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INTRODUCTION

1. No apology is needed for publishing a translation of a
work of an author of the calibre of Mandana Miéra in Indian
philosophy. A draft of this translation had been lying with
me for many years. I made it chiefly as an aid to my study of
the work. On the basis of my study, I published an article
entitled “ The Doctrize of Sphota” in the Journal of the
Ganganatha Jha Research Institute, Vol. V pp. 120—147. But
I always had an idea of publishing the translation some day.
When Dr. S. M. Katre suggested that he would like to include
it in the Deccan College Building Centenary and Silver Jubilee
Monographs, I agreed to revise it and get it ready for publi-
cation. Inthe meantime. Dr. M. Biardeau’s French translation
of it with a revision of the text by SarvashriN. R. Bhatt and
T. Ramanujam had appeared in 1958 as Nc. 13 of the “Publi-
cationsdel’ Institut Francais d’ Indologie, Pondicherry” After
reading it, I did not think that any change was called for in
my earlier translation of the work. Though, in the revised
text of the work published with the French translation, some
variant readings, mainly from the commentary Gopalika,
are given in the footnotes, the translation itself is based on
the text of the Madras University Sanskrit Series, No 6 (1931).
My {iranslation is also based on that text which is, therefore,
given here for the convenience of the reader. The author of
the Gopalikd knew many variant readings of the text at many
places, but he shows his preference for one of them and the
editor has usually adopted it. Parames$vara, the author of the
Gopalika, may have had manuscipit authority for the variant
readings which he mentions but does not seem to favour. I

suppose he had manuscript authority also for the readings
which he seems to have adopted.



2 Mandana Misra

A few notes have been added to my translation of all but
three of the karika—s and Mandana’s Vrtti on them. They are
partly explanatory and partly in the nature of references to
the works on which Mandana’s observations are based. The
Gopalika is a word for word explanation of the karikd-s and
the Vrtti on them. ParameS$vara has spared no pains to make
the meaning of Mandana Misra clear He has not aimed at
brevity in his explanations. In fact, some may find his
oommentary too elaborate. In some places, he gives alternative
explanations which also appear to be acceptable. Many of my
notes are based on the Gopalikd. In some places, I have
actually quoted it.

2. Tradition associates Mandana Mi$ra with Sankarica-
rya, of whom he may have been an elder contemporary. The
following works of his are known:

1. Brahmasiddhi
Vidhiviveka
Bhévanaviveka
Vibhramaviveka

U N

+ Mimamsanukramani
6. Sphotasiddhi.

In the Sphotasiddhi, with which we are concerned
Mandana Mi$ra establishes the existence of Sphota Th
Sphota doctrine is that of the Grammarians and tﬁe. chi ¢
exponent of it is Bhartrhari (5 th cent. A. D.?) .]]:.l;f
chief opponents of the Sphota doctrine were the Miméﬁ;sak ©
and their chief repcesentative in this matter was Kumér-zlls
Bhatta (VIthcent. A D. ?) who, in his Slokavérttii:a
(sphotavédda)has put forward his arguments against the acce ta
ance of sphota. Mandana Misra came after both and o
the Vakyapadiya and the Slokavarttika in his Sphotasidcgll}llc')tes
would be correct to say that Mandana Migra states, in hi LIt
words, the main arguments of Kuma ’ he ;Zﬁvin

ota

S rila against ¢
doctrine, supported by quotations from the Slokavarttika
h the exist-

wherever necessary. Similarly, in order to establis

fence ?f sphota, he presents the arguments of Bhartrharj again

in his own words, with, of course, quotations from th
e
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Vakyapadiya wherever necessaay. The essence of the
sphota doctrine is the idea that the word, mainly
in the form of the sentence and secondarily in the form of
the individual word and the phoneme, is an entity over
and above the sounds and not a mere collection of them
and that it is this entity which is the bearer of the meaning.
It is an indivisible entity which already exists in everybody.
The speaker manifests it when he utters the sounds by the
movements of the vocal organs. When the hearer hears these
sounds, this indivisible entity which is in him also is awakened
and he understands the meaning which the speaker wants to
convey and which is eternally associated with the word which
has been awakened. This entity over and above the soundsis
the sphota, primarily the sentence sphota, but secondarily
also the word sphota and the phoneme sphota. As against
this, the Mimarhsaka holds that there is no entity over and
above the phonemes(ap:ﬁ: ) The word, whether it be the
sentence or the individual word, is nothing more than a collec-
tion or group of phonemes and it is with this collection that
meaning is associated. When the group is brought to the
the mind of the hearer by the sounds uttered by the speaker,
he understands the meaning.

For the grammarian, this entity over and above the sounds,
eternally associated with meaning, has its roots deep in the
Self, not only of this life, but of the previous lives also. It is
the very essence of the Self. It is part of the personality which
we have inherited from our previous lives. Mandana Misra
does not go into this aspect of sphota in his Sphotasiddhi. I
shall, therefore, not deal with that aspect of sphota in this
introduction, especially as I am dealing with that topic in my
study of tne Vakyapadiya which will be published in due
course. In the Sphotasiddhi, Mandana deals mainly with
the question whether the word which conveys the meaning
is an entity over and above the sounds or the phonemes.
His answer is that it is and it is because he has tried to
establish its existence apart from the sounds that the work is
called the establishment of sphota, the Sphotasiddhi. For
Bhartrhari. the sphota has mainly the form of a sentence,
but he aceepted the word-sphota and the phoneme-sphota
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also. What Mandana’s attitude was on this point will be
discussed later. Suffice it to say for the present{that in the
Sphotasiddhi, Mandana tries to establish the padasphota as
against the Mimamsaka for whom the word was nothing
more than the phonemes themselves

3. The Mimarmsaka view is already stated in the Sabara-
bhasya as follows :

74 MR ¢ 7757 L THEREFREESHET 56
W |

“ What constitutes the word @} ; ? His Holiness Upavarsa
has declared that the phonemes 47 and R constitute it »
To the objection that the meaning cannot be understood from
the cognitions of these phonemes, which, being momentary,
cannot coexist, the answer given is-

“ qeeUTS MaEERRERAISTAY 9T SATF TR 2 2

“ There is no defect in the view because the last phoneme,
with the help of the impressions left by the previous opeg

)
conveys the meaning ”

This way of explaining the understanding of the
meaning was put forward to dispense with the necessity of
postulating an entity over and above the phonemes, That
there were persons who postulated the existence of such ap
entity in Sabara’s time or before him is quite clear because
that view is referred to as follows :

“ o SRR S RIS R IR sInEhY: w2

« Therefore, there does exist the word l:, apart from the
phonemes 7 etc, and from that, the understanding of e
meaning would take place. ”

But Sabara does not accept this and prefers to explain
the understanding of meaning from the phonemes thems

. s elve
assisted by the impressions of their cognitions, S

1. Mimarsi—dar$ana. I. p. 45 (Anandasrama edition)
2. Ibid. p. 46.
3. Ibid. p. 45.
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This all too brief a statement of Sabara has been elaborated
by subsequent writers, notably by Kumarila Bhatta in the
Slokavarttika and his arguments have been summarised in the
Sphotasiddhi. The Mimamsaka position may be briefly stated as
follows. Both the Mimamsakas and the Grammarians agree that
the sounds which the speaker utters and the hearer hears are
momentary and that their function is to manifest the real word
which conveys the meaning. Their disagreementis as to what
the real word is which the sounds manifest. The Mimamsakas
look upon the phonemes as eternal and all-pervasive. They are
manifested, that is, brought within the range of our cognition
by the sounds which the sp=aker utters. For Bhartrhari,
the momentary sounds manifest the sphota, primarily the
sentence sphota and secondarily, the word-sphota and the
phoneme—sphota also. The very fact that Bhartrhari looks
upon the phoneme as a sphota shows that he accords it
some kind of permanence, though it is not clear whether he
looked upon it as eternal and all—pervasive as the Mimamsaka
did. For the latter, the phonemes themelves, manifested by
the sounds, constitute the word. The name word is applied by
everybody to something which can be heard and it is the phone-
mes which are heard. It is undeniable that when somebody
utters the word a7} :, he manifests the phonemes T, a7} and fyaw
in succession and the hearer hears them and in his cognition,
these phonemes do figure. These cognitions have the form of
phonemes. The upholder of the sphota also accepts that the
cognitions in which the phonemes figure do take place in
succession, but he interprets them differently. The Mimamsaka
stresses the fact that we understand the meaning when we
hear the last phoneme, namely, the visarga and have the
impressions or the residua' traces of the previous phonemes
in our mind. There is nothing to be surprised at in the fact
that transitory events which take place in 2 sequence produce
one common effect. This is taking place all the time in other
spheres. The different moments of zn action like ¢ going ’ take
place in a sequence and yet produce the common effect of the
agent reaching the destination.t The different parts of a

4. TATIM AT R AT ZTIshesior gt faaan e wEf |

S. S. ka 5. p 14.
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Vedic ceremony are performed in a sequence and cease to
be as sooa as they are performed. But they jointly bring to the
performer the reward mentioned in the Vedas. Similarly,
phonemes uttered and heard in a sequence can have the
common effect of conveying a meaning.

The Mimamsakas were aware that the cognitions of the
phonemes were momentary, though the phonemes were eternal
according to them and that, unless these coexist somehow in
cognition, they cannot cooperate to produce the' common effect
of conveying the meaning. They, therefore, tried to interpret

Sabara’s

¢ RIS TAT 3 ST SR
in such a manner as to bring abqut this cot?xistence in
cognition. It is through the impressions orfresndu'a: tx;a;cii
left by the previous phonemes that a kind % CoPPISEErte o
the cognitions of all the phonemes is t houge ot c.auses e
has said that the cognition of the last pf one o o had heard
derstanding of the meaning in the cas.e of on 1
unders i honemes also immediately before and who
the MO prekuihp ir residual traces within him. One who
22?&2::??;2315;;;3 only understands no meani‘ng. Ordi-
narily, residual traces, when awakenec?, can only bring back to
the mind the previous experiences which caused them. The
traces left by the cognitions of n\and 37 should, therefOre'
only cause a remembrance of those two cognitions. But
Sabara credits them with the power of conveying the meaning
of the whole word q):, in collaboration with the cognition of
the visarga. The idea is that it is better to credit a well-
known entity with a new power than postulate an unknown
entity called sphaota.’

It needs to be explained further that the impressions or
residual traces do not directly convey the meaning. When
awakened, they cause a single cognition of all the phonemes.

5. TEAT, FIAFA HRITEHT GCREIT AT FHHT -
W, g7 [ FalaEdA ; 4 § CRETRERI I |

Sl S' Ké- 60 pl 17-
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This single cognition is, according to some, a complex one
partly perception and partly remembrance, perception as far
as the last phoneme is concerned and remembrance as far as
the previous phonemes are concerned.® It is this complex
cognition or all the three phonemes which figure in it at the
same time which convey the meaning. Others look upon this
cognition, not as a complex one, but as a simple’remembrance
in which all the three phonemes figure and which conveys the
meaning.” This simple cognition takes place immediately
after the cognition of the last phoneme, so that its own
residual trace can combine with those of the two previous
ones to produce it. Though all the phonemes flgure in the
final cognition, complex or simple, they do not do so in any
particular sequence. According to the Mimamsakas, the phone-
mes themselves are eternal and so can have no sequence. The
speaker utters ¢nd the hearer hears the manifesting sounds
in a sequence which is, therefore, an attribute of the act of
uttering or of hearing. It cannot figure in the final cognition
as an attribute of the phonemes.

This, of course, creates a difficulty, because it does not
explain why different meanings are understood from the words
@ and =, considering that in the final cognition, the same
phonemes would figure in both cases and their difference of
sequence whould not figure in it. It is in order to meet this
difficulty that the Mimarmsakas gave a final shape to their
view as follows:

The impression or residual trace which the cognition of
each phoneme leaves is different from the impression which,
when awakened, causes remembrance. It is more like the
‘““ aplrvas ” which are generated by the various subsidiary acts
of a Vedic ceremony and ultimately bring about the reward
of heaven to the performer. The impression which causes
remembrance causes something similar to what produced

6.9 T GO WROTAEETRTE T SEE e a-
MR TS 3 ) s, 8. ka7, p. 20

7. TG GOSN R ST RUE e
el SRRt QROFET: G | S. S. ka 7. pr 20
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it. But the impression left by the cognition of a phoneme
causes something different from its own cause, namely, the
understanding of meaning. Therefore, it is like the ¢ apurvas’
which are produced by the various subsidiary acts of a
religious ceremony, performed in a particular order by a
particular agent, but cause, in their turn, the attainment of
heaven which is very different from their cause. Similarly, it
is only when the phonemes are uttered and heard in special
circumstances, that is, by a particular speaker in a particular
sequence that they can convey the mening. The unity of the
word consists in the fact that the phonemes which figure
together in the final simple or complex cognition are looked
upon as one word because they jointly convey one meaning.
This explanation also agrees with the worldly view that the
meaning is understood from the word because the phonemes
constitute the word. The residual traces act as a kind of
function ( vyapara ) or mode of performance (itikartavyata )
of the phonemes. All agents depend upon a mode of perfor-
mance for bringing about the result but that does not take
away their agency.® In this way, argues the Mimérhsaka,
one can explain the understanding of meaning without bringing
in an entity called ‘sphota ’ in the middle.

4. This explanation of the understanding of meaning does
not satisfy Mandana Misra. He puts forward certain arguments
in criticism of it but it cannot be said that these arguments are
a statement in his own words of those which are found in the
Vakyapadiya. This work, with the Vrtti, is aware of the
Mimamsaka view that the phonemes themselves constitute the
word. ° But it criticizes it in a quite different manner. When

gasfy = Ul SSFORAIFaTRTRT JaRaRE IS g AT AR
& ARSI : FIH] FRFA T AT & | S, S, Ka.9,p.09
9. Ashy EAfem MRFY THAFEESAAATIT i,
TFIEFARIGE] quergguaREIEl Al e e 3fa geaea
ford 9 TEETIIER QU FHUEIT A NgO AR E] e

JIROIENAE Fa6 S ETdNEo: I~aeed qgsqd |
Vrtti 0N Vak, I. 92.
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Mandana Misra expounds the sphota doctrine, he uses more
or less the same arguments as those which are found in the
Vakyapadiya.

Against the Mimdmsaka view, it is first pointed out that
thereisno justification to credit the residual traces which, when
awakened, ordinarily cause ramembrance, with an unusual
power, that of conveying the meaning. When awakened, they
can only recall the experience which caused them and not
cause a different kind of experience. Nor is it clear why the
Mimamsaka maintains that the sounds must be uttered by the
same speakerin a particularsequence if they are to convey the
meaning. Even when uttered by a plurality of speakers and in
a different order, their residual traces would be the same, but
he maintains that it cannot be understood at all. The meaning
is supposed to be understood, not directly from the residual
traces, but from the phonemes which figure simultaneously in
the final cognition, simple or complex. These phonemes
would be the same, no matter in what order the manifesting
sounds were uttered. As the sequence does not figure in
the final cognition, there is nothing to distinguish & and
9. And yet, the meaning understood is not the"same. More-
over, what is there to prevent the understanding of the
meaning even when the speakers are many ? Nobody ascer-
tains the sameness of the speaker before understanding the
meaning. Provided there is similarity of voice and uninter-
rupted utterance, meaning should be understood even if the
speakers are many.1°

The other point of the Mimamsaka that the residual
traces left by the cognitions of the phonemes are not like
those which cause remembrance when awakened but are
rather like the ¢apurvas’ produced by the subsidiary acts of
a religious ceremony is also open t» criticism. There is no
justification for assuming that if the phonemes are uttered in
a certain order, they leave traces resembling apirvas, but if

10 @Ef f e@es FeE RS Ferenss
FEFAE, FET PFRETTAET FIqE @7 | 9 T FRqesEs T,
FUAAF IR AAR IR FEIRER | S, S. Ka. 15 p- 39
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cause remembrance. The phonemes are the same, no matter in
what order they are uttered. They cannot leave two different
kinds of residual traces. Lastly, the point that the unity of the
word consists in the fact of all the phonemes figuring together
in the final cognition and conveying one meaning is exposed
to the defect called arq=qrz7;. Unless the phonemes are
cogaised as a unity, a unit of meaning cannot be understood
and unless a unit of meaning is understood, the phonemes
cannot be grasped as a unit, a very unsatisfactory position.t

The doctrine of sphota seeks to remove. the above diffi-
culties and provide a better explanation of the understanding
of meaning. Practically all the arguments advanced by

Mandana Misra, including the analogies, have been taken from
Vak. I. with the Vrtti.

As an upholder of sphota, Mandana MisSra maintains that
it is something over and ad’ove the phonemes. It is not a
mere grouping of phonemes on the basis of their figurinyg in
the same cognition and conveying a single unit of meaning.,
The sounds uttered by the speaker do no more than manifest
this sphota which is within him and within the hearer. Once
manifested, it conveys the meaniog. Between the sphota,
that is, the word unit and the meaning, the relation is that of
expression and thing expressed (m;qmama) Between the
manifesting sounds and the sphota, the relation is AGAATF-
9. That it is an entity which is within us is emphasised by
Bhartrhari. All of us instinctively feel the existence of this
entity within us. It is manifested by the sounds and its unity
exists primarily in the sentence.!? Itis one of the important
points of the doctrine that it is directly perceived and not a
matter of inference only.

11 TR 7 TEEAFIIR |
TETAATE, AHAGAT: ||
7 e REREERRE St | SRty aash iR |
FEnEmAiAr e R RS, R ARy |
S S. Ka. 26, p. 66
12. AT ART g AR TR |
TETEAR 28 6T T & || Vak. a I 30.
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Each sound of a word uttered by the speaker reveals the
sphota, the whole of it, the first one vaguely, the second one
more clearly and so on, until the last one, helped by the impres-
sions left by the previous cognitions, reveals it in all its
clarity and distinctness. To explain this, Mandana gives the
analogy of the expert jeweller who examines the genuineness
of a precious stone. He continuously looks at it for some
time. A continuous cognition is taken to be a series of uninter-
rupted cognitions. In each one of them, the genuineness of
the stone is perceived. In other words, the object of all of them
is the same, but it is perceived progressively more clearly.
Each cognition leaves its residual trace and the last one, with
the help of the residual traces left by the previous ones:
grasps the genuineness of the stone quite clearly. The
difference between the first cognition and the last cognition is
that the latter has the help of the residual traces whereas the
first one has not. This shows that the residual traces play an
important part in the grasping of the genuineness of the
precious stone 3,

This illustration is taken [rom the Vakyapadiya though it
comes there in another context. There the context is the value
and importance of tradition as a means of acquiring know-
ledge about certain matters, The unreliability of reasoning
is particularly stressed. There isa limit to what one can
understand throueh reasoning. It is a matter of common
experience that the reasoning of even clever people is upset
by that of clev-rer ones. Ordinary mortals, however gifted,
are so liable to error. Ancient sages are in a different posi-
tion. Traditional knowledge is what has come down to us
through them. It isin this context that the special knowledge
of experts, the result of their long experience and practice
and not easily communicable to others is mentioned. Expert
jewellers (#yg#ey:) can tell the genuineness of precious
stones by continuously gazing at them. A continuous gaze
is a series of cognitions of the precious stone and in each

13. 991 TEEARM WEaue TR R AT -
TATANRARRT gE) AT S Yoy THRG o, T &gl
EFZAHIA ST, T ¥9 qaefy, Rrzenmear | s, S. Ka 18, pe 43,
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successive cognition, its genuineness shines more clearly than
in the previous one. The jeweller is not able to explain to
others why he considers it to be genuine, but he perceives its
genuineness. This knowledge of his is based on long practice
( 2 ). In that sense, it is nearer to tradition than to percep-
tion or inference. 4

Mandana Misra brings in another illustration of the pro-
cess by a direct quotation from the Vakyapadiya.® 1In it
the understanding of the meaning is compared to the process
of learning a Vedic passage or a verse by heart, by reading or
reciting it repeatedly. Each later recitation leaves a clearer
impression of the passage or the verse than the one left by the
previous recitation. The last recitation helped by these
impressions fixes the verse fully and clearly in the memory,

The sphota is a unity which already exists in the mind of
the speaker and he utters the sounds in order to manifest it.
His efforts to utter sounds differ according to the sphota
which he wants to manifest and the sounds differ according
to the efforts even though the movements of the vocal organs
may be the same. The effort to manifest 3y is different from
the eflort to manifest ¢ and so the 7 in 7 is different from
the g in &. Therefore, the sphotas manifested by them
could be different and hence the meanings conveyed by them
would be different too.

In this process of manifesting the sphota, no new kind of
residual trace is postulated. It is the usual kind which, when
awakened, causes the remembrance of the cognition which

14. QEEM@EITARERE TR |
qifrEg T afget agaEE |
q & sWahled: QxAARSHERATE, FOREA SR
FAFFAARH, T4 ATEITS a1+ |
Vak. I. 35 with the Vriti.
15. IAAE: BE T SEEEE=s | .
ATIRAT 4 § @ T ST e ||
Viak. L 82 quoted in S. S. Ka 18, p. 43.
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originally caused it. The weak point of the Mimamsaka
explanation was that it either postulated a new power for the
ordinary kind of residual trace, or postulated a new kind of
residual trace in order to explain the fact that, though caused
by the cognition of the sound, it does not stop at causing a
remembrance of it but causes the understanding of the meaning
also. In the Sphota doctrine, each sound manifests the whole
sphota though vaguely, and the residual trace has the whole
sphota as its object. When awakened, it causes the remem-
brance of the whole sphota, the cognition of which becomes
very clear at the time of the last sound because of the
co-operation of the previous residual traces, all of which have
the same indivisible sphota as the object. The early vague
cognitions of the sphota, their residual traces and the cogni-
tion of the [final sound have the same object, namely, the
sphota. This is certainly a more satisfactory position.

