti,
napara tadvisaya padanam saktih kalpaniya. (ibid., p. 410)

148VM-I v.17: pratiyann anvayam yasmat pratiyad anvitam puman; vyaktim jatim ivarthe ’sav
iti samparikirtyate
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individual [and who should cognize] the universal in an object

(artha) — this is well known.

The Siddhantin further explains!4® that the reason for the connection being
grasped on the basis of connected meanings is that a connected complex object
always possesses a connection (anvayavat). If there is no cognition of the connec-
tion, then that connected complex object will not be cognized — rather the mere
isolated forms of the simple entities comprising the complex object (svarupamatra)
will be cognized. And that isolated form is not said to be connected. Consequently,
one who is perceiving a connection between simple entities will most certainly
perceive also the connected complex object — just as one who is perceiving an
individual will most certainly also perceive its universal.

Nevertheless, this example of the connection-connected with the individual-
universal does not hold at all levels and there is an important distinction in these
two sets. The Siddhantin explains!>© that something which is connected is said
to definitely possess a connection. Thus even the connection enters into the
denotation of the connected (abhidhananupravista). On the other hand, the nature
of the universal is not such that it always possesses a particular — rather, the
universal is the shape (akara) of the individual and is thus distinct from it.

If that shape of the individual (akrti) is what is denoted by the word (say,
cow), then the individual also cannot enter into the denotation of the form/shape
by the word. Rather, the Siddhantin explains that the universal which is the shape
(akara), despite being distinct from the individual, cannot however be understood
without one’s cognition of the individual — in accordance with the true nature of
objects (vastusvabhava). And thus, the Siddhantin asserts that the example of the
individual-universal with the connection-connected holds true with this extent of

similarity (samya), not with complete similarity.!5!

anvayavan eva hy anvitah. so 'nvayapratitau na pratita eva syat, kintu svariupamatram eva. na
ca tad anvitam ucyate. tasmad anvayam pratipadyamana evanvitam pratipadyate. yatha vyaktim
pratipadyamana eva jatim.

150ayan tu visesah. anvayavan evanvita ucyata iti, anvayo 'py abhidhananupravistah. vyakti-
mattaiva jatisvariupam na bhavati, kintu vyakter akarantarabhiita jatis tato bhinna. sa ced akrtih
Sabdabhidheya, na vyaktir apy abhidhananupravesini, kintv akarabhiita jatir vyakter vyatiriktapi
vastusvabhavena vyaktim antarena na pratitim anubhavati, etavata ca samyena drstantah, na
sarvatmana. (A. Sastri 1964, p. 411)

1s1mmediately subsequent to this argument, Salikanatha embarks on a discussion about how a
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IV.12.3 Conclusion about Sabara’s sentence

Thus, the Siddhantin now concludes as to the true sense of Sabara’s phrase on PMS
1.1.25: padani hi svam svam artham abhidhaya nivrttavyaparani. athedanim

avagatah santo vakyartham avagamayanti. He explains this phrase as:!52

The following is the meaning of the words in the SBh: The
words denote their connected [WMs] and then cease functioning
(nivrttavyapara) i.e. they do not denote the connection [between
the WMs] separately. Now it is only when the connected [WMs]
have been ascertained that these bring about connection as also being

understood.

Moreover, the Siddhantin explains!>3 that since unconnected WMs are learnt
at the very moment of grasping the relation between a word and its WM and since
a completely different connection between WM s is ascertained for every different
sentence — thus the sentence is only meant for conveying that connection. Hence,
the Siddhantin explains that by the word vakyartha in the phrase above, Sabara

refers to ‘the connection [between the WMs]’.

IV.13 Connection with a specific and not a generic
WM (vv.18-22)

In the final section, the Siddhantin presents and refutes objections from other

anvitabhidhanavadins — referring to them as samanyanvitabhidhanavadins (the-

word leads to the cognition of a universal as well as an individual. He argues that such a dual
content (ubhayavisaya) of the cognition arising from a word can be justified on account of the word
denoting the universal only. Moreover, he presents this as an important discussion describing this to
be the quintessence of the Prabhakara doctrine: Sriyatam avadhanena sarvasvam prabhakaranam
(A. Sastri 1964, p. 411). However, since this discussion is not directly related to the main focus
of this thesis, namely the debate between abhihitanvaya and anvitabhidhana, 1 am not presenting
this argument here.

152bhasyaksaranam ayam arthah — padany anvitam abhidhaya nivrttavyaparani nanvayam
prthag abhidadhati. athedanim anvitah pratipanna anvayam api pratitam sampadayantiti. (ibid.,
pp- 411-412)

153]Joke  ca  padarthanam  sambandhagrahanasamaya eva  viditatvat,  vakyantare
canvayantarasyaiva pratipannatvat, tatparataiva vakyasyeti.  vakyarthasabdena bhasyakaro
‘nvayam aha. (ibid., p. 412)
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orists who accept the denotation of a WM as connected to other generic WMs),
in contrast to himself who he labels as a visesanvitabhidhanavadin (those who
accept the denotation of a WM as connected to other specific WMs).

Following is the main argument that the former put forth:'54 A word, whose
relation with its WM is known in accordance with the linguistic usage of elders,
is expressive of its WM only, and one ascertains this relation of the word with
its WM by means of co-presence and co-absence (anvayavyatireka). This occurs
since co-presence and co-absence cannot come about in a manner such that their
content is a WM having a connection with a specific other WM. This is because
a word signifying action (say, pacati) (kriyapada) experiences co-presence and
co-absence with its meaning action (here, ‘cooking’) which itself never deviates
from a generic factor of action (karakasamanya) — since this meaning action
deviates from a specific factor of action (karaka) (e.g. ‘odana’) in another specific
connection (i.e. when it connects to ‘pistaka’). This is similarly applicable also to
the word signifying the factor of action.

Hence, the argument of the samanyanvitabhidhanavadins is that the analytical
processes of co-presence and co-absence can only yield a word as related to its
WM which is connected to generic other WMs, not specific WMs. However, the

Siddhantin states: !>

Those [theorists] who declare that what is expressed by the words is
[their WM] connected with generic [other meanings] (samanya),
For these [theorists], how would there come about the [WM’s] con-

nection with a restricted (niyata), specific [WM] (visesa)?

The Siddhantin refers back!>¢ to his argument in IV.5.1 where it had been
explained that despite there being in DoC the connection of a WM with specific

54ye ’nvitabhidhanavadina evam ahuh — vrddhavyavaharaprasiddhasambandhah Sabdo
‘rthasya vacakah, anvayavyatirekabhyaii ca sambandhavadharanam. na ca visesanvayavisayau
tau sambhavatah. kriyapadam hi karakasamanyavyabhicarinya kriyaya sahanvayavyatirekau
bhajate visesanvayantaravyabhicarat. evam karakapade ’pi yojyam. (ibid., p. 412)

ISSVM-1 v.18: samanyenanvitam vacyam padanam ye pracaksate; niyatena visesena tesam syad
anvayah katham (ibid., p. 412)

156darsitam idam — visesanvaye ’py akanksasannidhiyogyatopadhivasena sambandhagrahanam
sukaram iti, tadabhidhayakataiva yukta padanam. yadi casau nesyate, tada vakyarthapratipattir
eva nopapadyate, visesanvayarupatvad vakyarthasya. (ibid., p. 412)
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other WMs (and not other infinitely possible, generic WMs), the comprehension of
the relation of a word with its WM (sambandha) can be done quite lucidly (sukara)
on account of the conditions of expectation, proximity and compatibility. Thus,
the Siddhantin insists that it is correct (yukta) that words denote that connection
of their WM with specific other WMs. This is because if one does not accept that,
then SM cognition itself will not be justified (upapad-) — since SM has the form
of a specific connection between multiple WMs.

The remaining four verses present modifications to the samanyanvitabhi-
dhanavadin position, and subsequent refutations of these!S” — v.19 refutes the
position that the generic connection may be denoted while the specific connec-
tion may be indirectly denoted (aksip-), while v.20 explains that there will be
nothing to convey (sambandhabodhakabhava) the specific connection in the case
of the opponent’s doctrine. In v.21, the Siddhantin explains that in his doctrine
of vifesanvayavada, expectation, proximity and compatibility are considered as
assisting the cognition of the SM (sambandhabodha), whereas in v.22, he argues
that in the opponent’s doctrine, words will be used in vain since they will only

express the generic connection (samanyasangama,).

I57VM-1 v.19: yady apyaksipyate nama viSeso vyaktijativat; nirdharitavisesas tu tadvad eva na
gamyate;
v.20: yady apy akanksito yogyo visesah sannidhau Srutah; sambandhabodhakabhave grhyate na
tathapy asau
v.21:  sambandhabodhe vyutpattav upadhitve samavisat; visesanvayavade tu yogyatvady
upakarakam
v.22: kifi ca vastubalenaiva siddhe samanyasangame; tasya vacyatvam icchadbhir vrtha Sabdah
prayasitah (A. Sastri 1964, pp. 412-414)
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Chapter V

Annotated Text of Sucaritamisra’s
Kasikatika on Slokavarttika
Vakyadhikarana vv.110cd-112ab

An Introductory Note

The Kasikatika on the SV has been published only upto the end of the section sam-
bandhaksepa' — yet, as Shida (2013, p. 1108) explains, the rest of the Kasikatika
is entirely available in several manuscripts. This chapter presents the edited text
of the Kasikatika on SV Vak. vv.110cd-112ab (KT?2), the opening two verses of
the siddhanta. A distinctive feature of the Kasikatika is that for several chapters
of the SV, it enters into extended discussions on the initial verse(s)3 and presents

arguments which had not been articulated when the SV was composed.

Manuscripts

The text presented here is based on the study of the following two manuscripts:

V. A. R. Sastri 1943.

2As mentioned previously, the abbreviation KT is used to refer only to this particular section
of the Kasikatika (i.e. on SV Vak. vv.110cd-112ab), and not the Kasikatika in its entirety.

3See for instance Kataoka (2014), which is the critical edition of the Kasikatika on the first
verse of the SV chapter of apoha.
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A: A manuscript preserved in the Adyar Library, Chennai, TR 66-3. Paper.
Devanagari. pp.1359-1400. (Kataoka (2014) refers to TR 66-5 and Shida
(2013) refers to TR 66-7, both manuscripts from the same series.)

S: A manuscript preserved in the Sarasvatt Bhavan Library, Sampurnananda
Sanskrit University, Varanasi. No. 29032. Paper. Devanagari. ff.577r-585r.
(Kataoka (2014) designates this as S, Shida (2013) designates this as S.)

Following is a brief description of these two manuscripts: A is a transcript
recorded in a notebook. It reports several sentence-breaks and is divided into dis-
tinct paragraphs. It has multiple instances where some text is underlined and other
text is inserted within parentheses immediately thereafter. This has been recorded
accordingly, for instance upakalpa(tpada)yitum (footnote 8). The underlined text
seems to be the scribe’s suggested deletion with the text in parentheses being the
preferred reading instead. Further, there are also instances where words/phrases
are inserted within parentheses without any prior text being underlined (for instance
isyate (eva), footnote 89), which once again indicates that the text in parentheses
is the scribe’s preferred reading. S however does not have any paragraph breaks,
and only a few dandas indicating sentence-breaks.

Shida (ibid.) discusses the different manuscripts of the Kasikatika available for
the Sabdanityatadhikarana and presents also a subjective analysis of the phylogeny
of the manuscripts (ibid., p.1110, fig. 1), including the two considered here.

I am very grateful to Dr. Hugo David (EFEO, Pondicherry) and Dr. Kei
Kataoka (Kyushu University of Fukuoka) for giving me access to the digital photos
and scans of these two manuscripts, and also granting me permission to present a

study of these as part of my thesis.

The Edition

In the following edition of the KT, the text of the two manuscripts has been
emended, firstly, to ensure the uniformity of the sandhi and spelling practices
(damdo to dando, upapatyapi to upapattyapi, etc.) Moreover, I have added the
sentential punctuation with the intention of aiding the reader to understand and
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follow the manifold arguments in the text. In doing so, I have also considered the
punctuation used in A as well as the (few) dandas and marks (dots) used in S.

Sentences are grouped into paragraphs, which are further classified into sec-
tions and sub-sections. Paragraph breaks are mostly as according to A (there
are none in S), but I explain in footnotes in case my understanding diverges sig-
nificantly from A. However, my main concern has been to correctly categorise
the text into sections and sub-sections, depending on the speaker (pirvapaksin
or siddhantin), the argument being presented and the different steps within the
argument. An explanation for this can be found in the subsequent chapter where
the text is translated, as well Chapters I-1II where I discuss the two theories of
abhihitanvaya and anvitabhidhana on the basis of the arguments found in the KT
as well as the VM-I.

The text often quotes phrases/sentences from the SBh, SV Vak., etc. These
have been identified in bold and their reference provided in the critical apparatus.
Moreover, the two manuscripts do not contain the two verses of the SV Vak.
vv.110cd-112ab. I have however included the verses here for the convenience of
the reader.

Finally, in case of any deviation between the readings of A and S, the reading
has been chosen on the basis of the inner consistency of the argument as found in
the text, as well as external parallels of the argument found in the VM-I and other
related works. Moreover, whenever the text has been emended in any significant

way from that found in A or S, the reason has been summarised in the apparatus.

Critical Apparatus

The first apparatus presents the variant readings from the two manuscripts A and
S. Angle brackets < > have been included to indicate the lemma pertaining to
the corresponding footnote. The apparatus presented is negative, and hence only
the divergent reading is presented (i.e. when the text from A is presented in the
apparatus, the reading from S has been selected, and vice versa). When both A
and S are presented in the apparatus, the text has been emended and the reason for
this is mentioned in parentheses.

The second apparatus (in Roman numbering) presents passages from other
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texts, either quoted or referenced. Margin notes provide the corresponding

page/folio references in the two manuscripts.

156



V.1 Hermeneutic conformity of abhihitanvaya (CoD)

with the views of Jaimini and Sabara

evam mulabhavena purvapaksite siddhantastutram —

tadbhutanam kriyarthena samamnayo ’rthasya tannimittatvad

iti

asyarthah — padanam tavat <padarthair>! nitya eva sambandhah tesv eva
padarthesu bhiitanam vartamananam kriyarthena samamnaya uccaranam
ity arthah.ii  <kriyeti ca bhavanam>2 brumah, saiva canekaviSesanaviSista
vakyartha ity ucyate. ata etad uktam bhavati — padany eva padarthapratipadana-
dvarena vakyarthapratipattau mulam iti na nirmulata.

na canapeksitapadarthany eva padani prthag eva padarthavad vakyartham
pratipadayantiti yuktam pramanabhavat. na hi nah <kificit>3 pramanam
asti yenanapeksitapadartha eva vakyantyavarnah purvavarnajanitasamskarasahito
‘rthantarabhutam eva vakyartham <pratipadayatity upagacchamah>4.iii

<nanv arthapattir>> eva pramanam, vakyarthe ’pi hi karyadar§ananusarena
padartha iva varnanam Saktim kalpayisyamabh.

na, arthasya <tannimittatvat padarthanam
evakanksayogyatasannidhibalapratilabdhetaretaravyatisanganam

vakyarthabuddhau>¢ nimittatvat. ksinarthapattir na varnagaminim <aparam>~’

IS: padarthesu

2S: kriyeti bhavanam

3A: kaficit

4A: pratipadayatity apy upagacchamah

5S: nanv anyathanupapattir

6S: tannimittatvat padanam evarthasyakamsayogyatasamnidhibalapratilabdhetaretarav-
yatisangasya viSistavakyarthabuddhau

7S: aparam api

iPMS 1.1.25
iiSBh on PMS 1.1.25: tesv eva padarthesu bhiitanam vartamananam padanam kriyarthena

samuccaranam. (Apate 1929, p. 95)
iiiSBh on PMS 1.1.25: nanapeksya padarthan parthagarthyena vakyam arthantaraprasiddham.

kutah. pramanabhavat. na kificana pramanam asti yena pramimimahe. na
hy anapeksitapadarthasya vakyantyavarnasya purvavarnajanitasamskarasahitasya Saktir asti

padarthebhyo rthantare vartitum iti. (ibid., pp. 95-96)
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Saktim <upakalpayitum>8 alam iti yathoktam bhasye padani hi svam svam
artham abhidhaya nivrttavyaparani. athedamim padartha avagatah
santo vakyartham avagamayantiti’v <tam imam>° sutrabhasyakarabhimatam

siddhantam <varttikakaro darSayati>'? — atrabhidhiyata iti.

atrabhidhiyate yady apy asti malantaram na nah,
padarthanam tu mulatvam drstam tadbhavabhavatah¥

ayam arthah — yady api na pratyekam padani <vakyarthadhiyo>!! nimittam
na tatsamudayo na vakyavayavi na tajjatir adyam va padam antyam va vyatirikta
<eva va vakyasphoto bahyanirbhasa va buddhir bahyasinyaiva va>12vi tathapi
padarthanam eva viSistavakyarthabuddhau <tadbhavabhavitaya>!*> mulatvam av-
agamyate. anavagatapadartho hi saty api <vakyaSravane na vakyartham bud-
hyate>.14 budhyate casaty api <vakye padarthavyatisangavit viSistam artham
iti>15 <padarthabhavabhavi vakyarthapratyayo>'6 niSciyate, tadbhavabhavas ca

<karyakaranatavagame>!7 nimittam iti padarthamiillako vakyartho na mulabhavad

8A: upakalpa(tpada)yitum

%A: tad M

10S: varttikakaro ’vatarayati

1S: vakyadhiyo

12S: eva va sphotah vakyanirbhaso buddhir vartha$tnyaiva
13A: tadbhavabhavitaya

14S: vakyasravane vakyam na budhyate

15S: vakye padarthavyatisangaviSistam artham iti

16 A: padarthatadbhavabhavt vakyartho

17A: karyakaranabhave

vSBh on PMS 1.1.25: nanv arthapattir asti, yat padarthavyatiriktam artham avagacchamabh.
na ca Saktim antarena tad avakalpyata iti. tan na. arthasya tannimittatvat. bhaved arthapattih,
yady asatyam api Saktau nanyan nimittam avakalpyeta. avagamyate tu nimittam. kim? padarthah.
padani hi svam svam artham abhidhaya nivrttavyaparani. athedanim padartha avagatah santo
vakyartham gamayanti. (Apate 1929, p. 96)

vSV Vak. vv.110cd-111ab.

ViA similar enumeration is already found in the Bhartrhari’s Vakyapadiya (VP) 11

vv.1-2:  akhyatam Sabdasanghato jatih sanghatavartini, eko ’'navayavah Sabdah kramo
buddhyanusamhrtih. padam adyam prthak sarvam padam sapeksam ity api, vakyam prati matir
bhinna bahudha nyayadarsinam. This verse is also quoted in the NR on SV Vak. v.49ab. Kumarila
refutes each of these in SV Vak. vv.49cd-57ab.
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anyatha bhavitum arhati, yatha ca padarthanam tanmulatvam <tanmulatve ’pi ca
nasabdatvam> 18 tathoparistad <vaksyata iti>.!°.
yat tavan na vakyam vakyarthasya vacakam ity uktam tad anumanyamaha evety

aha — satyam iti.

satyam na vacakam vakyam vakyarthasyopapadyate Vit

V.2 The arguments of the Prabhakara Purvapaksin

in favour of anvitabhidhana (DoC)

V.2.1 The sentence is indeed expressive of SM in Mimamsa

kim punar idam mimamsatantraviparitam iva siddhantavasare varnyate, samha-
tyartham abhidadhati padany eva vakyam <iti mimamsakah>20.viii, <ato yady
api na pratyekam padani viSistarthasya vacakani>?! tathapi vrddhavyavaharavyut-
pattyanusarena samhatany eva viSistam artham abhidadhatiti yuktam aSrayitum.
tathabhutesv <eva ca vakyaSabdah>2? prasiddha <iti katham na>2?* vakyam
vakyarthasya vacakam ity ucyate.

na ca nirbhagavakyabhiprayenedam ucyate tasyoparistan nirakarisyamanatvat.
sabhagam ca vakyam vacakam anicchatam vakyarthabuddhir <akaranika>?2* syat,
<kriyakarakagunagunipadani hi svam>2> svam artham abhidhaya nivrttavyaparani

kuto <’rthasiddhir>?2¢ iti vaktavyam.

18S: tanmilatve ca §abdatvam

19S: vaksyati

20S: iti hi mimamsakah

21S: ato yady api pratyekam padani viSistasyarthasya na vacakani
22A: eva vakyaSabdah

23S: iti na katham

24S: akarana

25S: kriyakarakagunagunipadani svam

26 A: "nvayasiddhir

vii§V Vak. v.111cd.

viiSBh on PMS 3.3.14: atha kim vakyam nama? samhatyartham abhidadhati padani vakyam.
(Apate 1930, p. 824) This phrase from the SBh is also quoted in the VM-I (A. Sastri 1964, p.402).
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V.2.2 No possible cause that can bring about a connection be-

tween unconnected WMs

<padartha anvayam gamayantiti cet ko hetur. anyathanupapattih>.2” kriyapadartho
hi <karakapadartho vanyataranvayam>22 antarena nopapadyata iti tam <gamayatiti
cet>?° ka punar asyanupapattih, na hi pratitenavaSyam anvitena bhavitavyam
iti kascin <niyamahetur>3° asti, ananvitarthapadaracanaya api drstatvad gaur
aSvah puruso hastiti. ata eva sannidhir apy akaranam anvaye anaikantikatvat,
<samnihitayor apy angulyor>3! asambandhadar$anat. <ata eva yogyatamatram api
na karanam tayor eva vyabhicaradarSanat, yogye hi sambandhum angulyau kadacit
sambandhadar$anat>.32

na cakanksaya sambandhah. <akanksati>33 hi ksudhito 'nnapanasambandham,
na casau tasya bhavatiti <na kaficit padarthanam parasparanvaye hetum>34 upal-

abhamabhe.

V.2.3 Only words can denote a connected meaning, indirect

denotation is not possible

atah padany evakanksitayogyasannihitarthantaranvitasvarthabhidhanasvabha-

vanity astheyam,* <na ca viSistarthapratitav>35 upayantaram pasyamabh.

