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Figure 1 - Text, Author, Date Reference

Text Name Abbreviation Author Approximate Date
Mimamsasutra MS Jaimini ~2 BCE
Mahabhdasya MBh Patafijali ~2" BCE
Brahmasiitra BS Badarayana ~2" CE
Sabarabhasya SBh Sabara (Svamin) 4» CE
Mahabhasyadipika MBhD Bhartrhari 5% CE
Vakyapadiya VP Bhartrhari -
Vakyapadivavrtti VPVr Bhartrhari -
Pramanasamuccaya PS Dinnaga 5" CE
Slokavarttika SV Kumarilabhatta 7" CE
Tantravarttika TV Kumarilabhatta -
Brahmasiitrabhasya BSBh Sankara 7%/8* CE
Nyayaratnakara NR Parthasarathimisra 10" CE
Mahabhasyapradipa MBhHP Kaiyata 11" CE
Vakyapadivapaddhati VPP Vrsabha t
Jaiminiyanyayamala JINM Madhavacarya 14" CE

' Date unreliable
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“It is because the Sanskrit language is uncreated and without origin that the Veda itself could be
considered beginningless and uncreated, and so immune to the kinds of error, and unconstrained

by the kinds of limits, to which all other human communication is subject.”
~ Sheldon Pollock’

Introduction:

Writing in the second century BCE, the eminent South Asian grammarian Patafijali conveys a
famous story of Indra’s victory over Vrtra due to Vrtra’s mispronunciation of the incantation
‘herayo herayah’>* Commenting on the merits of grammatical study, Patafijali writes:

The demons who were pronouncing ‘helayo helaya’ [instead of ‘herayo herayah’ (Oh enemies!
Oh enemies!)]’ perished. Therefore, improper [words should not be uttered] by a priest. For a
mispronounced [word] is an incorrect word. Grammar should be studied so that we will not
[utter] mispronounced word [...] Due either to an incorrect accent or an incorrect phoneme, it is
said that an incorrect word does not intimate [the intended] meaning. Just as the word
‘indrasatrul’ [uttered] with the incorrect accent harms the host of the sacrifice, [in the same way]
those incorrect words, which are like thunderbolts, [harms the speaker]. [Therefore] grammar
should be studied so that we do not pronounce [words with] incorrect accents.

In the cases of both the demon Vrtra and the host of the sacrifice, their utterance of incorrect
words roused great misfortune, a misfortune directly linked to the unbecoming use of language.
The power of language, and specifically the efficacy for scriptural language to bear its fruit
according to Patafijali, is cultivated through the instrument of grammar. While the power of
language is the subject of a small number of early Vedic passages,’ it was not until the late
centuries BCE into the early centuries CE that the subject of language and scriptural interpretation
became the central concern of South Asian intellectuals.®

* (Pollock 2006: 47)

RV 18.4

* “Oh Enemies! Oh Enemies!”

> Bhartrhari states: “[we take] apabhdsanam in the sense of mlecchanam. What was incorrectly said by
the demons? There, some say that according to Panini’s sitra ‘haihe prayoge haihayoh’ the lengthened
vowel was not made. Others say, however, that the lengthened vowel, which was coalesced, was not a
natural [inflection]. Others say that the words ‘helayo helaya’ are two different words. Others still claim
that there should not be the syllable ‘la’...” (Bh.D1 11.17-21)

“apabhasanam mlecchanam / kim punaratrasurairapabhasitam / tatra kecidahulh haiheprayoge
haihayoh iti plutah na krta iti / apare bruvate krtah plutah kim tu svarasamdhih krto na prakrtibhava iti /
apara aha helayo helaya iti dvirvacanam krtamiti / apare atirlakaradirayam na bhavati” (Bh.D1 11.17-
21)

6 so asurah / te asurah helayah helayah iti kurvantah parda babhitvuh / tasmat brahmanena na
mlecchitavai na apabhasitavai / mlecchah ha vai esah yat apasabdah / mlecchah ma bhiima iti adhyeyam
vyakaranam / te asurah” (MB 4.1)

“dustah Sabdah svaratah varpatah va mithya prayuktah na tam artham aha / sah vagvajrah
yajamanam hinasti yathd indrasatruh svaratah aparadhat / dustan Sabdan ma prayuksmahi iti adhyeyam
vyakaranam / dustah sabdah” (MB 4.2)

"RV 10.90.9

¥ With the notable exception of early thinkers such as Yaska, whose Nirukta most definitely constitutes an

early impulse to organize and interpret scriptural language.



The proliferation of speculative thought on the nature of language may be linked to a socio-
linguistic imperative to defend the legitimacy of the Vedas and the knowledge they present from
the anti-Vedic sentiments of Buddhists who, at the time, had enjoyed increased royal patronage
and legitimation under the Mauryan Emperor Agoka.” According to the Buddhists of late
Mauryan period, Madhav Deshpande writes “there was no positive value attached to Vedic texts,
nor were the authors of Vedic hymns particularly authoritative as knowers of truth.”'® He
continues, “the Vedas were not viewed by the Buddhists as eternal texts, but were viewed as
being works of human authors, who were not particularly knowledgeable.”"' Vedic authorless-
ness is perhaps the foundational argument for the authority and validity of Vedic knowledge and
even the language used to communicate it. Naturally such opprobrium would motivate the
defense of Vedic scriptural authority with renewed vigor, a vigor that continued throughout
many South Asian intellectual systems and textual traditions for millennia.'” So much so that
certain scholars consider the tradition of grammatical speculation to be one of South Asia’s most
significant intellectual developments in history."’

Two ardent defenders of Vedic and Sanskritic authority were the grammarians (vaiyakarana) and
Vedic hermeneuticists (mimamsaka), who grappled with problems associated with language,
meaning, and interpretation, all within the broader imperative of establishing the language of the
Vedas as indisputably authoritative. Far from being in agreement with one another, even thinkers
who set out to establish the authority of the Vedas still disagreed on foundational linguistic
issues - positions that reflect a multitude of metaphysical and ontological attitudes. A significant
chapter in the extensive conversation about scriptural authority revolves around the efforts of
Vedic hermeneuticists (Mimamsakas) who, while relying heavily on principles of language and
instruments of grammatical analysis developed by grammarians, set out to definitively establish
the authority of the Vedas and the role that scripture provides for ritual vis-a-vis injunctive Vedic
statements. This stream of Vedic hermeneutics known as Pirva Mimamsa formed the fodder for
subsequent theorists who, like the Pirva Mimamsakas, still maintained the authority of the
Vedas, but whose principle interpretative efforts were directed towards definitively establishing
the role of scripture for attaining self-liberation.'

The soteriological imperative of the ‘later’ group of hermeneuticists (Uttara Mimamsa), while
still maintaining the authority of the Vedas, relied on different assumptions about the nature of
the world such that the final goal of liberating the human spirit from the ignorance that binds it
took precedence over ritual action. Naturally, the Piarva Mimamsa defense of ritual action and
the Uttara Mimamsa soteriology are reflected in their respective language philosophies.

? See the chapter ‘the Policy of Dhamma’ (Thapar 1997) and see (Deshpande 1994)

1% (Deshpande 1994: 96)

" ibid.

21 elect to use Patil and McCrea’s term ‘textual tradition’ in place of the more often used ‘school of
thought’. See (McCrea, Patil 2010).

1 See (Ganeri 1999)

' For more evidence suggesting that Veddanta be read as a form of Mimamsa, see (Clooney 1990) where
he claims that Badarayana’s Brahmasiitra is written in a style similar to those of the MS of Jaimini.
Clooney writes: "Badarayana and Sankara are first-class Mimamsakas, who read, arrange, and in a sense
'bind' the Upanisads according to the norms of classification and evaluation articulated in Jaimini's
Mimamsa." (Clooney 1990: 257)



Therefore, the principle aim of this study is first and foremost to elaborate the language
philosophy of an important figure in the Uttara Mimamsa tradition, Sankaracarya (7th/Sth
century C.E.),"” whose arguments about language have been eclipsed in modern scholarship in
place of his more extensively elaborated non-dual metaphysics. This neglect may be due to, as
some scholars have suggested, Sankara’s apparent ‘ambivalence’' towards language. Yet by
heeding the recommendations of other scholars who have suggested that Vedanta be seen “as an
extension of ... (Pirva) Mimamsa to include the Upanisads”,'” one would expect Sankara to
engage problems of language, meaning, and interpretation, all of which are foundational to the
work of Pirva Mimamsakas such as Sabara and Kumarilabhatta. When examining Sankara’s
writings in the Brahmasiitrabhdsya, it is apparent that Sankara engages these very problems
though certainly not to the extent seen in Pirva Mimamsa.

Sankara articulates his theories of language in a dialogical format widely used in commentarial
traditions. His arguments are presented in response to expected critiques of unnamed opponents
(pirvapaksin) who are taken to be representative of a particular style of thinking. Despite
Sankara’s opponents remaining unnamed except for the general classification of ‘those who
adhere to the doctrine of sphota (Sphotavadins), or ‘those who adhere to the doctrine of
phonemes’ (Varnavadins), the content of the pirvapaksin critiques suggest that Sankara’s
imagined interlocutors were grammarians who propounded theories of sphota such as Patafjali
and Bhartrhari, and Mimamsakas who adhered to doctrines of phonemic eternality such as
Sabara and Kumarilabhatta."

There are two semantic problems that underpin Sankara’s language philosophy. The first
problem asks whether the connection between a word and its meaning is originary
(autpattikatva) or conventionally constructed (pauruseyatva). Because Sankara is invested in
defending the authority of scripture, the originary connection between a word and its meaning
must be maintained. If the connection between a word and its meaning were simply
conventional, then language and meaning must necessarily be man-made and therefore scripture
must necessarily be created and fallible. Sankara defends the originary relationship between a
word and its meaning in the first portion of a section in his Brahmasiitrabhasya titled the
Devatadhikarana by arguing that the eternal connection between language and meaning is
established through an object’s universal property (akrti) instead of its individuating and
particularizing qualities (vyakti). Sankara’s primary interlocutors for the defense of the originary
relationship between a word and its meaning are the Mimamsakas.

' Regarding the dates of Sankara’s life, Karl Potter notes that “work by Allen Thrasher based on a
study of Mandana Misra confirms the dating of Sankara in the late seventh and early eighth centuries
rather than the frequently cited 788-820 dates of Dasgupta and others.” (Potter 1981: 116)

1 (Potter 1981: 54)

7 (Clooney 1990: 257); see also (Bronkhorst 2003)

' This is likely due to their overtly opposed interests in scripture. It makes sense that the Mimamsakas
would elaborate theories of language and meaning to a greater extent given that their ritual activity
employs the use of language directly in order to achieve a desired result. Sankara, on the other hand,
employs scriptural language heuristically, ultimately understanding that the realization of Brahman is an
extra-linguistic event.

' The relative dating of Patafijali, Bhartrhari, Sabara, and Kumarilabhatta, as well as my greater
justification for electing them as Sankara’s interlocutors, will be presented later in this paper.



The second section of this study will be devoted to another semantic problem motivating
Sankara’s theory of language, namely how one apprehends meaning from any given word. Here,
Sankara presents two conflicting positions, that of the Mimamsaka and the Sphotavadin. The
Mimamsaka argues that meaning presents itself at the moment of cognizing the last phoneme of
a word, where each prior phoneme is apprehended serially and meaning conveyed collectively.
Meaning for the Mimamsaka is established through the collective sequence of phonemes
themselves and cannot be ascribed to any extra-linguistic factors. Contrary to the Mimamsaka
position, Sankara presents the sphotavadin view that argues the impossibility of apprehending
singular meaning from a sequence of multiple phonemes. Meaning, for Sphotavadins such as
Bhartrhari, bursts forth at the end of a word through an extra-linguistic intermediary known as
sphota. Sankara presents his theory of meaning-apprehension in opposition to the Sphotavadins
by siding with the Mimamsakas in arguing that meaning is apprehended on the basis of the
phoneme itself. The purpose of this study is to present the language philosophy of Sankara along
side those of Mimamsa and the grammatical tradition of Bhartrhari — both of which are positions
Sankara uses to articulate his basic theories of meaning. Sankara, Kumarilabhatta, Bhartrhari,
and others, put forth their respective language philosophies with the foremost attention to bolster
the legitimacy and authority of the Vedas. As such, the legitimation of scripture, specifically the
Vedas, is a continual concern for the thinkers presented in this study and is an undeniable
impulse in the endeavor of putting forth a philosophy of language.



§1) LANGUAGE AND ETERNAL MEANING

1.1 - AGAINST MiMAMSA: ETERNAL MEANING AND THE PROBLEM OF GODS WITH BODIES

Situated within a broader debate about the corporeality of the gods and their efficacy to engender
the intended purpose of ritual sacrifice, Sankara expounds his theory of language in a section of
the Brahmasutrabhdsya titled Devatadhikarana.’’ In it, Sankara responds to the arguments of a
Piarva Mimamsaka opponent who claims that the deities invoked in ritual proceedings need not
be corporeal given that their efficacy lies not in their physical embodiment (vigrahavattvam) but
in the utterances of their names in ritual performance.”' Here, the Piirva Mimamsaka argues that
the efficacy of ritual is distinctly linked to the actions of the ritual proceedings themselves, and is
therefore efficacious irrespective of a god’s existence independent of the Vedic scripture. As the
fourth-century Mimamsaka Sabara writes:*

It ultimately does not matter if the deities exist apart from the Veda, their 'linguistic reality’ [is
what matters]: ' in that case (says the piirvapaksin) it is the word (the name) alone that constitutes
the deity.' We (the siddhantin) need not refute this [idea], because if expressed it does not militate
against our view.