Another point in the doctaine is that even though each
sound causes the cognition of the whole sphota which is thus
its object, it has the form of the sound with ali its properties
such as accent, duration, timbre and so on. Wherever a cogni-
tion has one thing as its object and the form of another, it is
an error. When we mistake a rope for a snake in the dark,
the rope is the object of our error, but the error has the form
of a snake. The rope is the object, because, after all, it is
the rope which is in contact with the senses and not the
snake. Similarly, the sphota is the object of the cognition of
each sound, but it appears as the sound. In other words,
when we finally get a clear cognition of the sphota, it is
through a series of errors that we come to it. Mandana
Misra gives here an analogy taken from the Vakyapadiya.
From a distance one mistakes a tree for an elephant. Later
careful cbservation reveals the truth. We have come to the
truth through an error. The sense is in contact with the tree
and not with the elephant. The error has the tree as the
object and the form of the elephant. When, in the final
correct cognition, the object and the form are the same, the
previous error has played a "part in it. It iserror with has
led to the truth. Similarly, it is through a series of errors,



14 Mangdana Misra

consisting in cognising the sphota in the form of the sounds
that we finally grasp it in the form of the sphota itself.!¢

This error has some features which have to be keptin mind.
Not only does the sphota appear as the sounds or phonemes,
but the latter appear as parts of the indivisible sphota. How it
happens may be stated briefly as follows-The effort to utter the
phoneme q\by itself is different from the effort to utter T in the
word f?[ and both are different from the effort to utter in
the sentence Y. As the efforts are different, the resulting
sounds are also different. But they are looked upon, wrongly
of course, as the same. They are wrongly identified because
of the resemblance in the contacts and separations of the
vocal organs, necessary for producing these sounds. Being
wrongly identified, their powers are confused. The sounds
meant to manifest the sphotas of the phonemes, words or
sentences, differ from one another in their causes and effects.
Their causes are different because they are the result of
different intentions and efforts. Their effects are different
because they manifest different sphotas. As their effects are
different, they are themselves different from one another,
but they are wrongly identified. Their difference is not
perceived. This failure to perceive the difference has two
analogies, according to the Vrtti on Vak. I. 88. The shape of
a cow is fit to manifest the universal called Mty and that of
gayal is fit to reveal the universal called I g@, but this
difference is not perceived and so one sees resemblance bet-
ween the two. Similarly, the moments of the action of
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turning are different from those of the action of pouring out.
The former are the substrata of th: universal called turning
and the latter of the universal called pouring out; but this
difference is not perceived and so one sees resemblance bet-
ween the two series of moments. In the same way, one sees
resemblance between the sounds which are really different
from one another, both in their causes and effects. So one
confuses them and mixes them up. The confusion takes the
following form : because one sees resemblance between the
sound 3 meant to manifest the word a: and the one meant to
manifest the phoneme 7 one thinks that the phoneme T
is also manifested when the word T is manifested. One
looks upon the phoneme 7 as a part of the word ;. Similarly,
because one sees resemblance between the sounds meant
to manifest the word r?( and those meant to manifest the
sentence MY, one thinks that the word @ is a part of, a
division within the sentence wrasg. One looks upon the
sounds meant to manifest the sentence as manifesting the word
and phoaneme also as its parts and that the sentence is nothing
more than a collection of these parts. Because of this
confusion, one thinks that sentences, words and phonemes
have parts, whereas they have none."”

Not only do the many appear to be parts of the partless
sphota, but the latter appears to have the properties of the
former. It is the manifesting sounds which can be short or
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long, but the sphota appears to be so. The sphota is One,
without any inner distinction, but it appears to be many in
the form of the manifesting sounds. The face is one, but its
reflection appears to be different in such different reflectors
as a precious stone, the blade of a sword, or a mirror, In all
reflections, we recognise the face to be the same.’® The
Vakyapadiya also gives the analogy of the reflection but in a
different manner, Several views were current about the
nature of a reflection : ( 1) In the presence of the original, a
luminous object like water is affected and seems to reflect the
original, but it is only a change in the water. There is no re-
flection apart from the water. (2) The reflection exists in the
water apart from it and has the original as its material cause.
(3) The rays of the eye, turned back by luminous surfaces
like those of water, mirror etc. see the original and that
seeing is the reflecfion, According to the first view (ar—urw ),

the reflection appearsto be in the water and to have its

movements, but it is only the water which one sees in that

condition. In the second and the third views (sTg=my),

the reflection is something different from the water. There is
no contact between the wind and the reflection and so there
cannot be any movement in the reflection itself. Because
the reflection is in contact with water and the latter with
the wind, the movement in the water appears to exist in the
reflection. According to all the three views, the reflection
by itself is without any movement, but appears to have it
because of the water. Similarly, the sphota appears to be
short, long or prolated because the primary sounds which
manifest it (the prakrtadhvanis, which will be explained
later ) are short, long or prolated or it appears to be of
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quick, medium or slow speed, because the secondary sounds
are such ( vaikrtadhvanis ).

In other spheres also sometimes the cognition of the
one appears to be mixed up with that of the many and
to have their properties, but with all that, the cognition
remains that of the one. When we perceive the universal of
an object, we perceive the particular and its properties also,
but the cognition is that of the one universal. Similarly,
when the cognition of the whole takes place, we are also
conscious of the parts which make up the whole, but with
all that, itis the cognition of the whole, Our cognition
of a picture, though mixed up with that of the colours
belonging to the different parts of it, is still a cognition of the
picture as a whole. The picture is something over and above
the different parts having colour. Otherwise it would have no
colour itself and would be invisible, A substance (dravya)
would be visible only if it had colour. Even those who be-
lieve that substances like Dik ( space ) and Kala ( Time ) are
visible even though they have no colour, insist that a
substance which is a product and is a whole can become
visible only if it has colour. Lastly, when we see a piece of
cloth, we may see the threads also but the cognition is that of
the cloth which is quite distinct from the threads.?
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Bhartrhari also brings in the analogy of a picture in a
slightly different but related context. The context is that of
unity and differentiation. The painter goes through three
stages when he paints a picture : (1} he sees the object in a
differentiated state, that is, he sees its parts separately, (2 )
he has a vision of the whole picture as he wants to paint it,
(3) he paints it part by part. Similarly, the individual, as
the hearer, perceives the word differentiated into phonemes
and in him these merge into a unity. As a speaker he utters
it in a differentiated state. Thus the word goes through
three stages.”

The perception of the many invariably before the percep-
tion of the one indivisible word is an error, but it differs from
other errors. This error ultimately leads to the perception of
the truth and so it becomes the path leading to it. Its occur.
rence is universal, its sequence is fixed and its form is also
fixed. This is not the case with other errors. One man may
mistake a rope for a snake while another may mistake it for
a little stream. Thus the form of the error may differ from
person to person. Nor is there any fixity in the order of the
errors. Sometimes one mistakes a rope for a snake at first
and later for a little stream of water. At other times, it may
take place in the opposite order. In the case of the sphotg
appearing as the sounds, the error takes place inevitably -it
is a universal error. The individual sphota fﬁ; appears, a
T, aﬁ and gy for everybody and it appears in the Samz
order for everybody.

Why there is this peculiarity in the error is explainegd in
ka. 21 of the Sphotasiddhi. Mandana quotes no less than
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five Karikas of the Vikyapadiya, bringing in some interesting
analogies in order to explain the peculiar features of the
manifestation of the sphota by the sounds, as pointed out
above, It was shown before that the cognition of the unreal
sounds or phonemes as parts of the sphota is a means to the
comprehension of the latter which alone isreal. The analogy
of mistaking a tree from a distance for an elephant as a step
towards its correct cognition has already been mentioned.
Mandana, following Bhartrhari, gives another analogy based
on VaiSesika ideas. The cognition of the lower and irrelevant
numbers is a means to the cognition of the higher and relevant
number, even though they are different in many respects. The
VaisSesikas believe that from duality onwards to the highest
number all numbers are produced by yuumgfy:, that is, the
notion that relates to many unities before the next number is
cognised, When two things are brought before us, we cognise
each one separately as ¢ this is one and that is one’. Thisis
a¥nafz: Then arises the notion of two. This is true of all
subsequent numbers. Thus the previous numbers become
the means for the production and cognition of the higher
numbers, though only one of them is relevant on a particular
occasion.?2 Nor is there anything surprising in the fact that
there is a fixity in the sequence in which the cognition of
the sphota takes place, namely, first the cognition of the
sounds or phonemes as parts of the sphota takes place and
then the comprehension of the sphota itself. This fixity in
the order of cognition is comparable to the fixity in the order
of production of the effect in the phenomenal world, as when
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milk turns into curds or the seed becomes the sprout.? The
two processes involve many intermediary stages all of which
take place in a fixed order.

The cardinal fact about the manifestation of the sphota
is that, before it takes place, one cognises certain verbal
elements which are unreal and appear to be parts of the
sphota. We ordinary mortals have no other way of com-
prehending it. We can do so only through the sounds which
have differentiation and sequence and have not the same reality
as the sphota. We who can learn it only through the teach-
ing of others suffer from a certain incapacity to perceive the
sphota directly.?* We can do so only through the differenti-
ated verbal elements. That is why all of us are subject to
the same error. As this error is a means to the ultimate
correct cognition, it must necessarily precede it. The parti-
cular order in which the errors follow one another is a means
to the final correct cognition of the sphota. Therefore, there
is a fixity in the order of the error too. Itis only when the
one individual sphota assumes unreal differentiation that it
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comes within the range of worldly usage. In this respect, it
is very much like consciousness itself. Consciousness is
really one and formless, but it becomes differentiated when
it illuminates the different objects of the world. It
seems to take on the form of the different objects which it
reveals. It is only when it does so that it enters into worldly
usage. Similarly, as long as the word is only within us, one
and undifferentiated, it cannot enter into verbal usage. Itis
only when it becomes differentiated that it can enter into
verbal usage. Even though it is the unified word which is
eternally associated with the meaning, it has to be manifested
by the differentiated sounds before it can convey it. Thus
consciousness and the word have to go through an unreal
differentiation before they can play their part in the world.
In fact, mind and the word are only two aspects which

the Word-Principle (areggw ) within us assumes when it
evolves.”

While all this is true of us ordinaly mortals, the great
sages are credited with the power of cognising the indivisible
sphota directly, without going through the process of errors.
Not only do they cognise it themselves, but they also impart
it to others,*® as stated in Yaska’s Nirukta, I. 20.

5. All that the Sphotasiddhi says about the sounds
(dhvanis) is that they manifest the sphota and that they differ
according to the intention and the effort of the speaker even
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though the movements of the vocal organs which produce them
may be the same. Without going into all the details mentioned
by Bhartrhari,?” it may not be out of place to give here one
or two of them briefly. In order to manifest the sphota, do
the sounds bring about in the sense of hearing or in the word
itself a fitness (g&FR) which they did not have before? How the
sounds actually become the cause of manifestation of the word
was one of the topics discussed in Bhartrhari’s time among
those who believed in the theory of manifestation. There were
three views on the suject : (1) the sounds bring about in the
sense of hearing a fitness wnich was not there before (2 ) they
produce a fitness in the word (sphota) itself, (3) they bring
about a fitness in both.?® It is the word gfz3r which is used in this
context and the Vrtti elaborates the idea by bringing in the
words a}q,mjz and =qur. The process of the perfection of the sense
isnot peculiarto the perception of the word. In the perception of
other objects of the world also, sometimes the sense has to be
made fit to do its work. The application of ointment to the eye
enables one to see better. Even more important is attention
and concentration without which one may not see at all. Atten-
tion makes a difference to the sense of vision, but none to the
object itself. An example of the object being previously made
fit to be perceived is the smell of the earth. It is only when the
heated earth is sprinkled with water that its smell is perceived,
The sprinkling gives the object a certain fitness, Similarly
exposure of medicated oil to the sun brings d&r to  it, Its:
smell now becomes fit to be perceived. In these cases, the
sense is not affected.?® The act of seeing an object was lookeq
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upon by some as an example of the perfection of both the
sense and thie object. They held the view that the sense of
vision consists of rays of light and that it reaches out to the
object at the time of visual perception (:m‘qu{). While going
out it gets mixed up with the all-pervading atoms of light
outside. This is a kind of perfection of the sense of vision.
At that moment, the object is also illuminated, that is, made
fit to be perceived by the external light. Thus, perfection
comes both to the sense and the object. Bhartrhari seems to
go by this analogy and have a preference for the view that
both the sense (4= ) and the object ( =g ) are perfected by
the manifesting sounds. They make the ear fit to perceive
the word and the word itself fit to be perceived. *

Coming to the process of manifestation itself, Bhartrhari
likened it to the process by which actions or movements are
manifested and cognised.®* The sphota to be manifested may
be a phoneme, a word or a sentence, though in describing the
the process Bhartrhari had especially the sentence-sphota
in mind. The speaker wants to manifest, thatis, to convey
to the hearer the sphota which is within him and, for that
purpose, he has to produce sounds by means of the vocal
organs. His efforts to produce the sounds depend upon the
sphota which he wants to manifest. Only particular sounds,
uttered in a fixed order, can manifest a given sphot a, whetherit
be that of a phoneme, a weord or a sentence.®® Efforts differ
with our desires to manifest particular sphotas and sounds
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differ according to the difference in the efforts. The sounds
have temporal distinctions, because they can be short,
long or prolated. Following Vyadi, the author of the
Sangraha which is quoted in the Vrtti on Vak. I 76,
Bhartrhari makes an inner distinction within the manifest-
ing sounds. I refer to the distinction between primary
sounds (prakrtadhvani) and secondary sounds ( vaikrta-
dhvani )3, The sounds are, after all, uttered in order
to manifest the sphota which is, therefore, their root-cause
( prakrti ). Hence, in their first moment, that is, at the time
of the manifestation ot the sphota, they are called prakrtadh-
vanis. They are so called because, without them, the form
of the sphota would remain unmanifested, and, therefore,
unperceived. Assoon as we hear the primary sounds, we
perceive the sphota. But its perception does not disappear
atonce. It lasts a little while more in quick speech, a little
longer in speech of medium speed and longer still in slow
speech. But the continuity of perception of the already
manifested sphota cannot be explained unless the manifesting
sounds also continue in the succeeding moments. These
sounds of the succeeding moments having the same duration
as the sounds of the first moments are called secondary
sounds ( vaikrtadhvanis). They continue to manifest the
sphota, already manifested by the primary sounds. To put it
differently, the sphota continues to be perceived again ang
again aslong as the secondary sounds last. Those are ealleq
secondary sounds by which the form of the sphota, already
manifested, is perceived again and again uninierruptedly fo,
a longer period of time.** As soon as the lamp is lit, one
perceives the object and, if the light continues, one continues
to perceive the object. The sphota is perceived as identical
with the manifesting primary sounds ( though quite different
from them ) and as having their properties. The secondary
sounds, on the other hand, come after the sphota is manifesteq
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and so their difference from the latter is clearly perceived
and their properties are not wrongly attributed to the
sphota.®® The primary sounds are produced by the contacts
and separations of the vocal organs, themselves conditioned
by the desires and efforts of the speaker. The secondary sounds
on the other hand, are produced by the primary ones.?® They
are a continuation of the primary sounds, after the manifest—
ation of the sphota and are responsible for the continued
perception of the sphota. To say that the utterance is slow
means that the sphota continues to be perceived a little longer
before the next sphota is perceived. The sphota cannot be
perceived apart from the primary sounds which manifest it,
though it is a distinct entity. Therefore the properties of the
primary sounds such as duration and accent are wrongly
attributed to the sphota. The perception of the primary
sounds, with their particular duration, is not a process exter-
nal to the perception of the sphota, because it is a means to
the latter and because the latter is perceived as one with the
former. The secondary sounds only cause difference in the
speed of utterance. All the other distinctions attributed to
the sphota really belong to the primary sounds, They are
the sounds of the first moment of utterance. The sounds
which follw are like echoes or reverberations( oTgLu=EdT: ) of

those of the first moment. They are the vaikrtadhvanis. They
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are the cause of the repeated cognition of the sphota or speed
of utterance, another way of saying the same thing. They
are external to the sphota.”

Such is the nature of the sounds which manifest the
sphota, that is, bring it within the range of cognition. We saw
that the sphota isat first cognised erroneouly in the form of
sounds and correctly cognised only in the end. In other words,
theinitialerror issetaside, as often happensin the case of other
errors. Ordinarily, an error is set aside in a negative way. It
the rope was mistaken for a snake, the error is set aside when
we say : ‘no, this is not a snake.’ This is the negative way of
setting aside an error. But it canalso take a positive form,® as
in the case of the erroneous cognition of the sphota as sounds.
We do not say in the end : ‘ This is not q, aﬁ,or 1. We say;
“here is the word a: *

Thus, after a series of erroneous cognitions having the form
of sounds, accompanied by a vague but progressively clear
cognition of the sphota, there is, finally, a clear cognition of
it,3 This clear cognition is a case of perception. The previous
cognitions also had the sphota as their object, but the cogni-
tion of it was vague and that is why they had the form of the
sounds. When the comprehension of the sphota itself is
vague, it is natural that the cognition should have the form of
the sounds. The latter is a natural corollory of the former.
But when the final cognition reveals the sphota in all its
clarity and distinctness, it has no longer the form of the
sounds. The error has given place to truth. Such a cog-
nition can only be perception. The object and the form of the
cognition are now identical. Another proof that the cognition
of the sphota is a case of perception is that it is only percep-
tion which can reveal an object, at first vaguely and later

37. TEFAERRRARR: TRAESTOTEN T TR Em=
g gaedaael O Teang atan | e aq )

Heladraja on Vak. Cs III Kala verse 64,

38, BT & OOURTY:, 3 WA, @9, ST a1 w5

R giaed, T ar | Gopalika, p. 165.

39, 1M G, FARFNRANIRNRE S AT TG TFR-

TITT T TR | S. S. Ka 22. p. 58.



Introdution 27

clearly. The other means of knowledge like inference
either reveal the object or do not revealit at all. Itis per-
ceptual knowledge which can be {§%@s or giyFmgs and not

the other kinds of valid knowledge.®®

6. It is clear from what has been said so far that when
Mandana Mi$ra speaks about sphota, it is padasphota which he
hasin mind. One cannot help asking the question: Whatis Man-
dana Misra’s attitude towards Vakyasphota which is the main
sphota for Bhartrhari ? There is not enough evidence in the
Sphotasiddhi to enable one to state his attitude without any
ambiguity, but one or two points have to be kept in mind.
The Vakyasphota is mentioned in the Sphotasidhdi. While
criticising Kumarila for denying that the sounds manifest
the sphota which exists in the word or the sentence he says
that the sphota is not something which exists in the word or the
sentence as different from them, because the word and the
senience themselves are the sphota.® It is possible to argue
that Mandana Mi$ra is only stating the view ef the gram-
marians and not his own, but there is no indication of it. This
must be taken togther with the fact that in order to support
his arguments in favour of padasphota, he quotes Vak. 1,89 and
90 where Bhartrhari describes the process of the manifesta-
tion of the sentence-sphota and gives the analogy of our
mistaking at first objectsat a distance or in the dark and later
cognising them correctly. The impression which one gets
while reading tbis portion of the Sphotasiddhi is that Mandana
Miséra considered that the arguments establishing the exis-
tence of the Viakyasphota were of the same kind as those
o0a which the existence of the padasphota is based. Perhaps
there is a hint that by means of parallel arguments one
can establish Vakyasphota also in Ka. 36. of the Sphota-
siddhi where Mandana Misra tell us—

40, YERIIEEIIT S ISAE TG |
IR AEALET A9 T 7 ) S. S. k. 23 pe 59
4. T [ERENIET g9 a1 T A Re,
T 0T fE w6 S. S. ka. 27, p+ 69
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“Thus the truth concerning the word, free from all
differentiation has been shown on the basis of reason and
tradition. Let them understand the other higher unity also,
free from all differentiation.”

What is the other higher unity referred to in this verse ?
Parames$vara, the author of the Gopélik3, has no doubt at all
in the matter. He says (@Y graehi@d: | If the
commentator is giving us the traditional way of understand-
ing this verse—I have no reason to think that he is not—
it means that Mandana accepted the higher unity, the Vaky-
asphota also. But could he have done so and accept 27fi3-
feqragame also at the same time ? The view of the grammar-
ians is that if the word is the Vakyasphota and its meaning
¢ pratibha’ both indivisible entities, there is no room either
for abhihitdnvayavada or anvitabhidhanavada.

Another question which arises is: did Mandana Misra,
who quotes the karikas of the Viakyapadiya, know the Vrtti
on those Karikas which has come down to us and which a
very long tradition attributes to Bhartrhari himself ? There
are several indications in the Sphotasiddhi which make one
think that Mandana Misra knew the Vrtti also. They may
be stated as follows--

(i) Itisstated in K&a. 18 and the commentary thereon
that the sounds which the speaker utters differ from one ano-
ther according to difference in intention and the consequent
difference in the effort to manifest different sphotas even
though the movements of the vocal organsmay be the same.
That the sounds differ from one another is mentioned in Vak.
1. 88. That the difference is due to difference in intention
and the consequent difference in the efforts of the speaker
is not mentioned in the Karikd portion of the Vakyapadiya,
but in the Vrtti portion. It is mentioned on as many as three
occasions.** It is reasonable to suppose that Mandana has

42, (a ) IR TEAETGEET G4 R,

FHIZ, G TR gt | . Vriti on Vak 182
(b)) TR i &R wT adRad e -
foefag | . Vrtti o Vak I 88.