27A: Om. padartha . .. anyathanupapattih

28S: karakapadartho anyataranvayam

29 A: gamayatiti

30A: niyamo hetur

31A: sannihitayor angulyor

32S: Om. ata . ..sambandhadar§anat

33S: kanksati

34A: na kificit padarthanam parasparanvaye hetum; S: na kaficit padanam parasparanvayahetum
(Reasons for emendation: karicit qualifies hetu (m); anvaya between WMs, not words)

35S: na tu viSistapratitav

xThis description of DoC is based on VM-I. A similar description is also
found in the Salikanathamisra’s Rjuvimalapaiicika (RVP) on PMS 1.1.25: na
ca sambandhagrahanasaktih,  upadhivisesasrayanena  sukaratvat,  akanksasannidhan-
opasthapitanvayayogyarthantaranvitasvarthabhidhayini padaniti vyutpattiparigrahe na kiiicid
anupapannam (S. K. R. Sastri 1934, p. 384)
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evam cavyavadhanenaiva $abdaih pratyayyamano vakyarthah <$abdo>36
bhaved, <itaratha hi nispramaniko bhavet>37 laksaniko va. tatra <sar-
valaksanikatve>38 mukhyalaksanikavivekanupapattih.

api canvayanupapattau laksana <bhavati, yada tv anvayapratitav api na kificit
karanam astity uktam tada kasyanupapattya laksanam vaksyamah>3°, na ca

<svariipenaiva padartha nopapadyanta ity uktam>40.x

V.2.4 Language learning leads one to infer the potency of words

to denote connected meanings

<syad etat — anvayavyatirekabhyam kriyakarakadipadanam
niskrstaikaikarthabhidhanasaktir avadhariteti>4! nanvitam yavad <abhidhanam>42
gacchatiti.

tan na, anvitabhidhana eva vyutpatteh. balo hi gam anayeti
Sabdasravanasamanantarabhavinim prayojyavrddhasya viSistarthavisayam cestam
upalabhyakalayati <nunam>#3 itah sakasad <asya viSistarthavisaya samvid

upajateti>44 evam ca tadgocaram eva <Sabdasyabhidhanasaktim unnayati>4> an-

36A: §abdo

37 S: itaratha nispramanaka eva bhavet

38S: laksanikatve

39S: bhavati. yad vakyarthapratitav eva na kificit karanam astity uktam tada kasyanupapattau
laksanam vaksyamah

40A: svariipenaiva padartho nopapadyata ity uktam

41S: syad etad anvayavyatirekabhyam eva kriyakarakadipadanam niskrstaikaikarthabhidhane
Saktir evavadhariteti

42S: abhidha

43A: a(nl)nam

44S: asya viSistarthasamvij jateti

45S: Sabdasyabhidhasaktim arthayati

*VM-1I: atrocyate. katham punar iyam laksana?
vacyasyarthasya  vakyarthe  sambandhanupapattitah; tatsambandhavasapraptasyanvayal
laksanocyate iti sangrahaslokah.
gangayam ghosah ityadisu Srautasya gangapadarthasya vakyarthe ’'nvayasambhavat, tam
parityajya tatsambandhal labdhabuddhisannidheh kiladyarthasya vakyarthanvayitadhyavasiyate.
ata evahuh — anupapattya, sambandhena ca laksana bhavatiti. iha ca gamanayetyadau
na Srautasyarthasyanvayayogyatvam, napy anvitavasthasyanayanasambandharhata —an-

vitarthasyanvayantarasambhavat. (A. Sastri 1964, pp. 398-399)
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vayavyatirekabhyam.*

V.2.5 Difference between nimitta and abhidheya

api catra nimittaniskarsamatram eva kriyate nabhidheyaniskarsah, gam anaya
gam dogdhi gam abhyajety <evamadisu hi vakyesu>4¢ gopadanvaye tat-
tatkriyapadavyatireke <ca gor anvayad>47 etavad avagamyate yatha <gaur>4® an-
vitabhidhane gopadasya nimittam iti.

na ca nimittam evabhidheyam, <na hi dandipadasya dandinam abhidhatum
dando nimittam ity abhidheyo bhavati. ato nimittam abhidheye padarthah
nabhidheyah>49xii anvitasyaiva vyutpattibalenabhidheyatvat.

46S: evamadisu vakyesu

47S: ca anvayad

48A: gor

49A: na hi dandipadasya dandinam abhidhatum dando nimittam ity abhidheyo bhavati. ato
nimittam abhidhana(dheye) padarthah nabhidheyah; S: na hi dandipadasya dandinam abhidhatum
dando nimittam iti dandipadenabhidhiyata iti nimittam abhidheye na padartha abhidheyah
(A possible emendation could be [anvitalbhidhane (in order to explain the variant in A), to make
the construction of this sentence (i.e. the general argument) similar to the end of the previous
sentence (i.e. a particular example), which was yatha gaur anvitabhidhane gopadasya nimittam
iti.)

XVM-I:  parihrtam hi tatredam — balo hi vyutpadyamanah prayojyavrddhasya
Sabdasravanasamanantarabhavinim visistacestanumitam arthapratitim Sabdakaranikam avagac-
chati. sa tatha vyutpannah kadacit kasyacid ananvitarthapadaracanam vakyam upalabhate,
tathopalabhamanasya caisa vimarso jayate — sambhavyamanananvitarthapadaracanam idam
vakyam katham prayojyavrddhasya arthaniscayam krtavat? vrddhasyapi purusayatte vakye 'nan-
vitarthapadaracanasSanka mameva sambhavatiti. tasyaivam vicikitsodaye punar esa niscayo jayate
— nunam anenayam prayoktetthamavadharito yad anvitarthany eva padany ayam prayunkta iti.
tathavidhapadaprayoganiyamas casyanupalabdhe ’nvaye nopapadyate ity evam anvayopalamb-
ham anumimanenanvayo nisciyate. (A. Sastri 1964, p. 380) See IV.3.

xiSBh on PMS 6.1.1: naitad asti, priter abhidhayakah svargasabda iti. kutah? visesanatvat.
yad viSesanam, na tac chabdenocyate. tad yatha, danditi dandanimittah purusavacanah, dando
'sya nimittam, nabhidheyah. evam esa na pritivacanah pritisadhanavacanas tv esa svargasabda
iti. (Apate 1932, p. 1347)

SBh on PMS 6.1.2: yat titktam dandisabdavad iti, so ’pi pratite Sabdad dande dandini pratyayam
adadhati. antargatas tatra dandasabdah, sa dandasya vacakah. iha punah svargasabda eva priter
abhidhata. (ibid., pp. 1350-1351)
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V.2.6 Connection between WMs is ascertained, as cognition of

connected WMs is incomplete without it

nanv anvitapratipattav anvayo viSesanam, na cagrhitaviSesana viSesye <bud-
dhir iti>>°® so ’py <abhidhatavya evapatati>>!. badham. yady evam
<tadvisayapi>>? Sabdanam apara S$aktih kalpaniya. <maivam, ekayaiva
Saktyobhayasiddheh. nanantarbhavyanvayam anvitah pratyetum Sakyata ity>53
<anvitapratityaparyavasanalabhya evanvayo na prthag abhidhanasaktim apeksate,

ekasamvitsamvedyatvad anvitanvayayoh.*iii

V.2.7 Agreement of DoC with SBh on PMS 1.1.25

<niskrsta§ ca yo>>* na  Sabdenabhidhiyate>5>  anenaivabhiprayena
bhasyakarenoktam — padani hi svam svam artham abhidhaya
nivrttavyaparani athedanim padartha avagatah santo vakyartham

<avagamayantiti>>¢xv <anvita artha avagatah>>’ santo vakyartham an-

50S: buddhir bhavatiti

51S: abhidhatavya apatati

52S: tadvisaya

53A: maivam, eta(ka)yaiva $aktyobhayasiddheh nanantarbhavyanvayam anvayam pratyetum
Sakyata ity; S: Saktih parikalpaniya evam ekayaiva Saktyobhayasiddhir nanantarbhavyanvayam
anvitah pratyetum Sakyata iti
(Reason for emendation: (i) Choosing Saktyobhayasiddheh (A) instead of Saktyobhayasiddhir (S)
since this is the response of the Prabhakara to the Bhatta objection; (ii) Choosing anvitah from S
in place of anvayam of A since this alone makes sense and also aligns with the present argument

about anvaya and anvita.)
54A: niskrstam ca yo; S: see footnote 55
55S: Om. anvitapratityaparyavasanalabhya . . . Sabdenabhidhiyate
56 A: gamayantiti
57S: anvita avagatah

xili VM-

pratiyann anvayam yasmat pratiyad anvitam puman; vyaktim jatim ivarthe ’sav iti samparikirtyate.
v.17)

anvayavan eva hy anvitah. so 'nvayapratitau na pratita eva syat, kintu svarupamatram eva. na
ca tad anvitam ucyate. tasmad anvayam pratipadyamana evanvitam pratipadyate. yatha vyaktim

pratipadyamana eva jatim. (A. Sastri 1964, p. 410)
xivSee footnote i.
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vayam <anvitapratityaparyavasanat>5% gamayantity arthah, svam svam artham
<ity anvitabhiprayenoktam>>59.xv
ata eva ahuh — vyatisaktabhidhanam padam na vyatisangabhidhanam

vyatisaktato ’vagater vyatisangasyeti.*"!

V.2.8 Bhatta must accept potencies in WMs, additional to those

of words

avaSyam ca padarthasamarthyaprabhavitam <api vakyartham anvayam abh-
idadhanair>%® abhyupagantavyah ko ’pi padair ahitah padarthesu mahima
yena te vakyartham <gamayantity>¢! asrayaniyam <pramanantaravagatebhyah

padarthebhyo viSistarthabuddhyadarSanat>62.xvii

58S: anvitapratityaparyavasayam

398S: ity apy anvitarthabhiprayenoktam

60S: api vakyarthapratyayam abhidadhanair

61 A: avana(ga)mayantity

62A: pramanantaravagatebhyo viSistarthabuddhyadarSanat

*VM-I: bhasyaksaranam ayam arthah — padany anvitam abhidhaya nivrttavyaparani
nanvayam prthag abhidadhati. athedanim anvitah pratipanna anvayam api pratitam
sampadayantiti. loke ca padarthanam sambandhagrahanasamaya eva viditatvat, vakyantare
canvayantarasyaiva pratipannatvat, tatparataiva vakyasyeti.  vakyarthasabdena bhasyakaro

‘nvayam aha. (A. Sastri 1964, pp. 411-412)
xViBrhati on PMS 1.1.25: vyavahare ca yathavyatisangam evavapoddharau. tasman na

vyatisangabhidhanam, vyatisaktato ’vagater vyatisangasya. (S. K. R. Sastri 1934, pp. 384,386)
See also RVP: nanv evam vyatisanigam api kimiti nabhidhatte tatraha — na vyatisangabhidhanam,
vyatisaktato ’vagater vyatisangasya. vyatisakto hi vyatisangam apratipadyamanena na Saky-
ate pratipattum yatha vyaktim akrtir iti vyatisaktato vyatisangavagater na vyatisangabhidhanam
padam. (ibid., pp. 385-386)
This is also quoted in the VM-I: ato ’nvitabhidhanayanvayasyarthagrahitatvad asav anvayo
nabhidhiyate. tena vyatisaktabhidhanavan na vyatisangabhidhanam, niskrstabhidhanan tu na bha-
vati. vyatisaktato ’vagater vyatisangasya, vyatisaktasya vyatisangam vinabhidhananupapatteh.
(A. Sastri 1964, p. 411)

xVitVM-1: kintu tesam adrstaisa Saktir manantarad gatau; kalpya
visistarthaparapadasamsparsabhavita (v.10)
padarthanam hi Sabdad anyatah pramanat pratiyamananam anyonyanvayabodhakatvam
na pratitam iti, Sabdabhidheyanam tadavagamasaktih kalpayitavya. tasyas cotpat-

tau Sabdasamsparsa eva hetur ityasrayaniyam. Sabdo hi viSistarthapratipattiparataya
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yad apy <ucyate — bhavati hi kadacit>%3 pramanantaravagatebhyah
padarthebhyo  viSistarthavagatih. <yatha durac chvetimaruipam>®%4
paSyatah Srnvata§ ca <hesaSabdam>%> <khuraniksepasabdam>® ca bhavati
viSistarthavagatih Sveto ’$vo dhavatiti*viii tad apy ayuktam.

kim hi tatra pramanam iti cintaniyam, ekaikam hi pramanam ekaikatra
<paryavasitam iti na>%7 kificid viSistarthavagatau pramanam paSyamah. tatra
va pramanantaropagame <Sabde ’pi>®® tad eva viSistarthabuddhau pramanam iti
Sabdo na pramanam bhavet.

ato ’vaSyam <SabdabhidhanahitatiSayasalinam>%® eva padarthanam
vakyarthabuddhau nimittatvam iti vaktavyam, evam ca varam mukhyataya
Sabdanam <evanvitabhidhanaSaktir>7° asrita evam hi sadhu <Sabdanam

pramanyam upapaditam>7! bhavati.xix

63S: ucyate kadacit
64S: yatha durat §vetimaripam
65S: hesadiSabdam
%6 A: khura(pada)niksepasabdam; S: padaniksepasabdam
(Reason for emendation: All editions of the SV Vak. presently available have khura and not pada.

The VM-I also when discussing this example from the SV Vak. uses khura and not pada.)
67S: paryavasitam na
68 A: §abde ’pi
69S: §abdabhidhanahitavisesasalinam
70A: evabhidhanaSaktir
71S: §abdanam eva pramanyam abhyupagatam

lokavyavaharesu prayujyamano drstah. na casau saksad vakyarthapratipadane samartha iti,
padarthan avantaravyaparikaroti. te ca yady anyonyanvayabodhane samarthah syuh, tada tesam
avantaravyaparata syan nanyatheti. visistarthavabodhaparaSabdasamsparsad eva tesam esa
Saktir avirbhavatiti, Sabdasyapi padarthagatanvayabodhakatvasaktyadhanasaktir asrayaniya.
(ibid., pp. 391-392)

xviii§V - Vak. vv.358-359a:  paSyatah Svetam arupam hresasabdam ca Srnvatah;
khuraniksepasabdam ca $veto ’§vo dhavatiti dhih; drsta vakyavinirmukta.
This example is also discussed in VM-I: syad evam — yadi manantaravaseyanam padarthanam
anyonyanvayavagame samarthyam na syat. asti tu tat §vaityasyanavadharitasrayavisesasya
pratyaksadrstasya, asvasyapratipannagunavisesasya pratyaksahresasabdanumitasya
padaniksepasabdanumitasya ajiiatakartrbhedasya dhavanasya Sveto ’Svo dhavatity anvaya-
bodhakatvadarsanat. (ibid., p. 392)

*xVM-I: api ca yadi padarthavagatimatrad eva parasparanvayavagamah, tada kasmin pramane

tasyantarbhava iti vacyam? na tavac chabde Sabdabhavat. padarthabhidhanavantaravyaparena
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V.29 WM’s correlates are known through specific conditions

<yad api vadanti — ekaikaSyena>7? kriyapadasya karakapadasya va pratiyoginam
anantataya sambandho duspratipadah. <na cagrhitasambandhah $abdo ’rtham
gamayatiti>73 <ananvitaikaikarthagocaraiva padanam>74 abhidhanasaktir iti** tad
apy ayuktam.

anantye ’pi hi pratiyoginam <asadharanopalaksanopalaksitanam>7> sukaram
eva sambandhajfianam. uktam hi — <akanksasannidhiyogyatah>7¢ karanam an-
vitabhidhanasyeti <tadupalaksanam>7" eva sambandhajfianam. <yad eva hi>78
yasyakanksitam yogyam <sannihitam ca bhavati>7® tenaiva <tad>8° anvitam

svartham abhidhatte.*xi

72S: yad api ca vadanti ekaikasyaiva

73A: na cagrhitas sambandha$ Sabdo ’rtham pratipadayatity
74S: ananvitaikaikarthagocarais padarthanam

75S: asadharanopalaksitanam

76S: akanksayogyatasamnidhayah

77S: tadapalaksanam

78A: yad eva

79S: samnihitam bhavati

80A and S: tad

(A possible emendation can be from tad to tam, for the following reasons: (i) yad and yasya have
their counterparts in fena and tam respectively, with each of these correlative pronouns referring
to WMs only (and not words). This is because only WMs are expected, compatible and proximate,
and a WM alone can be connected (anvita) to another WM whereas words denote (abhidha-)
meanings; (ii) svartha is a masculine noun, and when in accusative, its pronoun would be fam and
not tat; (iii) Emending tad anvitam to tam anvitam may not be a very significant emendation of the

the script (da to ma).)

hi yac chabdad anvayajianam, tac chabdam ity esa vo raddhantah. tasman nasya
Sabde ’ntarbhavah. pramanantarabhyupagame tu sabdasyocchedah sabdavagatapadarthavisaye
'pi tasyaiva pramanyaprasangat.  tasmac chabdabhihitanam padarthanam anyatradrstam
vakyarthabodhanasamarthyam kalpayitavyam. tadadhanasaktis ca Sabdanam apiti. (A. Sastri

1964, pp. 393-394)
**VM-I: atra kecid dcaksate — bhavatu padanam padarthesu Saktijianam, tathapy an-

vitabhidhanam na sidhyatiti. tathahi— pratiyoginam anantataya anvayanam anantyat, tadanantye
canvitanam apy anantyat sambandhagrahanam duskaram. agrhitasambandhasya ca vacakatve
ekasmac chabdat sarvarthapratitiprasangah. (ibid., p. 381)

*iVM-I: akanksasannidhipraptayogyarthantarasangatan; svarthan ahuh padaniti vyutpattis

samsrita yada,; anantyavyabhicarabhyam tada doso na kascana (vv.8-9ab).
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ata  evanantye pi  <pratiyoginam  nanantaSaktikalpanapatati>8!xxii
<upadhitrayopetanvitabhidhanasakter ekasyah>82 klptatvatxxiii sar-
vanama$abdanam iva. <te hi sannidhanenaikenopadhinanantesv api bhavesu

vartamana nanantaSaktikalpanadosam apadayanti>.33

V.2.10 DoC in case of a single word

kim idanim ekasmat kriyakarakapadad asati pratiyogyantare ’pratitir anvitapratitir
va. napratitih. anvitapratitis tu kenanvitapratitih. na hy atra <pratiyogyantaram

Sruyata ity uktam. satyam>84 <na Sruyate. na tu Srutenaivanvitabhidhanam san-

81S: pratiyoginam anantasaktikalpana napatati
82A:  upadhitrayopetanvitabhidhanasakter  etasyah; S: upadhitrayope[—]tanvita
evabhidhanasakter ekasyah

(Reason for emendation: ekasyah is more relevant in this argument than etasyah.)
83A: te hi sannidhanenaikenopadhinanantesv api bhavesu vartamananantasaktikalpanadosam

upapadayati(tpadayanti); S: te hi samnidhanenaikenopadhina anantesv api bhavesu vartamana na
Saktikalpanadosam apapadayanti

(Reason for emendations: apadayanti, and not apapadayanti. Also, emending A’s var-
tamananantasaktikalpanadosam to vartamana nanantaSaktikalpanadosam for two reasons: (i)
The emended text alone makes sense in context of the argument being discussed, and (ii) there is
a possibility of an error in A whereby a second na (immediately after vartamana) was overlooked
and hence deleted.)

84A: pratiyogyantaram Sruiyate (ity uktam satyam); S: pratiyogyantaram Sriyata ity uktam

(Reason for emendation: Suggested reading in A.)

yat tavad uktam: anantyac chabdasSaktyavadharananupapattih, agrhitasaktes ca vacakatve vyab-
hicaraprasanga iti, tad anupapannam. upalaksanasrayanenapi sambandhabodhasaukaryad.
akanksitena yogyena sannihitena canvitam svartham padam vaktiti vyutpattirasriyate. (ibid.,
p- 384)

xitVM-I: nanv anantapratiyogyanvitasvarthabodhanavisaya ananta eva Sabdasya Saktayah
kalpayitavyah syuh. abhihitanvayavade tv ekasminn arthe ekasya Sabdasyaikaiva Saktir iti. (ibid.,
p- 394)

>iiVM-I: tan na. ekayaivakanksitasannihitayogyarthanvitasvarthabhidhanasaktya pratiyo-
gibhedena karyabhedopapattes caksuradinam iva. caksur yathaivaikaya darSanasaktya
ghatadipratiyogisahayabhedaj jianani bhinnani janayati, tatha Sabdo ’pi pratiyogibhedad iti man-
tavyam. (ibid., p. 394)
See also RVP to PMS 1.1.25: na ca sambandhagrahandasaktih, upadhivisesasrayanena
sukaratvat, akanksasannidhanopasthapitanvayayogyarthantaranvitasvarthabhidhayini padaniti

vyutpattiparigrahe na kiiicid anupapannam. (S. K. R. Sastri 1934, p. 384)
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nihitamatrena tadasrayanat>.%> sannidhir iti ca buddhau viparivrttir akhyayate.
tad <yad api>®¢ na <Sabdenopanitam>37 <kutascin nimittantarad>28 api buddhav
arudham tenapy anvitabhidhanam <isyata eva>8°. ata eva dvaram dvaram ityadisu
<pramanantaropasthapitenapi samvaranadinanvitabhidhanasiddhih>%® <viSva-
jidadau ca karyavinabhavaparyupasthapitena svargakamadiniyojyena vikrtisu
casrutavidhyantasu niyogasamarthyopasthapitayaiva prakrtetikartavyataya>.%!xxiv

<yady>?? ekapadaprayoge ’py anvitabhidhanam eva®3 katham tarhi pacatity
ukte karmaviSesakanksa kriyapadenaiva viSistanvayasya pratipaditatvat.

nanv ata <evanvitabhidhanam>®4. yadi hi Sabdo 'nvitam abhidadhyad evam
ekatra sambandhiny avagate sambandhyantare bhavaty akanksa <kimanvito>%>
‘nenartho ’bhidhatavya iti. <tad yad eva hi>®¢ Sabdat pramanantarad va bud-

dhau bhavisyati tenaivanvitam svartham <uccaritam>®’ padam <abhidhasyati. a

85A: na Sruyate. na (tu) Srutenaivanvitabhidhanam sannihitamatrena tadasrayanat; S: na Sruyate
nanv asrutenaivanvitabhidhanam samnidhanam sannidhimatrena tadasrayanat
(Reason for emendation: Suggested reading in A.)

86 A and S: yady api
(Reason for emendation: yad required for tena)

87A: §abdeno(nanu)panitam

88S: kutascit tu nimittantarad

89A: isyate (eva)

90A: pramanantaropasthapitena samvaranadinanvidhabhidhanasiddhih

91S: visvajidadau ca karyyavinabhavaparyyupasthitena svargakamadina niyojyena vikrtisu
casrutavidhyantasu viniyogasamanyopasthitayaiva prakrtetikartavyataya

92S: saty

93 A and S construe yady / saty ekapadaprayoge. . . eva as part of the previous sentence. A changes
paragraph after eva while S has a danda. However, emending this to consider this phrase with
the following sentence, since yadi. . . katham tarhi is a common construction and fits the argument
here.

94S: evanvitabhidhanat

95A: (kim)anvito

96S: tadvad eveha

97S: ucitam

xivVM-I: atha sannidhih kah? yasyarthasya Sravananantaram akanksayogyatabhyam
arthantare buddhiviparivrttih. sa ca na Sabdanibandhanaiva kevalam anvitabhidhanavyutpattav
upalaksanam adhyahrtenapi loke anvitabhidhanadarsanat. (A. Sastri 1964, p. 389) The example
of dvaram is also found in the SBh on PMS 4.3.11.
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pratiyogisannidhes tudasta eva §abdo na tv abhidhatte>.98xxv

V.2.11 No fault of mutual dependence, due to sequential DoC

<nanv evam prathamapadenarthe ‘nabhihite dvitiyapadam al-
abdhakanksitasamnihitayogyapratiyogiti kenanvitam artham abhidadhyat>.%°
<evam ca prathamasyapy avacakatve dvitiyapadasannidhir na kificid up-
akuryat>.100 tatretaretarasrayam bhavet, prathamapadabhidhanapeksam
<dvitiyasyabhidhanam> 0! tadapeksam ca prathamasyeti.*xvi

satyam <yady abhidhananibandhanasannidhir asriyeta>192 sarvani tu
padany <uccaritani>!%3 santi vyutpattikalavagatam atmiyam <pravrttinimittam
smarayanti>'04, tato ’'nanvitasmrtenaiva tena tenarthena viSistah sarvair eva

svartho ’bhidhiyata <iti netaretarasrayam bhavet> 105 xxvii

98S: abhidhasyati pratiyogisamvidhes tiipatta eva Sabdo "bhidhasya na tv abhidhatte
?A: nanv evam prathamapadenarthe na vihite dvitiyam api padam alab-

dhvakanksitasannihitayogyapratiyogiti kenanvitam abhidadhyat
100A: evam caprathamasyapy avacakatve dvittyapadasannidhir na kificida(du)pakuryat; S: evam
prathamapadasyapy avacakadvitiyapadasamnidhir na kificid upakuryyat

(Reason for emendation: prathamasya from S accepted, rest as according to A.)
101S: dvitiyapadasyabhidhanam
102S: yady abhidhananibandhanah sambandha asriyate
103S: uccaritani
104S: pravrttinimittam artham smarayanti
1058 iti netaretarasrayata

dhanam. ekapadaprayoge hi dvaram ityadav abhidhanam eva na paryavasyati. na hy anuccarite
pratiyogisannidhapake pade ‘nvitabhidhanam Sakyate vaktum. (ibid., p. 386)

*>ViVM-I: kim abhihitena padarthantarenanvito 'bhidhiyate uta anabhihiteneti vikalpaniyam.
anabhihitena cet padantaraprayogavaiyarthyam. ekasmdc ca sarvanvayapratitiprasangah. abhi-
hitena cet tad api tarhi padam anvitabhidhayitaya padantaropattam artham abhidhanayapeksata
iti, itaretarasrayah prapnoti. (ibid., pp. 381-383)

See also RVP to Brhati on PMS 1.1.25: kifi ca kim abhihitena visesena tadvyatisaktam
abhidhiyate, anabhihitena va?  abhihitapakse itaretarasrayam, dvitiyam api padam abh-
ihitarthantaravyatisaktabhidhayakataya itarapadabhidhanam asrayatiti prasaktam duruttaram
itaretarasrayam. anabhihitapakse padantaraprayogavaiyarthyam. (S. K. R. Sastri 1934, p. 384)
xxvitVM-I: itaretarasrayam idanim pariharati:
smrtisannihitair evam arthair anvitam atmanah; artham aha padam sarvam iti nanyonyasamsrayah
(v.15).