As Sabara explains, the gods’ ‘linguistic reality’, the reality of producing their names through
utterances in the context of ritual, is far more necessary a criteria to the efficacy of ritual than the
gods’ supposed existence independent of scripture, and in fact, Sabara goes so far as arguing that
the gods should in fact be understood metaphorically.** In assenting to the opponent’s claim that
‘the word alone constitutes the deity’,*” Sabara denies the independent existence of the gods and
relegates their manifestation to the domain of language and speech-utterances. The basis for
relegating the existence of the gods to their linguistic manifestation is motivated by the
understanding that if the gods were themselves embodied, then they would be subject to the same
process of creation and dissolution that impacts all sentient and insentient objects. If this were
the case, that the gods themselves are subject to birth and death, then their being the subject of
Vedic passages would necessitate the admission that the Vedas themselves are also impermanent

% (BSBh 1.3.26-33)

*I"To state the Mimamsa view positively: deities do not need to be corporeal in order to function in the
sacrifice in a fashion compatible with the tradition and the old formula... when the deity has been invoked,
the material is relinquished, offered up." (Clooney 1988: 283)

** All translations in this study are mine, unless otherwise noted.

** Translated by Francis Clooney: See (Clooney 1988: 284) (SBh 10.4.23)

** «Sabara argues, first, that there are no positive proofs of divine corporeality; the adduced texts in this
regard are merely representative of popular traditions, and are better, more simply, interpreted
metaphorically." (Clooney 1988: 282)

* “$abda eva devata prapnoti” - (SBh 10.4.23)



- ultimately subverting the claim of Vedic authorlessness and atemporal authority. Sankara
claims, however, that there need not be a problem with admitting to the gods’ corporeality. He
writes:

No opposition whatsoever follows from admitting to the corporeality of the gods insofar as
[ritual] action is concerned. However, [The Mimamsaka will argue that] there should be
opposition in the context of language. How so? [They claim that] having admitted to an originary
relationship between meaning and a word, the authority of the Vedas is established
irrespectively.*

He goes on to summarize the Mimamsaka critique as follows:

[The Mimdamsaka claims that] even if accepting corporeality of the gods in the context of
oblations that depend on multiple actors simultaneously, then [one has to admit that] the gods
themselves are subject to the same birth, life, and death as we are due to the method of
understanding them employing division. [And if this is so, then] there would be opposition [to the
idea that] the authority of Vedic language is established by assenting to an eternal relationship
between eternal words and eternal meaning.”’

Referencing Jaimini’s Mimamsasitra 1.1.5,” the Mimamsaka opponent claims that the authority
of the Vedas is established on the basis of an eternal connection between a word and its meaning.
By admitting to the corporeality of the gods, the Mimamsaka would then have to admit that the
name of a god, occurring in the Vedas, would have to originate in conjunction with the creation
of the god itself. “For, [as the Mimamsaka claims,] it is well known that when Devadatta’s son is
born, he is given the name Yajiiadatta.”” If the gods obtain their name upon their origination,
then it follows naturally that Vedic language itself is created and is therefore temporal.

Maintaining the atemporality of the Vedas, Sankara cannot accept that Vedic language is finite
in the way that the Mimamsaka opponent suggests follows from admitting to the corporeality of
the gods. Sankara’s solution to this problem is that he admits that the relationship between a
word and its meaning is indeed eternal, but that the word itself precedes creation. As Sankara

*® “ma nama vigrahavattve devadinamabhyupagamyamane karmani kascidvirodhah prasaiiji / $abde tu

virodhah prasajyeta /katham / autpattikam hi Sabdasyarthena sambandham asritya 'anapeksatvat' iti
vedasya pramanyam sthapitam” (BSBh 1.3.28)

T ibid. - “idantm tu vigrahavati devatabhyupagamyamand yadyapyaisvaryayogad yugapadaneka-
karmasambandhini havimsi bhufijita tathapi vigrahayogad asmad adivajjananamaranavati seti nityasya
Sabdasya nityenarthena nitye sambandhepratiyamane yadvaidike Sabde pramanyam sthitam tasya
virodhah syaditi cet”

8 (Jha 2009) translates as the following: “Constant is the relation between the Word and its denotation;
and the means of knowing it is the 'wupadesa’ (injunction), (which) incapable of contradiction; it is
authoritative with regard to the object not perceived (before), because it is independent, - so says
Badarayana.” (Jha. 2009 - 282)

“autpattikastu Sabdasyarthena sambandhastasya jianamupadeso 'vyatirekascarthe ‘'nupalabdhe
tatpramanam badrayanasyanapeksatvat” (MS 1.1.5)

* “prasiddham hi loke deva-dattasya putra utpanne yajiiadatta iti tasya nama kriyata iti” (BSBh
1.3.28)



articulates regarding the aphorism 1.3.28 of the Brahmasiitras, “[the word] ‘on account of its
origin,” [means that] Vedic words create the world, the gods, and so on.”**

Having identified a direct contradiction with Sankara’s claim that the world and the gods are
created from language and not Brahman, the Mimamsaka opponent naturally asks:

Here in [aphorism 1.1.2 that states that] ‘[Brahman is that] from which birth, life, and death
[come]’, Brahman is understood to be the origin of the world. How then do you say that the word
is the origin?”'

The Mimamsaka opponent argues that even in the Brahmansitra itself, the text on which
Sankara is commenting, Brahman is explicitly stated to be the origin of the world, and so it is
obviously inconsistent to proclaim that language is the origin instead. Expecting this critique,
Sankara goes on to make the necessary distinction between the material cause of the world and
the cause of the world vis-a-vis language. He claims that language is not to be understood as the
material cause of the world in the way that Brahman is.>* Instead, Sankara positions language as
an immaterial conditiofn in which the eternal relationship between word and meaning is bound
up with an object's generic or universal property (gkrti).”> Sankara states:

While there is origination of the particular, such as an [individual] cow, and so forth, there cannot
be the origination of the universal property. Particulars are created as substance, quality, and
action, not the universal, [and] there is relation between words and universals, not with
particulars.*

In the previous passage, Sankara states that language operates at the level of the universal
property, which is unchanging and atemporal.”> Given that the particular (vyakti) is characterized
by substance (dravya), quality (guna), and action (karma), all of which are subject to
transformation, it would then be untenable to contend that language operates at the level of the
particular (vyakti) if the eternal connection between a word and its meaning is to be maintained.
For example, the universal property of cow-ness is the enduring characteristic that inheres within
all cows irrespective of their individual traits, and is that which gives the word ‘cow’ its specific
meaning. In this way, when one cognizes a cow, one cognizes the universal property of cowness
in conjunction with adjunct properties of the individual cow. The universal property of the word
exists prior to its specific material condition and only instantiates in the particular. This
maneuver allows Sankara to make the claim that there is no contradiction whatsoever in

*%ibid. “atah prabhavat / ata eva hi vaidikacchabdadevadikam jagatprabhavati”

*Vibid. “nanu janmadyasya yatah (bra. 1.1.2) ityatra brahmaprabhavatvam jagato 'vadharitam,
kathamiha sabdaprabhavatvamucyate"

% ibid. “nacedam $abdaprabhavatvam brahmaprabhavatvavadupadanakaranabhiprayenocyate”

3 See the following section on Sankara’s use of akrti compared to that of the Mimamsakas and
Patafijali. Provisionally I take Sankara’s use of the term @kzti to be synonymous with the term jati.

*“nahi gavadivyaktinamutpattimattve tadakrtinimapyutpattimattvam syat / dravyagunakarmanam hi
vyaktaya evotpadyante nakrtayah / akrtibhisca sabdanam sambandho na vyaktibhih ~ (BSBh 1.3.28)

% The ontological distinction of Sabara / Kumarilabhatta’s use of @krti and Sankara’s will be elaborated
later in the paper.



maintaining that the word precedes creation, since the universal property of an object precedes
an object’s individualized manifestation.*®

It is through the same argument that Sankara also resolves the problem of individuated gods.
Admitting that the gods are corporeal while at the same time maintaining that there is eternal
connection between the word and its meaning necessitates the understanding that Vedic
occurrences of the gods’ names are not specific to an individuated god itself, but are rather the
designation of a universal property that relates to a particular god upon their creation, much like
the universal property of cow-ness is inherent in an individual cow. Sankara writes:

In assenting to the origin of particular gods, due to the eternality of the universal, no contradiction
whatsoever is to be observed in words such as ‘Vasus’, ‘Rudras’, ‘Aditis’, ‘Maruts’, and so forth.
Through understanding individuation by means of the gods’ mantras and encomiums, the
distinction of the [gods’] universal will be understood. Words such as Indra and so forth, whose
motive is the relationship between position and distinction, are similar to a word like ‘army
leader’. Therefore, there is nothing wrong with statements such as ‘whosoever occupies that
particular place, he is indeed understood by words such as Indra, etc.’. 37

Sankara’s rebuttal of the Mimamsa critique that gods cannot have bodies lest the authority of the
Vedas be compromised necessarily begs the question of how the Mimamsaka conceives of the
relationship between language, the universal property, and the particular, and how specifically
Sankara’s understanding of this relationship differs from that of Mimamsa.

%% Sankara supports this claim further by citing a scriptural passage that explains how language was first
manifest in the mind of the creator prior to origination: “With the word ‘those’, Prajapati created the gods;
with the word ‘blood’, he created mankind; with the word ‘moons’, he created the fathers; with the word
‘soma strainer’, he created the planets; with the word ‘horses’, he created the hymn; with the word ‘gods’,
he created scripture; with the word ‘great prosperity’, he created other beings.”

“ete iti vai prajapatirdevanasrjatasrgramiti manusyanindava iti pitrmstirah pavitramiti grahanasava iti
stotram visvaniti Sastramabhisaubhagetyanyah prajah’ iti srutih” (BSBh 1.3.28)

T “tatha devadivyaktiprabhavabhyupagame 'pyakrtinityatvanna kascidvasvadisabdesu virodha iti
drastavyam / akrtivisesastu devadinam mantrarthavadadibhyo vigrahavattvadyavagamadavagantavyah /
Sthana-visesasambandhanimittascendradisabdah senapatyadisabdavat / tatasca yo
yastattatsthanamadhirohati sa sa indradisabdairabhidhiyata iti na doso bhavati” (BSBh 1.3.28)



1.2) MIMAMSA AND THE ‘REALIST ONTOLOGY"**

OF THE UNIVERSAL PROPERTY (4KRTI)
Responding to the Piarva Mimamsa critique that argues the authority of the Vedas is
compromised by admitting to the corporeality of the gods, Sankara develops the idea that
language operates at the level of the universal property (akrti) instead of the individual or
particular (vyakti). In making this move, Sankara is then able to maintain, much like the
Mimamsaka, that there is indeed an eternal link between language and meaning, an assumption
necessary to maintain the timeless authority of the Vedas. Yet, as the following section will
demonstrate, Sankara’s argument that language operates at the level of the universal property
(akrti) is not necessarily novel. Both Sabara’s and Kumarilabhatta’s philosophy of language also
depends on this distinction. Despite being in agreement that language functions at the level of the
universal property (gkrti), Sankara and his Mimamsaka opponents disagree on the nature of the
universal property and its relationship with the particular.

Before considering the differences between Sankara and his Mimamsaka opponent’s conception
of akrti and language, it is first necessary to trace an internal development in Mimamsa between
Sabara (4" century CE) and Kumarilabhatta (7th century CE) that will elucidate an important
development in Mimdmsa ontology. Recent attempts at dating Sankara have shifted the supposed
dates of his life from the late 8" and early 9™ centuries CE* to the late 7" and early 8" centuries
cE,* situating Sankara as a possible contemporary of Kumarilabhatta. The adjustment to
Sankara’s dates are important insofar as it necessitates considering Sankara’s work in the context
of significant discursive and doctrinal developments made in 7™ century Piirva Mimdamsa. The
two developments of interest here are Kumarilabhatta and Prabhakara’s textual consolidation
around Sabara’s Sabharabhasya instead of Jaimini’s Mimamsdasiitra, and Kumarilbhatta’s efforts
at reinvigorating a Mimamsa defense of cognition’s dependence on ontologically stable objects -
both of which can be traced to the Buddhist thinker Dinnaga.*!