(e) ar & i WW: LB IEENGH AT <
etce Vrtti ou Vék' 1. 90.
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taken the idea from the Vrtti and has incorporated it tn his
K3 .18 and his commentary thereon.

(ii) As stated before, according to the sphota doctrine
we ordinary mortals suffer from an incapacity to grasp the
sphota in any other way than through sounds which have
differentiation and sequence. We can learn only through the
teaching of others. It is those who depend upon others for
cognising the sphota (quﬁmaf{m ) that suffer from this
incapacity. This idea is not mentioned in any Karika of the
Vakyapadiya, but it is found in the Vrtti on Vak. I. 85. Itis
reasonable to think that Mandana is only repeating in his
Ka. 21 and his commentary thereon what the Vrtti on the
Vakyapadiyasays. Both there and in Mandana’s commentary,
on his own Ka. 2I, a distinction is made between us
ordinary mortals and the Rsis. I will go further and say that
Mandana Misra’s

“ IRERAETIRG T EREaaa SR O
fFrgafaratesy = T SRR gTEaHER 9 aRER |
S. S. Ka. 21, p. 53.

reads like an explantion and is certainly an echo of

“ TR g ERIGIASIIRITRAR diagdea aiqaedited 9 7
Vritti on Vak. I. 85

(iii) Again, I have no doubt that the two analogies
given by Mandana, that of mistaking a tree for an elephant
from a distance and that of mistaking a rope in a dark
room for a snake are taken from the Vrtti on Vak. I. 89. That
karika mentions only such an error in general but does not
specify it. It is the Vrtti which gives the concrete examples
and they are reproduced in the commentary on Ka. 19 of
the Sphotasiddhi. If there was an actual quotation from
the prose portion of the Vrtti in the Sphotasiddhi, there
would have been no room for doubting whether Mandana
Misra knew the Vrtti or not. Short of an actual quota-
tion, so many passages of Mandana Miéra’s commentary on his
own karikas read like echoes of the Vrtti on the Vakyapadiya.
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The parallel passages from both the texts quoted in notes
16, 17, 22, 23, 24, 26 give an idea of the actual position.
To say that there are echoes of the Vrtti in the Sphotasiddi
in not to deny that there is any qnotation. There is a verse-
quotation, It is well-known that the Vrtti, though written
in prose, abounds in verses, mostly anonymous quotations from
previous works. One of these quotaions is reproduced in
the Sphotasiddhi, next to the very Karika in the Vrtti of
which the quotation occurs. For me, this is a strong indica-
tion that Mandana Misra took this verse {fron the Vrtti on
this Karika and not from the source from which the author
of the Vrttt himself took it. The quoted verse is the
following--

9 T 41 I SgERRsAQE |
TR T FEgaisfrEhaa ||
S S. p. 54

This is the verse which tellsus that consciousness and the
the word have this point in common namely, that till they
are differentiated, they cannot enter into usage, cannot play
any part in wordly transactions.

A correct estimate of the position of the Sphota-doctrine
in the philosophy of Mandana presupposes a study of all his
other works. The foregoing brief account of the way in
which he establishes the sphota is only meantas a help in
understanding the Sphotasiddhi itself,

Iam thankful to Dr. S. M. Katre for including this
translation in the Deccan College Building Centenary and
Silver Jubilee Monographs. As in the case of my edition of
the Vakyapadiyam, Dr. M. M. Patkar has been very helpful
by maintaining contact with the press and by seeing that
delay does not take place in the receipt of proofs. My
acknowledgments are also due to the authorities of the Madras
University, the text of whose edition of the Sphotasiddhi
I have used for this translation.

Poona; K. A.Subramania Iyer
28 September 1966.
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The Establishment of Sphota

( Sphotasiddhi )
of

Mandana Misra

aﬁm%mn! A AFAFA FOCA |
AATIEATOT AEH JATTEATR F7: 1| L 1|

1. “Homage to the Atma who can be seen only by one
who has conquered himself through spiritual discipline!, who
removes the illness of men, who is the unchanging Being that
brings about union with Himself? and who is incomprehensible
(anu) in his real state.

[1. Yogadantaikadr$yatma is a compound word which can be
and is actually split up in several ways in the Gopalika, yielding several
meanings. It is difficult to say which one Mandana had in mind. The
translation is based on the following analysis : Yogena Yogabhyasena

dantasya ekasyaiva drsyah drastavye atmd yo bhavati.

2. The word tattvavasthdnu occurs twice. In one occurrence,
it may be reasonably analysed as tattvdvasthdydm anu. In the other
occurrence, it may be analysed as tattva + avasthanu or tattvdva +

sthanu. G. has adopted the latter analysis, because awvasthdnu is quite
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unknown. Tattvdva is also obscure. G. takes it as tattva + ava. Tattve
is, of course, well-known and can stand for many things. Ava from
the root ‘av’ can also mean many things on the basis of the sixteen
meanings of the root which G. enumerates. What Mandana had in mind
is anybody's guess. The translation gives one of the possible meanings,

based on the analysis : tattvam iSvaratvam avati karoti iti tattvc’wah-]

gEZTIHTaidE FOX T3 |
FAWTH AT g Az IR

2. In support of the doctrine of the upholders of the word
which has been challenged by certain uncharitable critics,! a
few arguments are being put forward according to tradition
and my understanding.?

[1. G. refers to S1. V4, ( Spho.) 119, as the place where the
challenge has been made.
2. The view that has been challenged is that the word is some-

thing over and above the phonemes. The establishment of that view

is the purpose of this work. ]

% gaRe ug T 2 = | | gARe FEAISEE: ¢ & o 2
AR 1 AU g
AatgaEraEaffe weg TR 23 |
T ¢ JMERAE ! Tl |

What is meant by ¢ word’ ? Speech. What is intended
to be conveyed here by Speech ? Does it mean the phonemes ?
No! is the reply. But rather—

3 ( ab). That which causes the birth of the knowledge
of an object has been declared to be speech { Sabda ).

As has been said : “ That by the utterance of which etc.”

[G- explains Kim punar idam ete. in two ways : as spoken by
the opponent of the word and as spoken by the upholder of the word, ]
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AT gERAISH AT R R e -
T, AT JREAT T q SATiEEeT | Ay arwR:
TEREAEAGTES gU 4IRSt § mex: g feRm,
g qN=ad; O N EAT IEEISTEAIRE | 9 TE UG ;
PESTION R TEddaes ; o 9 AnEatETmEgmie
TEEEIT: | T AIEGT TESA0 APAd | A0 OF =&
TR ST AT R g g T SFAET 07 =T,
TR Edeg qElATenT i dRaET F 3 2 TRl
agTRIRsRY, SFaRERRET

( Objection ) If that is so, a thing like smoke which
shows its special capacity to cause the cognition of fire of
which smoke is the sign, would enjoy the state of being speech
($abda ) while individual phonemes which do not have this
property would not be called Sabda. Any expressive thing,
even though cognisable through the sense of hearing, would
not be called a word before the moment when one understands
its relation to its meaning! and would be so called after one
knows it. Thus an utterance like ¢ cow ’ would be a word and
also would not be a word. This is not right.? The relation
between word and meaning is learnt from the world and in
the world, the expression ‘word’ is applied to anything which
can be just perceived by the sense of hearing. Therefore, the
fact of being audible should be taken as the legitimate mark
of a word ($abda). It is the phonemes which conform to this
definition and even though they may not cause the under-
standing of meaning,® they must be looked upon as the word
(TX) on the basis of acceptance in the world. Anything
which is different from them, even though it may have
existence and expressive power, does not deserve to be called
by the name ‘word’ because there is no such usage in the world.?

[1.  SangatisathvedanasamayataSca puralt. In, one of the
alternative meanings given by G. sanigati would mean the eternal
relation between word and meaning according to those who accept it

and saimaya would mean convention.
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2. Na cedam catura$ram. Here idam stands for three things :
(1) that smoke should not be called word even though it causes
the cognition of fire, (2) that phonemes should not be called
words even though they are audible, (3) that the same thing

should be a word and yet not a word,

3. Abhidheyadhihetubhdvam anupayanto’pi. This statement is
only for the sake of argument, because, the Mimamsaka, who is the
objector here, actually believes that it is the phonemes which convey

the meaning.

4. Tadatiricyamana$ariram tvarthavastu samupetasattvabhidhd-
trbhavamapi na $abdah. It is the Mimarhsaka who is speaking here
According to him, it is the phonemes which constitute the word,
because they are audible and they convey the meaning. Even if it
is admitted, for the sake of argument, that there is something beyond
the phonemes, preceding or following them, which conveys the
meaning, it cannot be called the word, because worldly usage does
not accept it. The other things which can be thought of as existent,
besides the phonemes, in the case of a word like gauh are
(1) parts of phonemes ( 2 ) gatva ete, (3) goSabdatva, (4)
the collection of phonemes, (5) sphota, Many of these things are
not accepted by the Mimarhsaka. See $1. Va. ( Spho. ). 9-]

Afizafiafiarerer e, | q f
A SHANQY WEFT GFNIIa N 20

g e g 2y & o |83 9 AAISTAETEAET-
fedtamnTt st 2fey Qo iR Miaky; @ qaffmRY BErE-
AEAITAT Far ¢ afyRsERfy | g = ¢ R s
ger ‘em’3fy gdAmEmRE T "R ggIEa i | ad-
g 7 SifgsmafaEteneasTsaSa, ad: T
fraRfrgear: =efd ‘@ weg:? 30 | T % 28 WAt RS
ol g @ M s rEmimETea ffes | agrelad
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Taq ¢ e 7 gfa fadicomerar mefdicong Afafy ) @M =
graseaggfnfgamddiRa:  ueemada gy g
Tag: ! 9% ‘a8 WoE wo i’ gfd 9 gued ARSI
guesfe geTeadt | STEgUE=EieaTed SR guSAa-
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eESR AT, ¢ g TeqgAngAE, )  gfd SR | ae =
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AEAT T GeanocaegeaanaieniyT F seTedur |
fe—sezmmnfia: gaea NAEda: | 9 9 NA0TEEIRA ,
golial  AAgIEAgRond, | a0 9 gEgEfiER: | A 9 graar-
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sfi  faargmmETagasgEEafea: gegAE; /@ 8 aEdag-
(&I AEHAS: EHERERRIsFETETEd, SREE | 9 =
EfHEEE: Facays=d q Fad semae ¢ | aonendsas-
RgWTRETTEASl AR mean, ww | emrdawaddeRa
e geadis: 1103 1)

(Answer.) All this objection is of one who has not
considered what has gone before and what follows ( in regard
to the statement of the Mahabhasya.) It is like this—

3 (cd) “This is what the author of the Bhasya has
declared keeping in view the initial problem.

The initial problem was : In this (complex experience
called ) gauh, what is the word ? The word gaul followed by!
it stands for an experience coloured by various kinds of things.
This word iti is also used to refer to a mere idea as in gaur
iti me’bhavat (the idea of cow occurred to me.) He (the
Bhésyakéra) refers to that experience indicated by iti by
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means of the pronominal adverb atra as a location, in o.rdelijti
include all its contents. The contents which figure in tl.?

expérience are many, such as the universal, substance, qu];':l ny
action, phoneme, sphota. Wishing to isolate th.e word rc;)r‘:l,
all this and determine its nature he asks ° What_1s the wor -?
It is similar to the question : Who, in this hall, is Devadeftta ?
Or it may be put in another way : iti refers to the experience
itself as standing for its contents. The word atra ending in the

selective locative case-affix ( nirdhdranasaptam?i )'points toall
that content in order to isolate the word ( which is one of 1.:h§
contents. )2 That being so, the term ‘word’ can 1'33 applie

only to that thing, among the things which figure in the ex-
perience, which is the cause of the understanding of the
meaning. How can it be applied to anything else ? (If the
question is ) ‘ who, in this hall, is Katha ? (and the answer
is) ‘the one wearing ear-rings’, nobody will underst.and one
who is outside the hall, even though he may be wearing ear-
rings.® As conveying of the meaning is only an occasional
feature? of the word ( $abda ) it will not cease to be so, even
if, due to the ignorance of the relation, it does not convey the
meaning, just as Katha will not cease to be Katha even if he
happens not to wear his ear-rings. Conveying of the meaning
is an occasional feature of the word® which is to be expounded
( anvakhyeya ) by the science of Grammar as is shown by the
way in which it begins : “ Now begins the exposition of the
science of the word .”¢ It is that which is sought to be parti-
cularly known, individual phonemes are not the word which
is proposed to be expounded because they convey no meaning,
A definition of the bare word would not be of much use here
and so they will not lose their character of being the (bare )
word. As to what was said before, namely, “that which is
different from the phonemes and is the cause of the under-
standing of the meaning cannot be called the ¢ word’ ( $abda )
because it is not known to be the word, ” wonderful indeed is
his familiarity with worldly and scholarly traditions who has
not even seen such passages as “ We understand the meaning
from the word’? “ Words denoting rites are meant to prompt
one to act and from them action would be understood. ”’® QOne
expresses action through the verb® Nor can the fact of being
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audible be the definition of the word, because it would apply
to the being ( which exists in the word), to the fact of
being a quality ( guna ) ( which exists in Sabdaguna), to the
fact of being a word and to the fact of being a phoneme. It is
like this. Being and others which inhere in the word are
perceived by the sense of hearing. Nor does ‘ audible ’ in the
definition mean audible only, because phonémes are cognised
by the mind also.® Nor is the defect of the definition becom-
ing applicable to the fact of being a phoneme thus removed.!
Nor would it be right to deny the existence of universals like
‘being’ and the fact of being a phoneme, because one would
then have to deny the existence of all universals. There is
no other cause for recognising other particular universals than
uniformity of cognition.’> When one sees a cow of many colours
(bahuleya) after seeing a spotted cow ( $dbaleya), there is no
other perception of previous form except uniformity of
cognition. Nor can one say that there is no uniformity of
cognition in the case of ka, ca, ta, ta and pa over and above
that of their being sounds (dhvanimdtra). If phonemes are to
be called ‘ word’ even though they are not the cause of the
understanding of meaning, let it be so. But the word to be
(grammatically) expounded is characterised by the capacity to

convey the meaning. Thus, there is nothing wrong (in our
view.) (3).

[ 1. Nandjatiyarthamdtre etc. G. here points out that artha
means vastu, a thing and not meaning, because, among the things
which figure in this eomplex cognition, some are of the nature of
meaning, while others are word elements. Vastu is an expression
which can be applied to both word and meaning.

2. Gaur ityatra is explained in two ways. In the first explana-
tion, iti refers to the complex experience and atra refers to it as the
location and figuratively, to the many things which figure in that
location. In the second explanation, iti refers to the experience as
comprising the many things figuring in it and atra which is now

taken as ending in the selective locative case ( nirdhdranasaptam?.
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P. 2. 3. 41.) refers to those many things in order to isolate the word
from them.

3. As smoke is not one of the things which figures in the
complex cognition represented by ‘gauh’ the question of applylng the
term ‘ word ’ to it does not arise at all, as an answer to the initial
question gaur ityatra kah $abdah ?

4. Upalaksanatvdccarthapratyayasya. The word ‘Upa.'\/ laks’
has been used several times before this in this section : ddheyam
upalaksayitavyam, pratyetavyopalksanatayd, tadupalaksitam yat. In
these cases, it means nothing more than : to stand for something
else. The experience. as the container, stood for its contents, just
as, in the sentence gangdydm ghosah, gangd stands for the banks of
the Ganga. In other words, upalaksana, in these cases, means
laksand, one of the three functions of a word. Here, on the other
hand, upalaksana is used as something distinct from laksana. Upalaksana
is an occasional feature of a thing as a crow sitting on a house,
whereas ‘ laksana ’ is the essential characteristic of a thing without
which it would cease to he what it is.

5. 1t is only an accasional feature because, the word does

not always convey the meaning. It conveys the meaning only to one

who knows the relation between the two.

6. M. Bha. I. 1.

7. This is supposed to be the worldly tradition, recorded in
$ab. Bha. on Mi. Sii. 1. 1. 5 as follows—

« . 2 - . _ . . .
Nanvevarm $abdadartharh pratipadyamaha iti laukikam Vacanam
anupapannam sydt.

8. Mi. Sa. 2. 1. 1.

9. Ni. 1. 1. 11. runs as follows—

“ Plrvaparibhatam bhdvamalhydtendcaste, vrajati pacatityupa-
kramaprabhrtyapavargaparyantam.
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10. ‘ Audible’ can mean °audible also’ or °audible only ’
The phonemes are percevied by the sense of hearing as well as by
he mind.
t

11, If the word is defined as that which is audible, the
definition would become applicable to a bare phoneme which does
not cause the understanding of meaning and that is not desired.
By modifying the definition to mean ‘ that which is perceived by the
ear together with the mind, ‘the defect would remain because

phonemes are perceived by the ear together with the mind.

12.  SamdanyaviSesantarakalpane ’pi. G. explains $dmdnyavisesa
first as a karmadharaya and then as a dvandva.’ He had the text anuvrtta-
vyavrttavabhdsinah prakhydndt’® which presupposes the dvandva.

interpretation. But the text, without vydvrtta yields a good meaninig

aq ¥ g qmiRafeRie enieaEdaEiieesanie
=B TEARERTATIST: | 399 8RA; TeARATaRad, i
WA, MaaFmaaEdTEs GREHRINaTgIuR:, AAERge-
w2 JEITICRIAIT, FARTSY AT ¥ | JENIg auEafeRln avedrs-
gruTAdeeaT: EMmegIRan |

A9 T 4 TRRAAE R AUGEEE q0Ra:, HIY TR
g A1 AT A ; g aR REEHAER -
JATETIRAT F qrecaed Fove: 2 a1 f§ F weafud ggiEsea-
qAIREAE GERgAEa aed WA g1 aRdafagEraes s
vt gEafy; A oo, PRmrRafeER aftema gadEma
FENA AMAE; A TATH SSgRaIHsHSE oo guafzata-
aResmRAmE SR Agr T gaEdaRaat  afgafd; s
g @1 &9 gERdRaREERioTY  SAF, Saafd
TR | RS  E eraw AR | oRuAAEEERRmR-
YqreerdaamRaT, [ & @ cumuanhe afy St -
TEREsia | akggm—
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(Objection). Why not say that the phonemes themselves
are the cause of the understanding of meaning and that, when
grouped according to the units of meaning which are under-
stood, they are called words (pada) ?

This is not right. The phonemes cannot singly convey
the meaning; they cannot co-exist, as they are uttered and
perceived in a certain order; the phonemes which figure in
these cognitions cannot co-exist and, therefore, cannot do
anything together; when they are uttered by different speakers
or in a different order or at the same time, they do not convey
a meaning. Therefore, the understanding of meaning which

cannot be due to the phonemes points to a cause which is
different from the phonemes.

(It might be argued' :—) If the understanding of the
meaning does not take place from phonemes in a certain
condition, let them not be expressive in that condition; but if
they acquire some special feature and are found thereafter to
produce the effect of conveying the meaning, what is the harm
in attributing expressive power to them then ? It is like this :
If an effect is not produced in the presence of something and
is later produced, it points to that very thing, now with an
acquired special feature, as the cause and not as non-cause,
because, in the presence of that very thing with the special
feature added, the effect is produced, but not in its absence.
The young sprout which does not appear as long as the seed
is in the granary, but makes its appearance in the presence of
that very seed which is now helped by the group of helping
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factors such as soil ete, is not looked upon by people as not
being the effect of the seed. On the contrary, it is under-
stood that that very seed, in the presence of the group of such
helping factors as soil, is the cause of the young sprout and
not otherwise. Similarly, let not these phonemes be considered
to be expressive of the meaning otherwise, but when chara-
cterised by such things? as a particular sequence, they become
the cause of the understanding of meaning. As long as there
is a visible cause and a visible mode of its being, there is no
occasion for thinking of an invisible cause. As has been said.

“ As many phonemes of whatever kind as are known to
have the capicity to convey a particular meaning are said to
be expressive of it in that very condition. ™3

Similarly

“In regard to the understanding of meaning, there is no
otherwise inexplicability. That immediately after which it
occurs is the cause.”

It occurs, once the perception of the first two phonemes
(of the word gauh ) is completed and immediately after that
of the last one. Such, therefore, is the cause of it.*

[1, What follows is an explanation of the view of the
Mimarmsaka contained in the following statement : Aksaresu nimitta-
bhaval, tadbhdve bhdvat, tadabhdve’ abhavat,

Sab. Bha on Mi. Si. 1.' 1.5

9. The facts of being uttered by the same person and not in
some other sequence are some of the other things which must chara-

cterice them.

3. $l Var, ('Sph) 69.

4. Sl Var, Sph. 95-96. In the Chowkhambha edition of the
Sl Var (p- 514. ) the reading in 96 is pard instead of purd. The same
meaning can be understood from both the readings, but with pard,

it would be easier. ]
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To the above objection, the following answer is made—

4. It is contended that an effect which does not come
from a plain cause can yet come if the cause is distinguished
by some special feature. That is true. But it is just that
special feature which has not been shown in this case.

