
VĀK AS PRATYAVAMARŚA:  Bhartçhari from Abhinavan Perspective 

- Navjivan  Rastogi 

 Though the roots of the philosophy of word or speech, more popular as philosophy of 

language in contemporary parlance, go far deeper into the antiquity of Indian thinking, Bhartçhari 

confronts as a philosopher par excellence whose contribution to the understanding of language, both 

at its factual and metaphysical levels, is immense. In word or Vāk he finds primary essence of the 

ultimate reality, which permeates through all manifested phenomena. He, to borrow words from 

Padoux, “evolved an epistemology of speech, a philosophy of knowledge as relating to language and 

a metaphysics of language or sound.”1  Central to it is Bhartçhari’s famous assertion: “There is no 

cognition in the world in which the word does not figure. All knowledge, as it were, intertwined with 

the word. If this eternal identity of knowledge and the word were to disappear, knowledge would 

cease to be knowledge; it is this identity which makes identification possible.”2 The nature of this 

word consists in pratyavamarśa which is considered necessary to the very structure of our linguistic 

experience and thought and constitutes the rock foundation of our day to day transactions. Bhartçhari 

develops a sort of transcendentalism grounded in the Word-Absolute (Śabdatattva or 

Śabdabrahman).3 Iyer in his celebrated work, Bhartçhari,4 points out to some obscurity with regard 

to the precise connotation of the term pratyavamarśa as understood and explained in the Grammatical 

school and suggests exploring the same with the help from the Kashmir Śaiva monistic sources which 

shall, hence forward, be referred to as Kashmir Śaivism.5 

Contextually our reference point happens to be Vāk 1.115 (123), 116 (124),6 118 (126)7 and also 

  

                                                 
 Abhinavagupta here represents the whole tradition of monistic Śaivism of Kashmir. As such, a reference to him covers 
his teachers, specially Utpaladeva, also unless otherwise specified. 
1 Vāc, The Concept of the Word in Selected Hindu Tantras (Vāc.), Andre' Padoux, tr. by J. Gontier, in the SUNY series in 
the Śaiva Traditions of Kashmir, Albany, 1990 
2 u lks·fLr izR;;ks yksds ;% ÓCnkuqxekn`rsA 
vuqfo)feo Kkua lo± ÓCnsu HkklrsA 
okxzwirk psnqRØkesnocks/kL; Ók’orhA 
u izdk’k% izdk’ksr lk fg izR;oef’kZuhA μ Vākyapadīya (Vāk.) of Bhartçhari with the commentaries Vçtti and Paddhati of 
Vçùabhadeva, Kāņóa I, ed. KA Subramania Iyer, Poona, 1966, 1.115-116 (tr. Iyer’s) 
3  vHksniwoZdks Hksn% μ BH as quoted by Murti,  “The Philosophy of Language in the Indian Context,” T.R.V. Murti, 
Proceedings of the 37th session, Indian Philosophical Congress, 1963, p. 369  
4 Bhartçhari, A study of the Vākyapadīya in the light of the Ancient Commentaries (Bhartçhari), K.A. Subramania Iyer, 
Poona, 1969 
5 In fact, this connectivity between BH and KS was first noticed by Gopinath Kaviraj, and later by G N Shastri. Taking 
cue from Iyer quite a few recent studies have come up with several insights on the subject notably by Bishnupada 
Bhattacharya, Padoux, Matilal, Coward, Torella – to name a few. This paper seeks to continue the effort further. 
6 We refer to Iyer’s edition throughout unless otherwise indicated. For first two kārikās see note 2 above. 
7 lSÔk lalkfj.kka laKk cfgjUr’p orZrsA 
  rUek=keO;frØkUra pSrU;a loZtkfrÔqAA 
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a kārikā8 forming part of the Vçtti on Vāk 1.118 (126) and treated by tradition, at least KS tradition, as 

forming part of the primary corpus of the Vākyapadiya. These are some of those rare verses or 

philosophical statements that have cast their spell on the whole spectrum of Indian thought and 

literature and have been profusely quoted. Even within the Grammatical tradition these kārikās have 

met with different treatment. Whatever the tradition, these kārikās – either jointly or singly, either in 

full or in part– have always generated serious intellectual excitement, whether by way of inspiration 

or by way of denunciation. However, the honour accorded to BH in the KS circles is somewhat 

extraordinary (barring one exception of which we will talk later) for a person from another tradition. 

He is always cited – when he is not being invoked directly– just next to the āgamas or as an āgama 

itself and invariably with an epithet exclusively reserved for him, i.e. tatrabhavān (“esteemed”). It is 

therefore not surprising when one sees foundational structure of Utpala’s and Abhinavagupta’s 

thought as emerging from the philosophical premises of BH. 

These kārikās, including Vāk 1.116 (124) in particular, which form a cluster, are seminal to our 

understanding of the notion of pratyavamarśa in BH. The roadmap we propose to pursue here is first 

to arrive at the notion of pratyavamarśa that crystalizes in these kārikās and its ensuing implications. 

We then try to see how this notion and its logical corollaries are subjected to the microscopic analysis 

from the opposite end of the Buddhist logicions and Indian realists operating within the pre-set limits 

of these kārikās around the notion of pratyavarmarśa. As a third step, how the ground is partly 

retrieved by the Śaiva Siddhāntins in developing their notion of pratyavamarśa pushing us to the final 

leg of our enquiry. Here our effort would be to understand how Bh’s basic approach of affirming 

identity of word and thought via pratyavamarśa is brought to near perfection with highly incisive 

analysis by the KS metaphysicians who share a good deal the āgamic and ritualistic background with 

the Siddhāntin.9  

The word pratyamarśa is ordinarily used in the sense of ‘referring’, ‘reflecting’ ‘deliberating’, 

or 'understanding' and the like. For instance ‘sa§sargarūpameva pratyavamçśati’ occurring in the 

                                                 
8 vFkZfØ;klq okd~ lokZu~ lehg;fr nsfgu%A  
  rnqRØkUrkS folaKks·;a n`’;rs dk"BdqM~;or~AA 
  The kārikā is numbered 1.127 in the Poona edition, of the Vākyapadīya ed. K.V. Abhyankar and V.P. Limaye, Poona, 
1965, p. 12 
9 The term pratyavamarśa or its cognate parāmarśa and vimarśa are widely used in Indian philosophy with varying 
connotations. For Example, “In Nyāya, parāmarśa ¼fyXijke’kksZ·uqekue~½ is the mental act through which one goes from the 

premises to the conclusion. This term, sometimes translated as “subsumptive reflection”, describes a logical process of 
inferential judgment implying a reflective act of synthesis bringing together two elements.” - Vāc, p. 228, note 10. 
Padoux’ views are taken from S. Kuppuswami, A Primer of Indian Logic, Madras, 1951, pp. 188. It is however beyond 
our present scope to embark upon hermeneutical study of pratyavamarśa, with cognate words such as parāmarśa, āmarśa 
etc. in Indian philosophy which, otherwise, offers a very exciting area of research.  
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Vçtti 10  means “understands the connected form.” Vçùabha though does not gloss the word, his 

explanation of his own usage pratyavamçśati by pratipadyate more or less carries the same sense, i.e. 

“grasps/understands.”11 Pratyavamarśa is derived from mçś “to touch, handle.”12 It is interesting that 

the Vçtti uses the expression “sa§spçśanniva13 (“as if touching”) which, going by the explanation of 

Vçsabha14 converges on pratyavamarśa. 'Touch' here means rendering the form of the word as an 

object of grasping which is not possible in the absence of the word. Bhartçhari is analysing the  

process behind the picking up of a specific word in a particular sense and listener’s understanding it 

in that intended sense. When a user wants to utter a word he has to know its form clearly and for this 

his mind concentrates on it by isolating it from the existing mass of other words. He tries to touch all 

of them, though he cannot. Similarly the listener too grasps the form of word because of his habitual 

concentration on the understanding of meaning. Vçşabha underscores the fact that the word-form is  

not grasped as something separate because it is constitutive of the listener’s cognitive judgment15 

(pratyavamarśapratyaya). We come across with one more usage of pratyavamarśa in the sense of 

determinate or definitive comprehension. In Vāk 1.86 BH tells us that though our knowledge is 

undifferentiated and devoid of forms it appears having forms because of its conditioning by the things 

it comes to know, like when one says ‘five trees’, ‘twenty cows’. Vçùabha joins to say that it is 

because of five or twenty items, though different in forms, are delimited by one single 

comprehension. In the comprehension relating to each of the objects to be known singly, we would 

have five judgments. Because our intellect does not have collective perception, there is no scope for 

taking them as forest etc. either. Vçùabha altributes it to the lack of 

pracita(“accumulative”)pratyavamarśa.16  

The kārikās 1.111, 1.113 and 1.114, specially the Vçtti on them, seek to provide the requisite 

background and offer a pre-explanation for the core issues raised in the following kārikās. The main 

thrust of kārikā 1.111 lies in its demonstrating that difference between objects is perceived only when 

it is communicated through words. The other point that is emphasized by the kārikā is that a thing 