Prior to Dinnaga’s Pramanasamuccaya, the extensive use of a rival tradition’s textual material,
apart from stating an unspecified and conventional view of an opponent’s philosophical position,
was rare. Dinnaga’s Pramanasamuccaya made, as Larry McCrea states, “the systematic
investigation of and response to the texts of rival philosophical traditions a basic organizing
principle of his own work.”* In the wake of Dinnaga’s novel discursive strategy and
philosophical critiques in his Pramanasamuccaya, Kumarilabhatta and his contemporary
Prabhakara consolidated Mimamsa doctrine around Sabara’s Sabarabhdsya instead of the more
laconic Jaimini Mimamsasitra,” which solidified Sabara’s work as the inevitable urtext of
subsequent Mimamsa thought.** Although Kumarilabhatta and Prabhakara diverged in their

¥ See footnote 52

%% (Dasgupta 2004)

* See footnote 2

' (McCrea 2013)

* ibid. 130

# McCrea states: “Precisely because Dignaga is attacking a specific text, rather than generic and more
or less ill-defined doctrines or positions, his attack pushes defenders of Mimamsa (and other rival
traditions as well, of course) in the direction of apologetics.” (McCrea 2013: 131)

“ Efforts have been made in recent scholarship to ‘extract’ Jaimini’s Mimamsa doctrine from his
commentators. See (Clooney 1990).



interpretations of Sabara, eventually forming two specific currents of Mimamsa thinking,* they
both agreed on the primacy of the Sabarabhasya for subsequent Mimamsa exegesis and
expression.*°

Perhaps more important to this study than Dinnaga’s novel discursive strategy that led
Kumarilabhatta and Prabhakara to establish Sdbarabhdsya as the Mimamsda urtext was Dinnaga’s
critiques of Mimamsa ontology, specifically his critique of inherent cognitional validity
(svatahpramanya) first elaborated by Sabara.*’ The foundation of Difnndga’s complaint, as
McCrea paraphrases, is as follows:

When we first see an object, we do not see it as anything: as a member of a class, or as the bearer
of a name... we see only the bare, uncharacterized particular. Our awareness of class-assignment,
name, and the like come only in subsequent moments of awareness and, for this very reason,
[Dinnaga]® and his followers insist that they do not reflect the real nature of the object - which
already appeared to us in the initial, non-conceptual, awareness - but are instead simply fictitious
products of our own mental construction.”

By arguing that the so-called ‘real” or universal nature of an object is essentially a fiction born of
one’s imagination and subsequently grafted onto an object during cognition, Dinnaga denies the
possibility of an object’s universal property. For Dinnaga, the notion of universalism belongs
specifically to language itself and has no connection to the ontic nature of an object.” Difnaga’s
critique directly refutes the possibility of an object’s inherent validity (svatahpramanya), a
cornerstone of Mimamsa ontology.

Mimamsakas responded to Dinnaga’s critique with exceptional verve. Kumarilabhatta argued
that Dinnaga’s critique is untenable given that the cognition of an object is itself proof of the
object’s basis in external reality (dlambana). He goes on to argue in the Slokavarttika®" that the
cognition of an object is reliant on two simultaneous factors inherent to the object itself - an
object’s inclusion in a class based on an object’s universal property (akrti), and an object’s
exclusion (vyavrtti) from dissimilar objects on the basis of its individualized traits (vyakti), both
of which are inherent characteristics of an object instead of fictitious impositions.’® Taking the
common example of observing a cow, Dinnaga suggests that the entire process of identifying

* Termed Bhatta and Prabhdkara, respectively. It is unnecessary at this time to treat the principle
differences of Kumarilabhatta’s and Prabhakara’s interpretation of Sabara.

% "Kumarila and Prabhakara are agreed in taking Sabara's commentary to form the basis for all
subsequent discussions in the field of Mimamsa, all but displacing the Mimamsasitra itself as the
foundational text of the entire discipline." (McCrea 2013: 127)

7 «“While the theory of svatahpramanya is very forcefully articulated and its implications are set forth
with masterful clarity by Kumarila, it cannot quite be said to represent a major innovation on Kumarila’s
part, simply because the theory is already present in its essentials in the work of the Vrttikara, quoted and
paraphrased at length by Sabara in his commentary on the Mimamsasiitra 1.1.5.” (McCrea 2013: 134)

1 elect to spell the name with the guttural nasal ‘i’ instead of the guttural ‘g’, which is how McCrea
elects to spell it - i.e. Dinnaga instead of Dignaga.

* (McCrea 2013: 133)

% See (Matilal 2009: 34) It should be noted that Dinndga does, however, admit to an object’s
svalaksana, which Matilal translates as ‘unique particular’.

> See SV Codanasiitra

32 See (Deshpande 2007: 30)
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generic properties (akrti) and individualized traits (vyakti) are mere mental fabrications imposed
upon the cow in the moment following its perception.’® Using the same example, Kumarilabhatta
is saying that the very possibility of cognizing the cow is dependent upon the two processes of
inclusion and exclusion - the inclusion within a generic property (akrti) such that a cow is
identified with cowness; and the exclusion of one cow from another based on its external and
individualized traits (vyakti) - which are not only inherent to the cow itself, but are proof of its
external validity.”* > From this, it is clear how Deshpande claims that “Mimamsa epistemology
and ontology are closely interrelated.”® For Mimamsakas such as Sabara and Kumarilabhatta,
the validity of a cognition is directly contingent on the external reality of an object. As
Deshpande articulates:

According to Mimamsakas, a generic property is directly perceived through the same sense organ
which perceives an object, and such cognitions are proofs in themselves of the external existence
of entities which appear in the contents of these cognitions... [The] @krti of Mimamsakas is not
just a logical or mathematical class-concept, but is a factor of a realist ontology.”’

Based on the ‘realist ontology’ of Mimamsaka’s such as Sabara and Kumarilabhatta, it becomes
clear why they must admit to language operating on the level of the universal property (akrti)
instead of the individual (vyakti). If the Mimamsaka were to contend that language operates at
the level of the particular (vyakti), contradictions would arise for core tenets of Mimamsa
ontology, namely the authority of the Vedas and the central role of ritual as a mode of producing
results qua the illocutionary forces of Vedic injunction. Like Sankara, the Mimamsaka has to
maintain that the relationship between the meaning of the word and the word itself is permanent
in order to defend the timeless authority of the Vedas. Sabara articulates the eternal connection
between a word and its meaning by emphasizing that it is non-manmade (apauruseya), as is also
the case for the Veda itself.’® The major import of this claim for the Mimamsaka rests in
asserting the primacy of ritual. If language functioned at the level of the particular, the Mimamsa
claim to the preeminence of the ritual would be subverted on the basis that Vedic injunctive

>3 (Matilal 2009)

>* (Deshpande 2007: 22)

55 On the basis of akrti and svatahpramanya, there does not seem to be all that much variation between
Sabara and Kumarila. D’Sa summarizes Sabara’s understanding of @krti and vyakti as follows: “akrtih is
the way of looking at things in such a manner that the individualization is not taken note of; one prescinds
from the individualization. And vyaktih is not mere individualization but the individualized akrtih. Strictly
speaking akrtih and vyaktih are two closely related moments in the process of knowing. Not every act of
knowing goes as far as ending in a vyaktih; it can be that it stops short of the @kr#ih. But there can be no
process of knowing, not even in perception, where the moment in which akrtih is cognized is absent.”
(D’Sa 1980: 87)

>® (Deshpande 2007: 30)

> ibid. 22

>% “The relation of a word with meaning is a-personal (apauruseya - non man-made). The knowledge of
this significance (arthasya) [which is] characterized by agnihotram, etc., is not known by means of
perception, etc. In this way [Significance] characterized by the codana is true knowledge." (SBh 1.1.1.5)
Translation is D’Sa’s - (D’Sa 1980)
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statements would manifest differently every time they were pronounced at each different ritual
59
event.

The universal property (akrti) is understood to be, as was mentioned before, the common trait
that allows one to assess an object’s inclusivity within a particular class. The particular trait
(vyakti) is the quality of an object that allows one to distinguish it from other objects of the same
or different class. The vyakti of an object relies on the exclusivity of an object’s unique traits.
Therefore, if the authority of the injunctive statements of Vedic ritual is to be maintained, its
authority relies on those statements being replicable from one ritual to another, which is a
specific characteristic of the universal property (akrti) and not the individual trait (vyakti). In
this regard Sankara and the Pirva Mimamsakas are in agreement. Both admit to language
operating at the level of the generic property of an object and not its particular, and both believe
that admitting otherwise compromises the authority of the Veda. While Sankara does not
elaborate his theory of @krti with the same detail and rigor as his Mimamsaka opponents, it is
possible to elaborate a general position on akrti from other aspects of his work.

A distinction between Sankara’s concept of the language and the universal property (@krti) and
that of his Mimamsaka rival’s is evident in another problem that Sankara articulates in an earlier
section of the Brahmasiitrabhasya. Commenting on Brahmasitra 1.1.1, Sankara calls to
attention an important difference between his thought and those of his Pirva Mimamsa

articulated in the following passage:

It is possible to desire to know the divine during Vedic study and even before the desire to know
proper ritual action. And, as sequence is implied as a basic precept in the [ritualistic] preparations
of the heart, and so on, sequence is not implied [in the desire to know the divine] given that the
distinction between the desire to know the divine and the desire to know ritual action is the desire
to know an effect... Knowledge of ritual action, whose result is favorable, is expected from the
performance [of action]; whereas knowledge of the divine, whose result is ultimate bliss, is not
expected from the performance [of action]. Given that ritual action depends on the activity of a
person, it does not exist at the moment of [its] knowledge, [but] in the future. Given that the
divine is eternal [and] does not depend on the activity of a person, it is existent at the moment of
inquiry. The difference [between the two being] the application of impulse which, as the hallmark
of ritual action, enjoins one’s field of action and instructs a person; whereas the impulse of the
divine only instructs a person given that the impulse of understanding is un-originated, [and] that
a person does not enjoin knowledge [of the divine].*!

% “If vyaktih were the Sabdartha, it could not be employed in the case of another vyaktih. If it is used in
the case of another vyaktih, still vyaktih cannot be the sabdartha, since vyaktih is free of all common
characteristics.” SBh 1.3.9.33 (D’Sa 1980: 89)

na / dharmajijiiasayah  pragapyadhitavedantasya  brahmajijiiasopapatteh /  yathaca
hrdayadyavadananam-anantaryaniyamah, kramasya vivaksitatvanna tatheha kramo vivaksitah...

dharmabrahmajijiiasayoh phalajijiiasasyabhedacca / abhyudayaphalam dharmajiianam

61
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between Sankara and his Pirva Mimamsa opponents, namely the problem of sequence (krama),
impetus (codana), and action (karma) in relation to a divine which, as Sankara argues, cannot be
the object of action, nor is it to be attained by means of injunctive ritual statements.®* While both
Mimamsakas and Sankara agree that language operates through the universal property of an
object instead of through the individual, their differing perspectives on the ontological and

As mentioned before, Mimamsakas such as Kumarilabhatta and Sabara contend that language’s
efficacy is established at the level of an object’s universal property. This claim allows the
Mimamsaka to defend not only the atemporal legitimacy of Vedic statements, but also
circumvents a potentially catastrophic contradiction for the efficacy and consistency of the Vedic
ritual to produce its desired effects. Because Sabara and Kumarilabhatta maintain the cognitional
validity of external objects such that the perception of an object is proof of its existence
(svatahpramanyam), it naturally follows that the basis (alambana) of valid cognition is the
object’s universal property. Yet, unlike Sankara, the universal property for Kumarilabhatta is not
permanent in the sense that it exists independent of the particular. Kumarilabhatta postulates that
the existence of the universal property and the individual are mutually dependent, and as such
dispenses with the Vaisesika notion that the universal property, preceding the particular,
ultimately inheres (samavaya) in the individual object. ® Kumarilabhatta reinforces the
immanence and legitimacy of ritual action and its merits by dispensing with the notion that the
universal property inheres in the individual.** If the universal property for Kumarilabhatta were
accorded an existence independent of its manifest particular, then on the level of language, the
effects of the injunctive forces of the Vedas would have to be accorded a power beyond the
words themselves, ultimately placing the merits of the ritual beyond the domain of the ritual
performers and their actions. Kumarilabhatta's assertion that the the generic property and the
particular are mutually dependent reinforces the annunciative force of ritual statement as purely

nityatvanna purusavyaparatantram / codanapravrttibheddacca / ya hi codand dharmasya laksanam sa
svavisaye niyuiijanaiva purusamavabodhayati / brahmacodana tu purusamavabodhayatyeva kevalam
avabodhasya codanda ‘ajanyatvanna puruso ‘vabodhe niyuiijyate /(BSBh 1.1.1)

82 That which is all-knowing, the cause of all powers, and from which birth, life, and death [come forth].
That from which the forms and names of this world [come forth] - a world that is developed, joined with
many doers and enjoyers, which is the abode on which direction, time, cause, action, and effect are each
fixed - [and] whose nature is rendered unfathomable even by the mind. That is Brahman.