The upholder of the expressive power of the phonemes
has to be asked this question : What is the difference between
the visarga in the words gauh and asvah and an isolated one ?
Which difference is the cause of the difference in the under-
standing of the meaning of these two words as well as of the
presence or absence of a meaning at all ? Well, the difference
is that in one place the visargais isolated and elsewhere (i.e. in
the words gauh and a$vah) it is accompanied by other
phonemes! But where is any accompaniment, considering
that at the time of (the utterance and the hearing ) of the
visarga, the other phonemes are not cognised at all ? There
can be accompaniment only through some function in regard
to the effect to be produced. Something which does not exist
at the time of the visarga cannot perform any function.

Any
unction which it may perform at the time of its own utter

ance
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cannot be the cause of the effect produced now (at the time
of the visarga ) because it disappears at that very moment.

Well, then, the special feature may be put thus : in one
place (i.e.in the words gauh and a$vah) the perception of
certain previous phonemes has come and gone, elsewhere it
has not taken place at all.?

But this is not significant. The past perception of the
phonemes cannot, in any way, distinguish the visarga because
it does not exist any more. There is no difference between
that which is not born and that which has perished without
leaving any trace.?® (4)

[ 1. The last phoneme, helped by the mere visible fact that
certain other phonemes have gone before, causes the understanding
of meaning. Thus, there is no need to postulate an invisible entity
called samskdra. See Sl. Var. (Sph.) 97.

2. In one case there is pradhvamsdbhdva of the phonemes
while, in the other case, there is their prdgabhdva. As abhdva, these
two are quite different from each other.

3. The phonemes are said to have perished without any trace
because, in this view, they are presumed not to leave any sarskdras
See $l. Var. ( Sph. ) 97, 101.

9T AN CAPEET: FETAS  GEEFRR: , -
o EreTavEmRy,  ARETTEIREERTEE, a9 9 8 A
AT 7 A TGN | A FOR ¢, ey BRI
FOXTTE : , @ a0y fof Ty 2

(How the phonemes themselves cause the understanding
of the meaning may be explained as follows :—)

Just as the New and Full Moon sacrifices and | other rites
have sequence and yet produce their effect together, just as
practices for learning one’s Veda have sequence and yet
produce their effect together and just as the different moments
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of the act of going have sequence and yet together produce the
effect of reaching the other place and just as, in all these
cases, the efect is not produced if there is isolation, simulta-
neity, reversal of order and difference of agent and it is
produced in the same cirumstances if there is some special
feature, in the same way, why not accept the process in the
case of phonemes ?!

[ 1. How parts of sacrifices like the New and Full Moon
sacrifices arranged in a sequence or those of the practice for learning
one’s Veda, also occurring in a sequence and finally, the different
moments of the act of going, also happecning in a sequence, cooperate
to produce the effect is referred to in Sl. Var. ( Sph. ) 74-75. 1

fam Sy
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59 fAufEat 9 Fd TAIFEFT 0 %l
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Al FHAAT 7 FORIE < | SRTElY g e REE TR
IRFTEERITRAO T ETEUIBIIRSITARAT: | TEIon=aR-
AURRNERERA0T GHiRAeznfEmay quafed | qur - arearaada-
Tt REatRaEEERY o FeSATEINIESy
TR CHERRAT; T 3T ey aotg Sl 11w ||

The cases are not on all fours.

9. Inthose things having sequence which are seen to
produce one effect, there is, in them, according to thinkers,
a lasting result which helps.

In the New and Full Moon sacrifices and the like which
have sequence, certain new elements (apirva) which are
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produced by the acts and which last and are looked upon as
powers or functions actually help (in producing the single
effect). In those cases, what precedes distinguishes what
follows either as a power or as a function; from any act in
isolation, the effect is not produced. As a particular sequence
has been handed down by tradition, one postulates an
(invisible ) new element. The later act being the cause of the
production of the desired effect by depending upon the parti-
cular effect produced by the previous act, no effect is produced
when the sequence is changed. Practice of Vedic recitation
produces the effect of learning by heart one’s Veda through
the impression left by each succeeding repetition, helped by
the impression left by the previous repetition. Moments of the
act of going succeed in bringing one to the desired place by the
process of going over points of space. It is like this : The
reaching of the preceding point of space becomes the cause of
the reaching of the next point of space. Thus even things
which do not attain simultaneity are conceived as producing
one result through some effect which comes in the middle.
But this does not happen in the case of phonemes.! (5)

[1. Against the objection that the phonemes cannot convey
the meaning because they cannot act together as they come and go
and, therefore, do not have simultaneity, the Mimamsaka pointed
out (1 ) that the different parts of a ceremony take place in a
sequence and yet together produce an effect like the attainment of
heaven (2) that the different repetitions of the Veda take place in a
sequence and yet together produce the effect of the student learning
his Veda by heart (3) that the different moments of the act of going
take place in a sequence and yet lead to the result of taking one to
one’s destination. In answer, it is pointed out (1) that even though
the different parts of a ceremony come and go, they leave behind a
lasting effect called apiirva in which they maintain a kind of simul-
taneity (2) that though the different repetitions in the process of
practising one’s Veda come and go, they leave behind impressions
in the mind of the learner and, in these impressions, they continue
to have a kind of simultaneity (3) that though the different moments
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of the act of going come and go and do not have any kind of simul-
taneity through aplirva or impressions ( samskdra ), yet each
moment covers the next point of space and thus, ultimately, the

destination is reached.

The question of aplirva is discussed in the Sab. Bha on Mi. S,
2. 1. 5. and the Sl. Var. thereon. See also Jai. Nya. p. 64. ]

F 9 Wy cag s enrerafEraadeniamrag-
G TERABRTRTR] e | T, ¢ QiAo RRaR AT s
=2 it A — e

How do you say that it does not happen ? Through the
impressions left by the perceptions of the earlier phonemes
and the last phoneme, they are also capable of serving one
single purpose. As has been said : ‘“The last phonerne,
accompanied by the impressions left by the previous phonemes,
is expressive of the meaning.” Thus there is no difficulty, 17

[ 1 Sab. Bha. on Mi. S@. 1. 1. 5. ( p. 46.) ]

Eccsiicy

HERIT: @G aasg'&qm{rmrﬁtar i
RAFARATETAT IASA T FeqQd N &N
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PrmiEraizafes, aufar; 7 f g mEEEETEaTia; HERRISTTER-
UETEFRTIER &

This is not right.

6. Impressions (sarmskdrah) can only cause the cog-
nition of those things by whose perceptions they have them-
selves been caused. Therefore, the understanding of the
meaning is still inexplicable.
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Impressions, when awakened by fixed causes, produce
cognition in regard to those things by whose perception they
were themselves caused, not in regard to other things. An
impression caused by the perception of a cow cannot cause the
remembrance of a horse. (6)

A e — TEFARFETRIE AT AR AR
FAFAAG qe fhem @S] a9 T, SRFERTTAINE ,
aed @A eEitrmtIAl gagTacafiEan, | de g
AR TEREAeaRg AT 63 T3 R o
FEIENATAATA FARA: ; AFHERRAT g ae7 B |
T T TARR 39 agE WA FroEtEe, | 9 @g jeEAe-
PRATRTERER FeRastardtmadammEadan, aam
T AW | JEl =SETEd waeadEasaTar @ gdd,
T FEfFaTSAERETR qiesay FAfaq | G Sl
IRFARTTGATET GEREAT NF TR RIS, 38 Py FHrgl-
FREIAM ; 7 g CREZTRFAT JHl, ForgarFed aeT ARGA-
FRTFa1 FATGIaEAIRTReaan |

( Objectioa) If what he (the upholder of the phoneme )
means is this :—As the desired result does not come from each
individual phoneme and as they (the phonemes) cannot co-
exist, some cause ( bija) for the understanding of meaning
must be postulatéd. And that cannot be the sphota because that
would involve the assumption of more than one thing : its own
existence and the fact of its being the cause of the under-
standing of meaning - two things have to be postulated. As for
the impression!, otherwise called predisposition (wvasana®)
having as its object that thing which had been clearly cognised
before, the existence of which is inferred from its effect,
namely, remembrance, all disputants accept it. Whether it
can be the cause of the understanding of meaning is the only
point in dispute. As in the case of the other effect, the ground
for decision here is that the understanding of meaning takes
place where the impressions are present. We do not see any

M. M...2
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understanding of the meaning from the visarga only, in the
absence of the impressions left by the previous phonemes. We
do see it in their presence. Even though elsewhere one does
not see impressions producing other effects (than remembrance)
still nothing prevents them from having the capacity to
produce other effects.® Therefore, as a new effect is seen in
this case, let there be merely the postulation of a new power
for the impressions the existence of which has already been
inferred from other effects. The postulation of a sphota is
not right, because the effect in question is explained by postu-
lating a mere power for the impressions the existence of which
is already ascertained and, therefore, the need for any
presumption (arthapatti) disappears.*

[ 1. Impressions or residual traces (saﬁlskéras ) are of two
kinds : (1) those that, when awakened, cause remembrance (2)
those that cause an effect other than remembrance. The present
discussion proceeds on the assumption that Sabara, in his Bhasya on

Mi. S I, 1+5 referred to before, has the former kind in mind.
2. 8L Var. ( Sph. ) 99.
3. §L Var. ('Sph. ) 102.

4. Presumption (arthdpa.tti) is resorted to in order to explain
a fact which is otherwise inexplicable. The fact to be explained
in this case is the understanding of meaning. If it can be explained
by attributing a new power to an entity (the impressions) already
known to exist, the need to presume the existence of another entity

¢ he sphota, would naturally disappear, See $l. Var. (Sph. ) 105]

afxzransafT i | aa fB-
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(Answer) This seems to be rather incoherent, for,
7. A power cannot have another power; even when the
impressions are there, one does not see ( the understanding of
meaning ); from a cause without any peculiarity, no special
result can come.

Wise men give the name of ‘ impression’ ( samskdra) to
that power, which exists in the soul, of producing another
cognition and which has been brought there through a
previous cognition.! Powers cannot have power, for that
would lead to regressus ad infinitum ( anavastha ). Moreover
no understanding of meaning is seen even in the presence of
impressions left by the previous phonemes cognised in a
different order. Therefore, the impressions cannot be the
cause of the understanding of meaning. Impressions left by
the cognitions of individual phonemes cannot differ even when
the order is reversed. Secondly, the desired impressions
having a character not seen elsewhere cannot be produced
from causes possessing no peculiarity. The phonemes, in their
own nature, cannot have any peculiarity (in one case not¢
found in other cases). Nor can association with others bring
about that peculiarity, because, being uttered in a fixed
sequence, there cannot be that association. A phoneme which
has totally perished and one which is yet to come, being both
equally non-existent, do not differ from each other and, there-
fore, cannot produce any special impression. (7)

[1. According to G., this sentence is a summary of the

arguments used by Kumarila in the Tant. Var. on Mi. Sd. 2. 1. 5. to
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prove the existence of apiirva. There it is shown that apurva exists

and that it is a power ( Sakti ). Here", Samskdra is looked upoY
as a power, ]
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( Objection.) As for one who argues as follows-! We do
not say that the impressions directly convey the understanding
of the meaning. But from them which, being lasting? have
become simultaneous, there arises a single cognition in which

all the phonemes figure. Either this cognition or the phonemes
which figure in it* and are, therefore, simultaneous in it,
produce the understanding of the meaning. Therefore, the
postulation of the sphota is quite useless. If it is contended
that this simultaneity is in remembrance and not in perception
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well, the answer is : what is the use of simultaneity in per-
ception ? It would be required if the phonemes could not be
cognised simultaneously in any way (sarvatha)! but there is
simultaneous cognition of them in remembrance. According
to some, this cognition is of a complex nature, being both
perception and remembrance in which figure present and past
phonemes and has the last phoneme as the object. Others
have declared it to be exclusively remembrance, produced by
the seedsin the form of the impressions caused by the cogni-
tions of all the phonemes, revealing all the phonemes at the
same time and arising immediately after the perception of the
last phoneme.® It would also be wrong to hold that it is not
possible to remember at the same time things which were
perceived in a sequence. Because all the disputants accept
the possibility of a cognition in which figure a whole collection
of things perceived in a sequence. If such a cognition were
not accepted, knowledge which finds expression in such words
as ‘hundred’ ‘twenty’ in regard to things perceived in a
sequence, would be inexplicable.! Therefore, in regard to
phonemes which were at first percieved by the ear and the
mind in different cognitions in a’sequence, there arises later on
a remembrance which is indivisible, which has no sequence
within it, in which all the phonemes figure’. The phonemes
which are, so to speak, reflected in such a remembrance, are
not incapable of accomplishing the desired result and thus the
layman’s statement. ‘we understand the meaning from the
word ’ and the specialist’s statement ¢ through the verb, one

expresses action’ are both justified. This is what is meant in
the following—

“The cognition of all the phonemes which takes place
after thay have bzen s2parately cognised in a szquence, is the
cause of thejunderstanding of the meaning. ”’®

[1. A second interpretation of Sabara’s statement : Pirvava-

rnajanitasatiskdrasahito © utyo varneh pratyiyakah’ (Sab- Bha. on

Mi. St. L 1‘5) is now being given. According to the previous inter-

pretation, the coznition of the final phoneme, accompanied by the

mpressions of the coznitioas of the previous phonemes, conveys the
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meaning. In the present interpretation, all the phonemes together
convey the meaning.

2. Sthdyitvena. They are said to be lasting because they

last till they have producad their efect, namzly, the understanding of
the meaning.

3. The two alternativés are based on Sl. Var. ( Sph. ) 109, 116.

4, The text here is : Sarvathdjidne naigdm tadarthyate. The
conmentator do2s not seem to have had na before esdm. Without

it. the meaning is a better one. I have, therefore, omitted it in
my translation.

5. See Sl Var. ( Sph. ) 111, 112.
6. See SL Var. ( Sph. ) 113, 114.
7. See $l, Var. ( Sph. ) 115, 116.

8. &L Var. ( Sph.) 109, ]

s=f

gAtTsRaNy st agder gaa )
TRITSTT AT AT FAT 2TA W < U

direealisi & waRRrEe:  IRAaERETaggat
SERASIFRIFSIR AT ATdma 7 TAFEE SRty
ST T AraRTRASARA, oA el aiacmsiﬁﬁmﬁ@zh-
PRI | Gt g AnrigdR BRI | A
QEAAT STERIMERIE dmaed, Agesatead ;) Seee ®
Fo: HAPRITS T S SeEed 3 | 8 & e ao
frreaern Brgaen = 9 Tfaaest Mift WelEraT TTEAgYaeia
QEAFMIAT CT GEIETY | qeaciEawRed, JETRAfAEE S
JrerRa: | 9 AL GHirestamatadl W A=kai, aotre-
feaam agTeEfamfrdngE;, 9 wedRaaematmd Nafed




Sphotasiddhi 23

TAgRER; A SRRAAAEOEEAE 98 AmaTsraagad g
gay; gAoiTeRET AR = WA wW dafanEeEr-
IFRIAFAGES O AT, qEd ARG A avikeg BR
FeRd | a9 9y anFifag, [EaRiaeiG T GRGHeRR-
SeRF  FEaRfnashatrerdR=st: w@a; A 99 @ |
qatafaR=mAfimEns-aaiEghe |

AdzqIEd Wl

T FWRAE gErar o |
ferfa & o g enfAamdfd ofy ||

3 | ARG IaMEERIT ; Saf age Fl,
gz adtfagag 2l 1 < 1

To him, the following answer is given.

8. Even if the previous cognitions vary, there would be
understanding of meaning, because in the (final) single cog-
nition, no variation would be noticed.

Previous cognitions having a particular sequence or one
different from it or having no sequence at all;! having as objects
phonemes uttered by the same speaker or otherwise, do not
make any difference to the essence of the phonemes which
figure in the later cognition which reveals all the phonemes
at the same time. Because, as has been said already, there
is no difference between that which has never been and that
which has perished without leaving any trace. In a single
cognition (in which many figure at the same time) there
cannot be any distinction based on sequence, just because of
the simultaneity (of the things which figure in it ). Nor would
it do to argue as follows— This simultaneity relates, not to
what are cognised, but to their cognition. It is the phonemes
which are percevied and they have sequence and it is they
which are cognised by a single remembrance. ” Because, in
themselves, the phonemes are eternal and all-pervasive and
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therefore, they have no sequence temporal or spatial; hence
sequence based on their cognition is resorted to. And that
cognition is indivisible and has no sequence within it the
phonemes figuring in which are the cause of the understanding
of meaning. This cognition does not relate to the sequence of
the previous perceptions of the phonemes, because it relates to
the phonemes themselves and not to their perceptions; nor
can it embrace the sequence because it does not require any
relation of limit and delimited (avadhi and avadhimat); nor
does it, in regard to the word which is one even though
composed of different phonemes, depend upon any relation of
limit and delimited which involves plurality. The impressions
caused by the perceptions of the individual phonemes may
well cause a single remembrance embracing all the phonemes,
because of their having been collected together.? Having thus
accomplished their task, they do not bring about any further
distinction in the phonemes. Thus, it should be possibles
because of the absence of any distinction, to understand the
meaning from the phonemes perceived anyhow ( yathdkatha-
mheit) before and now figuring together in the final cognition
produced by all the impressions together. That is just what
does not happen. Therefore, one must infer that the under-
standing of meaning is caused by something which is different
from them. And that disposes of the following statement—

“ Or the later simultaneity of the phonemes thus percei-
ved in a sequence would be the inevitable cause of the under-
standing of meaning.®

Because there is no difference ( between the two simu-
ltaneities )%, considering that there cannot be any difference
between that which perished long ago, that which has p?erished
in the immediate past and that which was never pr oduced at
all. In the absence of something else with which it is connected,
there would always be understanding of meaning (and that

is just what does not happen.)” (8)
[ 1. If the phonemes of a word are uttered by different
speakers at the same time, there would be no sequence.

2. This is said to allay a doubt which might arise here as to

how one does not remember the sequence when one remembers the
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phonemes perc,eived in a sequence. It is being argued here that,
according to the Mimamsaka himself, the final remembrance in
which all the phonemes figure cannot also embrace the order in
which the phonemes were previously perceived, because order is a
property of the perception and not of phonemes. Sequence does not
actually figure in the final remembrance. The collection of the
impressions left by the previous perceptions of the phonemes will
have finished its task once it has caused the remembrance in which

all the phonemes figure.
3. $l Var. ( Sph. ) 108.

4. " The two simultaneities are : (1) the simultaneity result-
ing from all phonemes being eternal and all-pervasive. ( 2 ) the
simultaneity resulting from all the phonemes of a word figuring at
the same time in the final remembrace. The former cannot cause
the understanding of the meaning whereas the latter, the Mimarhsaka
argues, can do so. Sez §L Var. (Sph. ) 107, 108. ]
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The statement current in the world, namely,  we under-
stand the meaning from the word,” does not relate to the
understanding of meaning from the phonemes which figure in

the collective cognition. Nor does it relate to the word
considered as a universal.

9. One does not see words expressive of universals
denoting a collection of things. They either denote the uni-
versals or the individuals in which the universals inhere.

This statement cannot refer to the word considered as a
universal, because no meaning is understood from the word
considered as a universal. If meaning can be understood from
he word as a universal, the same meaning would be under-
stood from the words ‘cow’ and ‘horse’ because the uni-
versal, namely, ‘ wordness’ exists in both the words. Nor
would it do to maintain that the statement really refers to
individuals whose distinctions are ignored and, therefore, are
presented as the universal, because we sometimes see the
expression ‘ word ’ used in apposition to words in the form of
individual phonemes as in the sentence : we understand the
meaning from the word ‘ cow ’. Nor does the expression ‘from
the word’ in the worldly statement refer to the individual
words, because there are many of them and the singular
number in ‘from the word cow’ would become wrong; words
expressive of universals, used to denote individuals and in
apposition with words expressive of individuals, do not take a
number appropriate to the universal. Nobody says : Deva-
datta and Yajiiadatta, a Brahmana or Dhava and Khadira, a
tree. Nor does the expression ¢ from the word’ in the worldly
statement refer to a collection (of phonemes). A universal
inheres in each individual, it does not refer to a collection
and, therefore, words expressive of universals have no capa-
city to denote a collection. They denote either universals or
individuals in which the universal inheres, but not a collection
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of individuals. Just as one can say, a forest of Dhavas or
Dhava—forest, in the same way, one cannot say, ‘a tree of
.dhavas’ or ‘ dhavas-tree’.
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(Obdjection). Well, there are words expressive of
universals soma>timas standing for a collection, because we
have expressions like ‘mango trees, a forest’ ( sahakdrah
vanam ) in which the word mango-tree, expressive of a uni-
versal, is in apposition to the word forest (vanam) expressive
of a collection.

(Answer) This is really not so. The word mango-trees
( sahakdrah ) really denotes individual trees which form the
collection and it is used in apposition to the word forest (vana)
by ignoring the distinction between the collection and the
things which belong to the collection. And that is why there
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is plural numbar (in the word mango—trees—salzaquall )
Otherwise, it should have the singular number just like the
word ‘forest’ (vana). Here (i.e.in the worldly statement)
that is not the case, because in it there is no word. a't all
expressive of collection. In the word ‘gaul’, the individual
phonemes are presented in their separate forms ( and not as a
collection) and there is no plural number.2 And that is why
it (the word gauh) is not a case of a collective compoupd
(samdhara). Nobody says : bring the tree, dhava and khadira
but everybody says; bring the trees, dhava and khadira. .’I.‘he
two words, (though not in the same number) are in apposition
to each other, because the collection and the things belonging
to the collection are identified through courtesy. Nor does
the worldly statemant refer to the final phoneme, because the
previous phonemes have also bzen referred to. Therefore the

worldly statement bacomas inexplicable without the postu-
lation of a single word-essence.