                                                 
10 izfoHkäL;kfi pkuqla/kkueUrjs.k vFkZfØ;kfoÔ;k izfrHkk uksRi|r bfr iqu% lalxZ:ieso izR;oe`’kfrA μ Vçtti on Vāk 1-26; p. 75: ‘But since 
an intuition leading to purposeful activity cannot take place without the reunification of what has been divided, one again 
understands the connected form” (tr. Iyer op cit, p. 35). 
11  ;nkg lalxZ:ieso bfrA -----izfriÙkkS p ;ks·leFkZ% refHkéa ÓCnkFkZeoxUrqa l Øea izR;oe`’kfrA ;FkkfHkéinkFkZxzg.kkleFkZ% izd`R;kfnfoHkkxsukFk± 
izfri|rs  okD;kFkZefi df’pr~ inkFkkZuqxesuA μ Paddhati, ibid., p. 76 
12 e`’ka vke’kZusA vke’kZua Li’kZ%A μ Dhātupāţha. 
13 ;FkSo iz;ksäk ÓCnfo’ksÔfoÔ;a iz;RuefHki|eku% izfr’kCna ifjr% ifjfPNéku~ ÓCnkReu% laLi`’kféo eu% izf.k/kÙksA μ Vçtti on Vāk 1.53, p. 113. 
14 laLi`’kféo bfrA ---laLi’kksZ fg foÔ;Hkkoxeue~A ;nk rq ifjr% ifjfPNéku~ bfr cq)sfoZHkäku~ laLi`’kféo bR;FkZ% rFkk okD;kFkZ mieh;rsA ;rks u r= 
ÓCn% dqr% ifjPNsn% laLi’kksZ osfrA μ Paddhati, ibid. 
15 ;r% izR;oe’kZizR;;ks·;a r= fufeÙkhdj.ke~A l RoFkZfØ;kH;klkÙkq O;kf{kIr% ifjfPNUnféo izR;oe`’kfrA μ Paddhati, p. 113 
16 rr’p izfproLrqizR;oe’kkZHkko%A vFkSdcqf)Lrkusdr;k x`g~.kkfr] oukfnfoHkkxkizfrifÙk%A μPaddhati on Vāk 1.86, p. 152 
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cognized by us becomes part of the worldly usage only when it is expressed by words. The cognition, 

as propounded by the Vçtti17 and expounded by the Paddhati,18 involves three stages: “(1) to see a 

thing and to remember it as intertwined with its word (smçtinirūpaņā), (2) to cognise the identity 

between word and meaning (abhijalpanirūpaõā), (3) to see it as connected with some action 

(ākāranirūpaõā).”19 

In order to highlight the close relationship that subsists between word and meaning figuring in a 

cognition the Vçtti evolved a highly dense vocabulary conveying distinctive nature of each of the 

several aspects involved.20 Thus the three aspects, which successively explain each other, relating to 

the word are: sa§sarga (“connection/union”), anuvedha (“penetration/intertwining/impregnation”) 

and ātmatā (“identification”) and those relating to the meaning, similarly, are: 

prakāśana(“illumination”), upagraha (“determination”) and svīkāra (“integration/acceptance”). Thus 

the Vçtti concludes that the meaning is illuminated, determined and integrated with the cognition 

which is intimately connected with the power of the word, intertwined with the word and has the 

form of the word. Thus, concludes Vçùabha: The cognition is of the form of word and word is of the 

form of meaning.21 As a major pivot of linguistic absolutism the next kārikā, i.e. 1.113, proclaims 

that all knowledge of purposeful activity takes its root in the word. Even the newborn infant, with no 

access to the linguistic usage, has such a knowledge due to residual tendencies from the former 

birth.22 The Vçtti adds that the word performs two important functions. In the first place, it renders 

even the existent appear as non-existent if it were not covered by the linguistic usage and even the 

absolutely non-existent (that is, fictitious) appear as actually existent, endowed with the primary 

existence as it were, if they are conveyed by the linguistic usage. By implication BH brings in his 

notion of the secondary existence, upacāra sattā, which he considers the real domain of language as 

against the primary existence, mukhya sattā, enjoyed by the things in our daily activities.23 This 

explains why we have no difficulty in using the expression and grasping its meaning such as “barren 

woman’s son” or “hare’s horn”. In the second place, the Vçtti explains the reason behind this innate 

capacity of language which enables one to cognize even the vague words in the course of pursuing 

                                                 
17 lafoKkuinfucU/kuks fg loksZ·FkZ% Le`frfu:i.k;k·fHktYifu:i.k;k··dkjfu:i.k;k p fu:I;ek.kks O;ogkjineorjfrA μ Vçtti on 1.111,p.182 
18 loZ ,rs ÓCnkuqfo)k O;ogkjkXa u Loy{k.k:is.k bfrA ,rkoku~ fg loksZ·FkZ% lnSo fu:firks O;ogkjkXfefrA μ Padhati, ibid. 
19 Vāk., Chap. 1, Eng. tr. by Iyer, p. 107, note (printed under kārikā 1.119) 
20 HksnokuFkZ% ÓCn’kfälal`"V;k ÓCnkuqfo);k ÓCnkfRed;k cqn~?;k izdk’;r mix`ár LohfØ;rsA μ Vçtti on 1.111, p. 183 
21 ;r mix`ghrkFkkZdkj’kCn:ik lk cqf)%A μ Paddhati on Vāk 1.111, p. 183 
22 bfrdrZO;rk yksds lokZ ÓCnO;ikJ;kA 
 ;ka iwokZfgrlaLdkjks ckyks·fi izfri|rsA μ Vāk 1.113 
23 lnfi okXO;ogkjs.kkuqix`ghreFkZ:ielrk rqY;e~A vR;UrklPp-----okpk leqRFkkI;ekua eq[;lÙkk;qäfeo rsÔq rsÔq dk;sZÔq izR;oHkklsrA μ Vçtti on 
the above, p. 186. 
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respective purposeful activities. It is due to the latent tendencies one carries from the previous births, 

where the definitive cognition “enters” or “penetrates” the very being of the word whose recurrent 

usage generates a linguistic trace. Attention needs be drawn to the very significant use of the term 

āveśa, “penetration”, implying an extremely fine linguistic infusion of the cognition.24 The whole 

thrust, as summed up by Vçùabha, is that in our worldly life we exclusively deal with the forms of the 

object as presented or constructed by the word, factual existence or non-existence of a thing being 

simply inconsequential.25  

Kārika 1.114 and the Vçtti thereon technically designated this beginningless residual linguistic 

trace as śabdabhāvanā which is found in every living individual as a mental seed and does not 

require any human effort to produce it. It serves to awaken the intuitive grasp of the word-meaning 

and to provoke the spontaneous response in the wake of such an intuitive understanding. Thus 

speaker and listener both have intuitive grasp.26  

One is fairly equipped now to appreciate śabdānuvedha doctrine so powerfully enunciated in 

kārikā 1.115.27 Here BH rules out possibility of cognition, at empirical level,28 without penetration by 

or intertwining with the word. Apparently both the lines would seem to be tautologous, but reading 

with Vçùabha they actually indicate two distinct cognitive situations,29 namely the indeterminate and  

the determinate. In the former, for the absence of any expressive word as circumscribing the 

meaning, the verbal element only inheres (anugama glossed as anuvçtti), whereas in the latter i.e. 

determinate cognition, which has reached the level of practical verbal use, is pierced by the word, i.e. 

virtually becomes one with the word. These are the two stages of the “word-association” 

(śabdānuşańga). Vçùabha derives his formulation from the Vçtti. 30  As BH posits the invariable  

                                                 
24  lekfo"Vokpka p LotkfrÔq ckykukefi iwoZ’kCnkos’kHkkouklaLdkjk/kkukr~A μVçtti on 1.113, pp. 186-187; cf. Paddhati: lekos’k% 
lw{eokxzwikuqÔX%A  iwoZ’kCnkos’k bfrA ÓCnifjPNsnh izR;;% vuqizfo"V bo ÓCne~A μ Paddhati, ibid.  