169

A:p.1374



A:p.1375

S: £.580v

A: p.1376

akanksakramena canvitabhidhanakramah. prathamam <hy akhyatena>!106
<karyatmany>!07  abhidhiyamane  nirvisayatadavagamasambhavat  sva-
padopattaprakrtyupanitabhavarthavisayanvitah karyatmabhidhiyate tam
<vina>19® tatpratityanupapatteh, pratityanubandho <hi sa niyogasyeti>!%°.
pratyasattiviSesat sa eva prathamam apeksitah sannihita$ ceti tenaiva <prathamam
anvitabhidhanam>!19.  <tatah svargakamadiniyojyanubandhena>!!! tadanan-
taram apeksanat, tato visayibhutabhavarthakaranapeksayetikartavyatanvaya iti
<kramena dvayor dvayor anvitabhidhanam>!12 darSayitavyam. yadanvitam ca
pradhanapadena karyam abhidhiyate tad api svapadena karyanvitam abhidhiyata
<iti sarvesam anvitabhidhane siddhih> 113 xxviii

pradhanyac ca karyasya tatparyad <itaresam vakyarthaikatvam>!14 tadekatvac
ca nanarthanvitanekarthabodhe ’py ekavakyatvam.*xix atah padasanghatatmakam

vakyam eva vakyarthasya vacakam ity ayukto vakyasyavacakatvabhyupagamah.

106 A: vya(hya)khyatena

1078: @makéryyﬁtmany

108 A: vinapi

109S: hi sanniyogasyeti

10 A: prathamanvitabhidhanam

HIS: tatah svargakamadina niyojyenanubandhena

12 A: kramena dvayo(r dvayo)r anvitabhidhanam; S: kramena dvayor anvitabhidhanam

(Reason for emendation: Suggested reading in A.)
113A: iti sa tesam anvitabhidhanasiddhih
1148 jtaresam ca vakyarthatvam

svarthasvarupamatrasmarane hi na padam padantaram apeksate. smrtisannihitam apidam bha-
vaty eva sannihitam. nasti tenetaretarasrayatvam. (A. Sastri 1964, p. 406)

xxVit\VVM-1: abhihitasya karyasyapurvatmano ’'nusthanam vina karyatvanupapatteh, kartra ca
vina tadasambhavat, adhikarad rte ca tadayogat, niyojyam antarena ca tasyanavakalpanat,
tadupapattaye yuktaiva tadanvayayogyaniyojyajijiiasa. tasyam satyam aparipurnatvavagamat,
lokavad adhyahare kartavye saty api, jivanasyavasyakatve 'ntarangatve ca vidher anusthanaksepo
na kalpeteti, tatparityagena kamye niyojyaviSesane sthite sarvakamipurusavyapisvargasyaiva
niyojyavisSesanatvayogyatvat, svargakamo niyojyo ‘dhyahriyate. (ibid., pp. 386-387)

See also: sa ceyam akanksa pratiyogisu sarvesu na sahasaivopajayate,  kintu
karanopanipatakramena. tatha hi — visayam antarenapurvam karyam pratyetum eva
na Sakyata iti, pratipattyanubandhabhiuitavisayapeksa prathamam vidheh. atha pratipanne
visayasambandhini vidhyarthe niyojyam antarena tatsiddhyasambhavan niyojyakanksa. tatha
visayibhute bhavarthe karane labdhe vaikrtapurvanam karanopakarakanksa. labdhe ca tasmin
tajjanakapadarthakankseti. (ibid., p. 388)

>*ixVM-1 vv.4-5: bhityamso yady api svarthah padanam te prthakprthak; prayojanataya tv

170



V.3 The arguments of the Bhatta Siddhantin in

favour of CoD
ata aha: anyathapiti.

anyathapy upapannatvac chaktis tatrapramanikaxxx

V.3.1 Hermeneutic inconsistency in the Prabhakara’s argu-

ment

ayam abhiprayah:

na tavad ayam siddhantah sutrabhasyanugato drSyate. sutrakaro hy arthasya
tannimittatvad iti padarthanam eva vakyarthabuddhau nimittatvam darSayati,
bhasyakaro ’pi tadvyacaksano nanapeksya padarthan <parthagarthyena>!!5
vakyam arthantare prasiddham iti vadan vispastam eva vakyasya vakyarthe
vacakatam nirasyati.xxxi

arthapattya ca vakyasya vacakaSaktikalpanam aSankya tan na arthasya
tannimittatvad iti Saktikalpananirakaranaparataya sutraikadeSam darSayati.xxxii
nivrttavyaparaniti ca padarthesv <evabhidhanaparyavasanam>!!¢. ko jatucid
adrstam <padasamudayasya Saktim Kkalpayatiti>!!7 ca vyakta <eva vakyasya
vacakaSaktipratiksepah> 118 xxxiii  sarvam cedam <kathaficit kasam kuSam va

1S A: varthagatyena

116S: evabhidhavyaparaparyyavasanam
H7S: padasamudayasaktim upakalpayatiti
118S: eva vacaka$aktipratisedhah

ekavakyartham sampracaksate; tatpratityekakaryatvad vakyam apy ekam ucyate; pratipattir
gunanam hi pradhanaikaprayojana. (ibid., p. 378)
The argument of the unitary karya being the sentential meaning is the topic of the VM-IL.
xxxSV Vak. v.112ab
xxxiSee Footnote iii.

xxxiiSee Footnote iv.
xxxiiiSBh on PMS 1.1.25: yatra hi Sukla iti va krsna iti va gunah pratite bhavati. bhavati khalv asav

alam gunavati pratyayam adhatum. tena gunavati pratyayam icchantah kevalam gunavacanam
uccarayanti. sampatsyata esam yathasankalpito bhiprayah. bhavisyati visistarthasampratyayah.
visistarthasampratyayas ca vakyarthah. evam ced avagamyate 'nyata eva vakyarthah ko jatucid

adrsta padasamudayasya Saktir arthad avagamyata iti vadisyati. (Apate 1929, pp. 96-97)

171

A: p.1377



A: p.1378

S: £.581r

A: p.1379

’valambyanyathaniyetapi>!!® yady upapattir api <sadhiyasi drSyeta, na tu sapi
sadhiyast drdyata ity>129 abhidhasyata eva.

samhatyartham <abhidadhatiti=>v tu narthabhidhayam>!2! sahityam
darSayitum kintv artham abhidadhati <padani samhatya vakyam bhavantiti
vyakhyeyam>122, <abhidadhatiti vavagamayantiti>!?*> vyakhyeyam. tad
iha anyathapy upapannatvac chaktir apramaniketi vadata varttikakarena

vacakaSaktinirakaranaparataya bhasyavirodho ’bhihita iti <anusandhatavyam>124.

V.3.2 Incongruence in the Prabhakara’s doctrine, since WMs

can lead to SM cognition

<tad evam>'25 tavat granthato ’nupapattir ukta, upapattyapi nayam
siddhantah sangacchate. <yad dhi kutascid anyasmal labhyate na tatra
vacakaSaktikalpanatmanam labhate>!2¢. <Saknuvanti ca padapratipaditah
padartha akanksitasannihitayogyarthantaralabhe>!27 vakyartham gamayitum iti
<na tadvisayapi SabdaSaktikalpana>!2® bhavitum arhati. tad idam uktam Saktis
tasyapramaniketi.

<nanv anyathapy upapattir>!?° eva nasti sarvaprakaram padarthanam
vakyarthapratitav animittatvasyoktatvat. =~ maivam, <nimittataprakarasya>!3°

vaksyamanatvat. vaksyati hi Sabdapramananirnitya ity*>" atra padarthanam

198 kathaiicit kasaku§am alambyanyathaniyetapi

120 A: sadhiyasi drSyata (sapi na drSyata) ity

1218 abhidadhatiti narthabhidhayam

122 A: padani samhrtya vakyam bhavatiti

123S: abhidadhatity avagamayantiti

124 A: anusandhatavyah(vyam)

125S: evam -

126S: yad dhi na kutascid anyato labhyate tatra Sabdavacakasaktikalpana natmanam labhate
127§ §aknuvanti ca padapratibodhitah padartha evakanksitayogyasannihitarthantaralabhe
128S: na tadvisayeyam Sabdasya Saktikalpana

129S: na hy anyathanupapattir

130S: nimittaprakarasya

xxxivSee Footnote viii.

xxxv§V  Vak. v.247: Sabdapramanyanirnityai  padarthebhyo  yathesyate;
atyantadrstavakyarthapratipattis tathocyate.
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<vakyarthapratitinimittataprakaram>!3!. <anagataveksanena cehapi kificid>!32

asmabhir <ucyate.

V.3.3 The Bhatta Siddhantin’s explanation of language learn-
ing

etavad dhi>!33 balena vrddhayor vyavaharamanayoh prathamam avagatam —
<anekagunajatyadisankirno ’rtho>!34 anena prayojyavrddhenatah $abdad <av-
agato>!3> yad ayam etadanantaram viSistarthavisayarthakriyartham ghatata
iti. tato <’vagataSabdakaranabhavo>!3¢ ’vyapriyamanasya <tadanupapatteh>!3’
Sabdasamavayinam vyaparam <upakalpayati>!38. evam ca <sabhagayor
vakyavakyarthayoh sankirna>!3® vacyavacakata sidhyati, na tu vivicyate kiyata
vakyabhagena <kiyan artho ’bhidhiyata>!40 iti. tatas tasya tasya kriyapadasya
karakapadasya <vavapoddharabhedena>'4! yadanugame <yasyanugamo yadvy-
atireke ca vyatirekah sa tenabhidhiyata>!42 iti tadvisayam eva vacakasaktim viv-
inakti.

evam ca bhagavalambisu <padesu>'43 kuto viSistarthasampratyaya iti vi-
cikitsamanasya <nanavikalpah samudbhavanti>!44, kim <khalv evam tany

eva padani viSistarthasya>!45> bhaganam iva vacakani <ahosvit>!46 nirbhagam

1318: vakyarthapratitinimittaprakaram

132A: anagatopeksanena cehapi kificid; S: anagataveksanena kificid
(Reason for emendation: To clearly refer to the subsequent discussion.)

133S: ucyate evam hi

134 A: anekagunajatyadisankirna artha

135A: avagatah

136S: *vagatakaranabhavo

137S: tadanupapattih

138S: unnayati

1398: sabhagayor vakyarthayoh sankirnaiva

1408: kiyan samanvitabhago ’bhihita

1418 va tatkriyakarakapadodvapavapabhedena

1428 yasyanugamo vyatireke ca vyatirekas tenabhidhiyata

143S: Om. padesu

144 A: nanavikalpah(tarkah) samudbhavanti; S: nanavikalpah samuparohanti
(Reason for emendation: Accepting nanavikalpah, found in both A and S.)

145S: khalv etany eva padany asya viSistasyapi

146S: aho
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eva vakyam ta eva <varthabhaga viSistarthadhiyo>!47 nimittam iti. tatra
nirbhagavakyasambhavat <sakaletaravakyaprakarasamutsaranat>'4® padanam

carthabhagavasitavyaparatvad arthabhaga eva viSistadhiyo nimittam iti niScinoti.

V.3.4 Cause of SM cognition remains linguistic

<nanv evam aSabdakaranatvac chabdakaranatvanumanam badhyeta>!4°. na,
tasyaiva padarthadvarena nirvahanat. <anvayavyatirekaviviktaSaktini padani
samhatya> 150 vakyarthe sannipatitum utsahanta iti padarthadvarakas tesam nimit-
tabhavo niSciyate. na cavantaravyaparavyavadhir akaranatam apadayati sarva-
traprasangat. <tatha vividha>!3! hi padair arthah pratipadita yat te svayam eva

viSistam vakyartham <gamayantiti>152.

V.3.5 SM cognition is self-evident and not inferential

nanv ekaikapadarthaparyavasitesu padesu na parasparasambandhe padarthanam
pramanam asti sannidhyadinam vyabhicarad ity uktam. nanumaniko
vakyarthapratyayo ’smabhir isyate yad <vyabhicaradarSanenopalabhyemahi>!>3.
<bhavati tu sarvadesakalanaravasthantaresu vakyasravinam>!54 viSistarthasamvid
<iti sarvam svasamvedyam> 153,

<na canalambana atmalambana va samvid iti vijianavade bhanitam>!56. na

147S: va bhaga viSistadhiyo

148 A: sakaletaravakyasamutsaranat

149S: nanv evam Sabdakaranabhidhanam badhyeta

I50A: anvayavyatirekaviviktasaktini padani sahatya; S: anvayavyatirekaviviktasaktini hi padani
nadrtya
(Reason for emendation: samhatya is the term from SBh and best fits the argument. Also, possible
error in A where anusvara in sahatya was overlooked.)

151S: tathavidha

152 A: gamayanti

153S: vyabhicaradar§anonopalabhyemahi

154 A: bhavati hi sarvadeSakalanara(vastha)ntaresu vakyasravinam

IS5 A: iti sarva(m) svasamvedyam; S: iti svayam vedyam
(Reason for emendation: Suggested reading in A.)

156 A: na calambana atmalambane veti vijianapa(va)de varni(bhani)tam; S: na canalambana va
samvid iti vijianavade bhanitam

(Reason for emendation: Including both analambana and atmalambana since even S has va, even
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casya <badhako>!57 drS§yate Sabdavyavaharocchedaprasangat. kvacit badhas tu
sarvapramanabhasesv aviSista iti nanenapi vakyartho ’palapitum Sakyate. ato

asmad eva viSistarthabuddher drdhimno <’sti viSisto 'rtha iti samarthyate> !58.

V.3.6 The initializing role of proximity and the accompanying

role of expectation

svabhaviki ca kriyadipadarthanam yogyapadarthantarasangatih. <pratyaksadinapi
hi>15® pramanantarena gunaguninoh kriyakarakayo$ ca sambandho drSyate, na tv
<anyatarasuinyanyatarasamvid>16° asti. atah Sabdad <api yathavastusvabhavam
evavasthitah>16! kriyakarakayor anyatarasambandhah pariplavate, tatra sannidher
viSeso <nirdharyyate> 162,

yat tu durbalah sannidhir iti satyam. na tu durbalam apy anugunam badhyate,
<na ceha Srutivirodha iti vaksyate> 163 xxxvi

yat punah sannihitayor apy angulayor asambandha iti tad astu nirapeksatvat
tayoh. ata eva <nirapeksarthanam>!64 Sabdanam asambandho <gaur aSvah

puruso hastity evamadinam>!65. atah svabhavasapeksam vastu §abdad <avagatam

though it has no second option. Moreover, this emended sentence is quite similar to Sucarita’s
comment in the Kasika to the Autpattikasutra section on v.15: na ceyam analambana, na ca
svamSalambaneti vijiianavade varnitam. A similar comment is also found in the beginning of
the Kasika on the Abhavapariccheda: na ca buddher analambanatvam svamsalambanatvam veti
vijiianavade varnitam eva.)

157S: badho

158S: ’sti viSistartha iti sambadhyate

I59A: pratyaksadina (pi hi); S: pratyaksadinapi
(Reason for emendation: Suggested reading in A.)

160S: anya$tunyanyatarasamvid

161 A: api yathavastusvabhavam evavasthitayoh; S: api yathavarnasvabhavam evavasthitah
(Reasons for emendation: yathavastusvabhavam (from A) alone fits the argument here; Accepting
avasthitah (from S) and not avasthitayoh (from A) since the relation between kriyas and karakas

cannot be yathavastusvabhavam, it depends upon the vivaksa of the speaker.)
162 A: nirdhiyate
163S: na ceha Srutya virodha iti vaksyati
164 A: nirapeksanam
165S: gaur a$va ityadinam

xxxviPMS 3.3.14:  Srutilingavakyaprakaranasthanasamakhyanam samavaye paradaurbalyam

arthaviprakarsat
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svabhavad evapeksitenaiva sannihitena sambadhyate>166. so ’yam kra-
masahayal <lingat kriyadipadarthanam parasparasambandhah>167 <sruvasyeva
dravadravyadane barhirmantrasyeva lavane.

na cayam viSesanvayo ‘numanam iti parastad vaksyate,*xvii atah Saknuvanty
artha avagata vakyartham avagamayitum>!98 iti <na padanam anvitagocara Saktir
upakalpyate> 6%, <anyathapy anvitapratiter upapatteh>!7° ata evoktam anyathapy

upapannatvad iti.

V.3.7 Condition of indivisible words is not distinct from what

they denote

nanuktam anvitarthavisayatvad <eva> 171 vyutpattes tadgocaraiva
Sabdanam  <abhidhanasaktir>172  upakalpyate, = anvayavyatirekayos <tu
nimittaniskarsamatravyaparo na tv abhidheyaniskarsa iti>!”> na kevala-
padarthabhidhanam iti.

maivam, sabhago hi dandiSabdah. tasya dandavati pratyayam adhatum
dandasabdabhihito dando nimittam iti yuktam. < <nirbhagagavadipadarthas>!74
tu kasya kutra vartitum nimittam iti vaktavyam.

<kriyapadaviSistasvarthabhidhane> 7> nimittam iti cen na tasya padantaratvat,

166 A: avagatam svabhavapeksitena sannihitena parasparam sambadhyate

167A: lingat kriyadipadarthanam sambandha; S: lingat kriyadipadanam parasparasambandhah
(Reason for emendation: parasparasambandha is between WMs, not words.)

168A: Om. sruvasyeva . ..avagamayitum

169S: nanvitagocara padanam S$aktir upakalpate

170S: anyathapy anvitapratipatter upapannatvad

I71A: Om. eva

172S: abhidhasaktir

173 A: tu nimittaniskarse(rsamatre) nabhidheyaniskarsa iti

174 A nirbhaga gavadipadarthas; S: See footnote 177.
(Reason for emendation: It is the words (such as cow) which are nirbhaga, not the WMs. Further-

more, the term nirbhagasabda is used subsequently in this section.)
175 A kriyapadasya viSistasvarthabhidhane; S: See footnote 177.

(Reason for emendation: A WM (say, ‘cow’) will be the nimitta of the word cow only —
not of a kriyapada (say, bring). Hence, emending to include kriyapada within the com-
pound kriyapadavisistasvarthabhidhane, similar to the compound in the following sentence

xxxvii§V Vak, vv.231-246.
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samanapadopatto <hi dando sapratyayasya>17¢ tadvati vartitum nimittam
iti yuktam>,'77 gavadipadarthas tu gam <ityadipadantaropattah>17® katham

<anayetyadipadantaranvitabhidhane>!7° nimittam bhavisyanti.
<na caikapadyam> 8% eva padanam vakyabhaganam <anihnavat>18!.

atha <svarthasyaivanvitatvenabhidheye> 132 tesam nimittata tad <apy> 83 ayuk-
tam. evam hi tasmin pratiyogyantaraviSiste ’bhidhiyamane pratiyogyantaram eva

nimittam bhavet. <tadvaSena hi tasyanvitarupatvam na svarupatah, ananvitas-

varupatvat>184,
<ato ’'narthika>!8> nimittamatram padartha iti vaco yuktih. <yatha
tu  vayam*xviii  tatha>!86 nimittam evabhidheyam. yad eva hi

<nirbhagasabdanam> 187 pravrttau nimittam tad evabhidheyam iti siddhantah. ato
niskrstapadarthamatrabhidhana <evanvayavyatirekabhyam S$aktiniskarsah. ato
nanvitarthagocara>!8% padanam Saktih siddhyati <anyata eva>!8° padarthebhyas

tatpratyayopapatteh.

anayetyadipadantaranvitabhidhane.)

176 A: hi dandasya pratyayasya; S: See footnote 177
(Reason for emendation: Argument becomes inexplicable if A is retained.)

177S: Om. nirbhaga . .. yuktam

178S: ityadipadarthantaropattah

179 A: anayetyadipadantara(nvita)bhidhane; S: anayetyadipadantaranvitabhidhane ’pi
(Reason for emendation: Reading in A and S.)

180S: nanv aikapadyam

181S: anapahnuvate

182A: svarthatmany evanvitatvenabhidheye; S: svarthasyevanvitatvenabhidheye
(Reason for emendation: S reading accepted, with slight correction of sandhi — from svarthasyeva
to svarthasyaiva.)

183A: Om. apy

184S: tadvasSena na hi tasyanvitasvaripananvitasvarapatvad

185S: ato ’rthika

186S: yatha tavayam tathapi

187S: §abdanam

188S: evanvayavyatirekabhyam $aktiniskarsan nanvitarthagocara

189S: anyatra ca

xxxviii A similar phrase is found in SBh 6.5.39: yatha tu vayam briomah, tatha Srutih karanam.
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V.3.8 How WMs lead one to cognize SM according to CoD

yat punar uktam anyatraivamvidhah svabhavo na padarthanam avagato yad
viSistam pratipadayantiti padair evayam atiSayah padarthesv <adhatavyah>!%0,
evam ca varam <padanam>!°! evanvitabhidhanasaktir upakalpiteti tad ayuk-

tam. XXXiX

V.3.8.1 Argument 1: No need to admit words as having potency for denoting
a connected meaning, since no recursive (parivriti) denotation by

words

yady api tavad anyatranupalaksitaivamvidhasvabhava eva padartha bhaveyus
tathapi tesv eva padair <atiSayadhanakalpanopapattimati>!®2.  <na tv>!93
<anvayavyatirekavadhrtaniskrstapadarthamatrabhidhanasaktinam>194  padanam
<parivrttyanvitarthavisayasaktikalpana>'93. <yatha hy arthabhidhanam>'9¢ yavad
gatanam mantranam na <parivrttyoccaranad>!%7 evadrstam <kalpyate>!°8, artha-
gatam eva tu <mantrapratyayanajanitam adrstam adrstakalpanaviSese>!%°

2

pi sthasyati, mantrair eva smarito <’rtho>2% ‘’bhyudayaya ghatata

190S: abhidhatavyah
1918 padarthanam
192 A: atiSayadhanakalpanopapattimatita; S: atiSayadhanasaktikalpanopapattimati
(Reason for emendation: Accepting A, and removing the abstract suffix (as in S).)
193A: (na tv); S: yad
(Reason for emendation: Suggested reading in A.)
194A: anvayavyatirekavadadhate(vadhrta)niskrstapadarthamatrabhidhananam(nasaktinam)
195 A: viparivrtyanvitarthavisayaSaktikalpana (See also footnote 197.)
196 A: yatha (hy a)rthabhidhanam; S: yatharthabhidhanam
(Reason for emendation: Suggested reading in A.)
197 A: paravrtyoccaranad; S: parivrtyoccaranam
(Reason for emendation: S repeats the term parivrtti, whereas A uses viparivrtti and paravrtti
respectively. Hence emended in accordance with S, since there is no deviation in meaning.)
198G parikalpyate
199 A: mantrapratyayanajanita(m a)drstam adrstakalpanavisese; S: tu mantrapratyayena janitam
adrstakalpanavisese
(Reason for emendation: Suggested reading in A.)
200S: mantrartho

xxxixSee V,2.8.
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iti evam ihapi padarthesv eva <samahitah>2°! ko ’pi padair atiSayo
<yenanyatragamitaivamvidhasvabhava api padarthah Sabdasamspar§ad>?202

eva viSistam artham pratyayayantiti <pramanavati Saktikalpana>293.