It might be said : let it be inexplicable ! Worldl_y state-
ments are seen to be of both kinds : some whose meanings are
alright and others whose meanings are not. Simply because

of the inexplicability of a worldly statement, one cannot
accept something without proof.

But this is wrong. Bscauss it is not felt that it (the

worldly statement ) has an inexplicable meaning. In the case
of sentences like jaradgavah et¢,® one does have such a feeling.
That is not so here. To impute inexplicability to something
which is used by everybody without any difficulty is unreaso-
nable. Even those who disagree on the question of the word
(i e. the sphota) approve of the worldly statement. Nor is
there any lack of proof. There is proof for the existence of
the single word-essence. People use the worldly statement
being free from all doubt and controversy. Therefore, the

meaning is not understood from the phonemes which figure in
t he later cognition. (9)

[ 1. Those who hold that the word conveys the universa

primarily, i. e. through its function called abhidhd explain that the

ndividual in which the universal inheres is understood through
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laksand, the requisite relation being samavaya. The question is : can
the collection also be conveyed by laksand ? The answer given is
that it cannot. In the expression : sahakdrah vanam, the first word is
expressive of the universal, whereas the latter denotes a collection.
The two words are in apposition to each other and yet one cannot
say that the first word denotes the collection by laksand, though it
may denote the universal by abhidhd@. The very fact that it is put
in the plural number shows that it denotes the individuals by laksana
and not the collection. The two words have been put in apposition
to each other only by ignoring the diffarence between the collection

and things belonging to the collection.

2. Even what has happened in the expression sahakdrdh
vanam, namely, attribution of identity ( abheda ) even though there
is difference, has not taken place in the worldly statement. go$abdad
artham pratipady@mahe, because, in that statement, there is no word
expressive of collection nor the plural number suggestive of the

ignoring of bheda for the sake of abheda.
3.  G. quotes the following full verse :—

Jaradgavah kambalapadukabhyam dvari sthito gdyati madra-
kani; tam brahmani prechati putrak@md rdjan rwmdaydm leSunasya
ko'rthah. 1

o] afd gATifAdeRRaAsTar a0 a=Fw AT M
WRT grATgs: SR gere, o g amRaRnTRa @
ek fAfraEifiAisT @ FemmrRa s By R
AT, a9 AMETTANENTA FIaER TR Q-
arealy , a¥Ey FIBITIEIAERPT oA AR |
SERAEOTARgINeT FATEA WA, I A
dAegRIf: €A q AfFEIAN A el wREAt Gafr, @
satEfgagE; TS = aof: derfrnasaien gaemE-
TAGHUTAAN TIAEH: 5 T g @saregaT: sRaon i
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(Objection.) Well th=a, let the original proposition
stand, namely, ‘that th= last phoneme, accompanied by the
impressions of the previous phonemes, expresses the meaning. ’
Let not ‘impression’ hers mean that which is produced by
cognition and which is the cause of remembrance, but some-
thing else! which is brought about by the cognition of the
phonemes uttered separately in a fixed order by a particular
speaker and leading to the understanding of meaning and it is.
similar to the effect called apéirva (residual force) brought
about by the performance of the different rites like a sacrifice
and leading to heaven. Just as we understand the need for a
fixed order and agent for the production of the residual force
from the purposiveness of scripture, in the same way, here
also we understand the need for a fixed order and agent from
the purposiveness of the effect being regulated. Simply
because it is the last phoneme, depending upon the previous
impressions, which causes understanding of the meaning, it
does not mean that it is not the word which does it nor that
the eternal relation between the word and the meaning is
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impaired. Dependence upon mode of performance does not.
take away the causality of a cause.? If it does here, it should
do so everywhere. Nor are the previous phonemes inexpres-
sive, in as much as, through their impressions, they also help.

in the understandmg of the meaning. A cause does not cease

to be a cause simply because between it and the effect comes

its own function. If it did so here, it would do so everywhere.

Words are not uttered in order that they may leave impres-

sions, but in order to convey a meaning.* Nor would it do to

question this insistence on the impression on the ground that

tris just like the unitary word, i. e. something inivisible

Because the postulation of impressions is inevitable. It is.
like this : He who maintains that the indivisible word sugge-

sted by the sounds or the phonemes, is the cause of the

understanding of meaning, must necessarily accept that the

sounds or phonemes suggest the word by depending upon one

another, because the indivisible word cannot come from a
single sound or phoneme. Nor can the word be revealed in
parts, because it has none and they are not perceived either.
Nor can the sounds or phonemes reveal the word together
because they exist in a fixed sequence and if they could still
reveal it together, they should be able to do it even when the
ordinary procedure is reversed. Thus the objection ( against
the theory of the indivisible word manifested by the phonemes)
is the same as against their conveying of the meaning®.
Therefore, to establish the suggestion of sphota, one has to have
recourse to a'special kind of impression. Why not attribute the
conveying of meaning to such an impression ? Thus there is no.
ground for postulating sphota. As has been said :

‘“In postulating the word ( sphota ), there is the postu-
lation of a special kind of impression and that of the word.”®

“You, the protagonist of the sphota, have to postulate
several extra things : the existence of the sphota, its distinction
from phonemes, its indivisibility. Therefore, it is better to
assume that the special impression which has to be postulated
conveys the meaning (rather than that it reveals the word.”?)
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[1. Another kind of imprassion than the one which causes
rem2mbrance is nowv b2inz postulated by the Mimamsaka on the
basis of rasults which would otharwise remain inexplicable. The

reasoning is found in the following verse quoted by G.

Pramdnavantyadrstani
Kalpyani subahunyapi
Adrstasatabhdgo pi

na kalpyo hyapramdnatah

no

CE. §l1. Var. ( Sarbandhdksepa ) 36, 37.
3. CEt §L Var. (Sph. ) 125.

4. Ch Sl Var. ( Sph. ) 128.

Cf. 1. Var. ( Sph. ) 91, 92, 93.

ut
.

6. Sab. Bhi. on Mi- Su. 1.1.5 (p,' 48, Anandasrama edition )

§l. var. (Sph. ) 94 ]

-1

FA=Ty
AT FA: FERC {Q@IEIT'\I'EFI': |
TTAAGAETLT SEIAET: 1 Lo |
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AT, SIRTGTIRITL, FINE FOAFAAC ;TR
UeEafFIFITE] WA QT deRk 3 380X oAl ARy
TITRFRTAET | 22687 G Fersgaarfd 1) Lo |l

This is answered as follows—

10. Asin the case of the upholder of the expressive
power of the phonemes, the protagonist of sphota does not
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postulate an impression ( samskdra ) different from the wel-
known one called disposition (wvdsand ) and analogous to the
residual force ( of the sacrifice. )

The upholder of the expressive power of the phonemes
postulates the existence of an impression, born of the cognition
of the phonemes and leading to the understanding of the
meaning and resembling the residual force (apiirva) produced
by the performance of the sacrifice. He cannot explain the
understanding of meaning through the well-known kind of
residual impression called disposition (wvdsand, which is the
cause of remembrance ) because such an impression which is
caused by one thing cannot bring about the cognition of some-
thing] else. Otherwise, as has been said,' there would be
other undue possibilities ( atiprasangdt ). When the effects
are different, the cause cannot be the same. As to the cogni-
tion of the sphota, this is caused by the same kind of
impression called impulse ( bhdvana ). This is going to be
stated later.? Therefore, the upholder of the sphota does not
postulate anything totally unknown. He only infers the
presence of something which is already known. (10)

[1. See Verse 7

2. See verse 18 ]

AT g—
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7Y, AT RIEER AT, DEANGAT g FeAE, A a1 agfy, g6
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Moreover

11. In the other case, one postulates, on the authority
of Scripture, much invisible effect produced by restrictions as
to agent, sequence etc. Here, on the other hand, one abstains
from such postulations.

In the case of the residual force of ceremonies like the
New Moon sacrifice, one postulates, because there is no other
way, a good deal of invisible effect produced by restrictions
as to agent, sequence etc.! That is not the case here, because
there is some other way. Understanding of meaning is caused
by particular words, manifested by particular sounds, brought
about by clearly visible particular efforts. It is like this:
Diversity of effort is clearly visible. It is obvious that a diffe-
rence in the cause leads to a difference in the effect. The
upholder of the phoneme does not deny any diversity in the
manifesting sounds, because diversity of the phonemes depends
upon it.2 The only thing which has to be postulated is the
word (over and above the phonemes.) In fact, even that
need not be postulated because it is directly perceptible, as
will be proved.> Moreover, through fear of postulating many
invisible things, the upholder of the phoneme does not accept
the single (indivisible ) word; but in assuming much invisi-
ble effect due to restrictions as to agent, sequence etc. is he
avoiding it ? ( All that is being avoided is ) the vindication
of the worldly saying : “ We understand the meaning from
the word ” and the statement of the science of.Grammar : the
word, meaning and their relation being eternal.”® Because
it has been said that the impressions, after all, do not constitute’
the word, the final phoneme is not expressive, a collection of

phonemes does not constitute the word and it is not expressive
any way. (11)
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[1. Cf. Tant. Var. p. 399.

2. G. quotes the following verse where the argument behind
this statement is clearly stated.

Yatrobhayoh samo dosah
parihdro’ pi va samah,
Naikah paryanuyoktavyah
Tadrgarthavicarane.

“ Where both the disputants are in the same difficulty and both
have the same way of avoiding it, one only of the two should not be

taunted when such matters are being discussed. ”
3. See Verse 19.

4, VA. I of the Paspa$ahnika. ]

T GETHRICRAITT TFA AR |
srgghaiaa AZ1 & Ay |wETa: 0 R
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ATFERF:, TIARAREFRST AT6T qoraAne, = & axqmeo
gaRsATAEAgagTEFa 1 4 1

12. No peculiarity in the impression is possible, because
there is none in its cause. Nor can any peculiarity arise in
it due to association or its own nature.
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Two kinds of causes are capable of bringing about a
peculiarity in their effects : (1) those that have a peculiarity
in their own nature (2) those that acquire a peculiarity
through association. These (the phonemes) have no peculia-
rity in their own nature.! Nor can there be any due to associ-
ation, because they have a fixed sequence and, therefore,
they cannot be simultaneous. Even though the impression
left by the previous phoneme is lasting and its presence can
bring about a peculiarity in the next phoneme, the very first
one cannot have any peculiarity due to association or due to
its own nature. Therefore, how can it produce an impression
favourable to the understanding of meaning ? As for those
who hold that a phoneme occurring in different words is not
the same, but is slightly different in its nature, this difference
even if it exists, is ineffective, because a difference which is
not realised in cognition is not capable of helping in the under-
standing of meaning. Sounds (or words) do not, by their
mere existence, become the cause of the understanding of
meaning. (12)

[1. That is th2 implication of the statement :

PfLrvava'rnajanitasa‘rhskdrasahito’ntyo varnal pratyayakal
( sab.. Bha. on Mi. Si. 1.1.5. ) ]

T AFIFAOATA T GIIRTAH |
ARAAAN I e Ie FEFITRT T AZA: 0 R 0

fRqdmaa i T aneEndE IRTaF | A SegastaE-
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13. The final phoneme only was not understood before!
(purah ) as connected with meaning. And as the residual
impression ( of the previous phonemes ) is beyond the range
of the senses, the final phoneme, as associated with it, is not
connected with meaning either.

Words, whose connection with meanings is previously
known, convey their respective meanings. People do not
previously understand the final phoneme only as expressive of
meaning, lest the final phoneme only (without the cooperation
of the previous ones ) should be capable of conveying the
meaning. Nor does the final phoneme, associated with the
impression ( of the previous phonemes ) convey it, because it
(the impression ) is beyond the range of the senses and is
not directly perceived. The effect, namely, the understanding
of the meaning, does not then (at the time of the under-
standing of the relation between word and meaning ) exist;
therefore ornie cannot infer the impression as its cause.? When
the attribute is not cognised, one cannot cognise something
as qualified by it. One cannot cognise a relation with some-
thing which does not figure in knowledge. If one did, one
would understand the relation of eyerything with every-
thing else.

Are not all these objections applicable to the theory of
the indivisible word also ?

No. Because it is going to be shown that it ( the indivi-
sible word ) is within the range of the senses.

Why then all this trouble to make use of inference ?

Inference is put forward as a kind of witness to convince
one who, through some mistake, denies even direct expe-
rience. (13)

[ 1. Purah—before i e. at the time when the relation between

a particular word and its meaning is understood by the learner.

2.  Though verse 13 only speaks about the impression being

beyond the range of perception ( aksavartma ), the commentary
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points out that it is beyond the range of inference also. G. goes
further and points out that it is beyond the range of upamana

and arthdpatti, in fact, of all the positive means of valid knowledge.]

Freggedl 7 T aot e |
CHFIFIAANE FATTRAGAETEE 1 2 1
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14. The previous phonemes whose cognitions have
already disappeared cannot specify the last phoneme. If they
all figure in a single cognition (in the form of remembrance )
sequence etc. disappear.

If it be said that the previous phonemes modify it, well,
no! Their cognitions disppear then and there. They cannot
modify ( the last phoneme ) merely because they exist, Ag
all the phonemes are in the same position as far as existence
is concerned, they would all constitute one word. The previous
ones can perhaps specify the final one if they all figure simulta-
neously in a final cognition (in the form of remembrance )
produced by the residual impressions of the cognitions of all
of them. But then, sequence etc. would disappear in that
final remembrance and phonemes whose sequence etc. have
disappeared have no capacity to convey meaning. If they had,
the position would be that one can understand the meaning
from phonemes figuring in one cognition no matter how they
were previously perceived. This has already been said. (14)

7 9@T: ENIFE TNFglATER |
a9 I aRFAaTETaRad || (11l
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15. There would be no understanding of meaning if the
sameness of the speaker is not ascertained and that would be
inexplicable without some reason.

The upholder of the phoneme should be asked this
question : Is the fact of the different phonemes not being
uttered by different speakers a secondary cause (anga) of the
understanding of meaning or not? If it is not, then there
should be understanding of meaning even when the speakers
are different. That is not desired nor seen. This is what has
been said.!

“ Simultaneity, the fact of being uttered by the same
speaker and a particular sequence—all this is intended in the
case of phonemes which exist only to convey the meaning.

‘“Sequence, due to the speaker being the same, being
admitted, the fact that the utterer has previously noticed a
particular sequence in the utterance of elders, determines
what the sequence should be. ”
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“Simultaneity being impossible, has not been required
in this case. Simultaneity would require diversity of speakers
and expression never takes place in that manner. ”

If it is (asecondary) cause, it enters into the category
of indicators? and cannot be the cause of the understanding of
meaning unless it is previously ascertained. But we do see
meaning being understood from phonemes uttered by speakers
who are hidden or invisible. One cannot, without any cause,
ascertain the singleness or the plurality of hidden and invisible
speakers. Understanding of meaning is possible even when
there are different speakers, provided there is similarity of
the voice and uninterrupted utterence and when one hears
the confused talking of a crowd. One cannot say that (in the
confused talking of a crowd) one hears only the sounds. Some

people manage to perceive distinct phonemes, words and
sentences. (15)

[1 &L var. (Sph.) 70, 71, 75.

2. Inapakdanupravesdat. If the fact of all the phonemes heing
uttered by the same speaker is helpfui ( a‘r'lga) in understanding the
meaning, it can be so only as a jndpaka ( an indication) and not as
a kdraka (a cause ) In other words, that fact must be known
before the understanding of the meaning can take place. But it

does take place even if that fact cannot be ascertained. ]

ST agAany qeIy 7 frana: |
fAR@gaRkaag=wt agiwarn &

MFaAPratirRE A WeEtey faadaws, T 9 ax
TIREAAAR afrEF: , A SagI qETa: ST TR,
\ .
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Regem 11 2511

16. At the time of the understanding of the relation
( between the word and its meaning ) if the speaker is hidden
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or distant, one does not necessarily ascertain the singleness
of the speaker.

Even when the phonemes are uttered by a hidden or dis-
tant speaker, one who knows the meaning tells it to one} who
does not. The one who tells does not depend upon the single-
ness of the speaker, nor does the one who is told understand
by himself what he is not told. The one who tells only teaches
the relation of the word such as he understood it. The one
who is told cannot understand the singleness of the speaker
without any cause. This has already been said.? ( L6)

[1. What is pointed out here is that, at the time when some-
body tells another the meaning of words, he does not at all refer, for
the purpose of delimiting the word, to the sameness of the speaker
as something to be ascertained before the meaning is understood.
At the most, he would mention the seven factors mentioned in a
passage like Sl. Var. (deya) 183.

Padavadharanopayan bahiin icchanti surayah,

Kramanyundtirilktatvasvaeravakyasmytisrutih.

“ Scholars are of the opinion that there are many ways of
delimiting the word such as sequence, absence of deficiency or excess,

accent, connection, tradition and direct statement. ”]
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"Therefore,

17. As the singleness of the speaker is not a cause and
as the understanding of the meaning does not take place when
the speakers are many, even though the residual impression
etc. are the same, it all points to the existence of some other
cause.

Thus, as the singleness of the speaker is not a cause, not
being resorted to when the relation is taught nor experienced
when it is learnt, the understanding of the meaning should
really arise even when the speakers are many, considering
that the perceptions, residual impressions ete. of the phonemes,
are the same. Well, it does not arise and, therefore, it points
to something else as its cause. Nor do these difficulties arise
in the case of that something else, because, according to him,!
the sphota is not perceived when the speakers are many.

Do not the same difficulties arise in the theory of the
suggestion of the individual word as in that of the suggestion
of the meaning ? It has been said—

“ One who holds that the indivisible sphota is manifested
by the cognition of the phonemes, is also not free from this
very difficulty. ”® (17)

[1. Tasya, I have taken this as referring to one who believes

in Sphota, but it can also bz connected with Sphotasya in the

same sentence.
2. 8§l var. (Sph.) 91. The next two verses of the Sl. Var
also continue the same argument.]
A= —
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To this, the following answer is given—

18. The sounds which differ because of the difference in
the effort to produce them, reveal it (the indivisible sphota)
by the process of their indefinable cogn:tion and their residual
impressions.

It cannot be maintained that, as the phonemes remain
the same whether they are isolated or whether they are
together, whether the sequence is other than the desired one
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and whether the speaker is one or more than one, therefore,
the same difficulties arise in the theory of the revelation of the
indivisible word as in the theory of the conveying of the
meaning! It is like this : In all cases,® efforts, differences
among which are directly perceived in the very mental activity
of determining the effort to utter particular sounds and which
are dependent on the Self because of their being caused by
particular desires,® bring about distinctions in the sounds.
Therefore, words the manifestation of which is based on
particular sounds,? are not always revealed. Nor itis right to
maintain that, because each sound cannot reveal ( the indivi-
sible word ) as that would make the other sounds useless,
because it (the word ) cannot be revealed in parts, as it has
no parts, because the sounds cannot collectively reveal it if
they cannot do it individually, because there cannot be a
collection of things which come into existence in a sequence
and never attain simultaneity, therefore, the revelation of the
(indivisible) word is impossible. For each sound individually
reveals the whole sphota. Nor do the other sounds thus become
useless because there is a difference in the revelation. It is
like this : All the previous sounds bring about in the listener
whose mind is free from any particular residual impression,
cognitions in which the word figures vaguely and which sow
seeds in the form of residual impressions capable of producing
a later clear cognition of the word. The last sound produces
a clear cognition in which figures, as it were, clearly the image
?f the sphota caused by all the seeds in the form of residual
Impressions left by the vague cognitions of the previous sounds.

Just as the genuineness of a precious stone, not perceived
at the first gaze, shines in a final cognition arising in the mind
of a tester of precious stones whose mind has been previously
Prepare.d by the residual impressions of the vague cognitions.
Othe'r\.mse, there would be no clarity of the object in the final
cognition anymore than there is in the first cognition as then

ther 1 lifference between the two T ha i
the following has been said : s wh

Just as a Vedic passage (anuwvdka) or a verse is mastered

by the.last repetition znd is not clearly grasped in any one
recitation.
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In the same way, by means of the previous cognitions,
indefinable but favourable to the final clear cognition, the
real form of the word ( sphota ) suggested by the final sound,
is perceived.

The word is grasped by the final cognition in which
residual impressions have been left by the ( previous ) sounds
together with the last sound and which has thus become
progressively mature.’

As the residual impressions are due to the vague perce-
ptions of the sphota, they ultimately cause the clear perception
of that very sphota; therefore, in this view, there is not, as
there is in the theory of the phonemes, the defect of dive-
rsity® of object in regard to the understanding of meaning.(18)

[ 1. One cannot argue against the upholder of the sphota, as
one could hold against the protagonist of the phonemes, that each
phoneme by itself cannot reveal the sphota, nor that there cannot
be a collection of phoneme.s, nor that the sphota cannot be suggested

when the sequence is changed or when the speakers are many
in number.