Slightly digressing from the main theme it may be hypothesized that this notion of linguistic samāveśa could 
have been one of the potent sources of later KS soteriological notion of samāveśa. 
25 The grammarian calls it vyavasthānityatā, pravçttinityatā or vyavahāranityatā:  

fuR;Ros d`rdRos ok rsÔkekfnuZ fo|rsA  
izkf.kukfeo pSÔk O;oLFkkfuR;rksP;rsAA μ Vāk 1.28;  

lk ps;eukfnjfofPNék izo`fÙkfuR;rkA μVçtti on the above, p. 84; rFkk ÓCnO;ogkj’kwU;ks u yksdks·fLrA loZFkk p O;ogkjL; 
vfoPNsnkÙkn/;olk;kuqo`ÙksO;ZogkjfuR;rsR;kgA μ Paddhati, ibid. BH and Vçùabha derive this view from the Mahābhāùya, see M.BH  
on Vā. 1 in Paspaśānhika. 
26 vukfn’pSÔk ÓCnHkkouk izfriq#ÔeofLFkrKkuchtifjxzgkA μVçtti, on 1.114, I, p. 186; cf. izfrHkksn~?kkVuek=eso ÓCnk% dqoZfUrA ---mins"Vkfi 
izfrHkksn~?kêésu rkesokuqxPNfrA μ Paddhati, ibid. 
27 Cf. note 2 above. 
28 At the metaphysical level there is no scope for piercing or penetration by the word (śabdānuvedha), because at that 
stage it is only the Word-Absolute that subsists, rest of the creation having merged back into it. Mark the word "loke" in 
the kārikā.  
29  loZfLeu~ Kkus ÓCnkuqxe%] dsoyeuqo`fÙk% Dofpn~ ;Fkk fufeÙk’kwU;oLrqxzkfgf.k Kkus] yC/ko`fÙk% Dofpn~ ;Fkk rnqäe¼\j½ HkkfoÔqA resokuqÔXekgA 
μPaddhati, p. 188 
30 ;FkkL; laâr:ik ÓCnHkkouk rFkk Ks;s"oFksZÔq mRiésukI;fodYisu Kkusu dk;± u fØ;rsA μ Vçtti, ibid. 
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presence of word in every cognition, he is supposed to explain verbality of the indeterminate percept 

because there is hardly any scope for the presence of word. According to BH the contracted word-

potentiality (śabdabhāvanā) is very much there, but because everything stands merged back into it no 

verbal usage can take place in regard to the object figuring in the indeterminate knowledge. For 

instance, when some one, in a hurry to reach one’s destination, walks quickly without noticing grass, 

clods of earth etc. on the route it cannot be said that there has been no knowledge because no usage 

has taken place. That such a cognition has undoubtedly taken place is proved at the time of 

recurrence of this knowledge when the latent word-seed is aroused and (the denotative) powers of 

word, which are restricted to their specific meanings, become manifested. It is only then the object is 

formulated in a form of its own and embraced by the knowledge which is intertwined with the word. 

Vŗşabha says the formulation of a clear objective form (ākriyamāõaþ) is the direct outcome of word-

piercing (śabdānuviddhena) which is as good as saying that object is accepted or affirmed by the 

knowledge (upagçhyamāõaþ).31 Following the powers of the word,32 when the object “comes within 

the range of clear cognition” (jñānānugataþ: Iyer) it is only then the object, whose clear image is 

now cast on the cognition, is accorded designation such as, such as and is stated to be cognized.33 

What is to be noted here is that the word cognition or knowledge, as per Vçùabha, stands for  

                                                 
31 Vçùabha interprets śabdānuviddhena as śabdoparaktena, that is, penetration by the word is total in the sense that the   
cognition takes on the colour of the object suppressing its own. That is why the knowledge toes the dictates of the power  
of the word “śabdaśaktyanupātinā". – Paddhati, p. 188. 
32 ‘śabdaśakti’ is used twice (in śabdānā§ śaktişu and śaktyanupātinā). In the first place it means “fitness or capacity to 
yield meaning” (arthanirūpaņayogyatā) and in the second it means “propounding or conveying the meaning" 
(arthapratipādana). The idea is: In the first instance, the power of word, when manifested, becomes instrument through 
which knowledge describes (nirūpayati) the object in its universal mode. This description accordingly takes the form 
“this”. Whereas in the second instance, once this power has been excercized it, confined as it is to the particular word, 
grasps the object in more concrete terms capable of usage at the practical plane by describing it as ‘This is cow’, ‘This is 
horse’: Kkufof’k"Vk% ÓCnHkkouk’kDR;% bnUr;k vFkkZukeqixzgs HkkuL; fufeÙka HkofUrA ---vFkZfu:i.k;ksX;rk ÓCnL; ÓfäfjR;qäkA --ÓCnL; 
ÓfäjFkZizfriknue~] rnqin’kZus·FkZ:iizfriÙks%] xkSj;e’oks·;fefrA μ Paddhati, ibid. 
33 ÓCnkuka izR;FkZfu;rklq ÓfäÔq ÓCnkuqfo)su ÓDR;uqikfruk KkusukfØ;ek.k mix`áek.kks oLRokRek Kkukuqxrks O;ä:iizR;oHkklks Kk;r bR;fHk/kh;rsA 
μ Vçtti on Vāk 1.115, p. 189 
   Matilal does not find Iyer's translation of this portion very clear and interprets in somewhat different manner 
pronouncing this sentence of the Vçttī as 'most baffling'. He divides it into five parts: 
"(a) For example, when one walks quickly and touches grass and pebbles, a (tactile) awareness arises. (b) But even 
though such an awareness arises (saty api jñāne) that is indeed a unique or a vague (kācid eva) state of cognition in which 
(yasyām) an object's nature (vastvātmā) is said to be cognized (jñāyate ity abhidhīyate) provided the object is tinged with 
awareness (jñānānugata) and its explicit form shines forth (vyaktarūpapratyāvabhāsa). (c) This state (of cognition) 
contains the ready or about-to-sprout (abhimukhībhūta) seed of the residual traces of Language (śabdabhāvanābīja). (d) 
There are two types of words, articulate words that are speakable and the non-articulate that are unspeakable 
(ākhyeyarūpāõām anākheyarūpāõām ca śabdānām).  (e) And there arises denotative power of the words regulated by 
each denotatum (pratyarthaniyatāsu śaktiùu) while the object is picked out (upagçhyamāńa) and given a form 
(ākriyamāõa) by that cognition which is impregnated with words (śabdānuviddhena) and empowered with that denotative 
power (common to the words) (śaktyanupātinā)". -  "On Bhartçhari's Linguistic Insight", in Sanskrit and Related Studies,  
eds. B.k. Matilal and Purusottama Bilimoria, Delhi, 1990, p. 4-5. 
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pratyavamarśa.34 According to a section of the grammarians, even sleep is marked by the flow of 

such cognitions which one experiences in the waking state – the only difference is that the seeds of  

linguistic residual traces have a very subtle functioning in that state.35 Thus the consciousness always 

remains mixed up with the word and constitutes both the cause and effect of the manifested word.36 

Helarāja adds another dimension to our understanding of the kārikā, employing it to explain the 

notion of superimposition (adhyāsa). He notes that there is superimposition of the word upon the 

meaning not only in the case of the hearer but also in the case of the speaker. Even the knowledge too 

is conveyed by adhyāsa. Thus when one utters the word ghaña, there is fusion of all the three things – 

the word, the meaning and the speaker’s intention – in our understanding.37 Helārāja refers to the 

Mahābhāùya where the question ‘gaurityatra kaþ śabdaþ’ is asked to isolate the own form of the 

word from this complex knowledge. Even the cognition of the new-born baby (cf. Vāk. 1.113) is 

found mixed up with the word because of its innate proneness for convention.38 Thus whether there 

obtains relation of fitness or causality, it boils down to superimposition in either case. Hence 

superimposition alone is primary.39 

The later commentators suggest that the idea of inalienable relation between word and meaning 

was first formulated by Pāõini and there has been continuing discussion over the issue. Paõini’s 

famous aphorism "svaü rūpaü śabdasya aśabdasaüjñā" (Pā.1.1.68) and several vārtikās of 

Kātyāyana aided by the Mahābhāùya squarely propound that it is through conveying the own form 

first, the word conveys its meaning, except the words that are designated as sañjñā (technical names). 