V.3.8.2 Argument 2: Potency of WMs to lead one to cognize SM is not only

due to their conjunction with words (Sabdasamsparsa)

api ca pramanantaravagatanam api visistarthabuddhau hetubhavo drsta eva, yatha
vaksyati — <paSyatah Svetimarupam ityadi>2°4.x! yat toktam <$abde>2% ’pi
tadvad eva <viSistavagater>29 upapattau Sabdo na pramanam iti tad ayuktam.
<vyutpattyanusarini>2°7 hi §abde $aktikalpana tadvasena <ca>2%8 sambandhisv-
abhavarthabhidhanadvarena §abdanam svabhavikam pramanyam upapaditam eva.
na tat kenapi Sakyate pratikseptum.

yat tu Sveto ’Svo dhavatiti <buddhau>2%° kim pramanam iti naikam
kificit <pramanam. pramanasamaharaja tu viSistarthabuddhih pha-
labhuta na svayam  pramanam>219, pratyaksanumanavagatanam  hi

<dravyagunakarmanam>2!! svabhavasapeksanam eva $abdapratipaditanam

201S: sa namahitah

202A:  yenanyatraivamganita(vamvidha)svabhava api padarthah $abdasamspar$ad; S:
yenanyathagamitaivamvidhasvabhava api §abdasamsparsad
(Reasons for emendation: anyatra (from A) and not anyatha (from S) due to its use earlier in
this paragraph as well; agamita (from S) and not evamganitalevamvidha (from A) best fits the
argument.)

203S: pramanavati kalpana

204 A: paSyatar Svotamartpam hesasabdam ca Srnvatah ityadi

205S: Sabde

206S: visistarthavagater

207S: vyutpatyanusarino

208A: Om. ca

209A: buddheh

210A: pramanam samaharajativiSistarthabuddhih phalabhiita na svayam pramanam; S: pramanam
pramanasamaharaja tu visistarthabuddhih phalabhiita na pramanam
(Reason for emendation: Eclectic text (from both S and A) to best describe the argument.)

211S: gunadravyakarmanam

xSV Vak. vv.358-359a:  pasSyatah $vetam aripam hresasabdam ca Srnvatah;

khuraniksepasabdam ca sveto ’$§vo dhavatiti dhih; drstavakyavinirmukta (See also footnote xviii)
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iva samsargo bhasate. <vakyarthajiianam api phalam>?212 eva Sabdadipramanatve

<hanadibuddhyapeksaya tu>2!3 pramanam ity <abhyupadiSyate>214.

V.3.8.3 Argument 3: SM is not comprehended if WMs are not cognized

api ca <vakyoccarane>2!5 yada padartha <navadharyante>?2'6 kutascin <mana up-
arodhat>2!7 na tada vakyartho ’vagamyate saty api vakye.xi atah padartha eva

vakyarthabuddhau <nimittam iti yuktam>?2!8.

na cedam padarthanam vakyarthabuddhau nimittatvam
vyakhyakauSalamatrenasmabhir ucyate <kintu>219 pratitisiddham
eva. yatha <vispharitaksasyaloke>22° na rupajianam vilambate,

<evam padarthasangativido ’pi Srutavakyasya vakyarthajianam>22! iti
padarthanvayavyatirekanuvidhayivakyarthajiianam <tatkaranam>?222 iti niSciyate.
ata evoktam <tadbhavabhavata iti>.?23

tad idam anyathapy upapannatvad ity anenoktam padapratipaditebhyah
padarthebhya evoktena <prakarena visistarthabuddher upapannatvad>?224 vakyasya

Saktir apramaniketi.

2128: vakyarthajfianam api hi phalam

213A: hanadibuddhivivaksayam tu(ddhyapeksaya tu)

214A: apadiSyate

215S: vakyoccarane ’pi

216S: na smaryyante

217 S: manoparadhan

218 A: nimiti yuktam

219A: Om. kintu

220A: vispharitaksasyaloke

221A: evam padarthasangativido ’pi(vi)Srutavakyasya vakyarthajianam; S: evam hi

padarthasangatividah Srutavakyasya na vakyarthajianam
(Reason for emendation: Suggested reading in A.)

2228: tatkaranakam

223S: tadbhavabhava iti

224S: prakarenopapannatvad

xiSBh on PMS 1.1.25: api canvayavyatirekabhyam etad avagamyate, bhavati hi kadacid
iyam avastha manasad apy aghatat. yad uccaritebhyah padebhyo na padartha avadharyante.
tadanim niyogato vakyartham navagaccheyur yady asya aparthagarthyam abhavisyat. niyogatas
tu navagacchanti. (Apate 1929, pp. 97-98)
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<$abdahitatiSayasalinam>22> vakyarthe <nimittatvam ity atrapy>2?¢ <etad
evottaram anyathapy upapannatvad iti. upapanna khalu>2??7 padarthanam
<eva>2?28 gvabhaviki viSistarthaSaktir uktena prakareneti na vakyasyasau
padarthesv adhatavyataya <pramanavati>22°.

<tadaivam tavad>?230 <anyathapy upapattis>23! tredha vivrtta.

V.3.9 Words cannot denote SM in accordance with DoC

V.3.9.1 Argument 1: In DoC, a specific WM (visesa) cannot be cognized due

to the role of memory

anvitabhidhana eva tv  anupapattih. tatha hi —  <sannihite-
naivanvitabhidhanam>232  isyate. <tad yadi kriyakarakapadasmaritaih
smrtisthair ~ evanvitabhidhanam isyate>233 <tadaikam>234 eva pacatiti
kriyapadam <samuccaritam>23%> nanakarmakam eva pakam smarayati.
yatha hi paceh pakena sambandho drsta <iti tatsmaranam>236, <evam>?23’
nanakarmopahitenaiva <pakena>23® sambandhadar§anat <tadvad eva>239
karmantarany api smrtav arudhaniti <naudanenaiva>24° samabhivyahrtena

<pacatity asyanvitabhidhanam>?24! siddhyati.x!i

225 A: §abdabhihitatiayasalinam

226S: nimittatvam iti. atrapy

2278: etad evottaram anyathapy upapanna khalv api
228S: Om. eva

229 A: pratiyate(manavati)

230A: tad eva(n tavad)m

231S: anyathanupapattis

232 A: sannihitenanvitabhidhanam
233A: tad yadi . . . isyate is repeated
234A: tad ekam

235S: uccaritam

236S: iti tatas tatsmaranam

237S: eva

238S: tena

239S: tadaiva

240S: nodanenaiva

241 A pacatity am§asyanvitabhidhanam

xliiSee also VM-I: atra kascid aha — yadi smrtisannihitam asrityanvitabhidhanam padaih

kriyate, tada smaranasya pratyasattinibandhanatvat, anekesari carthanam pratyasattisambhavat,
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na ca <Srutisannihitenaivanvitabhidhanam>242 iti niyamah sannihi-
tamatraparigrahat. ata eva lokavedayor dvaram dvaram ityadau vi$vajidadisu
<caSrutenaivanvitabhidhanasiddhih>243.

na <cavapoddharanirdharitam>?244 svartham eva padani smarayantiti yuktam
sambandhamatranibandhanatvat smaranasya.

<api ca svarthasya pratiyogisannidher>?245 anabhidhanan
<nabhidhanasadasadbhavakrto>24¢ viSesa upapadyate. ata odanam pacatity
ukte kalayadyanvitah pako <’vagamyeta>247.

yadi tv ekenanvitabhidhane Srutena tavad bhavatity ucyate, viSesahetur
<vacyah>24%, na hi Srutam S$rutatvenanvitabhidhane <hetuh api tarhi>24° san-

nidhanena. tac ca <§rutasrutayor>2°° aviSistam ity uktam.

V.3.9.2 Argument 2: The fear of syntactical split (vakyabheda) cannot lead

one to favour the sruta WM over the other remembered WMs

<vakyabhedabhayad>?2>! anyataraparigrahe kena viSesena Srute-
naivanvitabhidhanam iti vaktavyam. api cagrhyamane visese *gatya <vakyabhedo

‘py apadyamanah>252 kena paranudyate, <naSadosapariharesv iva>253 havisam

2428: $rutisahitenaivanvitabhidhanam

243S: casrutenapy anvitabhidhanasiddhih

2448: cavapodvapanirdharitam

245A: api ca svarthasya pratiyogisannihite(dhe)r; S: svarthasyapi pratiyogisannidher
(Reason for emendation: Suggested reading in A.)

246S: nabhidhasadbhavakrto

247A and S: ’vagamyate
(Reason for emendation: Argument needs a sense of potentiality.)

248S: vacyo

2498S: hetur api tu tarhi

2508: Srutayor apy

251S: vakyabhedabhayad apy

252A: vakyabhedo vyapadyamanah

253S: naSadosapaharesv iva

tesu smrtisannihitesv agrhyamanavisesatvat, ukhayam pacatiti nokha pacatyarthanvitaiva ke-
valabhidhiyeta. sa hi kulaladyanvitapi pratipannaiveti, smaranat tadanvitapy ukhabhidhiyeta.
tatha pacatyartho ’pi pistakadikaranako ’vagata iti tatsmaranan naudananvita evabhidhiyeta. ab-
hihitanvayavade tu nayam dosah, ekaikasyarthasyabhidheyatvad iti. (A. Sastri 1964, pp. 406-407)
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<ajyasankalpah> 254 xliii

<yadi caitaddosabhayad adyam padam>?2°> ananvitam eva svartham abh-
idhatte ity asriyate tatas tadvad eva padantarany apy <ananvitarthani>?236
bhaveyuh. bhavati <catra>2>7 vimatipadani <padany>2°8 ananvitabhidhayini pa-
datvad adyapadavad iti.

V.3.9.3 Argument 3: The problem of synonymy (partyayata) in DoC (an-
vitabhidhana)

api ca smrtisannihitenanvitabhidhane pacatity <anena>?2%?
sahacaryasmrtaudananvitah pako ’bhihita ity odanam <iti na vaktavyam>260
, gatarthatvat. ubhabhyam <caudanapacatiSabdabhyam odanapakasambandho
“bhihita iti>2¢! paryayataprasangah.*liv

<viSesanaviSesyabhedad>?2%2 aprasanga iti cet, na vakyabhedapatteh. tatrai-
tat <syat, odanam ity odanapadasya>263 pakaviSista odano ’rthah. tatra
pako viSesanam odano viSesyah, pacatiti viparito viSesanaviSesyabhava iti na
paryayataprasanga iti. tac ca naivam vakyabhedapatteh, anyo hy odanaviSistat
pakat pakaviSista odanah, arthaikatvac caikavakyatam vaksyati — arthaikatvad

ekam vakyam iti*v. <atah sarvatraivarthabhedad vakyabhedah>?264 xIvi

254S: ajyakalpane

255S: yadi tv etaddosabhayad ajyapadam

256S: ananvitavacanani

257S: ca

258S: Om. padany

259S: anenaiva

2608: ity apy avaktavyam

261S: caudanapacatiSabdabhyam pakaudanasambandho’bhidhiyata iti
262 A: viSesanaviSeSesyabhedad

263S: syat odanapadasya

264A: atas sarvatraivarthavakyabhedad vakyabhedapattih

xliiSee PMS 6.4.1-2 and the SBh thereon for a similar example. Also Mahadeva Vedantin’s
Mimamsanyayasamgraha (MNS) 6.4.1.

XivVM-1: nanv evam gam anayetyadau parasparaparyayata sarvasabdanam syat. yatha gamity
anenanayatyanvitabhidhanam, tathanayety anenapi gavanvitabhidhanam iti. (ibid., p. 403)

XVPMS 2.1.46: arthaikatvad ekam vakyam sakarnksam ced vibhage syat

NVM-I: ucyate — dvav etav arthau, yad anayananvitam gotvam, gavanvitaii canayanam

iti. tenaikaikenaikaikasyarthasyabhidhanat kutah paryayatvaprasangah. padarthesv api cai-
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V.3.9.4 Argument 4: DoC cannot be established by considering the obliga-

tion (karya) as central

pradhanakaryaikatvad  ekavakyateti  cet, <tan>2%> na loke tad-
abhavabhyupagamat. vede ’pi ca visayadikramena dvayor dvayor <an-
vitabhidhane pratyekam vakyaparisamapter vakyabheda eva>266.  ekasyaiva
cakhyatasyanekabhidhanasaktikalpanaprasangah  sarvanvitapratite§  caivam
anibandhanatvam.

<sarvanvito ’py akhyatenaiva>267 svartho ’bhidhiyata iti cet, anarthakam
<tarhi dvayor dvayor anvitabhidhanasrayanam>26® astu <prathamam>2%° eva
sarvanvitakaryabhidhanam.

api ca krayavakye katham dravyagunayoh parasparasambandhah.xWvi
<so ’pi tacchabdabhyam abhidhiyata iti>?7’® cet, evam apy akhyatena
<sarvakarakanvitabhidhanad>2?7! <arunadikarakapadai$>272 ca <punah paras-
paranvitabhidhanat>273 vakyabheda evarthabhedat. anyo hi sarvaviSistat krayat
parasparam dravyagunayor anvayah. ato yatha <graham sammarstitix!viii
atra grahasammarjanasambandhe puna$§ ca grahaikatvasambandhe vakyabhedo

varnita>274 evam ihapi bhavet.

265S: Om. tan

266 A: anvitabhidhane pratyekavakyaparisamapte vakyabheda eva; S: anvitabhidhane pratyekam
parisamaptir vakyabheda
(Reason for emendation: Eclectic text (from both S and A) to best describe the argument.)

267 A: sarvanvito hy akhyatena

268S: tarhi dvayor anvitabhidhanasrayanam

269A: pratham

270A: sapi tacchabdabhyam abhidhiyata iti S: so ’pi tachabdartho na vidhiyata iti
(Reason for emendation: Eclectic text (from S and A) to best describe the argument.)

2718: sarvakarakanvitarthabhidhanat

2728 arunadipadai$§

273A: punah punah parasparanvitabhidhanad

274A: graham sammarstiti (atra) grahasammarjanasambandhe puna$ ca grahaikatvam sambandhe

vakyabhedo varnitah; S: graham sammarstity atra grahasammrjisambandhe vakyabhedo varnita

tatsamanam. (A. Sastri 1964, p. 403)
xviiThis refers to the example arunaya pingaksyaikahayanya somam krinati, discussed in the SBh

on PMS 3.1.12 (arunadhikarana). This example is also discussed in the VM-I (ibid., pp. 403-404).
xWviiiThis refers to the example graham sammarsti, discussed in the SBh on PMS 3.1.13-15 (gra-

haikatvadhikarana).
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athaikakaryaparigrhitayor <arthah>275 parasparasambandho nabhidhanika ity
ucyate. yady evam asti tarhy arthasamarthyakarito ’pi sambandha <iti sarva-
traivananvita eva padartha abhihitah svabhavad eva sambhatsyante>27¢ | kim an-
vitabhidhanavyasanena. <dravyagunayor api>277 parasparasambandhah Sastrartha
eva?’® na cabhidhiyate evam.

anabhidhiyamana api sarvavakyarthas tatparatvac chabdasya $abda
bhavisyanti. vaksyati ca pake jvaleva kasthanam padarthapratipadanam
iti. xlix <tad idam uktam>2?7° anyathapy upapannatvad iti
dravyagunayoh  svabhavikasyapi = sambandhasyopapannatvat  sarvatraiva

vakyasyanvitabhidhanasaktir apramanikety uktam <bhavatiti>?280.

V.3.10 Chronological delay between utterance of words and SM

cognition in DoC

api ca yadi sarvair eva <padair uccaritair ananvitarthesu smaritesu>?23!
mimamsagatanekanyayakalapanusarena <vacobhangisu vibhaktasu>282 paScad
abhidhanam isyate! tac <ciratipannesu>283 padesu kena sampadaniyam iti cin-

tanlyam.

(Reason for emendation: Suggested reading in A.)

275A and S: arthah
(Reason for emendation: To bring about logical consistency with overall argument)

276 A: iti sarvatranvitabhihitah padarthah svabhavad eva sambadhyantam

277S: dravyagunayor eva hi

278The phrase ‘na cabhidhiyate evam’ has been considered in A as the beginning of a new sentence
and a new paragraph. This is modified here and this phrase is considered as part of the previous
sentence, with a new paragraph beginning after this phrase.

279S: tad ayuktam

280S: bhavati

281 A: padair anvitesv eva padarthesu smaritesu

282S: vacobhangisv avibhaktasu

283A: ciranispannesu

xixQV Vak. vv. 342-343: saksad yady api kurvanti padarthapratipadanam; varnas tathapi

naitasmin paryavasyanti nisphale; vakyarthamitaye tesam pravrttau nantariyakam; pake jvaleva
kasthanam padarthapratipadanam.

'WM-1v.12: padajatam Srutam sarvam smaritananvitarthakam; nyayasampaditavyakti pascad

vakyarthabodhakam
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na hi tadanim <antyo ’pi>2%% varno buddhau viparivartate prag
eva <sarvapadani>?283, evam ca purvapurvavarnajanitasamskarasahito
‘ntyo varnah <pratipadaka>23¢ iti siddhanta upeksito bhavet. na
ca mahavakyesuttarakalam <sakalavarnapadanusmaranam>287 api sambhavati

vijattyapadarthadismaranavicchedat.

api ca yadi prag <evanvitabhidhanad>?238 vidh-
yanuvadoddeSyopadeyagunapradhanadiripena  vacanavyaktayah sampaditah
krtam abhidhanena smrtisthanam eva padarthanam <parasparanvayasiddheh>?2%°.
ata <eva cabhidhananirapekso "pi>2?°° padarthanam asti <parasparanvaya>?2°! iti
<pratijanimahe>2°2. <tasminn eva>2°3 padarthasamarthyasamudbhave ’nvaye

<pravartamanam>2°4 vakyam anuvadakam bhavet.

<atrapy>?2% <anyathapy upapannatvad>?2°¢ ity etad eva
vyakhyeyam prag <evabhidhanad>2°7 <vidhyanuvadadirupena>2°8
padarthasaktyaivanvayasyopapannatvad vakyasya tadabhidhanasaktir
apramaniketi.

<paficadhanyathapy upapannatvad>2°? ity asyartho 'nusandhatavyah.

284A: antyapi

285A: sarvapadani(nam)

286S: pratyayaka

287S: sakalavarnapadarthasmaranam
288 A: evabhidhanad

289S: paramparayarthasiddhih

290A: evabhidhananirapeksanam api (kso ’pi)
291S: paramparanvaya

2928: janimahe

293S: tasminn eva ca

294S: vartamanam

295 A tatrapy

296S: anyathanupapannatvad

297S: eva cabhidhanad

298S: vidhyanuvadariipena

2998: paficadhanyathanupapannatvad
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V.4 Conclusion

atah siddham ekaikapadarthavasitesv eva padesv
<akanksasannidhiyogyatanibandhanah>3% parasparanvaya <iti. bhavanaya
‘rthat>30! tesam apy anyonyasambandham <apadayatiti>302.

<na caivam vakyabhedo bhavati, na hy arthad arthasahasram apadyamanam
vakyabhedam apadayati>303. yathaha — arthad anekam apy artham
vidhapayati <bhavaneti>3°41i <atah suktam satyam na vacakam vakyam>305
iti. <tad evam tavat prathamam eva padanam ananvitavisayam abhidhanam iti

uktam>396,

300S: akanksanibandhanah

301S: iti bhavanakhyatopattakanksitayogyasamnihitaih sadhyaditribhir amsaih sambaddharthat
3028: apadayati

303S: Om. na caivam ... apadayati

304A: bhavana iti

305S: suiktam na vacakam vakyam

306S: tad evam na tavat prathamam eva padarthanam anvitavisayam abhidhanam iti uktam

VTV 1.4.2 (Apate 1929, p.399): arthad anekam apy artham vidhapayati bhavana;

viSesanavidhis tv anyan na grhnati viSesanam
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Chapter VI

Annotated Translation of
Sucaritamisra’s Kasikatika on
Slokavarttika Vakyadhikarana
vv.110cd-112ab

VI.1 Hermeneutic conformity of abhihitanvaya

(CoD) with the views of Jaimini and Sabara

Thus, with regard to the argumentation of the PP [as put forth in SV Vak. vv.1-
110ab], which is based on the absence of an adequate basis [to account for the
arising of SM cognition],! the sutra [1.1.25] presenting the accepted view [is
stated]:

[A (Vedic) injunction/sentence is] a joint mention (samamnaya) of
[words] that have [already] occurred with regard to their [word mean-
ings (WMs)] (i.e. are known in relation to their respective WMs)

(tadbhuta) along with [a word] whose meaning is an action (kriyartha),

'The Vakyadhikarana of PMS comprises 1.1.24-26. Of these, the 1.1.24 is the purvapaksa,
and SV comments upon this is vv.1-110ab. The main argument of the PP here is that there is
no adequate basis to account for SM cognition. The sutras 1.1.25-26 present the accepted view
(siddhanta).
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since the [sentential] meaning (SM) (artha)? is caused by these [WMs]

(tannimitta).?

The following is the meaning of this [sutra]: To begin with, the relation of
words with WMs is fixed (nitya).* “[A (Vedic) injunction/sentence] is a joint
mention, i.e. enunciation (uccarana), of those [words] which have [already]
occurred [with regard to], i.e. which refer to those very WMs, along with [a word]
whose meaning is an action”> — this [sentence in the SBh] is the meaning [of the
sutra). And we say that [what one calls] “action” is the efficient force (bhavana).
And this very [efficient force] qualified by its multiple attributes [which are its
three components] is the SM¢ — this is stated [as our (i.e. the Bhatta) explanation].
Hence, the following has been said — it is the words themselves which are the
basis for the SM cognition through [the intermediate step of] them conveying the

WDMs. Thus, [the arising of SM cognition] is not without a basis.

2The term artha is often ambiguous and can refer to meaning or object. This present discussion
focusses on the doctrines of abhihitanvaya and anvitabhidhana, hence 1 prefer to translate the
term as meaning throughout, while nevertheless bearing in mind its dual senses. I will also point
out specific instances where an understanding of the term as object may be quite significant (for
instance, see footnote 34).

3PMS 1.1.25: tadbhutanam kriyarthena samamnayo ‘rthasya tannimittatvat.

Jha (1933, p.44) translates the sitra as: “[In the sentence] there is only a predication (or mention)
of words with definite denotations along with a word denoting an action, as the meaning (of the
sentence) is based upon that (i.e. the meanings of the words).”

Clooney (1990, p.90) translates the sitra as: “There is a handing down together (samamnaya)
of (words) already formed (prior to use) for the sake of action. This (handing down together) is the
means (to the knowledge) of that purpose (dharma).”

Moreover, Clooney states: “tadbhutanam: ‘already existent at the utpatti (=tad)’. The meaning
of individual words is not dependent on the ritual. We already know what “rice”, “fire”, “heaven”,
etc. mean, before we are told that the oblation of rice on the fire will lead us to heaven. It is the
samamnaya, the handing down of these words ordered in a particular fashion that tells us something
new’.

Clooney (ibid., p.90) admits that in his translation he is “adopting the anvitabhidhana theory
of language enunciated later by Prabhakara”. I have translated the verse in accordance with how
the SBh as well as the KT seem to consider it, which seems similar to the translation given by Jha
(1933).