2. Sarvatra—in all cases. That is (1 ) in the case of the
upholder of the phoneme theory and in the case of the upholder of
the sphota theory (2) at all times and in all places, (3) in the
case of all persons and all utterances, ( 4) in the case of the phone-
mes being uttered in isolation or simultaneously, in other than the

required sequence and by more than one speaker.

3. Svabhdvahetutayd. G. dissolves this compound word in as
many as four ways. The translation is, in accordance, with its first

explanation which seems to be in agreement with the context.

4. Niya.tanddanibandhanopavyaﬁjand. The words dhvaat and
ndda occur in the Vakyapadiya of Bhartrhari. Sometimes a slight
distinction is made between the two in that work, as for example,

in Vak. I. 47 where the Vritti says : Tacca sitkgme wvydpini dhvanaw
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karanavydparena praciyamane sthillendbhrasarghédtavad upalabhyena
ndddtmand praptavivartena tadvivartdnukdrendtyantamavivartamanaim
_ivvartamdnamiva grhyate. The word which is entirely without
change appears to change in terms of the gross nada, perceptible
like a mass of clouds brought into being when the subtle all—
pervasive sounds (dhvani ) are amassed (praciyamdna. ) by the
movements of the articulatory organs. The dhvanis are conceived
of as something atomic, all—pervasive and imperceptible. When
amassed by the movements of the articulatory organs, they become
gross and perceptible and are then called nada. Mandana, does
not make this distinction. The word dhvani in verse 18, is explained
by the word ndda in the commentary thereon. As G. puts it :
Nado dhvanir ityanarthantaram.

5. Vak. L, 82, 83, 84,

6. Varnavadine ive arthavisaye ndndtvadosah. The defect
in the theory that the phonemes themselves convey the meaning is
that, according to it, the residual impressions are caused by the
cognitions of the phonemes but, when awakened, they cause the

understanding of meaning. Thus there is a difference between

their cause and their effect, whereas impressions, when awakened

are supposed only to cause the remembrance of that which caused
them. In the sphota theory, this discrepancy does not exist. ]l

TG TR a0 i TR, 7 AT s 59 a1 |
7 9 a7 PRamed g SRR I anET,  FAee-
TEFRISFT: TFRI, ARSEER 2 S IEFRTERNTRY o WEREr F99-
AFRIRTAE AR ®1a 2 8 9 gt QAT | PaatermET T
fffmias, 7 = aRkeRa | 7 arn, 37 suaR=dadgan, 7 &
RAETSEIRRT a7 Rgatatifc PgmeR, Profaffed ar
7 aragAeraRemfiEatEg: | famgrafe | @ mg wef
ariEfaEr frama wafa | FEneg avenge: saRedn
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( Objection )

But it is not the word which shines at first, vaguely or
otherwise,! but totally different verbal elements, the phonemes.
Nor would it be right to maiatain that the word disguises itself
and appears as the phonemes. How can cognition have the
form of something when its object is something else * That
would mean that any cognition can have any object. How can
a residual impression left by a cognition having a particular
form be the cause of a cognition having a different form ?
Therefore, the difficulties (in the sphota theory) are the same
( as in the theory of the phonemes.) Something appearing as
something else is due to some cause and that is just what is
absent here. It cannot be the sounds because they are the
cause of our apprehension of the word ( of the truth.) That
which is the cause of the apprehension of something cannot be
the cause of its misapprehension. If it is the cause of its mis-
apprehension, its apprehension cannot be due to that. That
might mean that it cannot be revealed at all. The inevita-
bility of the misapprehension is also inexplicable.? In the case
of rope etc. their misapprehension as snake etc. does not
inevitably take place. Here, on the other hand, cognitions in
which the phonemes figure inevitably take place before the
apprehension of the word. Nor does it stand to reason that all
hearers should have the same misapprehension. In the case
of a rope, somebody mistakes it for a snake, another for a
little stream. Nor is there any fixed order in which the
misapprehension takes place. Sometimes, one mistakes it,
first as a streamlet and next as a snake; at other times, in the
opposite order. Here, on the other hand, the misapprehension
takes place inevitably, it takes place in a fixed order and in a
particular form. How is it so? The falsity of a cognition is
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ascertained by its later sublation. To speak of a misapprehen-

sion here where thera is no later sublation can only convince
children.

[1. Because the cognition has the form of the phonemes.

2, The opponent, i. e. the Mimarhsaka points out four defects
in the argument of the upholder of the sphota. If, when the
phonemes actually figure in the cognition, we maintain that it is the
sphota which is being so cognised, it would mean ( 1 ) that any
cognition can have any object, (2) that impressions left by the
coznition of phonemes can cause the cognition of so nething different
from them which is contrary to the nature of residual impressions,
(3') that misapprehension can take place without a cause. (4 ) that

it is inevitable and that it must take place in a fixed order and
in a particular manner.

All the above assumptions are contrary
to facts. ]

St
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To this, the answer is as follows :

19. “Vaguely apprehended objects do appear to be
different from what they are, but through (the progressively
clearer ) residual impressions of the previous cognitions, the
truth shines fully.

What follows has been seen : vaguely perceived objects
sometimes do appear to be different from what they really are :
from a distance, trees look like elephants etc; when one enters
dimly lighted inner apartments from bright places, vaguely
perceived ropes ete. do look like snakes etc. Nor would it be
right to maintain that it is not these which so appear, because
it is these which are in contact with the senses. Contact of
the sences with one thing cannot be the cause of the knowledge
of something else. If it is held that the eye, without being in
contact, manifests silver, there would be no requirement of
the contact at all.! Therefore, it is the previous cognitions
(having tree as the object and the form of the elephant)
leaving progressively clearer residual impressions, which
become the cause of the clear perception of the tree etc.
Otherwise there would be a clear perception of the tree at the
very first gaze. It would not be right to maintain that it (the
clear perception of the tree) did not arise at first because of
the distance, but arose afterwards because of proximity, for
it arises in the case of those who stay in the same place through
continuity of attention. Even those whose senses are normal
as can be judged by their correct perception of other objects,
at first apprehend wrongly and later perceive correctly.
Therefore, it is not due to any defect in the senses that there
{s initial misapprehension. If it is held that, in the case of trees
etc. the bare form is apprehended through the senses and the
rest is remembered through resemblance, the same thing can

M. M. .4
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be said of the other verbal elements considered to be parts of
the word,? For, it has been said— .

“ Just as through distance or darkness, one mistakes an
object in the previous cognitions and finally apprehends it
correctly.”

“In the same way, when the sentence is being suggested
by the elements which are the cause of its manifestation, there
is, at first, a cognition in which its parts figure. ' (19)

[1. The position taken up by the upholder of the spohta is
this :—One sometimes sees a tree from a distance and mistakes it for
an elephant but by continually- looking at it. one sees that it is a
tree and not an elephant. Here the impressions left by the previous
erroneous cognitions help in the ultimate correct cognition. Though
the previous cognitions have the form of the elephant, the tree is
their object, because it is with the tree that the sense of vision is in
contact, As it is with the tree that the sense is in contact, the
resulting cognition is that of the tree, even though it has the form
of the elephant. It is not possible to say that the sense is in contact
with one thing but that the resulting cognition is that of something
else. If the sense of vision can illuminate something with which it
is not in contact, why did it not do so before the eye came into
contact with the tree ? Why this dependence on contact with the
tree for producting a knowledge of the elephant ? The fact is that the
appearance of the elephant depends upon the contact of the sense
with the tree and its vague apprehension. As G. Puts it : arupd-
locitavisayatvam anyathdprakdsanasya = the misapprehension has as
its object something which has been vaguely perceived (p. 141 )
In other words, vague apprehension and misapprehension amount to

the same thing.

2. The upholder of the sphota has been maintaining that
through the progressively clearer impressions of the previous ( vague

or erroneous) apprehensions, a clear and correct apprehension takes
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place in the end. The opponent here points out that no misappre-
hension takes place through the sense of vision. When the tree is
first seen, the eye perceives what is common to it and an elephant
and not what distinguishes it from an elephant. What it actually
pereeives, i. e, that which is common to the tree and the elephant is
quite correct. On this basis, however, the mind thinks of the
elephant, because the common point has been perceived. So this
cognition is a mixture of perception and remembrance. Both the
aspects are quite valid. The mistake lies only is not distinguishing
between the two. If there are thus no misapprehensions, there cannot
be any question of progressively clearer impressions of them, followed
by a final clear apprehension. The upholder of the sphota points
out in reply that the argument can be applied to the misapprehen-
sion of parts in the partless indivisible sphota @ Why not say that
while the indivisible sphota is being vaguely apprehended through
the sense of hearing, the mind remembers the unreal parts like the
phoneme and the word ? Of course, he himself does not argue in

ihis manner.
3. Viak. I. 89, 90. ]
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20. It is the sounds that resemble one another which
are the cause of the error. That which leads to the final correct
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cognition ( of the sphota) is just what is held to be the cause
of the error too.!

Even though the different efforts aiming at the utterance
of phonemes, words and sentences, the different breaths raised
by them striking at the different places of articulation and the
different sounds produced by contact with the places of arti-
culation are the cause of the revelation of the word, they
somehow resemble one another because of the resemblance in
the place of articulation and are, therefore, mixed up as it
were. That is why one thinks that one perceives one kind of
verbal element when one is actually perceiving another.? That
which is the cause of perception is just the cause of the error,
as no other cause is perceived. As even error is a kind of
cognition, how can that which is the cause of non-cognition
lead to it ? It is as in the case of the tree at a distance where
it is the contact with the object which is the cause of the error.
The same contact, through the process of the residual impres-
sions left by the continuous attentive perception, is the cause
of the final correct perception of the tree. Therefore, it is not
a weighty thing to say that, if the sounds are the cause of

error, they cannot lead to the final correct perception of the
word. (20)

[1. G. points out that it is true of all errors that they are
caused by the very causes of correct knowledge. : Sarvabhrantisd-

“dharanam etaditi bhaval.

2. When the sounds of a word are uttered by the speaker, the
hearer understands that word at first vaguely and wrongly, i. e. 1n
the form of phonemes and finally, he understands it clearly and cor-
rectly. The first cognitions are errors. There were several theories
current in Ancient India in regard to error, known by the nameg
atmakhyadti (Vijﬁénavédins) asatlchydti (Médhyamikas) alchyati
( Prabhakara Mimarhsakas ) anyathdkhydti ( Naiyayikas ) anirvaca-
niyakhydti ( Vedantins ) Satkhydti (Réménuja) and Viparitakhydti
( Bhatta Mimarhsakas ) Mandana looks ﬁpOn error as anyathd-

khyati which is closely related to viparitakhydti and argues against



Sphotasiddhi 53

the akhydti interpretations Accerding fo Mandana, in error someth-
ing appears as something else. In the present case, the sphota
appears as the phoneme. This misapprehension is looked upon as a
means to the final correct apprehension. If error is interpreted as

akhyati, it cannot serve as a means to the final correct cognition.]
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21. In the case of those who apprehend the word through
others, misapprehension is inevitable because it is the means.

This error is inevitable in the case of the word as in the case
of cognition.}

The cause of the understanding of the word is such
that it first causes a misapprehension of it and then leads to its
correct final cognition because of the fixed similarity of the
sounds. For there are no sounds available to us other than
those which bring to the mind the superimposed verbal element.
If there were, the correct cognition of the word might come
!:hrough them without the previous misapprehension.? That
1s why there is a uniform misapprehension in the case of every-
131:);135'; nar:rlely, because the'cause of the misapprehension is
ing ofT}?eln t}fz case of all.® Because the process of the convey-
fixed 4 Juwf e depends upon a sequence, the sequence is also
num}:;nrs isst . as the cognition of the previous non-existfant
becau;e it i : cause of tbe c'ognition of the number in question
other verbal‘elmeans to it, similarly here the cognition of th-e
tion of the Wor?imelr}‘;( the p.honeme ) is a means to the cogni-
thin h : € previous numbers do not belong to the

gs whose number in regard to a particular action is fixed
and wll)uch have been determined by such numbers as hundred
etc. because number is a kind of measurement® which,
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therefore, cannot relate to them (the previous numbers. )
Just as there is a fixed seguence in the production of the
effects of milk, seed etc., similarly, there is a fixed sequence
in cognition also. Therefore, there is an inevitable misappre-
hension in the cas2 of thoss who understand the word as taught
by others,® because there is no other means of apprehending
it. In the case of the great sages who do not apprehend the
word as taught by others, it has been declared that they,
having realised the truth (dharma) with their inner light
undimmed, apprehended the word, disregarding the process
of misapprehension and taught it also similarly. As has been
said-The great sages, directly realised the truth (dharma) they
imparted the Mantras through instruction to those who had
not directly realised the truth.” Others who were incapable
of receiving the Mantras through instruction, just learnt the
text of the Vedas and the Vedangas, so that at least the means
may be apprehended.® It has been said—

“ When one perceives those non-existent elements in the
middle as existent, it is due to the incapacity of the perceiver :
they are only a means to the cognition of the real word. ”°

“ Just as the cognition of the previous numbers becomes
the means of cognising the other (real) number though they
are different from one another, similarly, the cognition of the
other verbal elements (the phonemes) is a means to the
cognition of the word, *’10

“Just as there is a fixed sequence in the transformation
of milk or seed (into its product) similarly, there is a fixed
sequence ( in regard to the word. )"

Just as there is an inevitable error in cognition consisting
in the transference to it of the form of the object, similarly
there is an inevitable misapprehension of the word because
of the transference to it of the differences of the manifesting
sounds which are similar to one another. It is like this-Those
who believe that the word consists of phonemes which are
indivisible, do not deny that inevitable misapprehension in
regard to these phonemes, consisting in their association with
division and sequence and with accents like the acute (uddtta)
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and quantity like length etc. It is like this—In diphthongs
like ‘e’ division into ‘a’ and ‘i’; in other vowelsr w'hen
they have the circumflex accent (svarita), their division into
two parts, one having the acute accent and the other the grave

accent, all this cognition of division and sequence cannot be
denied. It has been said—

“In regard to cognition and the word, misapprehension
leading to division in inevitable; the word is coloured by

sequence and cognition is dependant upon the form of the
object. 712

“In actual usage, cognition without an object figuring in

it is not seen. Nor is meaning conveyed by the word which
has not assumed sequence.” (21)

[1- It was urged by the Mimaimsaka (before verse 19 ) that
the apprehension of the phonemes should not be looked upon as an
error because this apprehension has a fixed, unalterable character
in three ways : (1) the apprehension of the phonemes takes place
invariably before the whole word is grasped ( 2) it always takes
place in the same sequence ( 3) it is uniform in the case of all
hearers.  Ordinarily, an error is neither inevitable, nor always of
the same nature nor does it follow the same sequence. Therefore, the

apprehension of the phonemes is not a case of error. The first half

of the present verse is an answer to all the three aspects of this
objection.

2. As the initial misapprehension is a means to the fina]

correct apprehension it invariably precedes it. Thus the first aspect
of the objection is answered.

3. This is meant to answer the third objection. As the

sounds which cause misapprehension in the case of one hearer

are similar to those which cause misapprehnsion in the case of other

hearers, therefore, there is uniformity in the misapprehension.
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4. This answers the second aspect of the objection. As the
sequence in which the misapprehension takes place is also a means

to the flnal correct cognition, it is fixed.

5. According to G. this statement has been made according
to the view that number is neither a separate category (padd'rtha )
nor does it come under the gunas. The other and more generally
accepted view, that of the VaiSesikas, is that it is a guna and that
duality and the numbers higher than that are produced by apeksa-
buddhi and are destroyed when the latter are destroyed. The
process of production and destruction is elaborately described in the
Upaskara on Vai. Sii. 7. 2. 8.

6. See Vak. 1. 85 and the Vrtti thereon.

7. G. points out that Dharma includes not merely the facts
but also the words which give expression to them, i. e. the Mantras,

Brahmanas, the Vedangas and other Sastras.

8. See Ni. 1. 20 Bimma ( Bilma ) grahandye = updyato vasika”
randyae ( G. ) See Vak. I 5 and the Vritti thereon where this very
passage from the Nirukta is quoted in order to show how the Vedas

have been handed down.

9. Vak. L 85. The correct text is, however, as follows :

» Asata$cantardle yai chabdd@nastiti manyate, Pratipattur a$

aktilk s@ grahanopdya eva sah.
I have adopted this text for the translation. G. also knew it.

10. Vak. L 87. This quotation is meant to explain how the

misapprehension is uniform in the case of all perceivers.

11. Vak. L 91.

12. Vak. I 86.

fAvatar R = arrdae gife: |
TR ATIIFRSMA 28 ag Aeda: 1 <R
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22. It has been shown that misapprehension is the cause
of correct apprehension. Sublation of the misapprehens:ion
does take place inspite of the word appearing as possessing
some distinctions.

It might be said—How can misapprehension be the cause
of correct apprehension ? But this has already been shown in
the verses :—““Just as in the previous cognitions” ete.! and “Just
as the cognition of the previous numbers” ete.? As to the objec-
tion that one can ascertain somethingito be a misapprehension
only if thereis alater sublation, as, otherwise, one can convince
only children, it would be valid if there were no later sublation.
But there is, because one does finally perceive the clear
indivisible word and there can be no understanding of meaning

otherwise, as has been explained.® Thus the one indivisible
word has necessarily to be accepted.

It might be objected,
capable of doing away wit
because there js no contradi
nition of the one worg aris
distinct phonemes; hence
ction. One cannot say th

“The cognition of the word is not
h the distinction (of phonemes )
ction between the two, The cog-
es as mixed up with that of the
we know that there is no contradi-
at then (when the cognition of the
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one word arises ) distinction does not appear.” The objection
is not valid. It is like this—Even though appearing as diffe-
rent in the precious stone, sword, mirror etc. the face is
ultimately cognised as free from all distinction because of the
cognition of identity, identity being opposed to distinction.
Similarly, the phoneme, inspite of such distinctions as long,
short etc. appezars as one, free from distinction, through the
cognition of identity. In the same way, the word, the uflity
of which is grasped at the time of its cognition, is recognised
as one inspite of the cognition of some distinctions. (22)

(1. Vak. I 89.
2. Vak. I, 87.

3. G. explains that when an error takes place, it is later
sublated by the correct cognition. It can take a negative or a posi-
tive form. In the ce;se of the mother-of-pearl being mistaken for
silver, the later sublation takes the form ' this is not silver ” 1. e it
is negative in form; if it takes the form “ this is mother—of-pearl, it
would be positive in form. In the case of the word, the later subla-

tion is of a positive character. ]
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Why not resort to the very process by which the sphota
is cognised to explain the comprehension of meaning ?*
Because—
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23. The revelation (of an object) clearly or vaguely is
confined to direct perception. In the case of the other means
of knowledge there is either apprehension { of the object) or
not at all.

The senses are the cause either of a cognition which
reveals the object clearly or of one which reveals it vaguely.
For instance, when something is cognised from a distance or
when something subtle is cognised.? Such things as a sign
(finga ) and the word either produce a cognition in which the
object figures clearly or not at all. In their case, no such
distinction as first a vague cognition and then a clear cognition
takes place. Meaning is to be understood through verbal
cognition. The sphota, on the other hand, is to be cognised
through direct perception. Thus everything is alright.® (23)

[ 1. This objection is implied is $1 Var. ( Sph. ) 91, 93.
2. G, points out that by ‘sense ’, both the external and the

internal senses are meant here. The senses cause vague and clear

cognitions; sometimes, they produce a vague cognition first and a
clear cognition later. The perception of a tree from a distance and
of the genuineness of a precious stone are examples of vague Ccogni-
tions being followed by clear ones.

3. That is, the process of the revelation of the sphota by the
sounds does not suffer from the same defects as the process of the
revelation of the meaning by the phonemes. ]
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How is the sphota cognised through direct perception ?
Because the cognition of the whole word which takes the form
‘gauly’ and which is different from the previous cognitions of
the phonemes cannot be without any basis. The phonemes
cannot be the basis, because this cognition is different from
that of the phonemes. Therefore, some other object must be
the basis.

(Objection) : It is admitted that there takes place a later
cognition different from the cognitions of the single phonemes.
But it has no other object as the basis. Because it is coloured
by the forms of the phonemes and the form of no other object
shines in it. It is like this. Itis the same phonemes which
had been previously cognised which figure in this also and not
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anything else. If it were something else, then this final cog-
nition would have that thing figuring in it, just as the cognitions
of the different phonemes do not have the forms of the mutual
objects figuring in them, but reveal some other form. The
difference between the previous cognitions and this final one
is just this : the former have single phonemes as their object,
the latter has their collection as the object. But this difference
does not mean that the later cognition has a totally different
object. If a difference in the object is insisted upon, one might
say that three phonemes do constitute a different object than
a single phoneme. But there is no object over and above the

phonemes, because nothing beyond the phonemes figures in the
cognition. If it is maintained that the cognition which takes
the form ‘gauh’ is a single cognition,! well, who said other-
wise, namely, that the cognition was not one ?2 But single-
ness is wrongly apprehended in the objects, either because
they are the objects of a single cognition or because they
produce a single effect.® Or it may be that singleness is attri-
buted to them as one attributes singleness to trees when one
calls them a forest. Not only that. In the case of the word
‘gauh’ the illusion that its objects have singleness can be
explained by the fact that the phonemes are uttered very
quickly and that there is liftle vowel in it. In words like

Devadatta, plurality is clearly perceived. It has been said :
“there is no word over and above the directly perceived

phonemes ‘g’ etc., because something different from them is
not perceived and because they are themselves identified with
the word.4 ” Similarly

“ The difference of the final cognition from those of the
previous cognitions of each single phoneme is admitted. But
the phonemes figure in it; it has no other object. ”

“ Or three phonemes together might be looked upon as
constituting a different object from each single phoneme. No
other object over and above the three phonemes figures in the
cognition. ”’

‘“ That the cognition which takes the form ¢ gauh’ is 5

single one is not denied by us. But there takes place an illu-
sion of singleness in regard to the word because the phonemes
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are cognised by a single congnition or because they together
produce a single effect. ”

“ The illusion of singleness can be explained in the case
of the word ‘gaul’ because of the speed with which it is
uttered and because there is little vowel in it; but in words
like ‘Devadatta’ the difference of phonemes is clearly
perceived.’ ”

[1. As it is a single cognition, it would be better if its object

was also a single one rather than a number of phonemes.