“asya jagato namaripabhyam vyakrtasyanekakartrbhoktrsamyuktasya pratiniyatadesakalanimitta-
kriyaphaldsrayasya manasapyacintyaracandaripasya janmasthitibhangam yatah sarvajiiatsarvasakteh
karanadbhavati tadbrahmeti vakyasesah” (BSBh 1.1.2)

% See Deshpande 2007

64 "There is an eternally mutual dependence between the universal and the particular. For the universal
is of the particulars and they of the [universal]. A universal without particulars does not exist, [it would
be] like the horns of a hare. And the particulars without the universal [would be] like them, too.' SV
Akrtivadah 8-10 (D’Sa 1980: 154)

See also the Buddhist pirvapaksin objection that such a move makes akr#i an erroneous category, since
an individual object has the capacity to produce a unified cognition. (SV dkrtivada 13-18)
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immanent in the world, ultimately elevating the action of ritual proceedings above anything else
oo 65, 66

Owing to Sankara’s soteriological interests where the divine, according to him, is “not expected
from the performance [of action]”,®” it naturally follows that Sankara would oppose Mimamsa’s
concept of mutual dependency between the universal property and individual manifestation.
Rather than claim that the @krti exists only insofar as it is manifest in the particular, evidenced by
Sankara’s defense of the embodiment of the gods, it is clear that the universal property for
Sankara endures irrespectively of the particular,” a position that is perhaps closer to the notion
of the universal (jati) expounded earlier by the grammarian Bhartrhari (5™ CE).” Although
Bhartrhari was a proponent of the sphota doctrine (sphotavadin), a theory that Sankara, Sabara,
and Kumdrilabhatta are united in their disagreement,’” it appears that Sankara’s understanding of
an object’s universal property and its implications for language are closer aligned with the
thought of Bhartrhari than with the Mimamsakas.

Before being able to asses the major distinction between Sankara’s use of the word dkr#i from the
Mimamsakas, it is important to note that there are two differing uses of the word amongst South
Asian intellectual communities. The second-century BCE grammarian Patafijali, whom
Bhartrhari’s work is indebted,”' vacillates between the two meanings of @kri that get later reified
both by his commentators and in subsequent textual traditions. At times, Patafijali uses the word
to denote a configuration or shape (samsthana). He writes:

It is seen in the world that earth, when given a particular (spherical) shape, becomes a ball; after
crushing the ball, small pitchers are made and after breaking the pitchers, small vases are made.
Similarly, gold, when given a particular solid shape, becomes a bar; after changing the bar-form,
rucaka ornaments are made, and after changing the rucaka-form, armlets are made, and after
changing the armlets svastika ornaments are made. The gold can be given the shape of a couple of
resplendent ear-pendants red like burning embers of Khadita wood. Thus, it is clear that form
(dkrti) changes from one to another, while the abiding substance (gold) remains the same (gold).
Even though forms are changed one after the other, the substance remains in tact.”

8 See SV dkrtivada.

% See Clooney 1988

67 “nihsreyasaphalam tu brahmavijiianam na canusthanantarapeksam” - BSBh 1.1.1

6% «Because there are infinite particulars, there being [an eternal] relationship [between a word and the
particular] is not tenable. [But] because of the eternality of the universal in manifest particulars, no
contradiction whatsoever is observed for words such as ‘cow’ etc.”

“vyaktinam anantyat sambandhagrahananupapatteh / vyaktisitpadyamanasvapyakrtinam nityatvacca
gavadisabdesu kascidvirodho drsyate” BSBh 1.3.28

% Bhartrhari’s connection to Patafijali will be elaborated in subsequent footnotes.

7% The latter part of this paper will deal with the details of this disagreement at considerable length.

"' The intermediating six hundred years or so between Patafijali and Bhartrhari was witness to a
significant attenuation of the Mahabhdsya tradition. Numerous theories abound as to what happened to the
grammatical tradition during this time as the historical and textual record is sparse. Some suggest that the
Buddhist philosopher Candragomin, Bhartrhari’s ‘grand-teacher’, revived the Patafijali Mahabhasya
tradition. (Deshpande 1992) Still others have suggested that the Mahabhdsya tradition thinly continued
through this period in Kashmir (Aklujkar, et al. 2008).

"2 Translation is Abhyankar’s (Abhyankar 1975: 28)
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In the passage above, Patafijali indicates that the @krti of an object is its shape, which is subject
to transformation. In this example, the substance (dravya) is the enduring quality. At other times,
Patafijali insinuates the term to indicate an enduring generic property or universal. In this sense,
the akrti is understood as a fluidly eternal property (pravahanityatd) where, as Deshpande
remarks, “in the midst of all kinds of change, the essential nature [of an object] is not lost.”” The
fifth-century grammarian-philosopher Bhartrhari, who authored the first significant commentary
on Patanjali’s Mahabhdsya (Mahabhasyadipika), presents a clearer depiction of the akrti and the
jati of an object in a section of the Vakyapadiya called the jatisamuddesa. Bhartrhari writes:

In every existent object, there are two aspects [of which one is] real and [the other is] unreal.
Among these [two aspects], the real [aspect] is called jati, while the unreal [aspect] is the
individual. The pure existence, differentiated into [objects like] bulls, etc., on account of the
difference in [unreal] adjuncts, is called jati. That [pure existence] is also said to be the meaning
of [all] nominals and verb roots. It is eternal. It is the intelligence. It is the self. It is signified by

affixes like -tva ‘ness’ and -zal (ta) ‘ness’.”

Bhartrhari argues that there are two simultaneous aspects of an object - the universal property
(jati), which is ultimately real, and the adjunct and individualizing properties which, being
subject to transformation, are considered to be ultimately unreal. The universal is ascribed
adjunct properties that ultimately engender the cognition of its individual configuration. The
ontological implications of this claim imply that the attributes one perceives and ascribes to the
world are ultimately unreal adjunct properties (sambandhin) imposed onto a non-dual and eternal
substratum, the jati. Although Bhartrhari was not explicitly writing within the rubric of Vedic
hermeneutics,”” this aspect of his thought has the indelible mark of the monistic idealism of non-
dual Vedanta thought.

“evam hi drsyate loke / mrt kaya cit akrtya yuktda pindah bhavati / pindakrtim upamrdya ghatikah
kiryante / ghatikakrtim upamrdya kundikah kriyante / tatha suvarnam kaya cit akrtya yuktam pindah
bhavati / pindakrtim upamrdya rucakah kriyante / rucakakrtim upamrdya katakah kriyante / katakakrtim
upmrdya svastikah kriyante / punah avrttah suvarnapindah punah aparaya akrtya yuktah
khadiragarasavarne kundale bhavatah / akrtih anya ca anya ca bhavati dravyam punah tad eva /
akrtyupamardena dravyam eva avasisyate” (MBh Paspasahnikam)

It should be noted that Patafijali shifts his argument slightly from understanding the akrti as an
impermanent shape to a more permanent configuration. Deshpande states that “the configuration could be
considered to be permanent, even though one can crush it to create another object from the same
substance, because while we can destroy it in one object, the same configuration can be found in other
objects.” (Deshpande 2007: 24)

? (Deshpande 2007: 25)

Deshpande also relays that while commentators such as Kaiyata interpret akr#i in the context of the
pravahanityatda passages as indicating jati, such a connection is not necessarily supported by the text.
(Deshpande 2007: 25)

74 Deshpande’s translation. (Deshpande 2007)

“satyasatyau tu yau bhagau pratibhavam vyavasthitau / satyam yat tatra sa jatir asatya vyaktayah smrtah
//" 3.1.32 // sambandhibhedat sattaiva bhidyamana gavadisu / jatir ity ucyate tasyam sarve S$Sabda
vyavasthitah // 3.1.33 // tam pratipadikartham ca dhatvartham ca pracaksate / sa nitya sa mahan atma tam
ahus tvataladayah // 3.1.34 //” (VP Jatisamuddesa)

> See (Bronkhorst 2013: 28). Bronkhorst also remarks that contrary to the Mimamsakas, including
Sankara, Bhartrhari does not present his work as following naturally from the correct interpretation of the
Vedas. (Bronkhorst 2013: 29)

15



Therefore, when considering the manner in which the word d@krti is used in Sankara, while he
aligns with his Mimamsaka opponents when admitting to language functioning on the level of
akrti, it is clear that there are ontological stakes between the two uses of the word. Akrti for
Mimamsakas such as Sabara and Kumarilabhatta is denied an existence independent of the
particular. Whereas for Sankara, based on his example that the @krti of a god precedes its
individuation, he seems to be using the term in the sense of an enduring universal property that
precedes its instantiation into the particular, in the way that Bhartrhari uses the term jati. Despite
Sankara’s agreement with the Mimamsaka’s on the issues of eternal connection between a word
and its meaning, the ontological stakes of their respective understanding of the akrti and vyakti of
an object are made clear by looking towards Sankara’s distinction between the desire to know
the divine versus the desire to know correct ritual action, where he clearly indicates the
impossibility of employing action in the pursuit of Brahman. In the process of justifying action
as the principal aim of the Vedas, the Mimamsaka is required to reposition the ritual actors, and
more specifically their actions, including Vedic utterances, as the primary element for the receipt
of merit. In so doing, they must necessarily conceive of the akrti as a kind of generic property of
an object such that one can reliably and repeatedly cognize the object as being included in a
particular class, while also denying the universal property an ontological status beyond the
manifestation of the particular, which allows the Mimamsaka to use the language of the Vedas to
generate particular material effects. Whereas Sankara, whose express purpose is not the
acquisition of merit through the correct performance of Vedic injunctions but is instead the
realization of the divine, assents to the ontological status of the universal property of an object
independent of the object’s individualized manifestation. This position is only amenable to
Sankara’s explicit non-dual metaphysics by understanding the universal property as an aspect of
the divine that is assigned unreal adjunct properties, much in the same way Bhartrhari claims that
there are two aspects to the word, one real and one unreal.”® Therefore, while Sankara and the
Mimamsakas are in agreement about language functioning through the universal property of an
object, they disagree on the ontological stakes of such a claim, and their disagreement can be
explained by looking at the purported utility of scripture as either useful for begetting merit
through action or through obtaining knowledge of the divine.

7% Deshpande paraphrases Kaiyata, who was influenced by Bhartrhari, as follows: “It is possible to
argue that the real substance (dravya) signified by all words is ultimately Brahman, and nothing else. All
words signify the same ultimate reality of Brahman, except that each word signifies Brahman as qualified
by a different unreal adjunct property.” (Deshpande 2007: 26)

“dravyapakse ‘pi sarvasabdanam asatyopadhyavacchinnam brahmatattvam vdcyam iti nityata”
(MBhP)
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§2) MEANING AND THE ETERNAL WORD

2.1) AGAINST THE SPHOTAVADINS: A PROBLEM OF UNDERSTANDING

The prior section detailed the relationship between a word and its referent in Sankara’s Advaita
Vedanta. The relationship between a word and its referent, Sankara claims, is eternal and
permanent because a word does not designate an object per se, but rather an object’s universal
property. Because an object’s universal property exists irrespective of an individual object’s
manifestation, there is no problem assenting to the corporeality of the gods since the names of
the gods refer not to their corporeal and thus temporal manifestation but rather to their universal
and enduring property. Sankara admits that words relate to the universal property of a word’s
referent instead of the referent’s individualized traits. This section will grapple with problem of
how a word’s eternal meaning is conveyed by the word itself. How can a word relate an eternal
meaning, which is admitted to be infinite and everlasting by nature, through the sequence,
cadence, and duration of a word’s utterance? If a word does not reliably relate an eternal
meaning through its utterances, then the claim of Vedic authority is inherently subverted.
Situated against two conflicting perspectives, the Sphotavadins and the Mimamsakas, who both
defend the authority of the Vedas, Sankara grapples with this problem by siding with the
Mimamsakas in saying that meaning is reliably conveyed through the phonemes themselves and
not through an extra-linguistic intermediary known as sphota. In doing so, Sankara must answer
how phonemes inherently convey meaning, how a singular meaning can be derived from
multiple phonemes, and how eternal meaning can be conveyed through sounds that are
observably finite. Sankara is not the first person to grapple with these problems, the problem of
eternal meaning and finite words has an extensive speculative history in the grammatical
tradition articulated first by Katyayana and Patafijali, and later by Bhartrhari.

The basic problem fronting proponents of eternal meaning is that by its very nature, that which is
eternal cannot be limited, physically, phonemically, or temporally. Admitting to eternal meaning
raises a problem for attempting to account for how a word, which relies on both phoneme and
time, can convey eternal meaning. This problem can be traced as early as Katyayana in the 3™
century BCE, whose commentary on Panini’s Astadhyayi largely informed Patajali’s
Mahabhdsya. Katyayana dealt with the problem of eternal meaning and temporally limited
words by suggesting that each sound had a fixed nature (varna) and an impermanent nature
(vacana), where meaning is conveyed through a sound’s fixed nature, while the secondary or
adjunct properties such as inflection, accent, or duration, are expressed through a sound’s
impermanent nature.”’ Patafijali’s notion of sphota is largely a re-presentation of Katyayana’s
varna-vacana division of sound where sphota refers to Katyayana’s varna and dhvani refers to
Katyayana’s vacana.® It was not until nearly seven hundred years later through the work of
Bhartrhari that the term sphofa took on the meaning implied in Sankara’s pirvapaksin
argument.”’ Bhartrhari writes:

"(Deshpande 2013)

"8 ibid. 9 - The fixed nature of sounds (avasthita varnah)

7 The teacher of Bhartrhari’s teacher, Candragomin, undoubtedly grappled with similar issues yielding
different results. Bhartrhari, like both Patafijali and Katyayana, and unlike Candragomin, maintained the
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In the intellect, where seeds of tone have been deposited and are in the process of maturation, a
word is understood by sounds coupled with the last sound.*"'*¥ By the sounds that illuminate
the nature of the word, memory-traces, effects, and potentials are increasingly understood as such
according to the resolution of a word’s manifestation. Therefore, the last specific sound [of a
word] enters into the mind - in which a suitable maturation has been attained through the nature

of distinct memory-traces, effects, and potentials - by making the contours of a word’s form its
(VPVr 1.84) 80
own.