It is outside the scope of the present paper to dwell on this debate,40 yet it may be of interest to refer 

to some pertinent observations. Helārāja suggests that the worldly usage is of the nature of reflective 

mutuality between the cognitions of the speaker and the listener. For instance when one utters “bring 

the cow,” speaker’s intention “I am deputing you to bring the cow” is also conveyed over and above 

                                                 
34 Kkukuqxr% bfrA izR;oe’kZKkusuA O;ä:i bfrA O;ä:i% izR;oHkklks·fLeu~A bna rfnfr O;ins’;Rokr~A μ Paddhati, p. 189. 
35 Vçtti., ibid. 
36 rnsrr~ laKkua ÓCnizd`frfodkjHkkosu vkfoHkkZofrjksHkkokotlza izR;uqHkofrA μ ibid. 
37 rFkk p KkueI;/;klsuSo ÓCn% izfrikn;fr oD=oxrfefr r=kfi ijekFkZn`’kk/;kl ,o laca/k%A yksyhHkwrkfu ÓCnkFkZKkukfu ?kV bR;soeoxE;UrsA ;Fkksäa 
^u lks·fLr izR;; ----* bR;kfnA μ Prakīrõaprakāśa on Vāk, III. 3.1, p. 126 (Vākyapadīya of Bhartçhari, Kāõóa III, pt. 1, ed. 
KAS Iyer, Poona, 1963) 
38 vr ,o ^xkSfjR;= d% ÓCn%* bfr iz’u%A rngZtkrL;kI;;eso ÓCnlaHksn%A μ loc. cit. 
39  rngtkZrL;kI;;eso ÓCnlaHksn%A lVsrlgRokr~A ,oa p d`Rok rkRi;Zn`’kkH;kl ,o ;ksX;rk;ka dk;Zdkj.kHkkos p Qyr% laca/kks·ofr"Br bfr l ,o 
eq[;%A KkuL;So p ijLijl³~ØkfUrO;Zogkj bfr ÓCnsu Lo:ik/;Lra Kkuefi----ÓCniwoZdeso izfri|rsA μ Prakīraõa., loc. cit. 
 It may be hypothetically suggested that Helārāja represented the new generation grammarian who under the 
impact of Kashmir Śaivism introduced and nurtured the doctrine of superimposition. However, this is an issue for the 
investigations by the future scholarship. 
40 For instance see Uddyota on M. BH, I, p. 549 on Pā 1.1.68; Śabdakaustubha, Bhaññoji, Varanasi, 3 Vos., p. 4; 
Vaiyākaraõasiddhāntalaghumañjūùā, Nāgeśa, Vol. 1, ed. R.P. Tripathi, Varanasi, 1990, p. 520, p. 653; 
Padavākyaratnākara, Gokulanātha, MS under verse 23. The last three citations are pointed out by Abhyankara and 
Limaye, Poona edition, p. 210. 
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the word-meaning. Similarly the hearer understands “I am being asked to bring the cow, so I should 

bring it” again over and above the word-meaning. But both these sentence-meanings are 

communicated through words alone. In this context he refers to the Vārtika “na śabdapūrvako 

hyarthe saüpratyayaþ”.41 While explaining this Vārtika, Nāgeśa Bhaţţa cites this kārikā and says 

that in our cognition the word figures as the attribute, while the meaning as the substantive. Likewise 

while commenting upon the Vārtika “mantrādyarthamiti cecchāstrasāmarthyādarthagateþ 

siddham,” Bhāşyakāra raises a doubt : If mantra is at par with śabdasa§jñā, mantra will not convey 

its own form and as such it will be difficult to get at the meaning of mantra. Elaborating his 

explanation in order to dispel this fear Bhāùyakāra says that he sees no difficulty in understanding the  

meaning of the mantra which is available due to its concomitance with the ritual activities prescribed 

by the scripture as accompanying the mantra.42 During the course of his commentary on it Kaiyaña 

invokes the word-penetration doctrine of BH,43 extending the scope of the kārikā by pointing out to 

its translinguistic religious dimension. 

In his celebrated article on Pratibhā, Gopinath Kavirāj44 interprets pratyaya (“cognition”) in the 

sense of knowledge as a mode which is never free from verbal associations (śabdānugama) for the 

simple reason that it has its genesis in the word. He is describing knowledge as a mode only to 

exclude eternal knowledge, which is the Supreme Word. Hence a thing which is knowable is also 

nameable. Both are bound by an eternal relation (anādiyogyatā). To him loke (“worldly usage”) 

implies modal consciousness. This consciousness is discursive and relative.45 Thinking is the same as 

object. Naming and thinking are identical. Thinking constitutes the internal whereas object the 

external aspect.46 

Iyer sees a lot of value in the kārikā. To him this kārikā offers raison detre for BH’s linguistic 

monism. The form this reasoning assumes is “all the manifestations of Brahman (every thing that we 

know of in the cosmos47) are intertwined with the word and so it is concluded that their root cause, 

Brahman, must be of the nature of word.”48 The kārika also provides two arguments in support of its 

                                                 
41 Vide Prakīrõa., p. 126 
42 ÓkL=L; lkeF;kZnFkZL; xfrHkZfo";fr----eU=kfnlgpfjrks ;ks·FkZL; xfrHkZfo";fr] lkgp;kZr~A μ M. BH., I, p. 550, (NS edition). 
43 lkgp;± p ÓCnkuqfo)L;So vFkZL; voxede~A μ Pradīpa clarifies Uddyota’s comment: ÓCnkuqfo)L;SosfrA ^u lks·fLr izR;;ks yksds ;% 
ÓCnkuqxekn`r* bfr g;qZäsfjfr Hkko%A μ ibid. 
44 Cf. “The Doctrine of Pratibhā In Indian Philosophy”, Aspects of Indian Thought, Gopinth Kaviraj, The University of 
Burdwan, 1984, pp 14-15. 
45 Kaviraj insists that Grammarians do not admit what is ordinarily known as nirvikalpa vçttijñāna, though they do admit 
indeterminate consciousness but not as indeterminate psychosis which distinguishes them from Vedāntins. 
46 Cf. op. cit. 
47 “Loke” is understood to mean both “worldly transactions” as well as “cosmos”. 
48 Bhartçhari, p. 100 



 9

main premise as to why this cosmos should be of the nature of word. The argument may be worded 

as under: 

(i) One cannot know an object through a word without knowing the word itself first.  

(ii) One’s verbal cognition of a jar takes the form of an identity. This leads one to conclude 

that object is not really different from the word.49  

The next kārika, i.e. 1.118, sees transfiguration of “word-intertwining” into pratyamarśa. It is 

what that makes this kārikā extremely important. BH lays down four premises – (i) identity with word 

(vāgrūpatā  “being of the nature of word”) is the eternal essence of knowledge, (ii) the nature of word 

consists in its capacity to reflect, to be aware of or to identify (pratyavarmarśinī), (iii) illumination 

(prakāśa) and cognition (avabodha) are one, and (iv) the illumination-episode itself derives from 

word’s capacity to identify. The obvious corollary has also been stated: In the absence of word as its 

essence, knowledge would loose its very signification. 

“Identity with word" (vāgrūpatā) is understood by Vçùabha as “presence/inherence of the  

form of the word” (śabdākārānugama)50 . The Vçtti in the opening sentence itself distinguishes 

prakāśa from consciousness and identifies it with knowledge. Prakāśa has two dimensions. One, it 

manifests itself,51 as pointed out by Vçùabha, and two, it illumines others,52 as noted by the Vçtti,  

although in a negative formulation. In order to explain what he understands by pratyavamarśinī in his 

delineation of vāgrūpatā, BH offers two sets of illustrations, one concerning the indeterminate 

experience and other the determinate. The first set relates to the instances of deep sleep, 53 

indeterminate perception and remembrance respectively and the second to the determinate 

comprehension of a sentence-meaning from a set of words. Even in deep sleep the association with  

the word (now described as vāgdharma, “word-property") persists in a subtle form, that is, śabda-

bhāvanā remains unmanifest (alabdhavçtti–Vè). In the indeterminate cognition or first ever cognition 

of a thing, for that matter, the external object is apprehended very vaguely because the special 

characteristics of an external object are not apprehended. As such the first cognition presents 

(‘illuminates’– Vè) the object as a mere thing by referring to it in non-specific generalized terms as 

this or that. At this stage, in the words of Vçśabha, śabda-bhavanā though present remains 

unmanifest, since it is practically non-functional. In remembrance the situation almost remains the 

same. When the seeds of such a cognition are rekindled, the previous indistinct cognition figures as a 
                                                 