4See Freschi (2017) for an explanation of why the term nitya should be translated as fixed and
not as eternal in Mimamsa contexts.

5SBh on PMS 1.1.25: tesv eva padarthesu bhitanam vartamananam padanam kriyarthena
samuccaranam

6The three components (amsa) of the efficient force (bhavana): goal (sadhya), instrument
(sadhana) and procedure (itikartavyata). See Freschi (2012, pp. 19-43) for a discussion on the
Mimamsa theory of bhavana.

190



And it is also fallacious [to state] that the words convey an entirely distinct SM
after having disregarded the WMs, in a manner similar to how they convey WMs,
because there is no means of knowledge. Surely, we do not have any means of
knowledge on the basis of which we could accept that the terminal phoneme of the
sentence, having entirely disregarded the WMs [but] accompanied by the mnestic
traces (samskara) produced by the previous phonemes,” conveys the SM which is

a meaning entirely distinct [from the WMs].8

[Uttarapaksin (UP):]° Well, the means of knowledge is most certainly Postu-
lation (arthapatti). This is because we will postulate a potency (sakti) of phonemes
to [convey] the SM as well, in accordance with our experience of the effect [which
is the arising of SM cognition] — just as is the case with WMs. 10

[Bhatta Siddhantin:] No, “since the [sentential] meaning (SM) (artha) is
caused by these [WMs]” (PMS 1.1.25) i.e. since the WMs themselves, whose
mutual connections are understood by virtue of [their mutual] expectation, com-
patibility and proximity, cause the SM cognition. Postulation, which has [already]

been exhausted (ksina) [to account for WMs arising from phonemes], is not be

7The term varna may also be translated (more accurately) as speech-sound. This is because the
term phoneme has a specific meaning in Western Linguistics. Aklujkar (1970, pp. 9-14) translates
varna as phoneme despite noticing some key differences between Western Linguistics and Paninian
Vyakarana. For instance, the three variants of (say) u — short, long and prolated — would be treated
as distinct phonemes by the former (since they would lead to a change in meaning in some minimal
pairs, such as pura (city) and pitra (flood)) whereas the latter would consider these as “two different
realizations of one varna” (Ibid., p. 10), attributing the difference to the temporal duration of each.
Similarly, other scholars such as Kataoka (1999) and Freschi (2012) also translate the term as
phoneme.

8Sucarita is here glossing the following sentence from SBh on PMS 1.1.25: nanapeksya
padarthan parthagarthyena vakyam arthantaraprasiddham. kutah. pramanabhavat. na kini-
cana pramanam asti yena pramimimahe. na hy anapeksitapadarthasya vakyantyavarnasya
purvavarnajanitasamskarasahitasya Saktir asti padarthebhyo 'rthantare vartitum iti.

°The terms uttarapaksa, purvapaksa and siddhanta are common dialectical markers within
Indian philosophical discussions. The Purvapaksin (PP) presents and upholds the prima facie view
(i.e. the opposing viewpoint) (pitrvapaksa), whereas the Siddhantin advances arguments to refute
the PP and thereby establish the final accepted doctrine (siddhanta). In this section of the Kasika
(on SV Vak. 110cd-112ab), the PP is the Prabhakara upholding the doctrine of the DoC, whereas
the Siddhantin is the Bhatta upholding the doctrine of the CoD.

An uttarapaksa is an initial argument, which will subsequently be disproved. An Uttarapaksin
(UP), who develops and upholds an uttarapaksa, may be found as situated within the Pirvapaksa
as well as the Siddhanta.

10For the Mimamsakas, the arising of WM from a word is due to the potency of the phonemes
comprising the words, and such a potency is known through Postulation (arthapatti).
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able to cause one to postulate an altogether distinct potency in the phonemes [to
additionally account for SM as well] . Thus, as is stated in the Bhasya [on PMS
1.1.25], “this is because all words cease functioning (nivrttavyapara) once they
have denoted (abhidha-) their own respective meanings. Now, it is only when
the WMs have been understood that they cause one to cognize the SM”. Thus,
Kumarila demonstrates here that doctrine (siddhanta) which is in conformity with

the views of Jaimini and Sabara:!!

“To this [PP argument presented in SV Vak. vv.1-110ab], it is said:
Even though there is a different basis [of SM cognition according
to others] (mulantara), that is not so for us.!2

Rather, [we accept that] word-meanings (WMs) are seen as being its
basis, since that [SM cognition] arises when they (i.e. WMs) arise
(tadbhavabhava).” (SV Vak. 110cd-111ab)

The following is the meaning [of the verse]:!3> Even though individually words
are not the cause of the SM cognition, nor is their aggregate, nor the whole pri-
mary (avayavin) sentence'4, nor the universal [inhering in the aggregate of words]
(tajjati)'>, nor the first or the last words, nor the vakyasphota which is entirely
additional [since it is an intermediate entity between the sentence and SM], nor a
mental event (buddhi) appearing as if it were something external (bahyanirbhasa)
nor even [a mental event] devoid of anything external (bahyasinya) — nevertheless
the WMs themselves are understood as the basis for the cognition of the qualified

SM'é, since [the SM cognition] arises when they arise (fadbhavabhavita). The

1SV Vak. vv.110cd-111ab: atrabhidhiyate yady apy asti millantaram na nah; padarthanam tu
mitlatvam drstam tadbhavabhavatah

120ne may also consider the terms na and asti together in v.110cd, thereby translating as ‘Even
though there is no (nasti) alternate basis [for SM cognition] for us ... . There is no significant
deviation in the two interpretations — hence the above is preferred simply due to its uncommon
formulation.

13A similar enumeration is already found in VP II vv.1-2: akhyatam Sabdasanghato jatih
sanghatavartini, eko 'navayavah Sabdah kramo buddhyanusamhrtih. padam adyam prthak sarvam
padam sapeksam ity api, vakyam prati matir bhinna bahudha nyayadarsinam. This verse is also
quoted in NR on SV Vak. v.49ab. Kumarila argues against each of these in SV Vak. vv.49cd-57ab.

14The term vakyavayavin implies that the sentence is the primary entity (avayavin), vis-a-vis
words and phonemes which are secondary (avayava).

I5The term rajjati corresponds to the alternative jatih sarnighatavartini in VP II v.1-2. This is
explained subsequently in VP II vv.20-21.

16The Mimamsakas accept that SM is a qualified/particularized meaning, whereas WM is a
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reason for this is that a person who does not understand the WMs will not com-
prehend the SM, despite hearing the sentence. And although there is no [separate]
sentence [as the element expressive of the SM], one who comprehends the mutual
connections between the WMs (padarthavyatisangavid) understands the qualified
[sentential] meaning — consequently, it is established that SM cognition arises
when WMs arise (padarthabhavabhavin). And the arising [of the SM] when [the
WDMs] arise is the reason why they are understood as being related as cause and
effect. Thus, it is not the case that the SM can come into existence in another way
altogether due to the lack of a basis,!” since the WMs form the basis for the SM.
And how the WMs are its basis, and why [the SM] is not non-linguistic (asabda)
even though it has those [WMs] as its basis [rather than words] — this will be
explained later [in VI.3].18

To begin, that which had been stated, [namely] that the sentence is not expres-

sive of the SM, this is something we wholly accept — hence [Kumarila] says:!?

“Truly, the sentence cannot be justified (upapad-) as being expressive
of the SM.” (SV Vak. v.111cd)

VI.2 The arguments of the Prabhakara
Purvapaksin in favour of anvitabhidhana
(DoC)

VL.2.1 The sentence is indeed expressive of SM in Mimamsa

[Prabhakara PP begins] But why is this [point as in v.111cd above], which seems
to be contradictory to the doctrine of Mimamsa, being described on the occasion of

[the exposition of] the siddhanta??° The Mimamsakas say: “Once they have been

universal. For instance, it is stated in the SBh to PMS 1.1.24: samanye hi padam pravartate, visese
vakyam. anyac ca samanyam, anyo visesah.

17As the PP claims in SV Vak. vv.1-110ab.

13The Bhattas admit WMs as the basis for SM cognition according to their the theory of
abhihitanvaya of Connection of Denoted [Meanings] (DoC). See 1.2 for a discussion.

198V Vak. v.111cd: satyam na vacakam vakyam vakyarthasyopapadyate

20The Prabhakaras admit the theory of anvitabhidhana or the Denotation of Connected [Mean-
ings] (DoC). See 1.3 for a discussion.
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aggregated, the words themselves — which are denoting 2! the [sentential] meaning
— are the sentence”.?? Thus, even though individually, words are not expressive
of the qualified [sentential] meaning, nevertheless it is reasonable to admit that
aggregated [words] (samhata)?® most certainly denote?* the qualified [sentential]
meaning in accordance with the process of language learning (vyutpatti), which is
based on the linguistic usage of elders (vrddhavyavahara). And the term ‘sentence’
is known to apply to those very [words] which have this quality (tathabhuta) —
hence, why is it said [by Kumarila in v.111cd] that the sentence is not expressive
of the SM?

Further, this [statement in v.111cd] has not been put forward with the intention
of [refuting the Grammarians’ thesis of] the indivisible sentence (nirbhagavakya),
since that will be refuted subsequently. And for those [theoreticians, such as the
Grammarians] who do not admit that the divisible (sabhaga) sentence is expressive
[of the SM], [the conclusion that will follow is that] the SM cognition would have

no cause, since the words signifying?’ actions (kriya), factors of action (karaka),

21See 1.1 for a discussion on the distinct conception of denotation (abhidha-) in Bhatta and
Prabhakara Mimamsa. In summary, for the Bhattas, abhidha- links words and word-meanings,
whereas for the Prabhakaras, abhidha- links words and sentential meaning.

Note also that the term abhidadhati here is being translated as a Present Active Participle and
not a Present Indicative Verb (see VI.3.1).

228Bh on PMS 3.3.14: atha kim vakyam nama? samhatyartham abhidadhati padani vakyam.
See also II1.4 for a discussion on how this definition of the sentence from the SBh is presented in
the VM-I, and a comparison of the VM-I's view with the PP discussions here.

23The definition of the sentence from the SBh on PMS 3.3.14 uses the term samhatya. The
Prabhakara PP here renders unambiguous that for him, it is the words (padani) which are being
aggregated (samhatani). It is important to note that such aggregation is not in the mind of the
hearer through the memories of the words, as that would contradict the process of DoC as outlined
in the VM-I where only memories of WMs are included (see 1.3 and 1.4 for a discussion on the
doctrine of DoC). Thus, we must accept that the Prabhakara PP here is considering the words as
aggregated within the hearer’s mind as they are heard (sruta) (which is the first step in the process
of DoC) — see 1.4.1 for details).

In contrast, a possible interpretation of this definition of the sentence from the SBh as quoted
in the VM-I is that the word-meaning memories are being aggregated (samhatya) — as this is
something that the VM-I attempts to demonstrate is common to both doctrines of DoC as well as
CoD. This is discussed in III.4.

24The term abhidadhati here is being translated as a Present Indicative Verb and not as a Present
Active Participle (see footnote 21).

25] am using the term signifying as referring to the generic process of linking words to their
word-meanings, in order to include all possible types of linkages between words and WMs as may
be acceptable for the Prabhakara PP. As discussed in the VM-I, words remind one of their WMs
and do not instead denote (abhidha-) them (see 1.4.1). Nevertheless, another possible modified
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qualities (guna) and [substances] possessing qualities (gunin) denote their own
respective word-meanings [only] and thereafter cease to function. [Thus], one

would have to address [the problem of ] how the [sentential] meaning is established.

VI.2.2 No possible cause that can bring about a connection

between unconnected WMs

[Prabhakara PP:] If one was to claim that WMs cause one to cognize their [mu-
tual] connection (anvaya)?°, then [we would ask] what would be the basis [of this
claim]?

[Bhatta UP:] The fact that any other explanation [of SM] is not justified (any-
athanupapatti).

[Prabhakara PP:] If [the Bhatta UP] were to claim that the reason for this is that
a WM action (kriya) or a WM factor of action (karaka) is not justified without
its connection to the other, [and] hence [each WM] leads one to cognize that
[connection to the other WM] — then [we would ask] why is this [unconnected
WM] unjustified? Surely, there is no basis for the restriction (niyamahetu) that
‘something cognized should necessarily be connected’, as one does also observe
compositions of words having unconnected meanings — for instance, ‘cow, horse,
man, elephant’. Consequently, even proximity (sannidhi) [of the WMs] is not a
cause for their connection, since it is inconclusive (anaikantika) as no connection is
seen between two proximate fingers, etc. As a result, even compatibility (yogyata)
[of WMs] alone is not the cause [for the connection between the WMs], since both
[these factors — proximity and compatibility] are in fact seen to have exceptions as
one does see [only] sometimes a connection between two fingers which are able
to connect.

Nor is there a connection [between the WMs| (sambandha) due to their [mutual]

position in the VM-I is that words denote WMs and then subsequently also denote SM (see 111.2.2).

26The terms anvaya and sambandha are used very often in Mimamsa discussions on language,
and are repeatedly found in this essay as well. Both these terms have a specific, technical sense:
anvaya refers to the connection between word-meanings, whereas sambandha refers to the
connection between a word and its own meaning. (Note that the term sambandha is used in
some places to refer to the mutual connection (parasparasambandha) between WMs as well, i.e.
in the sense of anvaya. However, this is only occasionally done in contexts where the discussion is
clearly about anvaya. Such instances are indicated in this essay.)
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expectation (akarnksa) [for each other]. The reason for this is that one who is hungry
[certainly] hopes (akarks-) to procure food and drink — yet, this does not come
about for him [simply on the basis of his hope]. Hence, we do not see any basis

for the mutual connection between the WMs.

VI.2.3 Only words can denote a connected meaning, indirect

denotation is not possible

[Prabhakara PP:] As a result, it must be admitted that it is the words themselves
which have an innate nature (svabhava) to denote (abhidhana) their own [uncon-
nected] meanings (svartha) as connected (anvita) to other [word] meanings which
are expected, compatible and proximate.?” And we cannot see any other means
for the cognition of the qualified [sentential] meaning.

And in this manner (i.e. when words denote the SM itself), the SM would
be linguistic (sabda) as it is conveyed by words (Sabda)?® without any interven-
tion whatsoever. This is because [if the SM was to come about] in any other
manner, [then the SM] would either have no means of knowledge [to grasp it]
(nispramanika) or would be indirectly denoted (laksanika). In that case [of the
second alternative] (fatra),?® it is impossible to discern the primary (i.e. denoted)
(mukhya) [SM] from the indirectly denoted (laksanika) [SM], since all [SMs]
would be indirectly denoted.

Moreover, indirect denotation (laksana) takes place [only] when the connection
[between the WMs] is not justified (anvayanupapatti).>® However, once [we] have
stated [as above in VI.2.2] that there is no cause for even the cognition of the
connection [between the WMs] — then, due to what being unjustified will we speak

of indirect denotation? As it has been stated [by us in V1.2.2], it is not the case

27This is a succinct description of the concept of denotation according to DoC (anvitabhidhana)
as presented in the VM-I (see Chapter IV).

28The term Sabda can be more accurately understood as speech-unit. This is because even
individual words (such as yajeta) can be further divided into distinct speech-units (such as the
verbal base, suffix, etc.), each signifying their own meanings (artha). Nevertheless, since the
present discussion focusses on the doctrines of anvitabhidhana and abhihitanvaya, 1 prefer to
translate the term Sabda (and also pada) as word, and its artha as word-meaning (WM).

2%i.e. Since the first alternative is inadmissible.

30This argument of anvayanupapatti is found in the VM-I as well. See IV.6.4.
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that WMs are unjustified in their own isolated forms (svarupa).

VI1.2.4 Language learning leads one to infer the potency of

words to denote connected meanings

[Bhatta UP:] That may be s0.3! On the basis of co-presence and co-absence
(anvayavyatireka), it is ascertained that words signifying actions, factors of action,
etc. have the potency for denoting [only] their respective WMs, as may be extracted
(niskrs-) [out of the complex SM]. Thus, the denotation [of words] does not extend
as far as the connected [SM] [as the Prabhakara PP has claimed in the VI.2.3].
[Prabhakara PP] This is not so, since language learning (vyutpatti) occurs
only in accordance with the process of DoC. Certainly, by observing the activity
related to a qualified (i.e. sentential) meaning that is undertaken by an elder who is
prompted [to act] by [the words] “bring the cow” immediately after he hears [those]
words, a child conjectures thus: “Surely, an understanding concerning a qualified
meaning has arisen for him (i.e. the prompted elder) from those [words ‘bring the
cow’]". And in this manner, [the child] deduces the potency of words to denote that

[qualified meaning] by means of co-presence and co-absence (anvayavyatireka).3?

VI.2.5 Difference between nimitta and abhidheya

[Prabhakara PP] And in this [process of language learning], there is the bare
extraction (niskarsamatra) of the condition (nimitta) [for the employment of the
word], and not the extraction of the meaning denoted by the word (abhidheya).
Certainly, in various sentences such as “bring the cow”, “he milks the cow”,33
“fetch the cow”, etc. — whenever there is the presence of the word cow and the

absence of one word or another signifying an action, then this much is understood

31By the phrase syad etat, the Bhatta UP seems to be admitting the Prabhakara PP’s argument of
anvayanupapatti about laksana. This phrase is not used elsewhere in KT, and may be of particular
importance when considering Sucarita’s views on the role of laksana in SM cognition as attributed
to Kumarila (see 1.2.2).

32 A similar discussion is found in the VM-I. This is discussed in IV.3.

33The other two illustrative sentences have imperative verbal forms, and a similar imperative
verbal form is expected here. Yet, both manuscripts have dogdhi and not dugdhi, the former being
the third person, singular present indicative form and the latter being the second person, singular
imperative form of the verbal base duh- (to milk).
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from the presence of the [word] cow that the [unconnected WM (artha)] ‘cow’ is

the condition [for the employment] of the word cow in the process of DoC.34

And the [connected] meaning which is denoted by the word (abhidheya) is
not [the same as] the condition (nimitta) [for its employment]. Surely, it is not
the case that the [WM ‘staff’ (‘danda’) is the meaning] which is denoted by the
word dandin (staff-bearer) (dandipada), [simply] because the [WM] ‘danda’ is
the condition (nimitta) for the word dandin to denote a ‘staft-bearer’. Thus, the

WM [‘staff’] is the condition with regard to the [word dandin’s] denoted meaning

34In other words, the unconnected WM ‘cow’ is the condition (nimitta) for the employment of
the word cow which denotes (abhidhana) its own meaning as connected (anvita) to other WMs.
Thus, the nimitta for a word’s denotation is the unconnected WM, whereas the word’s abhidheya
is the connected meaning.

Now, the condition (nimitta) for the use of a word is its artha. This is an instance where the
ambiguity of the sense of the term artha becomes quite important — it can either be understood
(and hence translated) as meaning or object. Nevertheless (as also mentioned previously in footnote
2), I retain the translation of the term artha as meaning, all the while bearing in mind the dual
possible senses of this term.

198



[which is ‘staff-bearer’]3> , [WMs] are not what are denoted since the connected

[meaning] alone is denoted by the words on account of language learning.36

35This example of dandin is set forth in the SBh on PMS 6.1.1-2, where the terminology as well
as the distinction between abhidheya and nimitta are presented and admitted by Sabara. Following
is a brief outline and translation of the discussion in the SBh:

In SBh to PMS 6.1.1 and 6.1.2, one of the questions raised is that in Vedic injunctions such
as darSapurnamasabhyam svargakamo yajeta or jyotistomena svargakamo yajeta, does the word
svarga (heaven) denote happiness (priti) or a substance (dravya) which brings happiness (pritimat)?
(SBh to PMS 6.1.1: kim pritih svargah, uta dravyam iti.)

In the SBh to PMS 6.1.1, the Piirvapaksin argues:

“It is not the case that the word heaven denotes (abhidhayaka) happiness.”
“How so?”

“Since it is a qualifying factor (viesana). Whatever is a qualifying factor, that is

not expressed by the word. For instance, the word staff-bearer (dandin) is expressive
of a person [bearing the staff], [whereas] the ‘staff” (‘danda’) is the condition [for
such expression] (nimitta). [Here], the ‘staff’ is the condition (nimitta) [for the use]
of this [expression i.e. staff-bearer] [and] not its denoted meaning (abhidheya). In
this same way, this [word heaven] is not expressive of happiness, rather this word
heaven is expressive of the means to happiness.”
(SBh to PMS 6.1.1: naitad asti, priter abhidhayakah svargasabda iti. kutah?
viSesanatvat.  yad viSesanam, na tac chabdenocyate.  tad yatha, danditi
dandanimittah purusavacanah, dando ’sya nimittam, nabhidheyah. evam esa na
pritivacanah pritisadhanavacanas tv esa svargasabda iti.) (Apate 1932, p. 1347)

However, in the SBh to PMS 6.1.2, the Siddhantin opposes the Piirvapaksa argument (as above)
while admitting this example. He states:

“And in case of that which had been said earlier, that [the word heaven express-
ing a substance bringing happiness] is similar to the word staff-bearer — [well,]
that [word staff-bearer] effects the cognition of the [WM] ‘staff-bearer’ when the
[WM] ‘staff” is cognized from the speech-unit [staff]. In this case, the speech-unit
staff forms a part of that [word staff-bearer], it is that [speech-unit staff] which is
expressive of the [WM] ‘staff’.

However, in this case [of the Vedic injunction], the word heaven is itself deno-
tative of happiness.”
(SBh to PMS 6.1.2: yat titktam dandisabdavad iti, so ’pi pratite Sabdad dande
dandini pratyayam adadhati. antargatas tatra dandasabdah, sa dandasya vacakah.
iha punah svargasabda eva priter abhidhata.) (ibid., pp. 1350-51)

36This argument is discussed further in I1.6.1.
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VI.2.6 Connection between WMs is ascertained, as cognition

of connected WMs is incomplete without it

[Bhatta UP:] Well [for you], the connection [between WMs] is an attribute
(visesana) of the cognition of the connected [meaning], as there cannot arise
an understanding of something possessing an attribute (visesya) such that the at-
tribute [itself] is not grasped. Thus, even that [connection] comes to be something
which must certainly be denoted [by the word] [alongside the denotation of the
connected meaning].

[Prabhakara PP] Certainly!

[Bhatta UP] [However,] if this is so, a distinct potency of the words should be
[additionally] postulated which is concerned even with [the denotation of] that
[connection].

[Prabhakara PP] No, it shouldn’t — because both these (i.e. the connected mean-
ing as well as the connection between the WMs) can be established by means of
a single potency alone. A connected [meaning] cannot be understood when it has
not caused the connection to become intrinsic (anantarbhi-) [to itself] — thus, the
connection [between the WMs] is indeed capable of being grasped on the grounds
that the cognition of the connected [WM] is not completed (aparyavasana)3’ with-
out it [and] does not require any distinct potency of denotation — as the connected
[meaning] as well as the connection [between the WMs] are capable of being

[jointly] cognized by means of a single cognition.33

VI.2.7 Agreement of DoC with SBh on PMS 1.1.25

[And as argued previously in VI.2.5 and VI.2.6], [that] which is extracted [through
co-presence and co-absence i.e. the condition (nimitta) for the employment of
a word] is not denoted by a word. It is with this very intention that it is said
in the SBh [to PMS 1.1.25]: “This is because all words cease functioning once
they have denoted their own respective meanings. Now, it is only when the WMs
have been comprehended that these cause one to cognize the SM.” The sense [of

this sentence] here is that connected (anvita) meanings are comprehended first,

37See McCrea (2000, p. 450) for an explanation of the term paryavasana in Mimamsa.
38The VM-I also puts forth a similar argument. See IV.12.
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which thereby cause one to cognize the SM i.e. the connection [between the
WMs] (anvaya), on the grounds that the cognition of the connected [WMs] is
incomplete (aparyavasana) [without the cognition of the connection]. And by the
phrase “their own meaning” — this has been said [by Sabara] with the intention of
[depicting their meaning as] connected.?® Thus it has been said [in Prabhakara’s
Brhati on PMS 1.1.25]: A word denotes the connected [meaning] (vyatisakta),
“it does not denote the connection [between the WMs] (vyatisanga) — since an
understanding of the connection [between the WMs] arises on the basis of the
connected [WM].””40

VI.2.8 Bhatta must accept potencies in WMs, additional to

those of words

[Prabhakara PP:] And certainly, those who say that the SM is a connection
[between the WMs] which is even generated (prabhavita) by the capability of the
WDMs — even they must admit that there is some power (mahiman) conferred (ahita)
by words to WMs due to which those [unconnected WMs] lead one to cognize
the SM. This must be admitted, since WMs apprehended through other means of
knowledge (perception, etc.) do not lead to a cognition of a qualified [sentential]
meaning.*!