Some centuries later, Sankara wrote:

Insofar as the seed of memory-traces are deposited through the cognition of each [individual]
phoneme, and [they] rely on the maturation engendered by the cognition of the last letter, the
sphota appears instantly as the object of a single cognition, and this single cognition is not the
object of phonemes as memory because it is untenable that multiple phonemes would be the
object of a single cognition... The Sphotavadins say ‘thus, eternal words signify, are [purely] the
nature of sphota, [and] produce the nameable objects of the world which are characterized by
action, agent, and effect.”

The Sphotavadin, according to both Sankara and Bhartrhari, maintains that the meaning of a
given word or sentence presents itself in a ‘burst’ only upon the cognition of the terminal
phoneme of a word.** This ‘burst’ of meaning issues forth upon the maturation of a word’s prior
phonemes in the intellect. Bhartrhari likens this process to the gradual apprehension of a Vedic
passage. A pupil studying the Vedas understands the import of a passage with greater clarity
upon every recitation. In the same way, the meaning of a word becomes increasingly clear with
every phoneme pronounced, where, upon the pronunciation of the final phoneme, meaning
presents itself unobstructed.” In this way, the sphota of a word is always already existent as a

primacy of the Vedas. Bhartrhari ardently defended the indisputable authority of the Vedas. (VP 1.10)
Because all knowledge, according to Bhartrhari, depends on language, it follows that the science of
linguistic analysis (vvakarana) is the most ‘immediate path’ to enlightenment. He wrote “Grammar as the
door to liberation, the cure for speech-maladies, the purifier of science, shines in all branches of
knowledge. Just as all universal meaning is connected with the configurations of words, in the same way
indeed grammatical knowledge is the essence of all knowledge in the world.”

“tad dvaram apavargasya vanmalanam cikitsitam / pavitram sarvavidyanam adhividyam prakasate /
yatharthajatayah sarvah sabakrtinibandhanah / tathaiva loke vidyanam esa vidya parayanam” (VP 1.14-
15)

% “nadair ahitabijayam antyena dhvanina saha / avrttaparipakayam buddhau Sabdo ‘vadharyate" (VP
1.84)  “nadaih  sabdatmanamavadyotayadbhiryathottarotkarsendadhiyante  vyaktaparicchedanuguna-
samskarabhavanabijani  /  tatascantyo dhvanivisesah paricchedasamskarabhavanabijavrtti-
labhapraptayogyatapripakayam buddhavupagrahena Sabdasvaripakaram samnivesayati” (VPvr 84)

I am translating the term Bhavana as an effect in the sense of a cognitional effect from an input. See
(Freschi 2013) for a study on Bhavana in Kumarilabhatta’s Mimamsa.

81 “sa ca ekaikavarnapratyaydhitasamskarabije 'ntyavarpapratyayajanitaparipike pratyayinyeka-
pratyayavisayatayd  jhatiti  pratyavabhdsate /  nacdyamekapratyayo  varnavisaya — smrtih /
varnanamanekatvadekapratyayavisayatvanupapatteh ... tasman nityacchabdasphota-riupadabhidhayakat
kriyakarakaphalalaksanam jagadabhidheya-bhiitam prabhavatiti” (BSBh 1.3.28)

%2 Bhartrhari argues that the sentence is the foundational meaning-unit of speech.

%3 “Just as a chapter of the Veda or a verse is held in the mind as memory by repeated recitation
although the section is not understood prior to repeated recitation; in the same way the word, which is
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word’s eternal meaning, and the impermanent and temporal utterances of a word’s phonemes
only act to reveal or indicate an eternally existent meaning.** The process of gradually revealing
an eternal sphota through sequentially cognized phonemes allows Bhartrhari to work around the
problem of how a series of multiple phonemes can engender a single cognition. This basic
problem is answered variously between Mimamsa and Bhartrhari. Where Bhartrhari maintains
that the sequentiality of sounds only act to reveal what is already existent through the process of
serially cognizing impermanent phonemes, Kumarilabhatta argues that “it is an [incontrovertible]
fact that the meaning of a word arises directly from the syllables which constitute that word”.*
Where Bhartrhari claims meaning is conveyed extra-phonemically - sounds indicate a pre-
existing meaning independent of the sounds of the phonemes themselves - Kumarilabhatta
maintains that meaning is conveyed endo-phonemically - the phoneme is the meaning-bearing
unit of speech and nothing else, and the phoneme itself is eternal insofar as it is an aspect of the
eternal quality of sound known as Sabda.™

Like Sankara’s assessment of the Sphotavadins, Bhartrhari states in VP 1.84 that “in the intellect,
where seeds of tone have been deposited and are in the process of maturation, a word is
understood by its last sound.”’ The sounds of pronounced phonemes leave memory-traces in the
mind which mature to the point of manifesting the meaning of a word instantly upon the
apprehension of the last phoneme. Sankara and Bhartrhari are in agreement on the issue of
eternal meaning preceding the articulation of a word, evidenced by Sankara’s admission that

manifest through sound, is understood as its own form by successive sounds which are, although
impossible to be named, still suitable for cognition.(1.83)”

“vathanuvakah sloko va sodhatvam upagacchate / avrttya na tu sa granthah pratyavrtti niripyate” (VP
1.82)

“pratyayair anupdakhyeyair grahananugunais tatha / dhvaniprakasite sabde svariipam avadharyate”
(VP 1.83)

%1t is important to note that Sankara does not give any mention to the gradual increase of meaning-
resolution. It is possible that Sankara conflates aspects of the three styles of sphota that Bhartrhari presents
in VP 1.81.

% (D’Sa 1980: 122) See SV Spotavada. D’Sa has an interesting discussion on Kumarilabhatta’s position
on this matter. He argues that Kumarilabhatta had to “make use of both sabda and the varpas in such a
manner that on the one hand the uniqueness and indivisibility of sabda could be retained and on the other
he could demonstrate that it still was of tremendous relevance in the process of human discourse.
Kumarila achieved this extraordinary feat by postulating that our experience of sabda is varna-wise and is
brought about with the help of dhvani, which is the occasion of its manifestation.” (D’Sa 1980: 122) One
cannot help but to identify the two-fold ontological division of the enduring property of sound and the
property that is subject to qualification developed by Katyayana (Sabda-vacana) and Patafijali (sphota-
dhvani) present in Kumarilabhatta’s thinking as sabda-dhvani (nada).

% Sankara paraphrases this position by saying “[The opponent claims] that what was said about
phonemes having the property of beginning and end is not true given that phonemes alone are recognized
as the same [again and again each time they are produced], as are the hairs [on your head], etc.” The
metaphor of the hairs on one’s head can be taken to mean that despite cutting one’s hair, and incorrectly
assessing the clippings of one’s hair as different from those on the head, those hairs are really of the same
fundamental property as those hairs remaining on ones head. In the same way, although distinct from one
another in annunciation, phonemes are really of the same fundamental property regardless of when they
are pronounced.

“naniitpannapradhvamsitvam varnanmuktam, tanna / ta eveti pratyabhijianat / sadrsyat
pratyabhijiianam kesadisviveti cet” (BSBh 1.3.28)

%7 See footnote 77.
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language functions on the level of the universal instead of the particular. However, Sankara
denies the possibility that meaning is cognized through the intermediary maturation of memory-
traces deposited by phonemes. According to Sankara, there is no need to convolute the process
of understanding meaning by adding the extra step of the memory-trace. Instead, a phoneme or
sound intimates meaning in and of itself, in the same way that smoke itself indicates fire.
Sankara argues:

If one were to say that the last phoneme [of a word], which is connected with a memory-trace
engendered by each previous phoneme, will intimate meaning, then we refute this assertion
because a word that depends on ascertaining a relationship between the universal and the
particular, that is intimating itself, ought to convey meaning just as smoke does.® Because of the
uninferability of memory-traces, clear apprehension of the last phoneme, which is connected with
the memory-trace engendered by ascertaining each previous phoneme, is not possible.*’

For Sankara, postulating a memory-trace is an unnecessary step in accounting for the cognition
of words. Sankara no doubt assents to the necessity of understanding the meaning of a word
based on the sequence of its phonemes, but rejects the Sphotavadin claim that meaning presents
itself after the maturation of each phoneme-induced memory-trace. Instead, Sankara agrees that
memory plays an important role in understanding meaning, but that the capacity of a memory-
trace to intimate a singular extra-phonemic meaning beyond itself is implausible. Instead,
Sankara sides with the Mimamsakas in claiming that word-meaning is derived from phonemes
only.

Regardless of whether meaning is conveyed extra or endo-phonemically, sound is the
fundamental conveyor of meaning, and if meaning is to be eternal, then one has to account for
how sound, which appears to have duration, coveys eternal meaning. Bhartrhari’s notion of
sound operates, as he says, like a light in a dark room revealing what is already there. Bhartrhari
writes:

Just as light is the cause for perceiving a jar immediately following the manifestation of light, and
the continuation of light becomes the occasion for the jar’s continual perception; in the same way,
from stoking the power of the manifested object, the accompanying sound of a manifest word
sustains the continuation of the word in the mind.”

The primary sound of a word, according to Bhartrhari, is the instrument by which eternal
meaning becomes cognizable in the mind (prakrtadhvani). Through repetition, a sound’s
indicated meaning becomes more firmly established in the intellect through the derivative quality
of sound (vaikrtadhvani). In this way, Bhartrhari assents to the manifestation of the universal or

% Smoke here refers to the argument that wherever smoke is perceived, it stands to reason there must
also be fire.

8 “purvapirvavarnanubhavajanita-samskarasahito 'ntyo varnor'tham pratyayayisyatiti yadyucyeta /
tanna / sambandhagrahanapekso hi sabdah svayam pratiyamanor'tham pratyayayeddhumadivat / naca
purvapirvavarnanubhavajanitasamskarasahitasyantyavarnasya pratitirasti, apratyaksa-tvat
samskaranam” (BSBh 1.3.28)

% “tadyatha prakaso janmanantarameva ghatadinam  grahane  hetuh  avatisthamanastu
grahanaprabandha-heturbhavati evamabhivyakte Sabde dhvaniruttarakalamanuvartamano
buddhyanuvrttim sabdavisayam visayabhivyaktibalaghanadupasamharati” (VPVr 1.77)
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eternal meaning of a word and its relationship to a fundamental property instead of the derivative
or secondary property of sound. The fundamental and derivative properties can be understood to
mean the atemporal aspect of sound without which an eternal meaning cannot be indicated, and
the temporal quality is that which indicates eternal meaning through duration and repetition.”' In
this way, Bhartrhari employs a two-fold ontological distinction between an atemporal and
temporal sound-property similar to that seen with Katyayana, Patafjjali, and Kumarilabhatta.
Kumarilabhatta writes that sabda, which is anything discernible to the ear,’” is ‘everywhere’
(vyapita) and ‘eternal’ (vibhii), whereas phonemes are simply ubiquitous (sarvagatata).”” The
difference between sabda and varna for Kumarilabhatta is that the phoneme is simply one aspect
of the eternal sabda. Sabda, therefore, precedes the phoneme and as such cannot be understood
as possessing the same mutual dependency as the relationship between a generic property (akrti)
and the particular (vyakti). The significance of the sabda-varna distinction for Kumarilabhatta is
that he is able to simultaneously account for the infinite linguistic reality of the Vedas (sabda)
while also accounting for the conveyance of meaning through distinct phonemic units (varna).
Unlike Bhartrhari, Kumarilabhatta will not admit that the sound of the phonemes gesture beyond
themselves towards a pre-existent yet occluded meaning. Instead, Kumarilabhatta maintains that
the phonemes, as an aspect of the eternal sabda, possess meaning inherently.

On this matter, Sankara sides with the Mimamsaka, but with some important distinctions.
Sankara, like Kumarilabhatta and Bhartrhari, contends that there are two properties of a manifest
phoneme - its fundamental state and its adjunct properties. Sankara asks, “at one moment of
various pronunciations [of the phoneme ‘ga’], how could there be only one true syllable ‘ga’,
where various qualities [of it] are [present] simultaneously?”*

Sankara answers as follows:

One would expect there to be multiple pronunciations such as high, low, accented, non-accented,
with nasal tone, and without nasal tone. There is merit, then, in contending that the ascertainment
of [those various pronunciations] are engendered through sound and not by the phonemes
themselves.”