49 Loc. cit. 
50 Cf. Paddhati, p. 190 
51 izdk’kL; Loizdk’krk[;k O;kikj%A μ ibid. 
52 izdk’k% ij:ieuXhdqoZu~---u O;ofr"BrsA μ Vçtti on the above, p. 191 
53 ;kI;l@sfrrkoLFkkA μ ibid; Iyer takes it to refer to sleep (cf. tr., p. 111). An unconscious state may be either deep sleep or 
stillness (staimitya). For Matilal it covers "such states as lack ostensible mental activity" (oc.cit)  
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bare outline taking the form “this is a verse or a piece of song which I heard earlier”. Here Vçùabha’s 

remark is very pertinent. He says that what is revived is only a sensation and not its indistinct  

objective counterpart.54 BH seems to bring it to our notice that knowledge always relates to an 

episode, which necessarily has an objective reference irrespective of the fact whether it is capable of 

being perceived distinctly or vaguely. The other point he insists is that even situations of faint or 

vague cognitions such as these are never free from word-association, howsoever subtle, otherwise 

knowledge would fail to discharge its essential function, i.e. to reveal the nature or form of the 

other55, that is, the referent, which is grasped or received exactly the way it is expressed or conveyed 

by the word. Had it not been for identity with the word, Vçùabha goes to the extent of saying, the  

very usage such as ‘reveals’ or ‘illuminates’ as being the activity of prakāśa will be impossible56. The 

concept of pratyavamarśa comes for a detailed treatment at this point57 when BH proceeds to illustrate 

determinate cognition. The point at issue is the analysis of the process that is involved in one’s 

comprehending the meaning of a statement or sentence from the group of words spoken to him.58 At 

first one hears a series of words (forming a sentence). This leads to the cognition of meanings of 

words which are exclusive, non-cooperative and mutually uninvolved (ātmāntarānātmanām) as mere 

things (vastumātrājñāne pratyavabhāsamāne).59 What follows next,60 according to the Vçtti, is (i) 

                                                 
54 u foÔ;:iL; LQqVL; rnk LQqqjfUr fdUrq laosnuek=L;sfrA μ Paddhati, p. 191 
55 okxzwirk;ka pklR;k;keqRiéks·fi izdk’k% ij:ieuXhdqoZu~ izdk’kufØ;klk/ku:irk;ka u O;ofr"BrsA μ Vçtti, op. cit, p. 191 
56 foÔ;L; fof’k"Va O;ins’;kuq:ia] okxzwirk;kelR;ka p ¼Kk\usu½ u ifjfPN|rsA okxzwirkuqÔäL; rnzwiksixzg.klkeF;kZr~A rr’p izdk’k;rhfr O;ogkjks u 
L;kr~A fØ;kfucU/kuHkkoks u L;kr~A μPaddhati, op. cit. 
57 A word of caution seems called for. The text of Paddhati on the kārikās in question, specially the present one, is 
unintelligible and corrupt at times despite Iyer’s best possible critical edition available under the circumstances. There 
seems to be ambiguity and difference of approach, aided by dearth of supportive material, between BH and Vè and also 
other exponents alluded to, which makes the clearcut formulation difficult. 
58 okD;kFkZfoÔ;L; inkFkZizR;oe’kZL; izR;;okxzwikuqÔXa n’kZ;frA μ Paddhati, p. 191 
59 fHké:ik.kka pkuqidkfj.kkekRekUrjkukReukferjsrjL; oLrqek=kKkus izfrHkklekusA μ Vçtti on Vāk 1.118, p. 191 
60 Presentation of next steps depends on how we understand the text and whose analysis – BH’s or Vè’s – we follow. It is 
clear, despite the text not being ideal and unambiguous, that BH and VŖ had different approach altogether as to the precise 
order involved in the various stages marking the post-indeterminate comprehension of the sentence-meaning from the 
words that form the sentence. The word uttarakālaü in the Vçtti seems to hold the key of both, confusion as well as 
resolution. BH seems to connect uttarakālaü with the whole lot that follows that is, anusandhāna, pratyavamarśa and 
ekārthakāritva in that order. In the following sentence, which repeats the whole process he re-endorses the stated order 
(sā hyanusandadhānā pratyavamçśanti ca sarvaviśeùaõaviśiùñe’pyarthakriyākāriõi). By this logic, although unstated in 
words (such as pūrvakālam), BH takes bhinnarūpāõāü……..pratyavabhāsāmāne as marking the prior phase (i.e. 
preceding the determinate). 
 On the other hand Vè is at pains to assert his difference from his master. Between anusa§dhāna and 
pratyavamarśa, he reverses the order treating pratyavamarśa as ‘preceding’ (pūrvakālabhāvinī ceyam avasthā) and 
anusandhāna as ‘following’ or 'subsequent one' (yaduttarakālamiti/ abhinnapadārtha-paricchedād uttarakālam/ 
anusandhānam iti). Vè seems so obsessed with his departure from his master as he leaves no occasion to underline this 
difference. During the course of  his commentary on the present kārikā, he does so four times:  

(a) rr% rRiwoZdeuqlU/kkua HkofrA 
(b) izR;oe’kkZfnHksnek=kuqlU/kkulalxZek=ka u tgkfr bfrA 
(c) rrks Hksnsu izR;oe`’;kuqla/kÙk bfrA 
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mutual delimitation of word-meanings as understood from words (anusandhāna, “unification”),61 (ii) 

definite identification of meanings sensed from words by giving a shape as such and such 

(pratyavamarśa, “judgment”),62 (iii) their cooperation to accomplish one purpose namely production 

of a single unified meaning (ekārthakāritvaü) and finally, (iv) realization of the indivisible unity of 

the individual sentence-meanings with the powers of the words (avibhāgena 

śaktisa§sargayogopagrahaþ). All this is rooted in the word (vāk) which constitutes its essence. 

According to Vè there is transposition between the first two steps. Thus “the stages in the 

process, as understood by Vè, are: (i) the understanding of the word-meanings from the words, (ii) 

the identification of the meanings in a cognition intertwined with the word, (iii) the unification of 

these meanings by their mutual delimitation.”63. However, Vè is in total agreement with the Vçtti in 

holding that the whole process of understanding sentence-meaning from the word-meanings is based 

on the fact that all knowledge has word as its nature.64 

The detailed treatment of the kārikā has been necessitated by the reason that the kārikā itself 

is devised to be BH’s exegesis of pratyavamarśa. The tone of the kārikā sets the whole agenda for the 

Vçtti. It is why, even when in the earlier portion relating to the various instances of indeterminate 

perception no mention of pratyavamarśa is made by the Vçtti or in the latter portion when a 

distinction of the sort is sought to be made out between various stages in broader terms, entire 

cognitive activity seems to consist of pratyavamarśa by virtue of its being of the nature of the word. 

The divergence of approach seen between BH and Vè is indicative of the ambiguity that 

prevailed in the rank and file of the grammarians as to the precise definition of terms like 

pratyavamarśa, anusandhāna etc. which prompted Iyer to underline this obscurity. However, the 

Vçtti and the Paddhati have seriously taken up this challenge. Vè’s treatment offers a few insights 

                                                                                                                                                                     
(d) dFka izR;oe’kZ% dFka rRiwoZdeuqlU/kkufeR;kg----A 

Besides, Vè also underscores the divergent approaches as to whether these constituted a unitary state of cognition or the 
cognition stratified into several stages. Again we are confronted with the Paddhati’s far from happy condition. Vè’s  text 
reads as under: rrks·izfrlU/kkuokD;kizR;;knsdkfefrdrZO;rka tu%A vU;s Rosdijrka lehgUrsA vU;sRosrRin=;e~ mÙkjksÙkjO;k[;;k O;kp{krsA  

The first alternative is not intelligible. The second view seems to take it as one composite cognition. The third view 
takes the three terms as successive clarifications, implying an integrated cognition consisting of three stages marked by 
successively greater clarity. Vè is silent on his or his master’s preference. However from the construction of the Vçtti 
where uttarakālaü (i.e., afterwards) covers all the three stages (also mark hyanusandadhānā pratyavamaçśantī ca where 
the present participles formed with Kçt affixes śatç and śānc in the sense of 'the agent of the present time' underline 
continuity) one is led to deduce that BH takes it as an integrated state of cognition consisting of three stages in a figurative  
sense because the progressively increasing clarity does not mean real division. In Vè’s case it has to be an 
ordered/stratrified cognition because he clearly identifies pratyavamarśa as “prior” and anusandhāna (“coordination”, 
“unification”) as “posterior” states. 
61 insH;ks·oxrkukeFkkZuka ijLijkoPNsnsu vo/kkj.kje~ vuqla/kkue~ nsonÙkdr`Zda xksdeZde~] nsonÙk% dr`ZRokfnA μPaddhati, p. 191 
62 insH;ks·uqHkwrkuke~ vFkkZuke~ vkdkjfu:i.kkA μ ibid. 
63 Vāk., Chap. 1, p. 112, note 2 
64 okD;kFkZfoÔ;L; inkFkZizR;oe’kZL; izR;;okxzwikuqÔXa n’kZ;frA μ Paddhati, p. 191 
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into the nature of pratyavamarśa. His first comment is, as we understand, that pratyavamarśa is 

nirūpaõa65 in its literal sense, i.e. giving a form or shape such as 'this' or 'that,' which is akin to 