2. An ‘iti’ is required after ‘ JAdnam tu naikam ’ Jiianam tu
naikam iti’ would thus become an elaboration of * anyathd@ ’. It has
been translated accordingly. G. knew another reading : Jileyam tu

naikam  That would also yield a good meaning.
3. The effect meant here is the conveying of the meaning.

4. Cf. Sab. Bhi. p. 48. The actual text there is : Na ca
pratyakso gakdradibhyonyo gosabda iti, bhedadar$andbhdvad abhe-

dadarSandcea. G. knows this reading also.

5. Sl Var. (Sph. ) 118, 119, 120, 121. ]
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To the above objection, the following answer is given.

24. There is no bar to a cognition in which one thing
figures being based upon something else. As the form of the
one (indivisible word ) does figure in the cognition, how can
one say that something else than phonemes does not figure
in it ?

It is not right to maintain that a cognition in which, for
some reason, one thing figures may not be based on something
else. It is like this- The cognition of the universal, even
though it is mixed up with the form of the individual, does
not thereby cease to have something else as its object, nor
that of the whole, inspite of its connection with the parts,
having their own parts and altributes, nor the cognition of the
picture, even though it is connected with colours like blue
belonging to its parts. A picture is not merely blue and other
colours inhering in something else (than the picture). If it
were so, the whole (the picture) would be colourless and
would be beyond the range of visual perception.! All visible
objects are perceived by a cognition in which the form of light
figures. That does not mean that the cognition in question
has no other object. If it is objected that, in the examples
given, the form of something else does figure in the cognition,
but not here, well, how do you say that the same thing does
not happen here ? For the one indivisible word does figure
in the cognition. It cannot be indentical with the phonemes

(varnianam datmad), because they are many and, therefore,
opposed to unity. Similarly, cloth etc. are also cognised as
somzthing quite distinct from thread ete. (24)

[ 1. Avayavino nirupatayl acdksusatvaprasangdt. The jdea
behind this statement is that the picture is something over and above
its different parts having colour. Otherwise, it would itse!f have no

colour and be invisible. A whole having parts becomes visible only
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if it has colour. Colour itself and the universal come within the

range of visual perception, even though they themselves have no

colour. But a dravya having parts would be visible only if it had

colour. Even those who believe that substances like Dik (Direction)

Kala (Time) are visible even though they have no colour, insist

that a substance which is a product and is a whole can become
visible only if it has colour. ]
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25. One who explains the cognition of unity in th;
phonemes by the fact of their being cognised by one actno
cognition or by their serving one single purpose would really

do away with unity everywhere because there is no reason for
discrimination.

One who explains the cognition of unity in the phonemes
by the fact of their being cognised by one act of cognition or
by their serving one and the same purpose is real%y doing
away with unity everywhere, because there is no c.hﬂ-'er ence
( between this case and other cases ). It is like thls. : Cl?th
etc. also would acquire their unity by the fact of their being
cognised by one’cognition and serving one single purpose and
this would hold true of all objects up to the smallest. Even
that would be subjected to the same reasoning; therefore,
where would natural unity find an abode ? If it be said : ‘in
cognition’, well there also there can be superimposition of
the attributes of the object! Thus, there being no cause for
discrimination, one cannot be sure even of the unity of

cognition. Nowhere would one be certain of the existence of
natural unity. (25)

M. M. 5-6



66 Mandana MiSra

[1- The Mimamsaka argues that the many phonemes of a
word themselves constitute the word and that there is no single word
apart from the many phonemes. If we speak ‘about the one word,
it is only by courtesy. Because the different phonemes figure in
one cognition and together cause the understanding of meaning, we
speak of them as constituting one word. This unity is bhakta;
aupiadhika and not bhavika that is, natural, real. The upholder of the
sphota answers that if unity in the word is questioned, one can qus-
tion unity in everything. The things ( vastu ) which constitute the
world are of two kinds : $abda and artha. The unity of $abda is
under discussion. If that is questioned, one can question the unity
of artha too. A piece of cloth (pata ), for instance. Is it one or are
we only attributing unity to it because it figures in one cognition
and fulfils one purpose ? Ultimately, is there unity in the cognition
itself ? Is it not possible to say that we attribute unity to it
because one thing figures in it ? Thus, to cast doubt on the unity of
the word would end in our casting doubt on the unity of everything.]
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Moreover

26. Unless: the form of the word is cognised, there cannot
be comprehension of meaning and if that depends upon the
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comprehension of meaning, it is clear that mutual dependence
would result.

One who has not understood the limits (within which
phonemes constitute the word) does not understand the
meaning; if he takes other limits, no meaning is understood
even though the phonemes may be the same. If one maintains
that through the understanding of the meaning, one comes to
know the limits which constitute the word, one gets into the
difficulty called mutual dependence! from which there is no
escape. Nor does a statement of the connection (of the
phonemes) with a single meaning enable one to make up a
word, because phonemes which have not been made up into a
word are inexpressive and one cannot proclaim the connection
of that which is unconnected. If the making up of the word
itself depends upon connection with meaning, there would be
the difficulty of mutual dependence : The fact of being a word
being there, it becomes connected with meaning and then there
is a declaration of the connection; on account of the declaration
of the connection, something becomes a word and then it
becomes connected with meaning. A word, the expressive
power of which is already fixed, is declared to be so; it
is not through the declaration that it becomes expressive.
Even in the case of names like Devadatta, there cannot be
any making up of the word by disregarding the factor of the
understanding of meaning. Nor can there be any under-
standing of meaning unless the word has been made up.? (26)

[1 ct &L var. ( Sarmbandhiksepa ) 136.

2. If the making up of the word depends upon the under-—
standing of the meaning, there would be the defect of mutual
dependence, because the meaning cannot be understood unless the
form of the word is grasped. The connection between the word and
the meaning is eternal, it is only made known and not created.
Even where it appears that the connection is made by man as when
somebody is given a name, one cannot make up the unity of the name

by disregarding the factor of the named nor can the named be
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understood unless the name is grasped as a unity. In other words,
the defect of mutual dependence comes in here also, if one does not

accept the one word over and above the phonemes. -]
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27. Even though there might be a difference in the
sequence of the cognitions of the things which make up the
collection, the collection itself is not different and the form of
the word, clearly different in each case, is, however, perceived.
If the cognition of the word has only the collection of phone-
mes as its basis, in the pairs nadi, dina, jara, raja, the words
are cognised as quite distinct and there is clear difference in
the audition only! (and notin the sounds heard ). Merely
because of a difference of sequence in the cognition of the
things which go to make up a collection, the cognition of the
collection itself does not become different. It is like this—the
cognition of the cloth, whether we perceive it from one end
or the other, does not differ; nor does that of a forest, inspite
of any difference that there might be in the sequence of the
cognitions of the trees dhava, khadira etc. (which go to make
up the forest). Therefore, that which appears as different
even though the phonemes are the same and that which
appears as one even though the phonemes are different, is the
word and that is directly cognised.?

[ 1. Sphuta$ceha $rutibhedah. G. says—" Sravanamatrabheda
eva kevalo’sti, na tu $rilyamanasabdavastubhedsh katharmecidapi

vidyate ityuktamityarthah.” The translation follows this explana-
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tion which is the best that can be given of an otherwise unsatis-
factory text. What is pointed out is that in jara and raja, while
the phonemes are the same, there are two different words. That
the phonemes are the same cannot be the meaning of Srutibhedah.
Srutyabhedah would certainly be better as Dr. Miss. Biardeau suggests
(D. S. p. 50 ) but it is remarkable that it is not one f‘of the many

variants which G. knew and which are discussed in it.

2. In the pairs nadi, dlna and jara, raja, the phonemes are
the same but the words are cognised as quite distinet; in the word
4 gauh ’, the phonemes are cognised as distinct from one another, but

the word is perceived as one. ]
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As to the arguments!'—

‘“Phonemes or sounds in words or sentences do not
manifest the sphota because they reveal (the meaning directly)
as the lustre of the lamp etc. reveals ( the object directly ) ”.

‘“ (Phonemes or sounds in words or sentences do not
manifest the sphota) because they exist, like the jar etc. Such
arguments, according to one’s taste, can be brought forward
against the thing which is postulated and which is different
from what is accepted in the world. ”

“ The sphota is not expressive of meaning because it is
different from phonemes, like jar etc. There is no contradi-

ction of] known facts in this argument because the subject
(sphota) is not established. ”
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¢ There would be such a contradiction in the case of one
who denies the expressive power of the phonemes, because it
is after the knowledge of the phonemes that the understanding
of the meaning takes place, as there would be in the case of
one who denies that the word ‘candra’ denotes the one having
the hare on it (the moon). ”

“ The knowledge of the meaning which takes place after
the comprehension of toe phonemes is surely due to the latter.
Similar knowledge would be attributed to a similar cause, as
the knowledge of fire is attributed to that of smoke. ”’

It is the phonemes ‘g’ etc. which denote the objects
cow etc. because the latter are invariably understood from
the former and because the former are uttered previously.”
(they are answered as follows.)* Saying that the phonemes
or sounds do not manifest the sphota existing in or connected
with the word or sentence is only repeating what is accepted.
Because the word and the sentence are themselves the sphota.®
If what is meant is that the phonemes or sounds of which the
object is the word or the sentence (do not manifest the sphota)
even then, what can be the meaning of tha word ‘object’
except that which manifests ? It cannot mean the fact of
being wholes, because neither the word nor the sentencc is
a whole (having parts)? Even (if ‘object’ is taken to
mean the ‘whole’ and, therefore, padaviakyayor varna va
dhvanayo va is taken to mean ‘ phonemes or sounds belonging
to a whole, in the form of a word or sentence) the subject
(paksa) in the inference would suffer from the defect called
unknown qualification (aprasiddhavisesyata). The reason
(hetu) also would suffer from having an unestablished sub-
stratum. Moreover, the thing to be proved does not hold in
the case of the sense of hearing and the mind, because they
do manifest the sphota.® What is called manifesting capacity
is nothing more than the fact of being the cause of under-
standing and the sense of hearing and the mind are causes of
understanding. And as the residual impressions, awakened
through attention etec., manifest the sphota,thereis discrepancy
between the reason and what is to be proved.! The reason
‘because they exist’ is inconclusive, because of the sense of



72 Mandana Misra

hearing etc. It has been declared that the essence of the sphota
is directly perceptible by the sense of hearing. And there
would be contradiction with one’s own tenet in the case of a
word consisting of one single phoneme, if the suggestiveness

of sounds is denied.

The reason * because it is different from the phonemes
is not established in itself, because its (the sphota’s) very
existence has not been accepted.” In the case of the word
consisting of one phoneme, this reason is not proved for both
of us and, therefore, it does not even cover the subject,’ And
there would also be contradiction with one’s own accepted
view.? The qualifying word ‘of the meaning’ is useless
because expressiveness of any kind whatsoever is denied.
If by ‘expression’ mere conveying of something is meant, then
even an object like jar does convey something else ( when it
is alinga). Thus the probandum ( s@dhya) is defective. If
what is denied is the fact of the sphota being the cause of the
comprehension of the word, then the reason given does not
hold good in the case of the residual impression.’* If, on the
other hand, what is denied is the fact of the sphota as a sound
conveying something else, then the statement does not hold
good in the case of the sounds of conch etc. made for the purpose
of conveying time etc. Nor does the reason given hold good
in the case of phonemes, because they are expressive (accor-
ding to you) and yet they are different from other phonemes.
(A counter-syllogism can be brought forward as follows-)
“ The phonemes are not expressive of meaning, because they
are different from the sphota, just like a jar ete.” Nor would
there be contradiction with facts seen, because the compre-
hension of the meaning is due to it (the sphota) whereas it is
not a known fact that the comprehension of the meaning does
come from the phonemes. What is understood by people in
:che world is that they understand the meaning from the word

cow’ and not from the residual impressions nor from the
phonemes nor from the visarjaniya.

There is no contradiction of worldy understanding as
there would be in the case of the denial that the word ‘candra’
denotes the one having the hare on it (the moon).?? The
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reason “ bacause it is after the knowledge of the phonemes
that the understanding of the meaning takes place” is not
established, because it is after the comprehension of the word
that the understanding of meaning takes place.”®* The under-
standing of the meaning takes place also after a knowledge of
high speed etc., but it is not attributed to high speed etc. Thus
the reason is inconclusive. The inference of the fire, taking
place after the comprehension of a particular smoke, is not
attributed to the particularity in that smoke. As to the reason :
‘“ because the latter are invariably understood from the former
and because the former are uttered previously,” it does not
hold good in the case of being in general, the fact of being
substance., the fact of being a phoneme and the fact of being
the word in general. Learned people do not consider that
such similarity and dissimilarity can constitute a reason.
Enough of this digression. (27)

[1. Now follow a few arguments in syllogistic form put
forward by the Mimamsaka, against the acceptance of sphota. The
verses quoted constitute §1. Var. ( Sph. ) 131-136.

2. The first 'anti-sphota syllogism is contained in the first verse
quoted. The expression “ padavakyayoh ” in that verse can be

connected either with ‘sphotam’ or with varna va dhvanayo va.
Thus the syllogism would have two forms—

Varnd wva dhvanayo va (pak.sa. ) padavdkyayoh sphotam
nabhivyaiijanti ( sidhya )
Vyaiijakatvdt ( hetu.)
Dipaprabhdrat ( drstanta )
or
Padavakyayor varnd v@ dhvanayo va (pak.sa) sphotam nabhi-
vyfjanti. (sadhya )
Vyanjakatvdt ( hetu )
Dipaprabhdvat ( drstanta )
The first form of it is refuted first.
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3. This is refutation of the second form of the syllogism.

4. Tatrdpi. Even if, for the sake of argument, the word or the

sentence is taken as a whole of which the phonemes or the sounds
would be parts.

5. The infernece which is being criticised is that the phonemes
or sounds do not manifest the sphota, because they directly convgy
the meaning. Here it is pointed out that the sense of hearing and the
mind also convey the meaning, but they do not manifest the sphota.

The resason, therefore, suffers from the defect of deviation.

6. Here we have the criticism of the syllogism found in the
second verse quoted. In fact, this verse only gives a new reason
and a new example for the proposition which has already been set

forth in the first verse. The syllogism would be as follows—

Varnd vda dhanayo vd (puksa) sphotam  nabhivyaitjants
(sddhya)

Sattvat ( hetu )
Ghatddivat ( drstanta )

As G. puts it—Varttikakdrena hi sattvad ghatadivacceti

pirvasydmeva pratijfidyarn hetvantaram drstantataram ca darsitam.

Where the word consists of one single phoneme, that would
be the expressive element whether it is called sphota or not. Evem
the Mimarhsaka admits that the sounds manifest such a word. ( i.e.
the expressive element ) So to deny manifesting power totally to the

sounds would be selfcontradiction on the part of the Mimarhsaka.

7. This is the refutation of the argument contained in the

third verse quoted. The first two verses argued against the very

existence of the sphota; this one argues aginst its expressive power-
The syllogism may be stated as follows—
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Sphoto ( paksa ) ndrthasya vdcakah ( Sadhya )
Varnebhyo vyatirekatah ( hetu )
Ghatddivat ( drstinta )

One criticism against this argument is that, as the very existence
of the sphota has not been accepted by the Mimarhsaka, its difference
from phonemes is equally unreal and there is, therefore, no point in

mentioning that as the reason for the sphota not being expressive.

8. Avyapakatvam. In the syllogism given under note 7, the
reason  difference from the phonemes” would not cover the case of
a word consisting of a single phoneme, because both the disputants
agree that the expressive element (whether it be called sphota or

not) is not different from the phoneme. Therefore, it is avydpaka.

9, Abhyupagamavirodhasca. The Mimamsaka accepts that
the word expressive of a single phoneme is expressive. So his main

proposition in the syllogism under discussion is self-contradiction.

10. Sarskarenanaikantikah, It is the reason in the syllogism
under discussion which is so characterised. The reason is “ varnebhyo
vyatirekatah” because it is different from the phonemes. The residual
impression is also different from the phonemes and yet it is the cause
of the apprehenssion of the word ( either in the from of dhvani or

varna or sphota )

11. Now begins the criticism of the argument found in the
fourth verse quoted. The Madras edition has ‘ tajjfidnanantarod-
bhavén corresponding to varnn and so has $l. Var ( Sph.) 134
( Chowkhambha edition ) But Mandana and Parthasarathimisra had
obviously °dbhavit’ in this verse as well as in the next one where
the printed text has °dbhavd. The translation takes the text to be
‘ tajjfiananantarodbhavat.” The argument is : whoever denies the
expressive power of the phonemes would go against what is actually
seen, just as one who denies that the word ‘ candra’ denotes the one

having hare on it would go against what is actually seen. The
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Mimarmsaka has the upholder of the sphota in mind. He attributes

the following argument to the sphotavadi against the Mimamsaka—
Dhvanayo na varnan abhivyafijanti
Dhvanayo na varndan abhivyafijanti
Vyatnijakatvat
Dipavat
or

Varnd na vdcaka

Sattvat
Ghatadivat.
12. Cf. §L. Var. ( Anumﬁna) 64
13.

Now follows the refutation of the arguments contained in

the last two verses quoted. These two verses are meant by the

Mimarhsaka to estabhish his own view, whereas the four previous

verses were meant to refute the sphotavadin. The present two
verses contain the two following syllogisms.

( a ) Arthadhir varnotthd
Tajjiiandanantarodhavatvdt

Yedr$i sa tadutthd, dhivmaderiva vahnidhih

(b ) gakdradir gavddeh pratipddakah
Dhruvam pratiyamdanatvdt, pirvam tatprat’padandt
Dipadivat.

In criticising (a), Mandana points out that even the Mimam-
saka cannot maintain that the understanding of the meaning imme-
diately follows the apprehension of the phonemes, because he also
postulates the apprehension of the word in the middle, even though
for him, the word is not the sphota over and above the phonemes.
But there is something and that is enough to vitiate his argument.
Secondly, it is not only the apprehension of the phonemes which
precedes the understanding of meaning, but the speed with which
they are uttered is also apprehended and yet nobody connects that

apprehension with the understanding of the meaning. The illustration
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of the smoke and the fire is also defective, because not only dees one
see smoke in general; but also the particular character of it and yet
nobody associates the apprehension of its particular character with the
understanding of meaning. So the whole of the first syllogism is

defective.

The sccond one is no better, because, just as from the phonemes
‘g’ etc., the object ‘ cow ’ is invariably understood, in the same way
the ‘ being’ (sattva) which exists in the cow and the fact of being a
substance (clra.vyatva) which exists in it are also understood and yet
nobody would say that being and the fact of being a substance are
also understood from the phonemes ‘g’ etc. Similarly, not only are
the phonemes ‘g’ etc. previously apprehended, but the fact of being
a phoneme and the fact of being a verbal element which exist in them
are also apprehended and yet nobody connects these two properties

with the understanding of meaning. ]
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As to the objector who argues as follows—There is no
sentence apart from the phonemes, because none is perceived.
In words and sentences like Devadatta etc. nothing quite
distinct from the phonemes ‘d’ etc. shines, just as the second
phoneme shines as quite distinct from the first. Nor can the
existence of any such thing, having a distinct form, be really
cognised. Nor can one maintain that the effect, ( thatis, the
understanding of the meaning ) not taking place through any
other cause, points to its existence ( gamaka), because it can
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take place through the phonemes. It would be wrong to
answer that in other words and sentences,® even though the
phonemes are not different, the effect (the understanding of
the meaning) is not there and that, therefore, it is impossible
(that the meaning should come from the phonemes). Because,
absence of difference is not established. Recognition (as a
reason for absence of difference) is seen to fail.> Nor is there
any other example, because all objects are momentary. To
attribute the difference in the effect to a difference in the
sentence when there is a difference in the phonemes is not
right, because it (the difference in the sentence) is not within
the range of the senses. If it produces the effect (of conveying
the meaning) by its mere presence, then it would do so even
in the case of one who does not know the convention (avyut-
panna)

[ 1. So far the objections of the upholder of the eternal phone-
mes against sphota have been answered. Now the objections of one
who considers the phonemes, like everything else, to be momentary,
are being presented, to be refuted later. It may be noted that the
Present objector, the Buddhist, argues chiefly against the vakya-
sphota whereas the Mimdrsaka was arguing chiefly against the
Padasphota.

2. Different words having the same phonemes like jara and
raja and different sentences having the same phonemes as the following
ones given in G. are meant—

Varandgagabhird s@ sarabhigagandravd,
Karitdrivadhd send ndsedhd varitdrikd.