°! Bhartrhari also makes the two-fold distinction of sound seen with Katyayana and Patafijali. Sound,
according to Bhartrhari, is understood to have two properties - fundamental and derivative: “Here, the
two-fold nature of sound is 1) fundamental and 2) derivative. The term ‘fundamental’ means without
which the form of sphota being unmanifest would be indeterminate, whereas the term ‘derivative’ is that
by which the manifest form of sphota is again and again, without interruption, understood temporally.”

“tha dvividho dhvanih prakrto vaikrtasca / tatra prakrto nama yena vina sphotariipamanabhivyaktam
na paricchidyate / vaikrtastu yenabhivyaktam sphotaripam punah punaravicchedena pracitataram
kalamupalabhyate” (VPVr 1.76)

Here, a sound’s fundamental property (prakrtadhvani) is understood to be the basic property of sound
without which the sphota of a word cannot manifest. The derivative property of sound (vaikrtadhvani) is
the property of sound that allows sphota to manifest again and again.

%2 (D’Sa 1980: 117)

% ibid. 120

% “katham hyekasminkalam bahinamuccarayatameka eva sangakaro yugapadanekariipah syat”
(BSBh 1.3.28)

% “ydattascanudattasca svaritasca sanundsikasca niranunasikasceti / athava dhvanikrto yam
pratyayabhedo na varnakrta ityadosah” (ibid. 1.3.28)
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Sankara continues:

Distinctions such as accent, etc., that are connected with sound, are not connected with the self-
nature of the phonemes because there is recognition in the pronunciation of phonemes
[irrespective of accent]. And the cognition of phonemes will be dependent on this being so (the
phoneme being cognizable irrespective of accent). Otherwise, [one would have to admit that]
accent-distinction, which is made through conjunction and disjunction, would result from
unbroken phonemes in the process of recognition.”

Here, Sankara assents to the two-fold distinction between a phoneme’s fundamental and
secondary property. Because one is able to cognize a phoneme irrespective of accent, Sainkara
ascribes accent and tone as a secondary property linked to a phoneme’s manifest sound which is
ascertained on the basis of a phoneme’s articulated quality. The self-nature of a phoneme,
however, is the meaning-bearing unit of sound, which endures irrespective of accent or tone.
Sankara does not provide any insight as to how he might differ from Kumarilabhatta on the
matter of a manifest phoneme and its relationship to Kumarilabhatta’s notion of eternal sabda.
Like Kumarilabhatta, however, Sankara differentiates himself from the sphotavddins by arguing
against the idea that meaning is engendered through sound which, by nature, only gesture beyond
themselves towards a pre-existent meaning. Sankara writes:

The intellect understands the word ‘cow’ at a time subsequent to apprehending each letter,
[therefore, the intellect] is the object of phoneme-units, not of something else. How so? [When
understanding the word ‘cow’ (gau in Sanskrit)], the phonemes ‘ga-au’ are expected, and not
‘da-aw’. If another meaning follows from the phonemes ‘ga-au’, then sphota may be plausible -
thus like the phonemes ‘da-au’, even the phonemes ‘ga-au’ would be dispensable.”’

Sankara’s understanding of the sphotavadins position is very similar to Kumarilabhatta’s
argument against sphota as well. If meaning is merely indicated by phonemes and not
communicated from the phoneme itself, then there would be no reason why an incorrect word
would be ineffectual at communicating a meaning correctly denoted by another word. Because
the word ‘dau’ does not bring to mind the meaning ‘cow’, but the word ‘gau’ does, meaning is
clearly linked with specific phonemes. Kumarilabhatta articulates a similar position by arguing
that the meaning ‘cow’ is directly linked to the phonemic sequence ‘ga-au’, and not some other
arbitrary sequence of phonemes.”® Here, both Sankara and Kumarilabhatta conclude that the idea
of sphota is useless on the basis that it does not properly account for the connection between a
word’s phonemic sequence and its meaning.”” Where the sphotavadin argues that phonemes

96 . - —- = .y - - . — . - -
“tannibandhands codattadayo visesa na varnasvaripanibandhandah, varnanam pratyuccaranam

pratyabhijiiayamanatvat / evaiica sati salambana udattadipratyaya bhavisyanti / itaradhda hi varnanam
pratyabhijiiadyamananam nirbhedatvatsamyogavibhagakrta udattadivisesah kalperan” (ibid. 1.3.28)

7 “ekaikavarnagrahanottarakala hiyameka buddhir-gauriti samastavarnavisayd ndarthantaravisaya /
kathametadavagamyate / yato 'syamapi buddhau gakarddayo varna anuvartante natu dakaradayah / yadi
hyasya buddhergakara-dibhyor’thantaram sphoto visayah syattato dakaradaya iva gakaradayo ‘pyasya
buddher-vyavarteran / natu tathasti” (ibid. 1.3.28)

% (D’Sa 1980: 131)

1t is not clear, however, whether Sankara is describing a generalized notion of sphota or one
specifically directed towards Bhartrhari. Sankara’s assessment of sphofa in this case more closely
resembles one of the three notions of sphota Bhartrhari refutes before articulating his notion of sphota.
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function to gesture beyond themselves to an established meaning, and where meaning is
increasingly clear based on the sequential cognition of phonemes, Sankara and Kumarilabhatta
argue that sphota is simultaneously impossible to demonstrate independently, and is also an
unnecessary and convoluted step.

Both Sankara and Kumarilabhatta agree that sequenced phoneme cognition produces meaning
upon the apprehension of the final letter, but meaning itself is conveyed through a phoneme’s
fundamental quality. Answering to the problem of how an eternal meaning can be communicated
through impermanent sounds, they both assent to the two-fold distinction between the
fundamental and adjunct properties of sound which is seen in the earlier grammatical tradition.
Tone quality and accent, according to both Kumarilabhatta and Sankara are adjunct properties to
the fundamental sound and therefore cannot be the meaning-bearing unit a word. Instead,
meaning is predictably and repeatedly conveyed through a sound’s fundamental property. Where
Sankara and Kumarilabhatta diverge in the conception of sound and meaning relates to
Kumarilabhatta’s insistence on the mutual dependency of the generic and enduring property and
the particular. Because Kumarilabhatta admits that the akrti and vyakti are mutually dependent'®
- the generic property particularizes in the individual and the individual universalizes in the
generic property, an admission that forces Kumarilabhatta into denying the existence of the
generic property independent of the particular - Kumarilabhatta naturally cannot identify the
eternal aspect of sound with the generic property of the particular sound because @krti is by
definition mutually dependent on vyakti and is denied an existence independent of the particular.
If a phoneme were an akrti it would be denied an existence independent of the vyakti. The
reverse is also true. Kumarilabhatta has to maintain that a phoneme “is eternal because it is not
an individual of a class”.'”" Therefore, in order to maintain the authority of the Vedas on the
basis of eternal meaning, Kumarilabhatta cannot ascribe the universal aspect of a phoneme as
either an akrti or vyakti. Instead, Kumarilabhatta must ascribe the eternal quality of sound to
something altogether different, namely the sabda, which is itself eternal and unmediated by the
problem of the mutual dependency between a the generic property and the particular.

Sankara, however, seems to be content saying that an eternal word is understood through the
eternal and universal aspect of a phoneme, without having to postulate a third category different
from akrti altogether. Much in the same way that Sankara admits that the name of the gods are
eternal signifiers for the impermanent material condition of their existence, the eternal quality of
a phoneme is the occasion for grasping eternal meaning from manifest sounds. Yet meaning
itself does not necessarily correlate to knowledge for Sankara. In this way, Sankara admits that
language broadly, and scriptural language in particular, functions to produce knowledge that is
irreducible to the language itself. He writes:

Just as grammar of Panini and other subjects where the subject-matter in one area is to be known,
the understanding [from it] is more than the sastra itself. In the world this is known.'”

See VP 1.81. Bhartrhari is aware of this problem and clear states that different combinations of sounds
indicate different sphotas.

1% See section one.

1 (D’Sa 1980: 130)

102 “yadyadvistarartham sastram yasmatpurusavisesatsambhavati, yatha vyakaranadi
paninydaderjiieyaika-desarthamapi sa tato 'pyadhikataravijiiana iti prasiddham loke” (BS 1.1.3)
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For Sankara, scriptural knowledge is altogether different from the scriptural meaning, and yet
scriptural meaning is necessary component of knowledge itself. No doubt the distinction between
Kumarilabhatta, the Mimamsakas, and Sankara can be attributed to differing visions for the
intended purpose of scripture. While Pirva Mimamsakas such as Kumarilabhatta were devoted
to proper scriptural interpretation such that one could maximize the fruits of ritual action, Uttara
Mimamsakas such as Sankara were interested in the utility of scripture to instruct true knowledge
of the divine, which it can only do heuristically. The difference in intended scriptural purpose
underpins their respective language philosophies. While there are numerous similarities between
Sankara and Kumarilabhatta’s language philosophies - both assent to language operation at the
level of the universal, both reject the possibility that meaning is conveyed via the extra-linguistic
factor known as sphota, and both accept that meaning is conveyed through the collection of
phonemes apprehended serially - all of which are assumptions that perpetuate their shared goal
of defending the legitimacy of the Vedas based on their eternality, they begin to deviate from one
another in their respective conceptualizations of how the generic property relates to the
individual, and consequentially, how meaning is expressed through finite phonemic units.
Kumarilabhatta maintains that the akrti of an object exists only insofar is it is particularized in
the individual, and vice versa. This admission is necessary for Kumarilabhatta given that it
allows him to place the results of ritual squarely on the action of the ritual actors themselves
instead of elsewhere, and true knowledge of ritual is accessible directly through scripture.
Sankara admits, however, that scripture is a necessary step in attaining true knowledge of the
divine, but that knowledge of the divine is not reducible to scriptural language.

Naturally, however, admitting to the eternality of the Vedas also necessitates admitting to an
eternal component of the word itself. Kumarilabhatta does so by arguing that eternal sound
(Sabda), which by definition is not an @krti, conveys meaning occasioned through its manifest
form (dhvani). Sankara, however, does not need to go through the trouble of differentiating
between the fundamental property of sound as the meaning-bearing unit and the @krti, which
may be due to the difference between Sankara’s interest in scripture and the Mimamsakas.
Sankara admits to scripture’s limitations in achieving knowledge of the divine and so there is no
need to go through such strenuous efforts to differentiate between the generic property (akrti)
and the fundamental meaning-bearing aspect of sound because the divine itself is not reducible to
either akrti or sound.

The language philosophies of Sankara, Kumarilabhatta, Bhartrhari, Patanjali, and no doubt many
others, clearly have broader ontological, epistemological, and metaphysical motivation. Both
Sankara, Kumarilabhatta, and Bhartrhari, while all defending the eternality and authority of the
Vedas articulate their language philosophies with radically different implications for the
relationship between language, meaning, and the knower. The passage on language in Sankara’s
Brahmasiitrabhasya, while brief, requires the examination of numerous elements in tandem with
the prominent ideas against which Sankara’s thought was crafted. The two most prominent
elements in Sankara’s philosophy of language answer to two foundational questions - how can
the language of the Vedas, which is seemingly finite, be purported to be authoritative on the
claim that it is eternal? Sankara replies that Vedic language is eternal because it operates at the
level of the universal, not the particular. The second question is how eternal meaning is
conveyed through finite words. Responding to the sphotavadin who claims that eternal meaning
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can only be accessed by finite phonemes through a flash of insight, Sankara sides with the
Mimamsakas in arguing that meaning is conveyed through the collection of individual phonemes
without having to admit to the unprovable and unnecessary step of sphota. Sankara’s language
philosophy looks very similar to that of Kumarilabhatta’s with some notable exceptions. Those
deviations were mainly centered around Kumarilabhatta’s insistence on the mutual dependency
of the @krti and vyakti, and Sankara’s position that the akrti exists independent of the vyakti.
Their disagreement can be accounted for in their respective ritualistic or soteriological
imperatives. Despite their respective aims, Sankara and Kumarilabhatta both assent to the
authority of scripture and the interpretability of its language. The philosophy of language for
both acts not simply as a means to understand the nature of language, but is rather the logical
process whereby the Vedas themselves are legitimized and their interpretation systematized.
Taken as such, a coherent philosophy of language is indispensable to the endeavor of Vedic
hermeneutics. Sankara’s Mimamsa is no exception.
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APPENDIX: SANSKRIT TO ENGLISH TRANSLATION OF Brahmasiitrabhasya 1.3.28
Translated by Jonathan Peterson, Sanskrit transliteration retrieved from GRETIL.
sabda iti cen natah prabhavat pratyaksanumanabhyam | B.S.Bh 1.3.28 |

If [one were to proclaim that a contradiction arises with regard to] the word, then [we maintain
that one] does not on account of its origin being direct perception and inference.