This [argument] has also been stated [by the Bhatta]: For sometimes, one does
understands a qualified [sentential] meaning on the basis of WMs comprehended
through other means of knowledge (perception, etc.). For instance, one who sees
from a distance a white (Svetiman), indistinct form (arupa) and who hears neighing
(hesa) as well as the sound of hooves (khura) pounding [upon the ground], for
him/her arises an understanding of the qualified [sentential] meaning: “a white
horse is running”.4? [However], even this [argument of the Bhatta] is fallacious.

This is because one should reflect upon the question: Which is the means of

39This argument is also found in the VM-I. See IV.12.

40This is a quote from the Brhati on PMS 1.1.25: vyavahare ca yathavyatisangam
evavapoddharau. tasman na vyatisangabhidhanam, vyatisaktato 'vagater vyatisangasya. This
phrase is also quoted in the VM-1.

41This Prabhakara objection is found in the VM-I, see V.6.2.1.

42This is an example from the SV Vak. vv.358-359a: pasyatah svetam aripam hresasabdam ca
Srnvatah; khuraniksepasabdam ca Sveto ’$vo dhavatiti dhih; drsta vakyavinirmukta.
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knowledge (pramana) [which accounts] for that [cognition of the qualified meaning
“a white horse is running”’]?43> Surely, each means of knowledge (perception,
inference, etc.) completes [its functioning] (paryavasita) with respect to its own
[object]. Consequently, we do not see any means of knowledge [which is able to
account] for the cognition of the qualified meaning. Or rather, if another means
of knowledge (say, X) is admitted in that case [for the cognition of the qualified
meaning “a white horse is running’’], then that [ X] alone is the means of knowledge
[accounting] for the cognition of the qualified [sentential] meaning [arising] even
in case of language (i.e. even if a verbal expression is used). And as a result,
language would cease to be the means of knowledge [for the cognition of qualified
meaning arising from the use of language].

Hence, [the Bhatta UP] must say that the denotation by words confers (adha-) a
certain capacity (atiSaya) to WMs, and these WMs, as endowed with this capacity,
cause the SM cognition. And in this way, it is preferable to admit that the potency
of words themselves to denote a connected [meaning] is primary, because in this

way it has been correctly shown that words are a means of knowledge.

VI.2.9 WM’s correlates are known through specific conditions

[Prabhakara PP:] Even those [Bhatta opponents] who state the following — [In
the Prabhakara theory of DoC], every word signifying action (kriyapada) or factor
of action (karakapada) considered individually has endless correlates (pratiyogin),
due to which the relation [of the word to its meaning] (sambandha) is difficult to
comprehend [since each word would denote endless connected meanings].#4 And
a word, whose connection [to its own meaning] has not been grasped [previously],
cannot [ever] convey meaning. Thus, the potency of words for denotation is con-

cerned only with the individual isolated [word] meanings4> — even this [argument

43This Prabhakara objection is also discussed in the VM-I, see IV.6.2.3.

44Like sambandha (see footnote 26), the term pratiyogin also has a technical sense in Prabhakara
Mimamsa discussions on language. The term pratiyogin refers to any WM which is connected to
any one given WM — and for the Prabhakara, the word denotes its own WM as connected to other
WNWMs i.e. to pratiyogins.

45The argument here is the following: The Prabhakaras as well as the Bhatta Mimamsakas
accept the sambandha (i.e. the relation of a word to its own WM). The Bhattas argue that one
learns this sambandha in the process of language learning (vyutpatti), as each word denotes its
own unconnected WM during linguistic usage. The Bhattas thus assert that since the Prabhakaras
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of the Bhatta opponent] is incorrect.

Surely, despite the correlates being endless, one becomes aware easily
(sukara)#¢ of the relation [of a word to its own meaning], since [the correlates]
are marked (upalaksita) by specific conditions (asadharanopalaksana). For it has
been said that expectation, proximity and compatibility cause DoC. Thus, one’s
knowledge of the relation [between a word and its meaning] has those [three fac-
tors] as its conditions (fadupalaksana). This is because some [word X] denotes its
own WM [‘X’] as connected to that [correlate WM ‘Y’] alone which is expected,
compatible and proximate.4’

It is for this very reason that despite the [word’s] correlates being endless,
[the fault of] the postulation of endless potencies [to denote endless connected
meanings] does not befall [the word].#® This is because one postulates a single
potency alone [for the word] to denote [its own WM] as connected [to another WM
which has met (upeta) the three conditions (upadhi) [of expectation, compatibility
and proximity],4° just as in the case of pronouns (sarvanamasabda). In fact, even
though these [pronouns] denote endless entities (bhava) by means of the single
condition of proximity, they do not lead one to postulate endless potencies [for

each distinct entity].

VI.2.10 DoC in case of a single word

[Bhatta UP:] Now [in the Prabhakara PP’s theory of DoC], when no other cor-
relate (pratiyogyantara) is present, does no cognition [arise] from a single word
signifying action or factor of action? Or does a cognition of a connected [meaning
arise]?

[Prabhakara PP:] It is not the case that there is no cognition.

[Bhatta UP:] In that case, the connected cognition [arising from the single word]

is a cognition connected to what [correlate]? Surely, no other correlate is heard

consider each word as denoting a connected meaning instead, there would be endless denotations
for each word and one would thus be unable to learn the sambandha for any word. This Bhatta
objection is present in the VM-I, see IV.4.1.

46Salikanatha presents the same argument, and uses the term saukarya. See footnote 47.

47This Prabhakara argument is also found in the VM-I, see IV.5.1.

48This is a brief reference to the Bhatta objection in VM-I, see IV.6.3.

49This Prabhakara argument is also set forth in the VM-I, see IV.6.3.
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here — this has been declared.

[Prabhakara PP:] This is true, no [other correlate] is heard. However, it is not
that there is DoC with only something which is heard>® since we accept [DoC
with] merely that which is proximate. And ‘proximity’ is said to be the occurrence
(viparivrtti) in the mind. Thus, we do admit of DoC even with that [WM] which
is not delivered (upanita) by a word [and] has appeared (ariidha) in the mind due
to some other reason. Thus, in the case of [sentences such as] dvaram, dvaram,
DoC is established with [the WM] ‘the action of closing’, and other [such actions]
even though they are presented to the mind (upasthapita) through a distinct means
of knowledge. And in the case of the visvajit [sacrifice], etc., [DoC of the Vedic
injunction yajeta (one should sacrifice) is established] with the one who is com-
manded to perform the injunction (niyojya), namely one who is desirous of heaven,
etc. as [such a commanded person] is presented to the mind due to its invariable
association (avinabhava) to the [Vedic] obligation (karya). And in the case of the
modified sacrifices (vikrti) where the minor aspects (e.g. prayaja) (vidhyanta) are
not directly expressed, [DoC is established] with the procedure (itikartavyata) of
the archetype sacrifices (prakrta), since [such procedure] is presented to the mind
by the capability of the injunction (niyoga).>!

[Bhatta UP:] If it is the case that despite the use of a single word [as in the
example of dvaram], DoC still comes about — then, in a word like pacati ([he/she]
cooks), how can there be an expectation for a specific grammatical object (karma),
since this word signifying the action [of cooking] (kriyapada) [already] conveys a
qualified connection?

[Prabhakara PP:] Rather, this is exactly why DoC comes about. Surely, if a word
denotes [its own WM, say ‘X’] as connected [to another WM, say ‘Y’], then in
this manner when one connected entity [X] is known, there arises an expectation
for the other related entity [Y] [in the form of] “As connected to what [WM ‘Y]

should this [word] denote [its own] meaning [‘X’]?” Thus, the uttered word will

S0OMore precisely, the translation would be: “However, it is not that there is denotation [by a
word] of a [meaning which is] connected (anvitabhidhana) only to something which is heard.”
However, in order to be concise, I translate as: ... DoC with something which is heard.” The
following discussion has many similar constructions (anvitabhidhana + instrumental noun), and I
translate throughout in this concise manner.

S1Such an explanation of sannidhi is also found in the VM-I, see IV.5.3.
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denote its own meaning as connected precisely to that very [WM] that arises in the
mind on account of language or any another means of knowledge. However, until a
correlate is proximate [i.e. present in the mind], the word is inert (udas-) and does
not denote [any connected meaning] (i.e. it is unable to perform its denotative

function).52

VI.2.11 No fault of mutual dependence, due to sequential DoC

[Bhatta UP:] An objection here is that when a meaning is not denoted by the
first word X, the second word Y would be such that its expected, proximate and
compatible correlate (i.e. WM ‘X’) [which is connected to its own WM ‘Y’] is
not comprehended. Thus, as connected to what [correlate] would the WM [‘Y’]
[of the second word] be denoted? And in this way, when even the first [word] is
not expressive, its proximity to the second word would not assist in any way. In
that case, the fault of mutual dependence (itaretarasraya) would come about, for
the denotation of the second [word] is dependent upon the denotation of the first
word, and [the denotation] of the first [word] is dependent on that [of the second
word].>3

[Prabhakara PP:] This [would be] true, if proximity is accepted as having
[the process of] denotation for its basis. However, [we consider memory to be the
basis instead as] all words on being uttered cause the memory of the condition
of their employment (pravrttinimitta) which had been apprehended at the time of
language learning.5* Therefore, all [words] denote their own [isolated] meaning
as qualified by various other meanings, all of which are in fact remembered as
unconnected — consequently, there is no fault of mutual dependence.

And the sequence of DoC [proceeds] according to the sequence of expecta-
tion. At first, when the injunctive verbal suffix (akhyata) denotes its nature of
an obligation (karyatman), the obligation is denoted as connected to its content
(visaya), namely the meaning of the verbal form (bhavartha), which is deliv-

ered by the verbal base used (upatta) within the same word (svapada), since the

52A similar argument on the nature of akarksa is also found in the VM-I, see IV.5.2.

53This Bhatta objection is also found in the VM-I, see IV.4.2.

54See VI.2.5 for a discussion by the Prabhakara PP on how a word’s condition (nimitta) is
different from what the word denotes (abhidheya).
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cognition of that [obligation] is impossible without a content. This is because
without the [content], one cannot account for the cognition of that [obligation]
since that [content] is an adjunct to the cognition (pratityanubandha) of the in-
junction. [And] due to this special mental contiguity [between the obligation and
its content] (pratyasattivisesa)>, that [content] itself is expected and proximate
in the first step. Thus, at first, there is the DoC with that [content]. Thereafter,
[there is DoC] with the [next] adjuncti.e. the person commanded by the obligation,
namely someone who desires heaven, etc. since there comes about the expectation
[for this] immediately after. Subsequently, there is a connection to the procedure
(itikartavyata), since there is an expectation of the means for [realizing the action
that is] the meaning of the verbal form, which has become the content [of the obli-
gation]. Consequently, according to this sequence, the DoC can be demonstrated
of two elements at a time. As the obligation is denoted by the main word (i.e.
the injunctive suffix) (pradhanapada) as connected to X (i.e. a specific action,
niyojya and procedure), even that X is denoted by the same word as connected to
the obligation — hence DoC is established for all [words in the sentence].>¢

And due to the primacy of the obligation, since all other [meaning elements]
are meant for it, the SM is unitary. And since the SM is unitary, [even] the sentence
is unitary despite the comprehension of many [word] meanings as connected to
various other meanings.>’
[Prabhakara PP concludes] Thus, the sentence alone, which has the nature of be-
ing an aggregation of words, is the signifier of the SM. Consequently, maintaining

that the sentence does not signify [the SM] is incorrect.

V1.3 The arguments of the Bhatta Siddhantin in

favour of CoD

And so, [to this entire Prabhakara PP] he (i.e. Kumarila) says:

55The term pratyasatti is an important one for Salikanatha, and according to him, this forms
the basis of all memory (smaranasya pratyasattinibandhanatvat). 1 translate the term as mental
contiguity (see IV.11.3.2).

56These arguments are also presented in the VM-I, see IV.5.2.2 and IV.5.2.5.

57This Prabhakara argument is also found in the VM-I, see IV.2.
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Since [the arising of SM] can be justified even by a different explana-
tion, in this argument [of the Prabhakara PP], the potency [of the
sentence to denote the SM (as in SV Vak. v.111cd)] is not based
on any means of knowledge (apramanika). (SV Vak. v.112ab)

V1.3.1 Hermeneutic inconsistency in the Prabhakara’s argu-

ment

[Bhatta Siddhantin:] This is the intention [with which v.112ab has been stated]:
To begin with, this doctrine [of the Prabhakara PP] is not seen to conform to
the sutras and the bhasya. This is because Jaimini demonstrates WMs to be the
cause of the cognition of SM by saying “since [word]-meaning is the cause of that
[SM]” [in PMS 1.1.25]. Even Sabara, while explaining that [sutra], says that “a
sentence is not generally considered to have a meaning that is different from the
[individual] word meanings, disregarding [these entirely]” — and saying this, he
unambiguously refutes the claim that the sentence is the signifier of the SM.>8
And [Sabara], anticipating (asarik-) that one may hypothesize a potency of the
sentence to convey [the SM] on the basis of postulation (arthapatti) [as the means
of knowledge], shows that this part of the sutra is meant to refute the hypothesis
of a potency [of the sentence to convey SM] by saying [in the bhasya] “this is
not so, since [word]-meaning is the cause of that [SM]”. And [the expression]
nivrttavyaparani ([those words] whose activity has ceased) [in the SBh demon-
strates] that the denotation [of words] is completed with [the expression of ] WMs
only. And by the phrase [in the SBh] “who at all will postulate an unseen capacity
of the aggregate of words?”’>® — an objection to the capacity of the sentence to
be the signifier [of SM] is unequivocally made. And all this [argumentation in
the sutra and the bhasya] may somehow even be understood (ani-) in an alto-

gether different manner by resorting to trivialities (kasam kusam va) if a more

58See footnote 8.

59SBh on PMS 1.1.25: yatra hi Sukla iti va krsna iti va gunah pratite bhavati. bhavati khalv asav
alam gunavati pratyayam adhatum. tena gunavati pratyayam icchantah kevalam gunavacanam
uccarayanti. sampatsyata esam yathasankalpito ’bhiprayah. bhavisyati visistarthasampratyayah.
visistarthasampratyayas ca vakyarthah. evam ced avagamyate 'nyata eva vakyarthah ko jatucid
adrsta padasamudayasya Saktir arthad avagamyata iti vadisyati. (Apate 1929, pp. 96-97)
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compelling justification is observed [in the alternate argument] — however, such a
comparatively more compelling [justification] is also not seen as will indeed be
stated.

On the other hand, the phrase samhatyartham abhidadhati [in the SBh on PMS
3.3.14] is not for demonstrating the assistance [of multiple words in the sentence]
for the denotation of [sentential] meaning [as the Prabhakara PP argues].®® Rather,
[the phrase] should be glossed (vyakhyeya) as: “Once aggregated, the words
which are denoting their [own] meanings become the sentence.” Or else, the term
abhidadhati should be glossed as “the [words] cause one to comprehend [SM]”
(avagamay-). So here, one should conclude that by stating [v.112ab] “Since [the
arising of SM] can be justified even by a different explanation, the potency [of the
sentence to denote the SM] is not based on any means of knowledge”, Kumarila has
stated a contradiction [of the Prabhakara PP’s argument] with the bhasya which is

intended to refute the potency [of the sentence] to be a signifier [of SM].

VI.3.2 Incongruence in the Prabhakara’s doctrine, since WMs

can lead to SM cognition

Thus, to begin with, in this way the lack of any justification on the basis of the
[arguments of the] treatises (i.e. the sutra and bhasya) was stated. [Moreover,]
this thesis [of the Prabhakara PP] is not in accordance with [the requirements
of] logical congruity (upapatti) as well. The postulation of the potency [of the
sentence] to denote does not come into being with regard to something [namely the
SM] that is obtained from something altogether different. And the WMs, which
are conveyed by the words, are capable of causing one to cognize the SM when one
grasps the other meanings which are expected, proximate and compatible. Thus, a
postulation of the potency of the words (i.e. the sentence in the Prabhakara sense)
whose scope is that [SM] as well is not possible. Hence, it is said [in v.112ab] that
the potency of that [sentence] is not be based on any means of knowledge.
[Prabhakara UP:] But [it may be objected that] one cannot account [for the

arising of SM] in any other way [contrary to that explained by us], because it has

60See VI.2.1 for the Prabhakara PP’s argumentation. See also footnotes 21 and 22 for explana-
tions of this phrase from the SBh.
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[already] been explained [in SV Vak. vv.1-110ab] that the WMs cannot be the
cause for the SM cognition in any possible way.

[Bhatta Siddhantin:] This is not true, since the manner in which they cause
[the SM] will be explained [subsequently]. This is because [Kumarila] will sub-
sequently explain the manner in which WMs are the cause of the SM cognition
by stating “In order to settle upon language as an means of knowledge ...” (SV
Vak. v.247a).6! And bearing in mind that [argument] which has yet to be reached

(anagataveksana), we state something here as well.

VI1.3.3 The Bhatta Siddhantin’s explanation of language learn-
ing

This much alone is understood at first by a child when two elders are linguis-
tically communicating (vyavaharamana) [with each other]: A meaning as en-
meshed (sankirna) with multiple qualities, universals, etc. is comprehended by
the prompted elder (prayojyavrddha) from this [specific use of] language (say,
from a sentence such as “bring the cow”), such that this [prompted elder] takes
action immediately subsequent to [hearing the sentence] for the sake of purposeful
activity (arthakriya) regarding a qualified object (i.e. the real cow). Thus, [the
child] understands the cause [of the prompted elder’s activity] to be the sentence
[of the prompting elder]. Since [the causality of speech] cannot be justified for [an
elder who] does not act, [this child] postulates (upakalpay-) the functioning [of the
potency of the sentence to convey SM] as inherent in language (Sabdasamavayin).
And in this manner, [for the child, at this stage] a unclear (sarnkirna) relation of
conveyor and conveyed (vavyavacakata) is established of the sentence and the SM,
both of which comprise parts. However, what is not discerned is which meaning
is denoted by which part of the sentence. Consequently, by means of the splitting
[of the sentence] by the addition and removal (avapoddharabheda) of this or that
word signifying action or signifying a factor of action, [the following is discerned]:
that [WM] ‘X’ which is recurrently comprehended when there is the recurrence
of [word] X and [that WM ‘X’ which is] excluded when there is the exclusion of

61SV Vak. v.247 commences the discussion on how language must be admitted as a distinct
means of knowledge.

209



[word] X, that [WM ‘X’] is denoted by that [word X]. And thus, one discerns the
potency of [word X] to be a conveyor such that the scope [of its potency] is that
[WM ‘X’] alone.

And in this manner, since words are devoted to [denoting] the parts [of the SM,
i.e. individual WMs], on what basis does the cognition of the qualified [sentential]
meaning arise? For someone reflecting on this, various alternatives arise. Is it that
those words themselves are expressive of the qualified [sentential] meaning, just as
they are expressive of the parts (i.e. the unconnected WMs)? Or is it the indivisible
sentence which is the cause of the cognition of the qualified [sentential] meaning?
Or are those very parts of meanings (i.e. the unconnected WMs) [the cause of
the cognition of the qualified sentential meaning]? Among those [options], the
indivisible sentence is impossible since this will dispel all other modes of the
sentence wherein [the sentence is considered] divisible (sakala). Furthermore,
since the words complete their function [by denoting] their parts of meanings
(i.e. the unconnected WMs) — one concludes that it is these parts of meanings
(i.e. WMs) alone which are the cause of the cognition of the qualified [sentential

meaning].

VI1.3.4 Cause of SM cognition remains linguistic

[Prabhakara UP:] But [one may object that], since in this way the cause [of the
SM cognition] is not language, one’s inference that language is the cause [of the
SM cognition] would be blocked.

[Bhatta Siddhantin:] No, since that [linguistic nature of the cause of SM
cognition] can certainly be justified on account of the WMs. Once words, whose
potency is discerned by means of co-absence and co-presence, are aggregated
together, they are capable of cooperating (sannipat-) to [convey] the SM. Thus
these [words] are settled upon as the cause, by means of the WMs. And it is not
the case that the intervention (vyavadhi) of the intermediate activity [of WMs] leads
to [words] no longer being the cause [of the SM cognition], since this unwanted

consequence would occur in all cases [of cause and effect].6?2 In this manner,

62n other words, no cause-effect relation would ever be justified since there is always interme-
diate activity between any two entities classified as cause and effect.
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words convey a variety of meanings such that these [WMs] themselves lead one to

cognize the qualified SM.

VI.3.5 SM cognition is self-evident and not inferential

[Prabhakara UP:] However, [one may object that] if words complete [their ac-
tivity] in [denoting] this or that WM, there is no means of knowledge with regard
to the mutual relation of their WMs, since there are exceptions in the case of
proximity, etc. — as was stated [earlier in VI.2.2].
[Bhatta Siddhantin:] We do not admit that the SM cognition is inferential such
that we may be censured due to the observation of such exceptions [since only in
the process of inference is the presence of exceptions an impediment]. Rather,
the cognition of a qualified meaning (i.e. the SM cognition) comes about for [all]
those who hear the sentence — in all places and times, for all individuals and in any
circumstance. Hence all [sentences] are self-evident (svasamvedya).®3

And it is not that this [SM] cognition is without a basis (analambana) or
has itself as a basis (armalambana)®* — as is stated in the Vijianavada.®> And
[another cognition which] overrides (badhaka) this [SM cognition] is not observed,

since this will lead to the undesired consequence of eradicating all linguistic

63By this description as svasamvedya, the Bhatta intends to demonstrate that one needs no
conscious effort to cognize meaning from sentences. Once the conditions have been fulfilled
(hearing the words correctly, having the knowledge of WMs, etc.), the SM arises on its own for the
listener — and it is hence that I translate the term as self-evident.

A similar term svasamvitti is found thrice in vv.79-80 of the SV Pratyaksapariccheda. Taber
(2005, pp. 78-83) groups vv.74-83 into a section, and explains that this section is a refutation of the
Buddhist doctrine of the identification of the pramana and the phala in perception. Taber translates
the term svasamvitti as self-consciousness (ibid., pp. 81-82) or self-reflexive awareness (ibid., p. 21),
referring to the Buddhist idea of a cognition’s self-awareness, which is refuted by Kumarila (who
admits a distinction between pramana and phala in perception). Thus, the Bhatta’s description of
sentences as svasamvedya cannot mean such self-consciousness/self-reflexive awareness. On the
contrary, it refers to their being cognized without any effort of the listener, i.e. they are self-evident.

64These two descriptions of analambana and atmalambana correspond to two Buddhist theories
of error (khyati), first labelled by Mandana MiSra in his Vibhramaviveka (v.1ab) as asatkhyati and
atmakhyati. This is also discussed in Kataoka (2018).

These two theories are mentioned similarly in another part of the Kasikatika on the Autpat-
tikasutra section on v.15: na ceyam analambana, na ca svamsalambaneti vijianavade varnitam.
Another comment is also found in the beginning of the commentary on the Abhavapariccheda: na
ca buddher analambanatvam svamsalambanatvam veti vijiianavade varnitam eva.