ākriyamāõa occurring in the Vçtti on the previous kārikā. This is corroborated by his exegesis a little 

while later, where he says “pratyavamarśa consists in giving a shape to the meanings grasped from 

the words.”66 The second comment he makes relates to the ontological chronology of pratyavamarśa 

viś-a-viś anusandhāna (“coordination”/ “unification”). He is of the considered view that it must take 

place before anusandhāna.67 A little later, he uses another term for pratyavamarśa, evidenced by the 

context, that is vāgrūpānuviddhapratyaya (“cognition intertwined with/penetrated by word") which 

again is presented in terms of nirūpaņa expressed as ‘this’ or 'that' and also refers to its ontic 

positioning. 68  Vè’s third comment relates to the reasoning behind his stand. It relates to the 

distinctive feature of the two notions. He relates pratyavamarśa with the consciousnes of duality 

(bheda) and anusandhāna with that of unity (sa§sarga).69 According to him unification takes place 

only after differentiation. Once again he poses a question if purposeful activity is indivisible what is 

the point in sequencing between pratyavamarśa and anusandhāna on the basis of differentiation and 

unification respectively.70 He explains diversification, dualizing, means “abstraction due to the power 

of the word” and sa§sarga “connection”, “unification”.71 Thus pratyavamarśa, as understood in the 

light of Vè, has two dimensions. As vāgrūpatā it has broader perspective and subsumes all stages72 

and as the unified cognition characterized by difference-consciousness it has concept-specific 

dimension.73 

                                                 
65 izR;oef’kZuh bfrA ;k fu:I;rs r;kA ;r% ÓCnkuqxeeUrjs.k u izR;oe’kZ%A μ Paddhati, p. 190. There seems to be some ambiguity 
with regard to the phrase ;k fu:I;rs r;k- Perhaps ;;k fu:I;rs lk world be better. 
66 izR;oe’kZ% bfrA insH;ks·uqHkwrkukeFkkZukekdkjfu:i.kkA μ ibid., p. 191 
67 iwoZdkyHkkfouh ps;eoLFkkA rrks áuqlU/kkufefr vuqlU/kkudkyekgA μ ibid. 
68 insH;ks·oflrkuFkkZu~ ;nsna rfnfr okxzwikuqfo)su izR;;su fu:i;fr rr% iwoZde~ vuqlU/kkua HkofrA μ ibid., p. 192 
There is some doubt as to the interpretation of ;nsna rfnfr- Is it ;nk bna rn~ bfr or is it ;nk bne~ ¼bfr½ rn~ bfr\ Iyer seems to 
prefer second interpretation. We have followed him. 
69 izR;oe’kkZfnHksnek=kuqla/kkulalxZek=ka u tgkfrA bfrA rrks Hksnsu izR;oe`’; vuqla/kÙks μ Paddhati, p. 192 
70 uuq rL;kfHkéRokr~ dFka izR;oe’kZ% dFka rRiwoZdeuqla/kkufeR;kg Hksn’kDR;iksn~/kkjdYiu;kA μ ibid. 
71 Hksn% ÓDR;iksn~/kkj%A lalxksZ·I;uqlaâfr:irkA μ ibid. 
72 lk áuqlan/kkuk izR;oe`’kUrh p loZfo’ksÔ.kfof’k"Vs·I;FkZfØ;kdkfjf.k izR;;s ÓDR;iksn~/kkjdYiu;k HksnlalxZek=ka u fotgkfrA μ Vçtti, p. 192. 
73 We may just make a passing reference to the following kārika, or the intervening kārikā (i.e. 1.117 (125) between 1.116 
(124) and 1.118 (126) as it does not make part of the famous cluster we are dealing with it. The kārikā reads: 

lk loZfo|kf’kYikuka dykuka pksifucU/kuhA 
r}’kknfHkfu"i=a lo± oLrq izfoHkT;rsA 
[It is this which is the basis of all the sciences, crafts and arts. Whatever is created due to this can be analysed 

and communicated. – tr. Iyer’s p. 112.] Vè makes three points. One, all creative human and sub-human activity is traced 
to word as its essence. Vāgrūpatā is here equated with intellect (vidyādayaśca vāgrūpāyāü buddhau nibaddhāþ). Two, 
word-essence as source of the intellectual activity and creative arts is transconventional which is evident from the element 
of will that is generated in the wake of the prompter’s urging and the prompted’s readiness to execute in situations such as 
making of a jar: ?kVknhuka pkfHkfu"iknus iz;ksT;iz;kstdkukeqins’klehgkfn lo± okxzwirkuqlkjs.k izdYirsA μ Vçtti, p. 192. Three (as explained 
by Vè.), all creative activity is externalization of the internal whether one holds the internal as already subsisting or 
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The next kārikā 1.118 (126) (or should we say the two kārikās, including the one cited in the 

Vçtti) makes a radical departure from kārikā 1.116 (124) which distinguished consciousness from 

knowledge. Now this kārikā makes strong assertion of oneness of ‘consciousness’74 with ‘being of 

the nature of word.’ This being so, the fact of ‘having the nature of Vāk’ constitutes the differentium 

between75the sentient and the insentient. Vè utilizes this opportunity to exegete “persistence of 

identity with Vāk” (vāgrūpatānugamaþ) in term of pratyavamarśa. There are no new elements in the 

definition except a little more emphasis that pratyamarśa is nothing but the intrinsic association with 

the word-being which is responsible for the identification or delimitation of the individual 

meanings.76 This is what, Vè says, provides the basis for designating one as sentient and other as 

insentient, as alive or as dead. In fact, VŖ points out that pratyavamarśa causes cognition which is 

another name for worldly discourse. Vyavahāra, really speaking, is interaction between two or more, 

which is based on communication which in turn stems from our precise formulation of word-

meanings. Thus, BH goes to the extent of seeing the word as pervading even our internal space of 

psychic experiences as well as outer space of day to day purposeful activities.77 Another point of 

importance to which BH’s Vçtti draws attention happens to be that the mark of consciousness lies in 

the sentient being’s capacity to know (sa§bodha).78 An insentient being is incapable of knowing. All 

the living or sentient beings fall under two categories– the stationary (sathāvara) who are able to 

know themselves alone and the human beings (this includes all living species capable of moving – 

jańgama)79 are endowed with the capacity to know both, themselves as well as others. The latter 

capacity means both, as Iyer would have it, knowing others as well as making others know. 

Since the word and consciousness are regarded as homologous concepts, the Vçtti allows 

some insight into the nature of consciousness. It appears that in BH’s school consciousness is 

considered to be a dynamic principle, hence consciousness is always referred to as ‘activity of 

consciousness’ (citikriyā) or ‘activity in the nature of consciousness’ to be more precise. But there is 

no unanimity with regard to the nature and extent of closeness between the word and the 

consciousness.80 One view regards them quite close, maintaining that the activity of consciousness is 

                                                                                                                                                                     
instantly created:vfHkfu"iéke~ bfrA okxzwirko’kknUrLrf="iéa oLrq] i’pkn~ foHkT;rs cgh:is.k fØ;rsA ;}k fu"iéefi oLrqA μ Paddhati on 
1.117, p. 192 
That is, all creation – as in the case of word – is expression, that is, communication. 
74 rUek=kO;frØkUra pSrU;a loZtkfrÔqAA μ Vāk. 1.118 (126) cd. 
75 ;ks·;a pSrU;s okxzwirkuqxeLrsu yksds llaKks folaK bfr O;ins’k% fØ;rsA μ Vçtti, p. 193 
76 ;ks fof’k"VkdkjifjPNsndsu okxzwikuqÔXs.k izR;oe’ksZu izR;;ks O;ogkj%A rsu vr%A llaK% rnHkkokr~ folaK%A μ Paddhati, p. 193 
77 okxzwikuqÔX ,o inkFkkZuka lehgua ps"Vua Hkofr bfr okpSo ;qäk% izkf.ku% ps"VUrsA μ ibid. 
78 ufg lk pSrU;su vukfo"Vk tkfrjfLr ;L;ka Loijlacks/kks ;ks okpk ukuqxE;rsA μ Vçtti, p. 193 
79 Lolacks/kkuqxe ,o LFkkojsÔq] mHk;kuqxeks tXesÔq euq";kfnÔq bfrA μ Paddhati, p. 193  
80 rLekfPpfrfØ;k:ie~ vyC/kokD’kfäifjxzga u fo|rsA okDrÙo:ieso fpfrfØ;k:ifeR;U;sA μ Vçtti, p. 193 
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intimately linked with the powers of the word. But, points out Vè, that this closeness is not close 

enough to culminate into identity. Hence, on this view, consciousness lacks the word as its defining 

essence.81 The contrarian view, on the other hand, reduces the activity of consciousness to the Word-