ma nama vigrahavattve devadinamabhyupagamyamane karmani kascidvirodhah prasaiiji /
sabde tu virodhah prasajyeta /katham / autpattikam hi sabdasyarthena sambandham a-sritya
‘anapeksatvat' iti vedasya pramanyam sthapitam / idanim tu vigrahavati devata-
bhyupagamyamana yadyapyaisvaryayogad yugapadanekakarmasambandhini havimsi
bhufijita tathapi vigrahayogad asmad adivajjananamaranavati seti nityasya sabdasya
nityenarthena nitye sambandhepratiyamane yadvaidike sabde pramanyam sthitam tasya
virodhah syaditi cet /

No opposition whatsoever follows from admitting to the corporeality of the gods insofar as
[ritual] action is concerned. However, [The Mimamsaka will argue that] there should be
opposition in the context of the word. How so? For having submitted to the inherent relationship
between meaning and word, the authority of the Vedas is established irrespectively. (This is a
reference to MS. 1.1.5)

However, if actual understanding of the gods employs oblations that depend on multiple actors
simultaneously through divine connection, then [one has to admit that] the gods themselves are
subject to the same birth, life, and death as we are due to the method of understanding them
employing division. [And if this is so, then] there ought to be opposition [to the idea that] the
authority of Vedic words is established by assenting to an eternal relationship between eternal
words and eternal meaning.

nayamapyasti virodhah / kasmat /atah prabhavat / ata eva hi vaidikacchabddadevadikam
Jjagatprabhavati /

But there need not be opposition to this. Why? [The aphorism 1.3.28 proclaims] — “on account of
its origin.” Thus Vedic words create the world, and the gods, etc.

nanu janmadyasya yatah (bra. 1.1.2) ityatra brahmaprabhavatvam jagato "vadharitam,
kathamiha sabdaprabhavatvamucyate / apica yadi nama vaidikacchabddadasya prabhavo
'bhyupagatah, kathametavata virodhah sabde parihrtah yavata vasavo rudra aditya
visvedeva maruta ityeter'tha anityd evotpattimattvat / tadanityatve ca tadvacinam
vaidikanam vasvadisabdanamanityatvam kena nivaryate / prasiddham hi loke deva-dattasya
putra utpanne yajiiadatta iti tasya nama kriyata iti / tasmadvirodha eva sabda iti cet /

[The opponent will object] — Here in [aphorism 1.1.2] “[Brahman is that] from which birth, life,
and death [come],” [and as such] Brahman is understood to be the origin of the world. How then



do you say that the word is the origin? Moreover, if the origin is accepted to be from so-called
Vedic speech, then how is a contradiction avoided to the extent that because of origination, the
meaning of the words ‘Vasus’, ‘Rudras’, ‘Aditis’, ‘Maruts’ are themselves impermanent? And
what’s more, regarding the impermanence of those meanings, how could the impermanence of
Vedic significations such as ‘Vasu, and so forth, be avoided? For it is well known that when
Devadatta’s son is born, he is given the name Yajiadatta. Therefore, there is indeed
contradiction [to the assertion that the origin of the world is] the word.

na / gavadisabdarthasambandhanityatvadarsanat / nahi gavadivyaktinamutpattimattve
tadakrtinimapyutpattimattvam syat / dravyagunakarmanam hi vyaktaya evotpadyante
nakrtayah / akrtibhisca sabdanam sambandho na vyaktibhih / vyaktinam anantyat
sambandhagrahananupapatteh / vyaktisitpadyamanasvapyakrtinam nityatvacca
gavadisabdesu kascidvirodho drsyate / tatha devadivyaktiprabhavabhyupagame
'pyakrtinityatvanna kascidvasvadisabdesu virodha iti drastavyam / akrtivisesastu devadinam
mantrarthavadadibhyo vigrahavattvadyavagamadavagantavyah / sthana-
visesasambandhanimittascendradisabdah senapatyadisabdavat / tatasca yo
vastattatsthanamadhirohati sa sa indradisabdairabhidhiyata iti na doso bhavati / nacedam
sabdaprabhavatvam brahmaprabhavatvavadupadanakaranabhiprayenocyate / katham tarhi
sthite vacakatmand nitye Sabde nityarthasambandhini sabdavyavahara-
yogyarthavyaktinispattiratah prabhava ityucyate katham punaravagamyate sabdat
prabhavati jagaditi / pratyaksanumanabhyam / pratyaksam Srutih, pramanyam praty-
anapeksatvat / anumanam smrtih, pramanyam prati sapeksatvat / te hi sabdapiirvo srstim
darsayatah / 'ete iti vai prajapatirdevanasrjatasrgramiti manusyanindava iti pitrmstirah
pavitramiti grahanasava iti stotram visvaniti Sastramabhisaubhagetyanyah prajah’ iti srutih /
tathanyatrapi 'sa manasa vacam mithunam samabhavat' (br. 1.2.4) ityadina tatratatra
sabdapurvika srstih sravyate /

Because we see the innate relation between a word and [its] meaning, such as ‘cow’, etc., [To
this objection, we reply] no. While there is origination of the particular, such as a cow, and so
forth, there cannot be the origination of the universal. Particulars are created as object, quality,
and action, not the universal, [and] there is relation between words and universals, not
particulars. Because there are infinite particulars, there being [an eternal] relationship [between a
word and the particular] is not tenable. [But] because of the eternality of the universal in
manifest particulars, no contradiction whatsoever is observed for words such as ‘cow’ etc. As
such, in assenting to the origin of particular gods, due to the eternality of the universal, no
contradiction whatsoever is to be observed in words such as ‘Vasus’, ‘Rudras’, ‘Aditis’,
‘Maruts’, and so forth.

Through understanding individuation by means of the gods’ mantras and encomiums, the
distinction of the [gods’] universal will be understood. Words such as Indra and so forth, whose
motive is the relationship between position and distinction, are similar to a word like ‘army
leader’. Therefore, there is nothing wrong with statements such as ‘whosoever occupies that
particular place, he is indeed understood by words such as Indra, etc.’. And, unlike origination
through Brahman, the origination through the word is not said to be the material cause.
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Insofar as eternal words are established through the nature of speech in relation to eternal
meaning, how is the particular produced through meaning that is transactionally connected with
the word?

Therefore, regarding the word ‘origin’ they ask - how again is it understood that from the word
the world is produced? From direct perception and inference. Direct perception, taken as
scripture, is irrespectively authoritative. Inference, taken as tradition, is respectively
authoritative. Direct perception and inference demonstrate that creation is preceded by the word.
Thus scripture proclaims —

With the word ‘those’'”’ Prajapati created the gods, with the word ‘blood’ he created
mankind, with the word ‘moons’ he created the fathers, with the word ‘soma strainer’ he
created the planets, with the word ‘horses’ he created the hymn, with the word ‘the gods’
he created scripture, with the word ‘great prosperity’ he created other beings.

h 99104

Elsewhere, scripture proclaims “with his mind, he became united with speec Everywhere

[in scripture], the word precedes creation.

smrtirapi- 'andadinidhand nitya vagutsrsta svayambhuva / adau vedamayi divyd yatah sarva
pravrttayah'// iti / utsargo '‘pyayam vacah sampradayapravartanatmako drastavyah,
anadinidhanaya anyadrsasyotsargasyasambhavat / tatha 'nama rilpam ca bhiitanam
karmanam ca pravartanam / vedasabdebhya evadau nirmame sa mahesvarah'// (manu.
1.21) iti /' sarvesam tu sa namani karmani ca prthakprthak / vedasabdebhya evadau
prthaksamsthasca nirmame'// iti ca / apica cikirsitam artham anutisthamstasya vacakam
sabdam piirvam smrtvd pascattamarthamanusthatiti sarvesam nah pratyaksametat / tatha
prajapaterapi srastuh srsteh purvam vaidikah sabda manasi pradurbabhiivuh,
pascattadanugatanarthansasarjeti gamyate / tathdca Srutih - 'sa bhuriti vyaharatsa
bhiimimasrjata’ (tai.bra. 2.2.4.2) ityevamadika bhiiradisabdebhya eva manasi
pradurbhiitebhyo bhiradilokansrstandarsayati / kimatmakam punah sabdam abhipretyedam
sabdaprabhavatvamucyate / sphotamityaha /

Tradition also proclaims - “Of its own, speech was produced without beginning or end, [and is
that] from which everything came forth.” This utterance is to be understood as forming the
nature of religious teaching'* because it is not possible that [this utterance], which is without
beginning or end, nor is it seen elsewhere, could be created. Thus [tradition proclaims] - “in the
beginning, Mahe$vara fabricated the name and form of beings and the order of actions from the
words of the Vedas,” “but in everything, from Vedic speech one by one he fabricated each name
and action [in such a way that it] appears distinct,”' and so forth.

103 . . _,
“ete asrgramindavastarahpavitramasavah”

1% Brhadaranyaka Upanisad. 1.2.4
19 Footnote states “sampradayo gurusisyaparamparadhyayanam” - “religious teaching being the
teaching of a lineage between a student and a teacher.”

106 Manusmrti 1.21

III



Moreover, it is apparent to all of us that having remembered a previously spoken word where an
intended meaning is operative, that very meaning is established thereafter. Therefore, we
recognize that even before Prajapati’s creation, Vedic speech was manifest in his mind, and only
thereafter is observed meaning created. Thus scripture states “Prajapati first said ‘Bhir’, [then]
the worlds are created by words previously manifested in his mind.”'"’

It is asked again — “what is the nature of the word with regards to its origin?” Some call it the
sphota.

varnapakse hi tesamutpannapradhvamsitvannityebhyah sabdebhyo devadivyaktinam
prabhava ityanupapannam syat / utpannadhvamsinasca varnah, pratyuccaranamanyathda
canyatha ca pratiyamanatvat / tathahi- adrsyamano 'pi purusaviseso ‘dhyayanadhvani-
sravanddeva visesato nirdharyate devadatto 'vamadhite yajiiadatto 'vamadhite iti / nacayam
varnavisayo 'myathatvapratyayo mithyajiianam, badhakapratyayabhavat / naca
varnebhyor'thavagatiryukta / na hyekaiko varnor'tham pratydayayet, vyabhicarat /naca
varnasamuddyapratyayo 'sti, kramavattvadvarnanam /purvapiirvavarnanubhavajanita-
samskarasahito 'ntyo varnor'tham pratyayayisyatiti yadyucyeta / tanna / sambandha-
grahanapekso hi sabdah svayam pratiyamanor'tham pratyayayeddhiumadivat / naca
purvapirvavarnanubhavajanitasamskarasahitasyantyavarnasya pratitirasti, apratyaksa-tvat
samskaranam / karyapratyayitaih samskaraih sahito 'ntyo varnortham pratyaya-yisyatiti cet /

For the proponents of phonemes, [the idea that] the origination of particular gods, etc., from
eternal words would be untenable due to a word’s impermanence. Impermanent phonemes are
understood one way or another based on pronunciation. For example, a specific person, although
unseen, is understood individually as either Yajiadatta or Devadatta through hearing the sound
of their voice. Because of the absence of contrary evidence, that a phoneme’s object is
ascertained through difference is not a false conception.

Nor is understanding meaning through phonemes [themselves] suitable. For it is unreasonable
that letters would convey meaning [in and of themselves].'” Nor will a collection of phonemes
convey meaning [simply due to] their sequentiality.

If one were to say that the last phoneme [of a word], which is connected with a memory-trace
engendered by each previous phoneme, will intimate meaning, then we refute this assertion
because a word that depends on ascertaining a relationship between the universal and the
particular, that is intimating itself, ought to convey meaning just as smoke does.'” Because of
the invisibility of memory-traces, clear apprehension of the last phoneme, which is connected
with the memory-trace engendered by ascertaining each previous phoneme, is not possible.

107
108

TaitirTya Brahmana 2.2.4.2
Vyabhicarat is also described in the footnote as meaning ‘because of the observation of recognizing
meaning from one letter, and from observation of recognizing the uselessness in other letters.

1% Smoke here refers to the argument that wherever smoke is perceived, it stands to reason there must
also be fire.
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[The opponent will argue that] the last letter, connected with memory-traces that are intelligible
because of their effects, will intimate meaning.

na / samskarakaryasydapi smaranasya kramavartitvat / tasmatsphota eva sabdah / sa ca
ekaikavarnapratyayahitasamskarabije 'ntyavarnapratyayajanitapari pake pratyayiny-
ekapratyayavisayataya jhatiti pratyavabhdsate / nacayamekapratyayo varnavisaya smrtih /
varnanamanekatvadekapratyayavisayatvanupapatteh / tasya ca pratyuccaranam
pratyabhijiiayamanatvannityatvam / bhedapratyayasya varna-visayatvat / tasman
nitydacchabdasphotariipadabhidhdyakatkriyakarakaphalalaksanam jagadabhidheya-bhiitam
prabhavatiti / varna eva tu na sabdah iti bhagavanupavarsah /

This cannot be so because memory, which is also the effect of memory-traces, depends on
sequentiality, Therefore, sphota alone is the word. Insofar as the seed of a memory-trace is
deposited through the cognition of each letter, and is reliant upon a maturation engendered by the
cognition of the last letter, the sphota appears instantly through the object of that singular
cognition [of the word], and this single cognition is not the object of phonemes as memory
because it is untenable that multiple letters would form the object of a single cognition. And
[also] the pronunciation of a word is eternal due to [its] recognition [in the mind], because a
phoneme’s object is cognized through difference.