65This is a reference to the the chapter titled Niralambanavada in the SV.
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communication. Rather, at times a contrary [cognition] (badha) is common in
the case of all cognitions which appear as valid — thus even by this [form of
contradiction], one cannot deny [the reality of ] SM. Thus, due to this very firmness
(drdhiman) of the cognition of the qualified [sentential] meaning, there exists a

qualified meaning — this is justified.

VI1.3.6 The initializing role of proximity and the accompanying

role of expectation

And the WMs such as action, etc. have an natural (svabhavika) relation with other
compatible WMs. Indeed, the relation between actions and factors of actions as
well as the relation between qualities and [substances] possessing qualities is seen
by means of other means of knowledge such as perception, etc. as well (i.e. through
means of knowledge distinct from language). Yet, the cognition of either one of
the two [in each of the two pairs mentioned] (anyatarasamvid) is not devoid of the
other (anyatarasunya).®® Thus, on the basis of [the use] of language (i.e. words),
the mutual relation between actions and factors of actions as exists (avasthita) in
accordance with the true nature of things (yathavastusvabhava), [first] surfaces
[in the hearer’s mind] (pariplu-)®7 [and] the particular [SM] is determined on the
basis of the proximity [of WMs] in this context.

And that which had been stated earlier [by the Prabhakara PP] that proximity
is weak (durbala), this is true. Yet, an element which is conducive (anuguna) [to
the SM cognition], although weak, is not invalidated. And in this case, there is no

contradiction with the direct mention (§ruti) — as will be explained later.%8

%In other words, the cognition of an action/a quality is never devoid of the cognition of the
factor of action/substance, and vice versa.

67The verb pariplavate has been used here in a specific sense of ‘coming to the surface’. The
verbal base pariplu- literally means ‘to swim’ or ‘to float’. Thus, what the Bhatta is arguing here is
that the relation between kriyas and karakas (i.e. unconnected WMs) is natural (svabhavika) and in
accordance with the true nature of things (yathavastusvabhava) — yet only a general understanding
of it first surfaces in the hearer’s mind when the words are uttered. It is only thereafter that the
particular SM is determined on the basis of proximity of the WMs.

68PMS 3.3.14 mentions the list of six criteria of interpretation (pramana) for determining
correctly what is related to an applicatory injunction (viniyogavidhi). These are: Sruti, linga,
vakya, prakarana, sthana and samakhya. These are listed in their order of dominance, with
Sruti being the most powerful and samakhya being the weakest. See Edgerton (1929, 64ff) for a
discussion on these.
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And again, that [which was the Prabhakara’s argument in VI.2.2] that there
is no relation between two fingers [of two different hands] even though they
are proximate, that [argument] is true since the two [fingers] do not have any
expectation for each other. This is precisely why there is no relation between
words whose meanings do not have any mutual expectation, as in the case of ‘cow,
horse, man, elephant’, etc. Consequently, an entity (vasfu) which naturally expects
something else (svabhavasapeksa) [and] is known from language is naturally
related with something which is expected [and] proximate. So here, there comes
about the mutual relation between the WMs ‘action’ (kriya) etc. on the basis of
the power of words (linga)® with the assistance of sequence (krama)’® — just as
[there is the mutual relation] of the wooden ladle (sruva) with the action of taking
a liquid and of the [recitation of the] barhirmantra with the act of cutting [the

barhis grass].”!

And this particular connection [between WMs] is not an inference — as will
be explained later.”? Therefore, the [unconnected word] meanings, which are
comprehended [from the words], are capable of leading one to cognize the SM.
Consequently, a potency of words concerned with [the denotation of ] the connected
[meaning] is not postulated [as in the Prabhakara PP’s doctrine], since the cognition
of the connected [meaning] is justified even by another explanation. Hence, it has
been said: “Since [the arising of SM] can be justified even by a different explanation
...” [in SV Vak. v.112ab].

Thus, the Bhatta is arguing here that proximity (sannidhi) would be invalidated only if there was
a contradiction (virodha) with a stronger means of knowledge, namely §ruti. However, there is no
such contradiction.

69Edgerton (ibid., p. 74) translates linga as word-meaning, whereas Thibaut (1882, pp. 8,12)
translates it as ‘power residing in words (i.e. the power words possess to denote or point out
something)’.

70The two means of knowledge liriga and krama are part of the list of PMS 3.3.14. See footnote
68.

7I'These are both examples of making connections related to the applicatory injunction (viniyo-
gavidhi) on the basis of the means of knowledge known as liriga and krama. In both these cases,
there is no direct mention (Sruti) of using the ladle for the liquid or of reciting the barhirmantra
while cutting the grass. Nevertheless, on the basis of lirnga, the Mimamsakas argue that the actions
of taking the liquid (dravadravyadana) and of cutting (lavana) the grass should be connected to
the ladle and the barhirmantra respectively.

72This is a reference to SV Vak. vv.231-246, where it is argued that SM cognition cannot be
classified as an inference.
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V1.3.7 Condition of indivisible words is not distinct from what

they denote

[Prabhakara UP:] However, [one could object that] it has been stated that,”> since
language learning (vyutpatti) is concerned with a connected meaning, the potency
of words for denotation is postulated as having that [connected meaning] alone
as its scope [and not the unconnected WMs]. Rather, one uses co-presence and
co-absence merely to extract the condition (nimitta) [of the use of the word], not
to extract the meaning which is denoted [by the word] (abhidheya). Consequently,
there is no denotation of the isolated WM (kevalapadartha).

[Bhatta Siddhantin:] This is not so. Surely, the word dandin (staff-bearer)
comprises parts (sabhaga) (i.e. it is a complex formation). The WM ‘staff’,7#
denoted by the speech-unit danda (staff) [within the complex word dandin], is the
condition of the use of that [word dandin] in order to bring about the cognition
of one bearing a staff (dandavat) — this is correct [as has been stated previously
by the Prabhakara PP].7> However, the WMs of indivisible words such as cow,
etc. (nirbhagagavadipadartha) are the condition [for the use] of what [word X]?
[And] what does this [word X] denote? This [objection] should be addressed [by
the Prabhakara opponent].

If [one were to argue that for indivisible words such as cow, the WM ‘cow’] is
the condition of the [word cow] when [it is used in the sense] of denoting its own
meaning [‘cow’] as qualified by [the meaning of] the word signifying action (say,
bring), [then we would say] no, this cannot be since that [word signifying action
(say, bring)] is an altogether distinct word. Surely [in the case of the complex
word dandin,] the [WM] ‘staff’ (danda) which is expressed in the same word
(samanapadopatta) [dandin] is the condition [for the use] of [the word danda]

with the suffix [-in] [i.e. dandin] to denote ‘someone having that’ [i.e. a staff-

73See VI.2.5 for the Prabhakara PP’s argument.

74See footnote 34 for a translation of artha here as meaning, while retaining in mind the term’s
dual senses of object as well as meaning.

75As discussed in footnote 35, this example of the word dandin is presented in the SBh on PMS
6.1.1-2, and the distinction in this case of the word’s nimitta and abhidheya is accepted by Sabara.
Thus, this too is admitted by Sucarita — yet he seeks now to distinguish the Prabhakara explanation
from the one presented in the SBh.
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bearer]’®¢ — this is correct. However, how can the WMs ‘cow’, etc., which are
expressed by means of words such as cow, etc., be the condition [for the use of
words such as cow, etc.] in the denotation of [some meaning] which is connected

with [the meaning of ] other words such as bring, etc.?

And [various] words do not constitute a single speech unit (aikapadya), since

one cannot deny that they are the parts of the sentence.

If [the Prabhakara opponent were to argue that] those [WMs ‘cow’, etc.] are
the condition [for the use of the words cow, etc.] with regard to their denoted
meaning, only insofar as their own meaning is connected [to other WMs] — that
too is incorrect. Surely in this case, the meaning being denoted [by a word]
(abhidhiyamana) will be [that word’s unconnected meaning (say, WM ‘cow’) as]
qualified by its correlate (say, WM ‘bring’). With regard to such denoted meaning,
the correlate (i.e. WM ‘bring’) would itself become the condition. This is because
it is on account of that [correlate being the condition] alone that that [denoted
meaning] has the nature of being connected — not on account of [the word’s]

isolated meaning (svaripa), since its isolated meaning is unconnected.

Thus, this line of reasoning (yukti) of the claim that the WM is merely a
condition is meaningless. Rather, that which is denoted [by a word] is itself the
condition [for the use of the word] in accordance with (yatha) what we [state].””
This is because whatever is the condition for the use of indivisible words [such as
cow, unlike complex words such as dandin], that alone is denoted [by the word] —
this is our doctrine. Consequently, one extracts the potency [of words] to denote
the mere word meaning extracted [from the SM] by means of co-absence and
co-presence. As a result, the potency of the words is not established as being
concerned with a connected meaning, since the cognition of that [connected SM]
is justified even by an altogether different explanation i.e. on the basis of the
[unconnected] WMs.

76 Ast. 5.2.115 ata inithanau prescribes the suffix in, or thaN (= ika) after a stem ending in short
a in the sense of tad asyasty asminn iti (by anuvrtti from 5.2.94). Thus, the meaning of a nominal
base X + suffix in is ‘having X’.

771 am construing the phrase yathda tu vayam in a manner similar to the phrase found in the SBh
6.5.39 yatha tu vayam briumah.
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VI.3.8 How WMs lead one to cognize SM according to CoD

And once again, that [argument] which had been stated previously [by the
Prabhakara opponent]: Elsewhere (i.e. outside the scope of language) (anya-
tra), such a nature of WMs is not comprehended, namely that they lead one to
understand the qualified [SM]. Thus, the words themselves should confer this ca-
pacity to the WMs. And in this way, it is better to postulate the potency of the
words themselves to denote a connected [meaning] (anvitabhidhanasakti)™® — this

[argument] is incorrect.

VI.3.8.1 Argument 1: No potency for DoC since no recursive denotation by
words

First of all, even if WMSs were such that this nature of theirs (i.e. to lead one
to understand the qualified SM) is not observed elsewhere (anyatranupalaksita)
(i.e. outside the scope of language), nevertheless we [Bhattas] postulate that
words confer to these very [WMs] a capacity [to lead one to cognize the SM], and
[this postulation of ours] is justified. Rather, words have the potency to denote
only the WMs extracted [from the SM], ascertained by means of co-absence and
co-presence. And one cannot postulate of such words [denoting unconnected
WDMs] a potency concerning the [denotation of the] connected meaning (i.e. SM)
recursively (parivriti).”® [To explain:] for mantras which have reached upto [the
stage] of the denotation of their meaning, one cannot postulate an adrsta®® due to
their recursive utterance. Rather, the adrsta will be established as certainly related
to meaning [and] as arising when it is conveyed by the mantra, even though there

is a difference in [our] postulations of the adrsta (adrstakalpanavisesa).3' The

78This Prabhakara argument was discussed in VI.2.8.

79In other words, one cannot assume that words have the potency to denote WMs and then are
recalled to denote the SM.

80The term adrsta (also referred to as apitrva) is an important term in Mimamsa, but is understood
in quite different ways by the Bhatta and Prabhakara Mimamsakas respectively. For the Bhattas,
the terms refers to ‘an energy produced by a sacrifice and lasting from the time of the sacrifice
until its result is accomplished’ whereas for the Prabhakaras, it refers to the ‘duty, “newly” known
through a prescription’. (See Freschi 2012, p.372) Since this is a common term with a technical
meaning, I prefer to keep it untranslated.

81T am unsure of the sense of the phrase adrstakalpanavisese ’pi. Perhaps this means that the
Bhatta admits that their definition of the adrsta is distinct from the Prabhakaras’, but nevertheless
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meaning [of the mantra] which is caused to be remembered by the mantras leads
to prosperity (abhyudaya). Similarly (evam) here too (i.e. in ordinary sentences)
a special capacity is conferred (samahita) into the WMs themselves by the words
so that even though this nature of WMs is such that it is not known elsewhere
(anyatragamita), they lead one to cognize the qualified [sentential] meaning due
to their conjunction with words (Sabdasamsparsa), thus the postulation of such

potency is justified.

V1.3.8.2 Argument 2: Potency of WMs to lead one to cognize SM is not only

due to their conjunction with words

Moreover, it is in fact seen that even those [WMs] known by different means
of knowledge (i.e. through means of knowledge other than language) cause the
cognition of the qualified meaning. As [Kumarila] will say [in SV Vak. vv.358-
359a]: “For one who sees a white, vague form . .. .82 However, the [argument of
the Prabhakara opponent] that had been [previously] stated®> — [namely] that even
in the case of something known linguistically (sabda), language is not a means
of knowledge, since the cognition of the qualified [meaning] can be justified in
an exactly similar manner [by this new means of knowledge, as in the example of
the cognition of “a white horse is running”’] — is not correct. This is because the
postulation of the potency of the words [to denote WMs] is in accordance with
language learning. And it is on account of that [potency] that words are established
as intrinsically (svabhavika) being the means of knowledge [for SM] through the
denotion of the [word] meanings which are innately capable of being connected

(sambandhin).?* That cannot be refuted by anyone.

they agree on the adrsta being mantrapratyayanajanita and arthagata.

82§V Vak. vv.358-359a:
For one who sees a white, vague form and hears the sound of neighing,
As well as the sounds of hooves pounding [upon the ground] — the cognition that “a white horse
is running”,
Is seen, devoid of a sentence . . .
(paSyatah Svetam arupam hresasabdam ca Srnvatah; khuraniksepasabdam ca Sveto ’$vo dhavatiti
dhih; drstavakyavinirmukta . . .)

83See VI.2.8.

84The term used here by Sucarita is sambandhisvabhavarthabhidhanadvarena i.e. ‘on account
of the denotation of their [unconnected] WMs, which have an intrinsic nature to become connected
(sambandhin)’. 1 am hence considered the term sambandhin in this compound as sambandhayogya
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But [if one asks:] “What is the means of knowledge for the cognition ‘a white
horse is running’?” — [well, in this example here] there is no one means of
knowledge. On the contrary, the cognition of the qualified [sentential] meaning
arises from a multitude of means of knowledge (pramanasamaharaja) [such as
perception, inference, etc.]. [Consequently], being the result [of these means of
knowledge] (phalabhita), [this cognition of the qualified SM] is not itself the
means of knowledge (pramana)?®> because [as in this example of “a white horse is
running”’], [unconnected] substances, qualities and actions are comprehended by
means of perception and inference and they have an intrinsic expectation [for each
other] (svabhavasapeksa), [and] it is due to such intrinsic expectation that their
association becomes evident to the mind. [And such an association of substances,
qualities and actions known through perception and inference, arising due to their
mutual expectation for each other] is exactly analogous [to the mutual association]
of those [unconnected substances, qualities and actions] conveyed through lan-
guage (Sabdapratipadita) [which would also have an intrinsic expectation for each
other].8¢ The cognition of the SM too is just the result (phala), when language
[alongside perception, inference,] etc. are the means of knowledge, but it is [itself]
the means of knowledge (pramana) with regard to the cognition that the object is
to be avoided, etc.?” — this has been taught.

VI.3.8.3 Argument 3: SM is not comprehended if WMs are not cognized

Moreover, when the sentence is uttered, if the WMs are not cognized due to some

blocking of the mind (mana uparodha), then the SM is not comprehended despite

and not sambaddha.

85An important problem as discussed in the SV Pratyaksapariccheda is the distinction between
pramana and phala. The problem is “how pramana and phala are distinct, that is, how a cognition,
which itself is a knowing of an object, can be construed as the means for the arising of another
cognition that will be construed as the result” (Taber 2005, p.20). This is discussed further in
11.3.3.2.

86This equivalence of the process of SM cognition with the Bhatta doctrine of perception is
discussed further in I11.3.3.2.

87This refers to the three-fold classification of cognitions of all objects as hana, upadana and
upeksa i.e. to be avoided, desirable or neither. The term hanadibuddhi is used also in Sv
Pratyaksapariccheda vv.73ab. Taber (2005, pp. 93-94) translates this as ‘the cognition that the
object is to be avoided’.
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the sentence being [heard].8® Consequently, it is correct to state that the WMs
themselves cause the cognition of the SM.

And we do not state that the WMs are the cause of the SM cognition simply
on the basis of a clever explanation (vyakhyakausalamatra). Rather, [their being
the cause of SM cognition] is established on the basis of [the characteristics] of
the cognition [itself]. Just as there is no delay in knowing the form [of an object]
(rupajiiana) for one who is looking [at the object] with wide-open eyes, similarly
[there is no delay] in knowing the SM even for one who has heard the sentence
[and] knows how to connect the WMs.8® Thus, it is determined that the knowledge
of SM which conforms to the co-presence and co-absence of WMs has those
[WMs] as its cause. Thus in fact it was said [in SV Vak. v.111b]: “Since [the SM]
arises when those [WMs] arise” (tadbhavabhava).

Thus, by means of the following statement [in SV Vak. v.112ab] “Since [the
arising of SM] can be justified even by a different explanation”, it is declared [that]
the cognition of the qualified [sentential] meaning which [arises] from the WMs
themselves, which are conveyed by words, is justified in the manner as has been
explained [by us, the Bhattas]. Therefore, [the Prabhakara’s postulation of] the
potency of the sentence [to denote SM] is not based on any means of knowledge.

[And] with regard to the [Prabhakara objection that]°° [the WMs which are] en-
dowed with the capacity [to lead one to cognize SM], this capacity being conferred
by words, are the cause of SM — here too this is certainly the answer: “Since [the
arising of SM] can be justified even by a different explanation” (SV Vak. v.112ab).
Indeed, the innate (svabhavika) potency of WMs [to lead] to the qualified [senten-
tial] meaning has been accounted for in the manner presented [above]. Thus, there
is no means of knowledge [to justify] that [capacity] as belonging to the sentence,

insofar as it must be conferred to the WMs.

88This is similar to an argument presented in the SBh on PMS 1.1.25, where the phrase used is
manasad apy aghatat (i.e. due to a mental injury).

89The term riupa can also be considered as colour. Yet, I prefer to consider it as meaning the
outward form of an object since this aligns better with the earlier explanation of the equivalence
of perception and SM cognition (See VI.3.8.2). The perception of the colour of an object (i.e.
perception of a quality devoid of its substance) would thus be equivalent to the cognition of an
unconnected WM, whereas the perception of the outward form of the object (i.e. perception of
the qualified substance) would be equivalent to the qualified SM cognition. Moreover, this also
endorses the earlier claim of SM being self-evident (svasamvedya) (see VI1.3.5).

%0See VI.2.8.
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Thus, in this way, first of all, the justification [of the arising of SM] with even
another explanation has been described in three ways [as in the VI.3.1, VI.3.6 and
VIL.3.8].

VI1.3.9 Words cannot denote SM in accordance with DoC

VI1.3.9.1 Argument 1: In DoC, the specific instantiation of a WM (viSesa)
cannot be cognized

However, there is incongruence in DoC itself. To explain, what is admitted is
the DoC with [some WM] which is proximate.®® Thus, if it is admitted [by the
Prabhakaras] that there is DoC with [meanings] present in one’s memory which
have been recollected by their [respective] words which signify actions or factors
of action — then [what follows is that] a single verbal form pacati ([he/she/it]
cooks) uttered causes the recollection of the action of cooking (paka) having many
grammatical objects [like rice, wheat, soup, etc.] (nanakarmaka). Surely, one
sees the relation®2 of the verbal base pac with [the action of] cooking (paka) —
hence, [according to the Prabhakaras] there is the recollection of that [action of
cooking from the verbal base pac].?> In this same way (i.e. according to this
same Prabhakara reasoning), one sees [also] the relation [of the verbal base pac]
with the action of cooking which is in fact connected to several [grammatical]
objects and therefore, similarly [to the case of pac and pakal], [these various] other
[grammatical] objects are recollected.®* Consequently, the DoC of this [word]
pacati only with [the WM] ‘rice’ (‘odana’), [whose word rice] had been uttered
alongside [the word pacati], is not established.®>

And there is no restriction (niyama) [put forth by the Prabhakara opponent]

°1In order to keep the translation concise, I am here translating the phrase ‘anvitabhidhana +
instrumental noun X’ as ‘DoC with X’, all the while bearing in mind that the complete sense of
this pithy expression is ‘the denotation [by a word] [of its WM] as connected to [WM] X’. This
was also done previously, see footnote 50.

92As discussed previously in Chapter I, the term sambandha refers to the relation of a word to
its (unconnected) meaning.

93See VM-I v.12 for an explanation of how each word reminds the hearer of its unconnected
WM according to DoC.

94The phrase smrtav ariidhani literally means ‘elevated in memory’, and I thus translate it as
‘recollected’.

95This Bhatta objection is also presented in the VM-I, see IV.11.2.1.
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that there is DoC only with [a WM] proximate through direct expression (sruti)
[such as the WM ‘rice’ in the sentence odanam pacati)] — since any [WM] which
is proximate is accepted. This is precisely the reason that in ordinary as well as
Vedic [language] such as ‘door, door’, etc. and in the vi§vajit [sacrifice], etc. that

it is established that there is DoC connected with [a WM] not directly expressed.

And [hence], it is not correct that words cause the recollection of their own
[unconnected] meanings only as ascertained during through adding and removing

[words into/from sentences], since recollection has as its basis all kinds of relations.

Moreover, since the [word’s] own meaning is not denoted until there is prox-
imity of its correlates,”® the specific instantiation (visesa) [of the word’s meaning]
is not justified as being brought about by the presence or absence of denotion.®’
Consequently, in the utterance ‘[he/she] cooks rice’, one could comprehend instead

the action of cooking as connected to peas, etc. (kalayadyanvita).

However, [the Prabhakara opponent] may argue that when there is DoC with
only one [correlate], firstly with that [WM] which is directly expressed. [Now, in
order to defend such a position], [the Prabhakara opponent] must state the cause
of [determining] the specific instantiation [of a WM] (visesa) [from among the
endless possible meanings that a single word may recall]. This is because that
[WM] which has been directly expressed (say, ‘odana’) cannot be the cause for
DoC on the basis of it being directly expressed. Rather, [a WM would be a cause
for DoC only] due to proximity [according to the Prabhakara doctrine]. And this
[proximity] is common (avisista) to both, [a WM] directly expressed (say, ‘odana’)
as well as another which is not (say, ‘kalaya’ which is remembered) — this has

been stated.

96 As until then, the unconnected WM is only recollected according to DoC.

97The term visesa used here was introduced in the VM-I, and I understand it here in the same
context as that in the VM-I (see IV.11). As explained in footnotes 120 and 139 in Chapter IV, the
term visesa may be understood alternately as the difference among the various WMs present in
memory, which are being recollected from a single word (for example, the difference in the WMs
‘kalaya’, ‘paka’, etc. being recollected from the single word pacati). However, the discussions in
the VM-I demonstrate that the term visesa means the specific instantiation of one meaning from
among all the meanings recollected in the mind from a single word (for example, to refer to
the specific WM paka from among all the different meanings being recollected due to the word
pacati). 1 thus retain the translation of the term visesa from that in the VM-I, and translate this
here simply as the ‘specific instantiation’ of the word’s meaning.
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VI1.3.9.2 Argument 2: The fear of vakyabheda cannot lead one to favour the
Sruta WM

If one accepts either one of the two (anyataraparigraha) (i.e. the sruta WM or the
asruta WM) due to the fear of syntactic split (vakyabheda), then one should explain
what the difference is [between a WM that is directly expressed and one that is
only remembered] because of which there is DoC only with the directly expressed
[WM]. Moreover, when the specific instantiation of a WM [from a word] is not
grasped, what forestalls even the syntactic split which follows as a consequence, as
there is no other alternative (agati)? This is unlike the formal decision (sankalpa)
[to use] butter in the case of avoiding the flaws [ensuing] from the destruction
(nasadosa) of the oblations [one had initially prepared].®®

And due to the fear of this fault [of vakyabhedal, if one resorts to the position
that the first word [in the sentence] denotes its own meaning which is in fact
unconnected, then, similarly even the other words would have their [own] meanings
as unconnected. And in this case words, which are [actually] words under dispute
(vimatipada), become expressive of an unconnected [meaning] on the basis of

being words, just as is the case for the first word.