Principle, which according to Vè is the Supreme Word itself. The latter view is the upholder of non-

dualism and, it appears, that this was BH’s natural preference.82 Perhaps this consciousness-word 

equation was overcoded by the later grammarians such as Helārāja to identify parāmarśa (i.e. 

pratyavamarśa) with the Parā Vāk endowed with agential functionality.83 

BH’s foundational concept of word as pratyamarśa has elicited square refutation from the 

other end of Indian philosophy namely the Buddhist logicians. Incidentally for Buddhists too it is a 

premium notion but with altogether different formulation leading to the opposite conclusion. For 

Buddhist reality consists of unique particulars, point instants, which have no synthesis and no word-

element, whereas our day-to-day empirical world is a constructed reality inhabited by the stream of 

particulars, logically synthesized. These unique particulars are directly perceived by pure sensation, 

that is, indeterminate perception, as bare mental reflex (pratibhāsa). The mentally constructed reality 

is apprehended by adhyavasāya, i.e. judgement, which is synthetic and is capable of coalescing with 

the word or designation. Thus, it is through indeterminate perception that we apprehend reality 

whereas our determinate knowledge lands us into a kind of illusion. 

Now it is the infusion of word or designation, abhilāpa in the Buddhist parlance, that converts 

pure sensation into the determinately constructed knowledge. Perception (or the indeterminate 

knowledge) is defined by Dharmakīrti as knowledge bereft of construction (kalpanā)84, and kalpanā85 

is defined as “distinct cognition of a mental reflex which is capable of coalescing with a verbal 

designation.” 86 This coalescing of mental reflex with the corresponding words (abhilāpasa§sarga) 

is what is generally understood by word-meaning convention (vācyavācakabhāva). According to 

Dharmakīrti’s formulation, as interpreted by Dharmottara, not only those mental reflexes that are 

accompanied by their designating words but also those that are capable of being so accompanied are 

                                                 
81 vyC/k bfrA okxzwikuqÔXksiyEHkjkfgR;e~A rnso Hksn% pSrU;okpks%A μ Paddhati, p. 193 

This is interesting to note that Vè reads ¼fpfr \½ fØ;kuq:ie~ bfr for fpfrfØ;k:ie~ in the Vçtti and glosses the same as 
pSrU;fØ;kuq:ie~- This reading supports the duality-doctrine as anurūpa means ‘similar’ or ‘like’. We may also add that this 
view, in all probality, is precursor of the Śaiva Dualist’s theory of speech. 
82 vU;s RoHksneso eU;Urs bR;kg okäÙoe~ bfrA ija ÓCna czwe%A μ Paddhati, pp. 193-194 
83 ijke’kZL; ijokxkReu% dr`ZHkwE;qik:<L;----A μ Prakīçõa., p. 125, op.cit 
84 r= izR;{ka dYiukiks<eHkzkUre~AA μ Nyāya-bindu, 1.4 in Dharmottarapradīpa on Dharmottara’s Nyāya-binduñīkā, Durveka 
Miśra, ed. D. Malvania, Patna, 1955 
85 vfHkykilalxZ;ksX;izfrHkklk izrhfr% dYiukA μ ibid., 1.5 
86 Buddhist Logic, Th. Stcherbatsky, vol. II, New york, 1962, p. 19 
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all included by kalpanā. This will include the mental construction of even a newly born baby.87 We 

may ask how is it that we ascertain that this is a mental fabrication? Buddhist says because it is not 

produced by the object (point instant) actually apprehended. It is at this point the notion of 

pratyavamarśa, “synthetic judgement”, is brought in: A new-born stops crying and sucks his 

mother’s breast only when a synthesis is generated that this breast is the one which he fed upon 

during his former birth. 88  Dharmottara, as per Durveka’s explanation, emphasizes that baby’s 

determinate judgement and, for that matter, all judgements involve some kind of rudimentary 

synthesis, because whenever a cognition which unifies the two experiences, former with the latter, 

will never have its object present since the former experience is no longer there.89 

Śāntarakşita incorporates BH’s “anuviddhamiva” kārikā as part of verse 1216 and says that 

the verbal intertwining of knowledge rather vindicates the Buddhist stand of envisaging mental 

construction (kalpanā) in infant’s perception and also in the moments of acute anxiety and flight of 

imagination.90 Drawing inspiration from Śāntarakùita, Vidyākaraśānti turns BH’s argument against  

BH himself. Objects our author, if all thoughts are characterized by the word as their essence no form 

of knowledge will be able to directly apprehend the object, as there will always be an element of 

construction involved in it.91 Commenting upon Dharmakīrti’s famous kārikā92, which AG is also 

very fond of referring to, Manorathanandin defines parāmarśa in terms of constructed synthesis 

between object (meaning) and its designation where the designation relates to memory of the past 

experience and the object to the perceptual experience. And then he raises a doubt as to how this 

                                                 
87 Cf. ibid., p. 20 
88  dqr% iqujsrf}dYiks·FkkZéksRi|r bfr\ vFkZlafuf/kfujis{kRokr~A ckyks·fi fg ;kon~ n`’;ekua Lrua l ,ok;e~ bfr iwoZn`"VRosu u izR;oe`’kfr 
rkoéksijr#fnrks eq[keiZ;fr LrusA μ Nyāyabinduñīkā, pp. 50-51 
89 iwoZn`"VRoa iwoZn’kZufoÔ;Roe~A rsu ;ks e;k iwo± {kqRizfr?kkrgsrqRosu izfrié% l ,ok·;fefr izR;oe’kZL; :iekp"VsA u izR;oe`’kfr u izR;fHktkukfrA--- 
Pradīpa, p. 51; also cf. Buddhist Logic, II, pp. 19-24 
90 fpUrksRizs{kkfndkys p dkys foLi"Va ;k izos|rsA 
vuqfo)So lk ÓCnSjiõksrqa u ÓD;rsAA μTattva-sa§graha (T.S.) of Ācārya Śāntarakşita, with Pañjikā by Kamalaśīla, ed. D.D. 
Shastri, Varanasi, vol. I, 1968, verse 1216; Kamalaśīla comments: 
fpUrsR;kfnuk Hkw;% izR;{kr% dYiukflf)ekgA μ op cit, p. 450; the Vāk., Poona edition, reproduces this verse. – op. cit p. 313 
91 vU;kFk± d`reU;kFk± Hkorhfr U;k;kr~ ijfoizfrifÙkjfi fujkd`rk nz"VO;kA rFkkfg oS;kdj.kS#äe~ μ  

^u lks·fLr izR;;ks yksds ;% ÓCnkuqxekn`rsA 
 vuqfo)feo Kkua lo± ÓCnsu tk;rsAA* bfrA 

loZizR;;kuka ÓCnkuqxr:iRos dL;fpnfi KkuL; vFkZlk{kkRdj.kk;ksxkr~A μ 
Tarkasopāna of Vidyākarśānti, in “Minor Buddhist Texts”, edited by G. Tucci, p. 279 (reproduced by Vāk. Poona edition, 
ibid.) 
92 ladsrLej.kksik;a n`"VladYiukRede~A 
  iwokZijijke’kZ’kwU;s rPpk{kqÔs dFke~AA μ Pramāõavārttika of Dharmakīrti (Pra. Vā), with Vçtti of Manorathanandin, ed. D.D. 
Shastri, Varanasi, 1968, 2.174 
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verbal synthesis is at all possible in the sense-perception which by definition apprehends the bare, 

unmixed, real moment.93 

One of the biggest challenges for the Buddhist is to account for his dealing with the external 

world because the reality is the constant flow of unique particulars. We do not know the external 

objects, rather we deal with the constructed images. To quote Stcherbatsky, “our images are not 

constructed by the external world, but the external world is constructed according to our images.” It 

is here that the notion of ekapratyavamarśa becomes the Buddhist’s biggest weapon to account for 

the seeming unity of the series of moments belonging to a particular object as different from others. 