They say “Because of the expressive nature of the sphota of a word, which is eternal, the world,
whose nature is action, agent, and effect, exists to be known” For the venerable Upavarsa said
“letters alone are not the word.”

pratyabhijiianam kesadisviveti cet /
[The opponent claims] that what was said about phonemes having the property of beginning and
end is not true given that phonemes alone are recognized as the same [again and again each time
they are produced], as are the hairs [on your head], etc.'"

na / pratyabhijiianasya pramanantarena badhanupapatteh /
This cannot be so, given the impossibility that recognition is another means of knowledge.

pratyabhijiianamakytinimittamiti cet /

[Yet the opponent will still claim] that recognition is caused by the universal.

vyaktayah pratiyeramstata akrtinimittam pratyabhijiianam syat / natvetadasti / varna-

10 footnote to the text reads “vapananantaram ta eveme kesa iti dhirbhrantiriti yuktam,
bhedadhivirodhat” -
“After shaving the head, it’s fitting to have the thought that ‘those alone are these hairs.”



vyaktaya eva hi pratyuccaranam pratyabhijiiayante / dvirgosabda uccarita iti hi prati-
pattirna tu dvau gosabdaviti /

On account of the recognition of the particular, this [assertion] cannot be so. For if [during] the
pronunciation [of a word] the individual phonemes were understood differently, like individual
cows [are perceived differently], then recognition being caused by the universal might be
tenable. But this is not so because individual phonemes only are recognized as the utterance. [For
example, we] acknowledge that the word ‘cow’ pronounced twice does not mean ‘two cows’.

nanu varnd apyuccaranabhedena bhinnah pratiyante devadattayajiiadattayor-
adhyayanadhvanisravanadeva bhedapratiterityuktam /

[But the opponent will point out] that [we] said that individual phonemes are cognized as
disjoined because of differences in enunciation, [as was the case] in hearing intelligible
distinction in the vocalization of ‘Devadatta’ [or] ‘Yajiiadatta’.

atrabhidhiyate- sati varnavisaye niscite pratyabhijiane samyogavibhagabhivyangyatvad-
varnanamabhivyanijakavaicitryanimitto 'vam varnavisayo vicitrah pratyayo na svaripa-
nimittah /" apica varnavyaktibhedavadinapi pratyabhijiianasiddhaye varnakrtayah
kalpayitavyah / tasu ca paropadhiko bhedapratyaya ityabhyupagantavyam / tadvaram
varnavyaktisveva paropadhiko bhedapratyayah svaripanimittam ca pratyabhijiianamiti
kalpanalaghavam /esa eva ca varnavisayasya bhedapratyayasya badhakah pratyayo
vatpratyabhijiianam / katham hyekasminkalam bahinamuccarayatameka eva sangakaro
yugapadanekaripah syat / udattascanudattasca svaritasca sanunasikasca niranundasikas-ceti
/ athava dhvanikrto "vam pratyayabhedo na varnakrta ityadosah / kah punarayam
dhvanirnama / yo diradakarnayato varnavivekamapratipadyamanasya karnapatham
avatarati /pratyasidatasca patumatutvadibhedam varnesvasanjayati / tannibandhands
codattadayo visesa na varnasvaripanibandhandh, varnanam pratyuccaranam
pratyabhijiiayamanatvat / evarica sati salambana udattadipratyayd bhavisyanti / itaradhd hi
varnanam pratyabhijiadayamananam nirbhedatvatsamyogavibhagakrta udattadivisesah
kalperan / samyogavibhdaganam capratyaksatvdcca tadasraya visesa varnesvadhya-vasitum
Sakyanta ityato niralambana evaita udattadipratyayah syuh /apica naivaitad
abhinivestavyamudadattadibhedena varnanam pratyabhijiayamananam bhedo bhavediti /
nahyanyasya bhedenanyasyabhidyamanasya bhedo bhavitumarhati / nahi vyaktibhedena
jatim bhinnam manyante / varnebhyascarthapratiteh sambhavatsphotakalpananarthika /

Here, [we] reply — insofar as it is decided that the object of phonemes is recognition, the object
of a phoneme is variegated cognition (recognition) which is caused by the multiplicity of a
phoneme’s manifestation due to their being produced through conjunction and disjunction, and
not caused by the self-nature of the phoneme itself.

Moreover, even for those who adhere to the doctrine of different individual phonemes, the result
of recognition being the universal of the phoneme would be a fallacious. And amongst them

" Footnote states “talvadidesaih  kosthasthavayusamyogavibhagabhyam  vicitrabhyam

vyangyatvadvarnesu vaicitryadhirityarthah”
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(those who adhere to the doctrine of different individual phonemes), that recognition of
difference is a subsequent qualification is to be understood. Instead of this, it is a simpler notion
to accept that cognition of difference being a subsequent qualification is the cause of the self-
nature of the phoneme, and is the cause of recognition. And this subsequent qualification alone is
the false cognition of a phoneme’s object as the cognition of difference, which is recognition.
For how could multiple people pronounce the syllable ‘ga’ at any one time? One would expect
there to be multiple pronunciations such as high, low, accented, non-accented, with nasal tone,
and without nasal tone. There is merit, then, in contending that the ascertainment of [those
various pronunciations] are engendered through sound and not by the letters themselves.

What is this so called ‘sound’? Sound is that which heard from a distance, [although entering the
range of hearing, does not produce insight of phonemes; [whereas] for proximate sounds the
difference of hard and soft accent cohere into phonemes. Distinctions such as accent, etc., that
are connected with sound, are not connected with the self-nature of the phonemes because there
is recognition in the pronunciation of phonemes [irrespective of accent].''> And the cognitions of
phonemes will be dependent on this being so (the phoneme being cognizable irrespective of
accent). Otherwise, [one would have to admit that] accent distinctions, etc., which are made
through conjunction and disjunction, would result from the continuity of phoneme-recognition.

[In saying that] it is not possible to ascertain distinctions that are dependent upon phonemes
[themselves] given the inaudibility'"® of conjunction and disjunction, it [naturally] follows that
the cognition of accent, etc., would be baseless. Moreover' %, to assent to this'"> [would mean
that] through the difference of accents, etc., there would be difference of phoneme-recognition.
As such,''® the idea that distinction of cognized letters would be because accent-distinction is
untenable since it is not reasonable that through the divisions of one thing there would be the
division of an entirely different thing that is in itself indivisible. For one does not think that
through individual differences the class-configuration is [itself] fragmented [also]. Given that the
cognition of meaning is engendered through phonemes, the notion of sphota is useless.

na kalpayamyaham sphotam pratyaksameva tvenamavagacchami, ekaikavarnagrahana-
hitasamskarayam buddhau jhatiti pratyava iibhasanaditi cet /

[The opponent argues] that because of the instantaneous presentation in the intellect, where
memory-traces are established through successive apprehension of each phoneme, I do not
[simply] imagine sphota, I understand it solely as direct perception.

2 Footnote states “pratyuccaranam varnah anuvartante dhvanirvyavartata iti bhedah” - phonemes

obey pronunciation whereas sound becomes distinct - that is the difference.

' apratyaksatvam is taken as asravanatvam — imperceptibility is taken as inaudible

e ‘moreover’ is glossed in a footnote as follows - “vatha
khandamundadiviruddhanekavyaktisvabhinnam gotvam tatha dhvanisu varna abhinna evetyarthah” -
“just as the quality of cow endures in individual cows that are hindered by deformities such as partial or
broken horns, in the same way phonemes endure amongst sounds — this is the meaning.”

'3 ‘that’ — udattadirdhvanistadbhedena hetuna varnanamapiti yojana

6 Footnote states “vatha khandamundadiviruddhavyaktisvabhinnam gotvam tatha dhvanisu varna
abhinna evetyarthah” - just as cowness persists in those individual cows hindered by a lack of horns or
handicap, in the same way, letters persist amongst sounds - this is the meaning.
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na / asya api buddhervarnavisayatvat / ekaikavarnagrahanottarakala hivameka buddhir-
gauriti samastavarnavisaya narthantaravisaya / kathametadavagamyate / yato 'syamapi
buddhau gakaradayo varnd anuvartante natu dakaradayah / yadi hyasya buddhergakara-
dibhyor thantaram sphoto visayah syattato dakaradaya iva gakaradayo 'pyasya buddher-
vyavarteran / natu tathasti / tasmadiyamekabuddhirvarnavisayaiva smrtih /

But this cannot be so given that the intellect is the object of phonemes also. The intellect
understands the word ‘cow’ at a time subsequent to apprehending each letter, [therefore, the
intellect] is the object of phoneme-units, not of something else. How so? [When understanding
the word ‘cow’ (gau in Sanskrit)], the phonemes ‘ga-au’ are expected, and not ‘da-au’. If [when
understanding the word ‘cow’], another meaning follows from the phonemes ‘ga-au’, then
sphota may be plausible - thus like the phonemes ‘da-au’, even the phonemes ‘ga-au’ would be
dispensable. But this is not so. Therefore, this single cognition, which is the object of phonemes,
is memory.

nanvanekatvadvarnanam naikabuddhivisayatopapadyata ityuktam, tatpratibriomah sam-
bhavatyanekasyapyekabuddhivisayatvam, panktirvanam sena dasa satam sahasram-
ityadidarsanat / ya tu gaurityeko "vam sabda iti buddhih, sa bahusveva varnesvekartha-
vacchedanibandhanaupacariki vanasenadibuddhivadeva /

Nevertheless, the opponent argues that multiple letters cannot engender a single discernible
object, but to this we argue that even from multiple [letters] it is clear that a single cognition is
produced, as is the case for a row [of multiple things], a forest [of multiple trees], an army [of
multiple soldiers], the number ten, one hundred, a thousand, and so forth. But, the cognition of
‘gau’ as one single word is not literally dependent on the distinction of a singular meaning
amongst many phonemes alone, like in the case of discerning a forest, an army, and so forth.

atrahayadi varnd eva samastyenaikabuddhivisayatamapadyamanah padam syustato jara
raja kapih pikah ityadisu padavisesapratipattirna sydt / ta eva hi varnd itaratra cetaratra ca
pratyavabhasanta iti /

Here [the opponents say that] if through their entirety, letters were indeed engendering the
object of singular cognition, then it would be impossible to discern particular
[heteropalendromic] words such as ‘jara (old), raja (king), kapih (monkey), pikah (cuckoo). For
these letters appear one way and the other.

atra vadamah - satyapi samastavarnapratyavamarse yatha kramanurodhinya eva pipilikah
panktibuddhimarohanti, evam kramanurodhana eva varnah padabuddhim aroksyanti / tatra
varnanamavisese 'pi kramavisesakrta padavisesapratipattirna virudhyate / vrddhavyavahare
ceme varnah kramadyanugrhita grhitarthavisesasam-bandhah santah svavyavaharo
'pyekaikavarnagrahananantaram samastapratyava-marsinyam buddhau tadrsa eva
pratyavabhdasamanastam tamarthamavyabhicarena pratydyayisyantiti varnavadino laghiyast
kalpana / sphotavadinastu drstahaniradrsta-kalpana ca / varnasceme kramena grhyamanah
sphotam vyarnjayanti sa sphotor'tham vyanaktiti gariyasi kalpana syat, athapi nama
pratyuccaranamanye 'nye varnah syuh, tathapi pratyabhijiialambanabhdavena
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varnasamanyanamavasyabhyupagantavyatvadyd varnesvarthapratipadanaprakriya racitd sa
samanyesu samcarayitavya / tatasca nityebhyah sabdebhyo devadivyaktinam prabhava
ityaviruddham // 28 //
To this, we reply that even while there is memory''” of letter units, the discernment of words
from letters arranged in series would arise much in the same way that ants that are arranged in
series engender the cognition of a row. Thus, it is indisputable that even for uniform phonemes,
those for which a specific sequence has been made, distinct words are produced.

The simplest notion of those who understand the word to be made up of phonemes is stated as
the following — phonemes in mature linguistic usage, which are understood through sequence
and which are related to a specific - agreed-upon - meaning, any of which are manifesting in the
mind where, after having grasped each individual phonemes, there is reflection on the
compounded form [of the phonemes], will without a doubt intimate this or that meaning.

But of those adhering to the doctrine of sphota — there is a diminution of the seen and the
augmentation of the unseen.''® To proclaim that phonemes that are understood through sequence
cause sphota to manifest, and that sphota engenders meaning, is an even more convoluted idea.
So much so that were a pronunciation to produce different phonemes [every time a phoneme was
pronounced], then due to the inevitable acquiescence to the generality of phonemes as the basis
for recognition, the process of producing meaning amongst phonemes which has been shown,
would have to be connected with the generality [of phonemes]. Therefore, the idea that the origin
of individual gods from eternal words is indisputable.

"7 a footnote glosses pratyavamarsa as smrti
8 Bootnote states “drstam varnanamarthabodhakatvam adrstah sphotah” - the ‘seen’ is taken as the
instruction of the meaning of phonemes, whereas the unseen is taken to be sphota.
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