V1.3.9.3 Argument 3: The problem of synonymy in DoC

Moreover, if there is DoC with [a WM] proximate in memory, then the action of
cooking is denoted by the word pacati ([he/she] cooks) as connected to [the WM]
‘odana’ (‘rice’) which is remembered as being in association (sahacaryasmrta)
[with the WM pacati]. Consequently, [we would object that] the word odana
should not be uttered, since its meaning is already understood. And both words

odana and pacati denote the relation between the ‘action of cooking’ and ‘rice’ —

98In other words, in case of the ruined offering, one is in doubt: Should one complete the
sacrifice by taking a second slice of the cake which is partly ruined or by taking a slice of a new
cake? Accordingly, one could complete the sacrificial prescription in two ways and this could lead
to vakyabheda. Similarly, in the case of sruta and asruta (i.e. remembered) WMs, one could have
vakyabheda. In the case of the former problem about the cake, the hierarchy of pramanas leads
one to the correct decision, but in case of the latter, since the Prabhakara accepts only sannidhi
and cannot differentiate between the §ruta and asruta WMs, the fault of vakyabheda will remain
unresolved. See PMS 6.4.1-2 and SBh thereon for a similar discussion. See also Benson (2010,
p.- 171).

222



thus there is the undesirable consequence of synonymy.®®

If one argued that this consequence [of synonymy] is avoided on the basis of
the difference [in the two WMs ‘odana’ and ‘pacati’] as qualifier and qualified
(visesanavisesyabheda), then [we would say] no, due to the fault of syntactic split
(vakyabheda).
[Prabhakara UP:] Well, the following would come about in this case: For the
word odana [in the sentence odanam pacati], the meaning (artha) of the word
odana is ‘rice as qualified by the action of cooking (paka)’. In this case, the
‘action of cooking’ is the qualifier (visesana), whereas ‘rice’ is that which is
qualified (visesya). In case of the word pacati, the condition of the qualifier
and the qualified is the opposite — hence, there is no unwanted consequence of
synonymy. 100
[Bhatta Siddhantin:] But it cannot be thus, due to the fault of syntactic split. This
is because ‘rice as qualified by the action of cooking’ is distinct from ‘the action
of cooking as qualified by rice’ — and [Jaimini] will explain [subsequently] the
unity of the sentence as being due to the unity of meaning/purpose (arthaikatva),
as in ‘[A group of words] serving a single meaning/purpose forms a sentence . . .’
(PMS 2.1.46). Consequently, the fault of the syntactic split comes about in all

cases of difference of meaning/purpose (artha).'°!

V1.3.9.4 Argument4: DoC cannot be established by considering the obliga-
tion (karya) as central

If one claimed that the sentence is unitary since the obligation, which is the primary
element, is unitary, then [we would reply] that is not so, since one must admit to
the absence of that [obligation] in ordinary [sentences].'°? And even in Vedic
[sentences], if there is DoC of two elements at a time, sequentially beginning with
[the obligation and] the content of the command, and continuing thereafter!03 — [the

fault of ] syntactic split most definitely arises, since a sentence would be entirely

99This argument is also found in the VM-I, see IV.8.6.

100This argument is also present in the VM-I, see IV.8.6.

101 This is discussed further in 11.2.3.

102[n other words, there are worldly sentences without the injunctive element, such as odanam
pacati ([he/she] cooks rice).

103See VI.2.10 for this Prabhakara argument.
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completed at each step. And so, even for a single verbal suffix (akhyata) alone,
there comes about the undesirable consequence of postulating multiple potencies of
denotation.!'%4 And in this way, the cognition of a [(sentential) meaning] connected

to all [meaning-elements in the sentence] would be without any basis.

If it is claimed that the verbal suffix denotes its own meaning as even connected
to all [other meaning-elements] — then [we reply that] in that case, one’s resorting
to DoC with two elements at a time becomes purposeless and the denotation of
the obligation as connected to all [meaning-elements in the sentence] will be the

first to come about.

Moreover [if the obligation denotes its meaning as connected to all other
meaning-elements], in the sentence about the purchase [of the soma], how would
there be the mutual relation between the [WMs] substance (i.e. the tawny-eyed
[cow], the one-year old [cow]) and the [WM] quality (i.e. red)?'%5 If one claims
that even that [mutual relation] is denoted by both the words [ekahayana and
arunal, then [we would reply that] even in this way, since the verbal suffix denotes
a [meaning] connected to all the factors of action, and also, since the words
signifying the factors of actions such as aruna, etc. again denote a mutually
connected [meaning] — there certainly comes about [the fault of] syntactic split
due to the difference in meaning. This is because the mutual connection of the
substance and quality (ekahayana and aruna) is entirely distinct from the action of
purchasing as qualified by all. Consequently, just as the [fault of] syntactic split is

described in [the example of] graham sammarsti (one wipes the cups) when there

104]n other words, the injunctive verbal suffix (/in) would first denote itself as connected to the
verbal base (yaj-) in order to denote yajeta. Thereafter, the suffix would denote itself as connected
not only to the verbal base but also to the agent of the action in order to denote (say) yajeta
svargakamah. This process would similarly continue indefinitely.

105This refers to the example arunaya pingaksyaikahayanya somam krindti, discussed in the SBh
on PMS 3.1.12 (arunadhikarana). The SBh concludes that the relation between the substance
and quality comes about because of the verb — the verb (purchasing) is primary (pradhana) and
the two factors (substance and quality) are the accessories (guna). Moreover, the two factors
(substance and quality) are enjoined (upadis-) in reference to the primary element (i.e. the action
of purchasing), and not vice versa. (SBh: krayasya hi dravyarunimanav upadisyete, na krayas
tayoh. na ca pradhanam pratigunam bhidyate, pratipradhanam hi guno bhidyata iti.) Thus,
by quoting this example, the Bhatta Siddhantin here is pointing out that for the Prabhakara, the
karya is already connected to all meaning-elements and there can be no possibility of any further
connection between the meaning-elements themselves.

This example is also discussed in the VM-I, see IV.8.7.
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is the relation between the action of wiping and cup, and again when there is the
relation between singularity and cup,!°¢ similarly, [there would be syntactic split]
in this case [of the example of the sentence about the purchase of the soma] as

well.

[Prabhakara UP:] It is said that the mutual relation is based on reality (artha)

since both (i.e. the substance and the quality) are included (parigrhita) into a single
obligation, and it is not that their [mutual relation] only exists at the linguistic level
(abhidhanika)?
[Bhatta Siddhantin:] If this is so, then the relation [between substances and
qualities] is caused by the power of the meaning!®? [of the words themselves]
(arthasamarthyakarita). Thus, WMs, which are denoted only as unconnected
in every circumstance, will be connected [between themselves] due to their own
nature (svabhava) alone. And so, what is the need for this calamity (vyasana)
which is the [theory of] DoC? [Moreover,] the very purpose of the discipline [of
Mimamsa] (Sastrartha) is [to demonstrate] the mutual relation of the substance and
the quality [as in the discussions in the SBh on PMS 3.1.12 (arunadhikarana)),
and [such relation] in not denoted in this way [as proposed by the Prabhakara
opponent].

All SMs, even though they are not denoted [by words], will become linguistic
in nature since the words are meant for that [SM]. As [Kumarila] will explain later
“the expression of WMs [by phonemes] is like the burning of the wood in the

action of cooking”.198 Hence it is said: “Since [the arising of SM] can be justified

106 This refers to the example of graham sammarsti discussed in the SBh on PMS 3.1.13-15 (gra-
haikatvadhikarana). The SBh concludes that the connection of the action of wiping (sammarjana)
and singularity (ekatva) can only be established through the means of knowledge which is sentence
(vakya), whereas the connection of the cup (graha) and the singularity (ekatva) is established
through the means of knowledge of direct mention (§ruti). Thus, the two connections cannot
be considered the same. (SBh on PMS 3.3.14: pratipadikarthagatam hi vibhaktih svam artham
Srutyaiva vadati. athaivam sati kim na sammargena sambhantsyata iti. tena hi sambadhyamanam
vakyena sambadhyeta, na ca Srutya, anyena sambadhyamanam vakyenacchidyanyena samban-
dham arhati.) This example of graham sammarsti is also discussed in Yoshimizu (2006).

The Bhatta Siddhantin’s argument here is that if the Prabhakara accepts the two relations (relation
between the different meaning-elements as well as the relation between the verbal suffix and its
factors of action) as being denoted, then this distinction between the two types of connections as
explained in the SBh would be violated.

107This is another instance of the dual senses of the term artha — meaning and object.

108§V Vak. vv.342-343.
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even by a different explanation” [in SV Vak. v.112ab] —i.e. since the relation
between the [WMs] substance and the quality, which is also intrinsic (svabhavika),
is justified, [then] in every circumstance, the potency of the sentence for DoC is
not known through any means of knowledge — hence there is the statement [of SV
Vak. v.112ab].

V1.3.10 Chronological delay between utterance of words and

SM cognition in DoC

Moreover, if the denotation [of the connected meaning according to the
Prabhakaras] is accepted only after every single uttered word reminds one of
its unconnected WMs, [and] once the [vacanavyaktis'®®, which are actually] divi-
sions of the utterance (vacobhanga) have been analyzed (vibhakta) according to
the groups of various linguistic principles related to Mimamsa — then one would
wonder how this could take place since the words have long since disappeared
(ciratipanna)?

This is because at that time [of DoC], even the terminal phoneme is not present
in the mind — [this being true] even more so (praric) of words. And in this way
the established view [of Mimamsa] -— according to which the terminal phoneme,
as assisted by the mnestic traces produced by all previous phonemes, is the entity
which conveys [the SM] -—would be overlooked. And in the case of mahavakyas,''°
it is not possible that one remembers at a later time all phonemes and words, since
their memory would be interrupted by that of different word-meanings, etc.

Moreover, if even prior to DoC, individual vacanavyaktis are brought about
as vidhi, anuvada, uddesya, upadeya, guna, pradhana, etc. — no need for the
denotation of the meanings that are in fact present in memory since their mutual
connection would [already] be established. This is precisely why we admit that

there is mutual association of WMs even independent of denotation [of SM]. The

109The vacanavyaktis are considered as the subject in this phrase for multiple reasons: (i) A
little further, the KT explicitly discusses vacanavyaktis in the same context, (ii) This sentence is a
description of the three steps of DoC, as outlined in v.12 of the VM-I, and one expects a mention
of vacanavyaktis here, and (iii) the qualifiers vacobhariga and vibhakta are both presented in the
feminine.

HOA mahavakya is a collection of sentences which form a functionally unified text, see McCrea
(2000, p.437).
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sentence, occurring to denote that very connection [between the WMs] which
arises on the basis of the capability of the WMs [as present in memory already],
would [simply] be a restatement (anuvadaka).

Evenin this case, [Kumarila’s phrase] “Since [the arising of SM] can be justified
even by a different explanation” should be glossed as follows: Since the connection
[between the different WMs] in the form of vidhi, anuvada, etc. is justified on the
basis of the potencies of WMs alone [in accordance with the doctrine of CoD],
even before the denotation — hence, the potency of the sentence [as claimed by the
Prabhakara opponent] to denote that [connected meaning] is not known through
any means of knowledge.

Thus, one may interpret the meaning of this phrase “Since [the arising of SM]
can be justified even by a different explanation” (SV Vak. v.112ab) in five ways
[as shown in VI.3.1, V1.3.6, VI.3.8, V1.3.9 and VI1.3.10].

V1.4 Conclusion

Thus, it has been established that once the words complete their function by
[denoting] their respective WMs only, the mutual connection [of these WMs]
comes about on the basis of expectation, proximity and compatibility. Certainly
there is a relation between the efficient force (bhavana), conveyed by the verbal
suffix, and the [three] components — its goal, etc. (i.e. instrument (sadhana) and
procedure (itikartavyata)) — which are expected, proximate and compatible. And
on the basis of reality (arthat), even their mutual connection is effected.

And in this way, there is no syntactic split, since a thousand meanings coming
about on the basis of reality cannot bring about syntactic split. Just as it is said [in
TV 1.4.2] — “The efficient force can cause even multiple meanings to be enjoined
on the basis of reality”. Thus, it is correctly said [in SV Vak. v.111cd] that “Truly,
it is not [justified] that the sentence is expressive [of the SM].” Thus in this way, at
the beginning [of the presentation of the Bhatta siddhanta in the SV Vak.], it has
been stated that the denotation of words, which is concerned with the unconnected
[WMEs], is indeed first to come about.
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Conclusion

The two doctrines of abhihitanvaya and anvitabhidhana occupy a position of
prominence in discussions on the nature of the cognition of SM, in traditional
Indian philosophical debates as well as in contemporary accounts of these de-
bates. Alongside the Grammarian doctrine of sphota and the Buddhist doctrine of
apoha, these two Mimamsa theories have formed the basis for all classical Indian
philosophers debating the nature of language and linguistic cognition. More-
over, among these four doctrines, these two alone admit the reality of words and
word-meanings, and have thereby lent themselves to speculations and modifica-
tions from all quarters of the Sanskrit literati, including philosophers belonging to
different Brahmanical schools (Nyaya, Advaita Vedanta, etc.) as well as several
alamkarikas (such as Mahima Bhatta, Anandavardhana, etc.).

The aim of this thesis has been to present these two doctrines in light of
their key tenets and supporting arguments, as demonstrated in the two important
Mimamsa works — the VM-I and KT. Salikanatha was the first Prabhakara thinker
to systematise DoC and present it philosophically, whereas Sucarita was the first
Bhatta Mimamsaka to respond to Salikanatha’s criticisms and modify CoD ac-
cordingly.!!! Nevertheless, despite the evident significance and influence of these
two texts, there is little modern scholarship engaging substantially with their ideas.

I have attempted in this thesis to reconstruct the arguments from the VM-
I and KT while bearing in mind the philosophical, philological and historical
requirements from any such endeavour. I am thus hopeful that this work may aid
somewhat in not only indicating the intricacy, sophistication and complexity of the
two doctrines but also in demonstrating the impact of the Prabhakara ideas in the

VM-I on the Bhatta ideas in the KT, thereby navigating through an important bend

H1See Kataoka (2011, p. 112) for the chronology of Mimamsa authors.
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in the history of Indian speculations on language. Given the far-reaching impact
of the ideas presented in these texts as well as the nascent nature of this study, my
explanations and conclusions here should be considered only provisional, subject
to modification on the basis of further scholarship and inquiry. Nevertheless, the

following are some of the key conclusions arrived at in the preceding chapters.

Linguistic and phenomenological accounts in the two doctrines

For the Mimamsakas, the central instance of linguistic communication which must
be explained is that of the Vedic injunctive sentences, which are admitted by them
as having the unique characteristic of being devoid of any author (apauruseya).
Consequently, they abstain almost entirely from discussing the role of the speaker
in composing the sentence,!!? and focus their explanations entirely on the ability
of language to denote meaning as well as the cognitive processes of the listener
required to comprehend it. The Bhatta and the Prabhakara Mimamsakas thus
consider the two processes of denotation (abhidhana) and connection (anvaya)
as being sufficient to explain the cognition of SM, and the VM-I and the KT are
replete with cogent arguments on the cognitive differences between recollection
and denotation, the process of comprehension of the vacanavyakti and the req-
uisite mental application of linguistic principles (nyaya), the innate nature of the
cognitions of unconnected word-meanings and the process by which they lead one
to cognize a qualified (sentential) meaning, the equivalence of linguistic cogni-
tions with perceptual cognitions, etc. These arguments are both linguistic and

phenomenological, and these doctrines are thus accordingly classified.

The role of laksana in Sucarita’s account of CoD

According to classical authors such as Salikanatha and Vacaspati, Kumarila at-
tributes the cognition of SM to the potency of words for indirect denotation
(laksana), in contrast to a word’s potency to (directly) denote (abhidha) its WM.

As seen previously, Salikanatha disputes this and contends instead that laksand

112 An exception to this is the explanation of language learning (vyutpatti) according to Salikanatha
in the VM-I where, as discussed previously, a key role is attributed to the fact that the speaker is
known to be using words with connected meanings.
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can only be admitted when the connection between WMs is not justified (sam-

bandhanupapatti).

This argument of the VM-I is known to Sucarita and he refers to it in his
presentation of the Prabhakara purvapaksa in the KT. Nevertheless, he chooses
not to defend the doctrine of laksana from these criticisms, and instead bases
his explanation of CoD on the innate nature (svabhava) of words and their (un-
connected) WMs to lead to the cognition of SM. The following question thus
emerges: is Sucarita rejecting the role of laksana in SM cognition, as attributed
to Kumarila? Or is he in fact bolstering the idea but using instead an altogether

different terminology?

The complexity and chronological extension of the Prabhakara conception of
denotation

According to DoC, each word in a sentence denotes its own WM as connected to
other meanings. Salikanatha describes this process of denotation as involving three
steps beginning once the uttered words are heard by the listener — the memory of
the unconnected WMs, the ascertainment of the vacanavyakti in accordance with

linguistic principles and the subsequent arising of SM cognition.

Such a description of denotation thus includes within its own operation the
role of multiple cognitive processes of the listener, such as memory as well as the
others required for determining the vacanavyakti (which will include an awareness
and application of the nyayas). Consequently, this Prabhakara conception of
denotation can be considered as being complex, in contrast to the Bhatta conception
of denotation which may be regarded as being simple, as according to the latter,

words denote their WMs only.

Furthermore, the Prabhakara conception of denotation must also be admitted
as being chronologically extended, as it will span the three instants corresponding
to the three steps of the process. Once again, this can be contrasted with the Bhatta
concept of denotation, which would be momentary as it is a function linking words

and their immediately occurring WMs.
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Distinction in the Prabhakara and Bhatta conceptions of vacanavyakti

For Salikanatha, the vacanavyakti is an intermediate cognitive stage arising be-
tween the utterance of the signifier and the cognition of the signified, but which
is nevertheless related to both the signifier and the signified. It is the form of
the sentence wherein all elements have been correctly assigned their categories
of subject-predicate, primary-subordinate, intended-unintended, etc. Moreover,
vacanavyaktis are brought about for all sentences i.e. not just for Vedic but also
for the simple, figurative and metaphorical sentences experienced frequently in
ordinary linguistic communication. Hence, the conception of the vacanavyakti
as per Silikanatha seems to differ markedly from that of the Bhattas, where it is
considered to be the specific, contextually appropriate meaning of a sentence from

among its many possible meanings.

The role of tantra in DoC

For the Prabhakaras, words in sentences denote a connected meaning — and the
Bhattas object that this leads to synonymy (paryayata) (if all words in a sentence
denote the same connected meaning) or syntactic split (vakyabheda) (if words
denote distinct connected meanings). Salikanatha argues that words denote dis-
tinct qualified meanings, thereby eschewing the difficulty of syntactic split on the
grounds that the words in a sentence have a unitary purpose (prayojana), which is
to denote the SM. Moreover, he explains that syntactic split is also denied since
the verb is uttered in accordance with the principle of tantra (tantroccarana) i.e.

the verb is centralized and applies to all other elements in the sentence equally.

No phenomenological distinction between a recollected WM and a denoted
WM

Salikanatha criticises the cornerstone of the Bhatta doctrine of CoD, namely that
words denote their WMs only. He argues that there is no phenomenological
distinction between a recollected WM and a denoted WM, and attempts to inval-
idate any attempt to distinguish between the processes of denotation and recol-
lection of WMs. He reasons instead that the specific relation of words and WMs

(vacyavacakata) is an instance of the generic relation of conveyor and conveyed
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(pratyayyapratyayakata). Within this latter broad category, there are some pairs
such as smoke and fire which are ontologically related, but there are also others
which need no such basis (say, two entities related in memory). According to
Salikanatha, the relation between a word and its meaning is of the latter sort, and
is without any ontological basis. Instead, just as an entity becomes reminiscent of
another once its ability to be reminiscent (smarakatva) has been comprehended,
similarly a word becomes expressive of its WM once one has learnt of its ability
to signify its WM (vacakatva).

The Prabhakara’s reliance on ekavakyata and consistent recollection

For the Bhattas, a pivotal objection against the role of memory in SM cognition
is that it is impossible to grasp a specific (visesa) WM from among the many
WMs that may be associated in memory to a single word. However, Salikanatha
responds that a connection of only certain WMs is cognized when a sentence is
heard. He argues that this arises not due to any distinction between the denoted
and the recollected WMs, but due to the fundamental principle of the unitary
sentence (ekavakyata). Salikanatha argues that it is acommonly accepted linguistic
principle that if it is possible to comprehend a string of words as a unitary sentence,
then it is not admissible to split it. He asserts that it is this very principle that leads
one to consider only the WMs of the words uttered and not any others that may
be further recollected on the basis of these, and Salikanatha explains this to be the

case for simple, figurative, metaphorical and even Vedic sentences.

The Bhatta contends also that another problem can arise, namely that of endless
denotation. This is because memory may continue to supply WMs which are suit-
able for connection in accordance with the principle of ekavakyata. Nevertheless,
Salikanatha explains that there is DoC only with that meaning (from among the
many possible recollected WMs) whose specific instantiation (vi§esa) is compre-
hended. Furthermore, he argues that words consistently (niyamena) remind one

of their own WMs, and there is DoC only with these meanings.
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The equivalence of the Bhatta doctrines of perception and language

Sucarita rejects Salikanatha’s arguments in his KT and explains instead that words
are admitted as naturally (svabhavika) being the means of knowledge for the SM
on account of their denotation of unconnected WMs — which, in turn, have an
innate nature (svabhava) to become connected. The SM cognition thus arising
from words would be considered linguistic, since it would be triggered by language
and would be the result of both words and WMs acting in conformity with their
respective innate nature. Moreover, Sucarita argues that sentences (and their
meanings) are self-evident (svasamvedya).

Furthermore, he makes a distinction between the phala (i.e. the result of the
means of knowledge, which here is the SM cognition) and the pramana (i.e. the
particular means of knowledge, or the specific type of veridical knowledge), a
differentiation mirroring that as is found in the SV Pratyaksapariccheda. Con-
sequently, Sucarita endeavours to establish an equivalence between the Bhatta
accounts of perception and language, arguing that the association of substances,
qualities and actions known through perception and inference is exactly analogous

to their association as conveyed through language.

These are some of the key conclusions arising from the study of the VM-I and
the KT, and they, in turn, give rise to three topics of inquiry. Firstly, there arise
several doctrinal questions, such as: the discussions of the VM-I are restricted
to injunctive sentences, how did subsequent Prabhakara Mimamsakas understand
and widen its scope? Would it be correct to argue that Sucarita eschews a reliance
on the doctrine of laksana and presents an alternative instead? How are the
pivotal concepts of tantra, vacanavyakti, visesa, svasamvedya, etc. understood
and interpreted by subsequent Mimamsakas, both Prabhakara and Bhatta? How
do these ideas in the VM-I and KT relate to other Mimamsa tenets?

Additionally, there can be historical concerns, for instance: how were the
arguments of these two seminal texts received within the various quarters of
Indian philosophy and how were they interpreted? How was this received by other

philosophers, within the Bhatta camp as well as those external to it?

234



Finally, there are also textual matters, such as the need for critical editions
based on several manuscripts, leading in turn to additional questions: are there any
substantial differences in the two texts as recorded in other available manuscripts?
Could these lead to a divergent understanding?

Answers to these questions shall certainly further a finer and more comprehen-
sive understanding of this important strand of Indian intellectual history, and I do

hope that I may be able to contribute to this endeavour in some modest measure.
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