3. Recognition (protyabhij‘ﬁd ) can sometimes be an error.

We recognise the flame of a lamp to be the same, but it is not the

same at any two moments. |
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drmdea ar | srad R T qao NFIY 2 q”TAF|HA AFI-
FT=ad | addarmdy wownd¥y S ahods feEdT



Sphotasiddhi 79

AR R AdaR gF Rammdaa arTsgmT: 99%
TFINAT, ARARAAER aFH | aRFRAEd araemAfGsi-
WrARATHT, | WSPATHE | 99 A YEATIFTAGRE SFgFor-
TIAHAU, G FEFN 7 M, FERATEEEIR FTFSR: |
SATaTY R SR, A0 IR, FIGWal A g | A
AR FA0 JRAFATA | A @F GHawdd ¥ wlk, RRea |
AEOMEUNCI=T FF:, A JERE IFAIfIRARE, gdarFEsaTER-
SEAVEAHARTG O ANIGRAN qREA@: | 9 JFAFIgawr-
grAdiEy GRVIEY TRETH,; ARFagREY auigRAdda:, agvE
TRRETNAAR, | ATGFATHER AR aarRaEnsh
i Feafamamer gdfigegma A a1, aqgmRergIHRaE |
FRAV T AT, TAFAUGTIEES | 7 9E qilad-aT T
JOIl-AFA | I qEFHATA ARG T ST g ad SEdAifiE-
EEL LI CER et G M e o e R e
giynif-zfd, emRae suaaifeawgaE,, a @ a7 =aw-
wath W vl Bgid, ¥ &R sawda | AR R aERg
FRATEARAE FA ST | eupd ¥ @@l |
wWE aEglg, FRENHONITNNEARS | AT GReHE a
gd A @1 ffEd | e avial samsfeafeRaal aneEoios-
fFradenReraa=aal g9 aFEgruify « aafy g, ateqRE-
& FEAlad FRIFRFAR, 0 o Faaeaongeia: FalsHERF-
Jfemd @ Am? FAEAT AARY: | FEZTE IR SR
i A S AR G E I DE RN EE R T b R CHR: C S B e i o) 8
FengAsf; FAATAET FEIETIRT ARTRRRR: Fed aqafy; ar-
FREHERRafaarad 7 sigmafify | qeg faaf@ o
garEd woEEiEAl an: &da g9 fewafimar aamdsa

qaaRaq: |

=1 QIRA 0T AAHA, § ERTENT AR |
am ff—ad3 exmm Fualad sMAqEtTEEET A A=,



80 Mandana Misra

F TR | q1 Be—mnr § AT IATRRArT gwafa, adl
RS, Pasmatian | A oI qpald, erRTETeE;
TRS W GEERIGISENIG, | aeAneEIEEoTRsal Arasal-
USEITIFRAGIETAY F HERgRely | ITeFIME gdlsaEs PR
GISFAAEYSY  GRMPOIAMAN, AEIIArEs | @ = saRn
FRAEEIHIFRA]  GREARGATANT ENTEETdA, | o
saffdaa aq eReATtea®HRH |

FIFAT—RRE TR FoRgnmar iz M, FRondat
FENTAMER | qEGd, AgEia gl NawE | w0 gARTAgT
A2 T Aqa TEAROT = FIFROG | A9 = HEGRTT-
TeEfAdEaRy ahvE guiat i 97 @WE: FofadEenr-
Az ; erarsdRzfafEie |

Moreover, this one sentence either consists of many
parts or is without parts. In the former alternative, the parts
have a meaning or they have not. If they have no meaning
how can they constitute the sentence ? Only a meaningful
entity can be called a sentence. Therefore, the essence of a
sentence would be superimposed on these very meaningless
parts, just as the quality of being a lion is superimposed on a
boy and the like. If they have a meaning, then, each part
having a complete meaning, becomes endowed with the
characteristics of a sentence and thus each part becomes a
sentence and, therefore, a sentence would not consist of many
parts. Moreover, as there can be a comprehension of the meaning
of the whole sentence from the understanding of a part, the
other parts become useless. Nor would there be that delay’
(in the understanding of the meaning of a sentence which we
all experience.) If, in order to save the view that the sentence
consists of many parts, it is maintained that all the parts are
heard at the same time, even then the delay would remain
unexplained.? Because at the time of the comprehension of
any of the parts, the whole sentence would be heard. In the
latter alternative, namely, that the sentence has no parts, as



Sphotasiddhi 81

the sentence is one, it cannot be comprehended gradually and,
therefore, the delay would be inexplicable. That which is
one and indivisible cannot be gradually comprehended. One
and the same thing cannot both be cognised and not cognised,
because that would be a contradiction. Sequence is the result
of partial comprehension and partial non-comprehension.
There is no such thing as the comprehension of a sentence
without sequence, because all activities in connection with a
sentence such as utterance, audition and remembrance take
place gradually in a series of moments. Nor does the word
figure in the consciousness as one, to be grasped by a single
cognition and free from the forms of the phonemes. Even in
the comprehension of the last phoneme, the sequence of
phonemes is cognised. But for that, there would be no
comprehension of a particular given sentence.? If no service
is expected from the sequence of phonemes, then, even if the
phonemes are uttered no matter how, or without their help
at all, the sentence would be understood, because the sequence
is really not useful. Nor can the phonemes be uttered without
a sequence and there is no other possibility. It would not be
right to argue as follows—* The sentence certainly does not
consist of phonemes, so that differences in sentences are not
due to differences in the sequence of phonemes. It is by its
very nature indivisible and one, free from any inner distin-
ction of phonemes, without any inner sequence but appearing
to have sequence and division because of the sequence of the
manifesting sounds.” Because that which has sequence cannot
manifest that which has none. The same thing cannot be
manifested and not manifested at the same time so that it could
be said to be gradually manifested. If there were inner diffe-
rences, one thing could be manifested while another thing is
not and thus sequence would be explained. If the sentence
has no parts, one who has not heard the whole of it could not
comprehend it, because he has not heard the sentence and the
sentence has no parts. Therefore, either the whole sentence
would be heard or not at all. If it is maintained that when
the phonemes which are the causes of manifestation are heard,
the last cognition produced by the mental impressions of all

the phonemes, leads to the cognition of the sentence, well,
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we say that this also is wrong, because nothing apart from
the phonemes is ever cognised by any one. And as the
phonemes cannot be cognised without a sequence, how can
there be a sentence, devoid of sequence and cognised by a
single act of cognition ? It is a mere wish. As the meaning
cannot be understood from each of the phonemes which have
a sequence and as there cannot be a collection of them, (the
upholder of the sphota) in order to explain the understanding
of meaning postulates the indivisible word, but cannot stop
there. In gestures etc. he is obliged to postulate an indivisible
cause of understanding consisting of action, because there also
the understanding cannot come from any part of it and there
cannot be a union of the moments of action. Therefore,
phonemes which are parts differing from one another because
of the action of different vocal organs, become the object of 2
mental construction, as parts of action do, and denote a
meaning according to convention.

Those difficulties on account of which phonemes are not
considered to be expressive would stand in the way of the
expressiveness of the sphota also. It is like this—Just as
sounds are not expressive because, being in a sequence, their
comprehension cannot take place at the same time, so is the
case with sphota. What is meant is this—Just as they are not
capable of bringing about a simultaneous comprehension as
far as they themselves are concerned, similarly, in regard to
the sphota also, because they take place in a sequence. Nor
can a single phoneme do it, because the others would become
useless. Nor is the whole form of the sentence perceptible at
the time of the comprehension of a single phoneme. Therefore,
the sphota, the whole form of which has not been compre-
hended, is incapable, like the sound, of conveying the meaning
which can be conveyed only by a comprehension of the whole.
If there is no comprehension, that which exists is as good as
non-existent and cannot bring about by mere presence some-
thing which can be brought about only by comprehension and
also because it depends upon manifestation. And manifestation
has sequence and does not take place all at once and there
would be no difference in its usefulness whether it exists or
not, because its form is not comprehended.
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Somebody might object that as, in cases like the two
words sara and rasa, there is no difference in the phonemes,
there should be no difference in the meaning. Where there is
no difference in the cause, it is not right that there should be
any difference in the effect. But this objection is not valid,
because (in these two words) the phonemes differ because of
difference in sequence. What is this sequence ? The relation
of cause and effect between the sound-producing states of
consciousness of the speaker or the sound-cognising states of
consciousness of the hearer. Therefore, the essence of the
phonemes, brought about by the states of consciousness
standing in the relation of cause and effect and producing
similar states is different in each word because of the difference
in the sound-producing mental states and the impressions,
Thus difference in the meaning is explained.®

[1- KdlaksepdbhdvaSca. If the sentence were one and in-
divisible, one should be able to understand its meaning at once,
without any delay. As it is, delay does take place. G. explains
the delay as follows—firstly, the phonemes are understood; then, they
are recognised as stem or as suffix and the word is constituted; next
the word-meaning is understood; then their mutual requirement,
fitness and proximity are considered; then, their interconnection is
understood and, finally, the sentence-meaning is understood.

2. Sakrt sakalavayavasravanam. G. gives the analogy of our
seeing all the different trees of a forest and, therefore, the forest itself
in one act of perception. ’

3. The following reasoning is in the background of the present
context (a) whatever is perceived in a sequence is not partless; the
sentence is perceived in a sequence; therefore it is not partless. (b)
the senlence consists of phonemes, because the latter invariably figure
in the cognition of the sentence, just as threads invariably figure in
the cognition of the cloth.

4. Vikalpavisaydh. The Buddhist belives only in the reality

of the moments. Only the moments of an action are real; the action
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itself, like going, is a mental construct (vikalpa ) It has no external
existence. Similarly, phonemes, word and sentence are mental

constructs which convey a meaning according to convention.

5, The Buddhist points out that there is difference of sequence
of phonemes between sara and rasa even though the phonemes are
the same. Not only that; this difference in the sequence brings about
a difference in the phonemes themselves. The sequence is defined
as the relation of cause and effect between the successive sound-
producing states of consciousness of the speaker or the successive
sound-cognising states of consciousness of the hearer. The sound-
Producing states of consciousness of the speaker who utters ‘sara’ is
one series (santc‘ina) and the sound-producing state of consciousness
of the speaker who utters ‘rasa’ is another series. So there is
difference tn the relation of causality in the two series and that

accounts for the difference in the words themselves and their meanings

All this is, of course, based upon the Vijfiinavada conception of

ce

alayavijfiana, pravrttivijidna, pratityasamutpada, sarhskara and
kSal:li.katva.]
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For him

28. Who denies the figuring in the cognition of anything
else ( excepting the phonemes ) it is not known what his limits
are of the sentence or of the word.
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It has been shown that the single word which cannot ba
identical with the different phonemes does figure in the cogni-
tion and that even when the phonemes are the same, different
words figure in the cognition.! A mere denial of something
beyond phonemes figuring in cognition can refute nothing,
because there can be no limit to mere denials. Nor is it true
to say that because some things ( phonemes) figure in the
cognition, therefore, nothing else does. In that way one would
have to deny that objects like ¢ blue’ figure in the cognition
simply because light does. (28)

[ 1. The single word * gaul’ cannot be identical with the
different phonemes g-au-l and when the phonemes are the same as in

jard and raja, there are two different words. ]
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29. For the upholders' of sphota, neither the sentence
nor the individual word has parts. It has been shown how the
indivisible word, though one, is gradually perceived.

Pointing out all the difficulties that would arise by the
acceptance of the word having parts is like chewing the cud
by an animal which has eaten nothing, because such a word
has not been accepted. It has been explained previously that
the indivisible word is gradually perceived by the process of
vague cognitions followed by clear cognitions. On account of
the similarity of the suggestive elements, one has the illusion?
of perceiving other sound elements ( entities) as divisions.
Therefore, the difficulty of hearing the whole thing or not
hearing it at all does not arise. (29)
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[1 G. points out that this illusion is due to avidya of which
another name is $abdabhdvana. In the Vakyapadiye, however, the
word $abdabhdvana is used in the sense of the faculty of speech or the
word-principle with which everyone is born and which enables even
the baby to act and to utter purposive sounds immediately after birth.
It also means the idea of the word and the meaning being so intert-
wined that they are not differentiated. See Vak. I. 122, 123 together
with the Vrtti thereon. ]
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30. For an upholder of the production theory, let the
phonemes be new everytime they are produced; but it is not
their uncommon feature which is the cause of the understan-
ding of meaning.

Even though the phonemes are different everytime they
are produced, they do not convey the meaning by virtue of
their new and unusual feature, because that was unknown
before, but by virtue of their common persisting feature and
that is the same everywhere. Nor is there any unusual but
common identity by virtue of which they could be understood
as expressive of meaning. Mutual co-presence might be a
distinguishing feature of phonemes having common features,
but that is also impossible because they are apprehended in a
Ssequence. If they are apprehended at the sametime, there

should be, as has been said before, understanding of meaning,
DO matter how they are uttered previously, because there
would be no difference in the phonemes. (30)
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If it is urged that sequence would make a difference,
what is sequence ?

31. If sequence is the relation of cause and effect bet-
ween the sound-cognising states of consciouness (of the hearer)
or an inner difference in the phonemes brought about by it,
then the understanding of meaning should take place even if
the phonemes are uttered by different speakers.

A phoneme uttered by a given speaker, helped by the
cognition of the previous phoneme uttered by the previous
speaker, sometimes becomes the cause of its own cognition.
Nor is there non-separation of the phonemes by the different
speakers and there is also a certain peculiarity in the phonemes
because of a particular sequence and by uninterupted audition.
Therefore, as there is a difference in sequence, there should
be understanding of meaning and yet it does not take place. (31)
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32. The relation of cause and effect between the moments
of sound-producing consciousness cannot be the cause of the
understanding of meaning, because there is no dependence
upon it at the time of the establishment of the convention or
at the time of the comprehension (of the word).

It might be argued that the relation of cause and effect
between the moments of sound-producing conscionsness or the
difference in the phonemes brought about by it constitutes
Wwhat is called sequence. That is why there is difference of
effect! in the case of the words sara, rasa and rdja and jard.
This is wrong. The relation of cause and effect between the
Moments of sound-producing consciousness or the difference
In the phonemes brought about by it is not a cause of the
understanding of meaning. To be able to convey (the meaning)
its own (previous) knowledge would be required. It is seen
that understanding of meaning does come from words uttered
by speakers who are hidden or screened off. Nobody can be
Sure of the existence of the relation of cause and effect between
the moments of sound-producing conscionsness in these cases.
That can be ascertained only if the sameness of the speaker is
ascertained. Apart from the cognition of the word, there is
1o other means of ascertaining it. Where the speaker is hidden
Or screened off, there is no means of ascertaining his sameness,
It has already been pointed out that in the confused talking of
& crowd, one has no clue to distinguish the number of speakers
(and yet the meaning is sometimes understood.)? If it enters
into the category of indicators, it should be so ascertained at
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the time of the learning of the convention, because nothing
has the power to convey the meaning if it is not based on
convention. It has already been pointed out that, at the time
of the learning of the convention between the words and
meanings of speakers who are hidden or at a distance, one
does not necessarily have recourse to this (the relation of
cause and effect between the singleness of the speaker and the
understanding of meaning ). Therefore, the word is a unity,
applied to things by convention in the world and is so accepted
at the time of the understanding of the’ meaning. Otherwise,
understanding of the meaning, even when the speakers are
many, would be inevitable.

But the word which is a unity does not convey a meaning
by its mere existence, because it would then do so even in the
case of one who does not know the convention. Besides, it
does not come within the range of our senses. Therefore, that
also cannot convey the meaning.

It is not so. It has been shown that it does come within
the range of the senses. (32)

[1. Karyabhedah. The difierence in the meaning understood
is the difference in the effect meant here. ~For the Buddhist, there
is difference in sequence as defined by him between sara and rasa
between raja and jard, even though tbe phonemes are the same in

these two pairs.

2. See verses 15 and 16. ]
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33. According to scholars well-versed in the three-fold
knowledge, raising the hands etc. coming under hand-gestures,
is manifested by different moments of action and is a unity.

That one would have to acept action also as a unity,
what kind of undesirable consequence ( prasanga) is this?
Scholars versed in the three-fold knowledge! do accept the
particular universals designated by words like °lifting’
included under gestures of the hand etc. and manifested by
the different moments of action, because they declare : Other-
Wwise in particular cases of lifting, the use of the word ‘lift’ and
the corresponding cognition would not take place. Lifting
ete. are called gestures of the hand, because they inhere in
the moments of action which inhere in the hand etc. (33)

[1- G. explains-Traividyavrddhah=well-versed in the three-
fold knowledge, the three kinds of knowledge being (1 ) the Vedas
together with the six auxiliary branches of knowledge, (2> the
smrtis, itihdsa, purana, dyurveda etc, (3 ) Mimarsd. As an alter-
native, G. suggests that the three kinds of knowledge are the three
Vedas, within which all other knowledge would be included. ]

IYFAT ATHeY KA qTAT Feaa: |
Raemtws g gaare sfaaa 11280
__ SIoRaarre 3T AROL arh eRa: w@AtE, | w5 g
AT T smerdad) fime s@nfian | g Aen —aaly aafd
B it a1 qraafify, SsAam €T, GRS Peete: S
T g AR gaATAErERIgENE: gad: @ R
Tty fmfadia & sa%Ra qen ennam, ot 4 o e
B vafi-qaritrmsesrrenunTge: @aE Fa
WA | s PaTAmEREEEINE g R
TN seniafmEa 1 39 |l
34. In what manner there takes place a cognition of the

whole hag already been considered. Its eternality should not
be a matter of doubt. Just because it exists, it is eternal,
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like the universal. How the sounds bring about a cognition
of the whole of the expressive word has already’ been explai-
ned in the verse—‘ The sounds which differ because of the
difference in the effort etc. ”* As to the alternatives—* the
word, if it exists, may be eternal or otherwise,” it does not
arise at all, because, as in the case of the universal, it is
eternal by the mere fact of its existence. Just as the cause of
the understanding of the universal, namely, uniformity of
cognition, makes us understand its existence as something
eternal, because if it were perishable, it would sometimes
not exist like the individual and, therefore, the alternatives of
eternality and transitoriness do not arise in this case, simi-
larly, the sphota the existence of which is determined by the
fact of the understanding of the meaning, can only be eternal.
If it were perishable, it would be something which one has
not cognised before and therefore, understanding of meaning
cannot take place and, therefore, the alternatives of eternality

or otherwise cannot arise at all.2 Enough now of pushing this
matter any further. (34)

[1. Verse 18.

2. The syllogism establishing the eternality of the word is
given in the Sl Var. ( $abdanityata ) 311. ]

TET TAAT—FIAROTGAE]: TETaT: Feq=ira aeaify

W QAZOE(AEE FY ATANE TEFET |
AYTZTOATAY IHADTLEHITR 1 31 1

AR ATIENTRTTERRENE FeTH R GeHa 3, SrnfEEal
afy Feusan GRf ada waded §3q; sidumene qugs
7 TalEmausTatl g8 saEe 1l 31

As to the objector who argues that the cognition of the
word, depending upon that of something else, is a mere fiction
according to him,
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35. How can universal etc. depending upon the cognition
of something else, be real ? As to the cognition of the word
depending upon the understanding of the meaning, the diffi-
culty of mutual dependence has already been pointed out.

If the cognition of the word is a fiction because it depends
upon that of the phonemes, then the cognition of the universal
etc. would also be fictitious and their reality would be affected.

If it depends upon the understanding of meaning, then
the difficulty of mutual dependence would result, as shown
before. Therefore, everything is perfectly satisfactory.! (35)

[1. The comprehension of the word depends upon that of
something else. The upholder of the sphota means by something
else that of the phonemes. Some things, the cognition of which
depends upon that of something else may be said to be mere mental
constructs. Thus, the cognition of the forest depends upon that of
the trees. It may be held that there is no forest apart from the trees,
Similarly, it mav be held that there is no whole (avayavi) apart
from the parts. But the sphotavadi points to the cognition of the
universal which depends upon that of the individuals. The VaiSesikas

and others have shown that the universal not only exists but that it

is eternal. Llke the upholders of the phonemes, the sphotavadi does

not make the cognition of the word depend upon that of the meaning

because that would result in a circle, as shown in verse 26. ]

fRczad q3a=anag |
AZ T FRACHEAAT 1
fyadgaedads

et @afRmeaiga 1 3%

36. Thus the truth concerning the word, free from all
differentiation, has been shown on the basis of reason and
tradition. Let them understand the other unity also,! free

¢rom all differentiations, in the same manner.
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[l. Aparam abhedam. G. has no doubt whatsoever that this
refers to V&kyasphota.]

FrpiNaaiRgEsesifsaradan ¥

=(E AT aeghay $IA SrEaaEa
stiariRficezigiedt dfEad
TqUEHEa gatas Rar TRfarz: nas o

sfa qogamenon sk
eRiefaly: e |

37. This proving of the existence of sphota, this mar-
shalling of arguments which destroys the blindness of ignorance
and produces the right vision through clear arguments, has
been made for the benefit of those, who, with their vision
blurred by the myopia of ignorance,! cast a critical and
derisive glance at the sound view of the Munis.

Thus ends the ¢ Establishment of sphota” a work of
Mandana Misra.

[ 1. While explaining * timirapatala.’, G. says—Sabdabhdvana-
khyaya timirapatalenicchadita antardrg antahkarandkhyam caksur
yesdm iti vigrahah. As in his commentary on verse 29, here also G
identities avidya or timirapatala with what is called $abdabhdvana
whaich is explained differently in the Vdkyapadiyam. See note 1,
on verse 29»]
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