By this we understand a kind of unitary synthetic judgement which causes a unitary perception of an 

object despite the real discreteness.94 This is produced by an aggregate of the mutually cooperative 

causal factors, for instance the combination of sense of sight, colour, light, mental attention etc. give 

rise to colour perception, but not the sense of hearing95. Although all point instants are mutually 

exclusive yet some of them have reciprocal congeniality which others do not have. These cooperative 

factors combine in which the law of contradistinction (apohana) plays an important part in giving rise 

to a unitary synthetic judgement which is responsible for designating an object as 'this', as 'that' and 

this becomes our entry point into the empirical world of purposive activities.96  

This prompts the Buddhist to assail BH’s basic presupposition. Śāntarakùita, in the 

Tattvasa§grapha, devotes a full-length section to the critique of Śabdabrahman.97 Citing “na sósti  

pratyayo loke” (Vāk. 1.115) twice, his commentator Kamalaśīla attacks BH on two counts. One, on 

the count of word-impregnation constituting the essence of the cognition and two, on the count of the 

identity of the object with the word as a logical outcome of the word-impregnation of awareness.98 

countering this Kamalaśīla argues that the analytical reason (svabhāvahetu) in the form of word-

penetration is not at all supported by pereption as posited by BH.  

The Buddhist argument runs thus. BH has attacked the Buddhist theory of transitoriness on the 

ground that it is against the verdict of experience. To which the Buddhist answers that transitoriness 
                                                 
93 rPp iwoZL; ladsrdkyn`"VokpdÓCnL; vijL; n`’;ekukFkZL; ijke’ksZ okP;okpdrk;kstue~] rsu ÓwU;k ÓCnkfeJoLrqLo:ixzkfgf.k pk{kqÔs Kkus dFka 
lEHkkO;rsA μ Vçtti on the above, p. 153 
94 cp. ,dizR;oe’kZL; gsrqRokn~ /khjHksfnuhA 
  ,d/khgsrqHkkosu O;ähukeI;fHkérkAA μ Pra. Vā. 3.109 
95  ,dizR;oe’kZ ,dkdkjk/;olk;ks---- ;Fkk p{kq:ikyksdeuLdkjkn;% ,o Hksnk·fo’ksÔs·fi :ifoKkua tu;fUr] u Jks=’kCnkn;%A μ Vçtti on Pra. 
Vā. 3.73, p. 282 
96 ,dizR;oe’kkZ[;s Kkus Hksnkfo’ksÔs·fi dsfpnso Hkkok ,dkdkjk/;olk;gsro% usrjsA μ ibid., pp 294-95 
97 Vide T.S. 128-135 
98 loZ ,o izR;;ks·FksZÔwitk;eku% ÓCnksYys[kkuqxr ,oksitk;rsA ;Fkksäe~ μ 
 u lks·fLr izR;;ks yksds ;% ÓCnkuqxekn`rsA 
 vuqfo)feo Kkua lo± ’kCnsu orZrsAA 
KkukdkjfucU/kuk p oLrwuka LoHkkoizKfIr%A vr% fl)esÔka ÓCnkdkjkuqL;wrRoe~] rfRl)kS p rUe;Roefi fl)eso] rUek=HkkfoRokÙkUe;RoL;sfrA rs 
okP;k ------μ pra. Vā. Vçtti, p. 86 
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is undoubtedly apprehended in the indeterminate perception, but because it is not definitively 

ascertained by the determinate cognition it leads BH to take it to be non-existent. BH overlooks the 

fact since these are two cognitions having existence of transitoriess as well as non-existence thereof 

as their separate objects, there is no inner contradiction per se. Yet BH denies transitoriness on the 

misconceived grand that the constructed judgement of the determinate perception fails to support it. 

But BH’s position is no better. He cannot say that the word is apprehended by the indeterminate 

perception but not endorsed by its determinate successor, because of his known opposition to the 

doctrine of radical separation between the sources of our knowledge (pramāņa-vyavasthā). Hence if 

word is affirmed by even one perception, all experiences will turn out to be determinate because of 

the inevitable coalescence with the verbal element. But such a scenario will not be palatable to BH 

himself, because he does subscribe to the existence of some kind of indeterminate apprehension, and 

will thus be patently against the verdict of our experience. Hence BH ought to desist from 

propagating the unity of cognition with the word.99 Śāntarakşita carries his onslaught to its logical 

conclusion. He once again castigates the Word-Absolutist’s contention that although Brahman is 

always indivisible and undifferentiated, the differentiation is brought in by the nuisance created by 

nescience (avidyā). This also falls for the same reason invalidating word-penetration doctrine. 

According to BH, says the  Buddhist, the consciousness-character of the ultimate reality is evidenced 

by the perception called svasa§vedana (“self-sensation”). But, on the ground, it is not sustained by 

svasa§vedana. Let us take the case of a person who is looking at an object, say nīla (“blue”), with 

his eyes while his mind is distracted elsewhere. In this eventuality although he does not notice, does 

not grasp any name it does not mean that he has no experience at all of the 'blue', he does have an 

experience, but it is wordless. This clearly disproves what is sought to be established by BH’s kārikā 

“na sósti” and also, as a consequence, perception fails to demonstrate the ultimate reality being of the 

nature of the word.100 

On the other side of the spectrum are realists – the adherents of Mīmā§sā and Nyāya both. 

BH was denounced in these circles too. The theory of the grammarian that all thoughts were 

necessarily and unexceptedly associated with words was not acceptable to Kumārila so far as it 

related to the indeterminate perception. Kumārila says that the indeterminate perception is like the 

                                                 
99 u pSoa Hkorka i{ks ÓCnL; xzg.kkxzg.ks ;qäs] loZKkukuka lfodYidrkH;qixekr~A ----vFk fdafpnfodYiefi KkueH;qixE;rs! u rfgZ oäO;e~ μ ^^u 
lks·fLr izR;;ks yksds ;% ÓCnkuqxekn``rs** bfrA ÓCnkdkjkuqL;wrRokfnfr p gsrquZ fln~/;sr~] rr’p izek.kkHkkokPNCnkRedRoO;oLFkkiua u fu’ph;srA μ 
ibid, p. 89 
100 L;knsrr~ μ LolaosnuizR;{kr ,o rfRl)e~] KkukRe:iRokr~] rFkk fg T;ksfrLrnso ÓCnkRedRokPpSrU;:iRokPPsfr\ rnsrr~ Lolaosnufo#)e~A rFkk fg 
μ vU;= xrekulks·fi p{kqÔk :ieh{kek.kks·ukfn"VkfHkykiesoA uhykfnizR;;euqHkofrA -----,rsu ;nqäe~ ^^u lks·fLr izR;;ks yksds** bR;kfn] rnfi 
izR;qäa HkofrA μ ibid., p. 90; cf. Vāk, Poona edition, p. 208-209 
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apprehension of the child and the dumb. There is no word-element in it. It implies “that we cannot be 

conscious of an indeterminate perception in terms of thought.”101 

D. N. Shastri refers to the views of Jayanta and Vyoma-śiva who held that in the 

indeterminate perception there is no word-element and therefore it is vague and indefinite.102 Jayanta 

Bhaţţa, while explaining avyapadeśya ("ineffable") in Gotama’s definition of perception, declares 

that BH’s thesis “na sósti….bhāsate” suffers from the defect called asa§bhava (“impossible”) 

because the object which is sought to be defined (lakùya) that is, the indeterminate cognition, does 

not exist in reality. 103  This has slight affinity with Dignāga’s viewpoint and also with that of 

Kumārila. Both of them vehemently insist that there is no word-element in the indeterminate 

cognition. In Vācaspati Misra (although he preceded Udayana) this theory takes a slightly more 

developed form. His view is that in the indeterminate perception individual as well as universal both 

are apprehended except that their relationship as substance and attribute is not noticed.104 Thus it will 

be seen that while Kumārila opposes BH, Vācaspati supports the latter and for the same reason 

criticizes Kumārila and invokes BH in approval.105 

The Śaiva Siddhāntins are very vocal critics of BH though they assimilate many insights of 

BH into their theory of speech. However our immediate concern is their notion of parāmarśa. 

Realists as they are, they approximate Kumārila ideologically unlike BH and KS. It may be 

                                                 
101 Critique of Indian Realism; D.N. Shastri, p. 439; also see NVT, pp. 126-127 
102 Critique, p. 439, note 65 
103  u p ÓCnkuqlU/kkujfgr% df’pr~ izR;;ks n`’;rsA vuqfYyf[kr’kCnds"ofi izR;;sÔq vUrr% lkekU;’kCnleqUesÔlEHkokr~ rnqYys[kO;frjsds.k 
izdk’kkfRedk;k% izrhrsjuqRiknkr~A rFkk··g Hkr`Zgfj% μ 
 u lks·fLr izR;;ks yksds ;% ÓCnkuqxekn`rsA 
 vuqfo)feoa Kkua lo± ÓCnsu xE;rsAA 
rLekRizR;{kL; y{;L;kln~Hkkokr~ dL;sna y{k.keqiØkUrfefr vlEHkonksÔek’kaD;kg lw=dkj% vU;O;ins’;fefrA μ Nyāya-mañjarī of Udayana, 
Vizianagaram Sanskrit Series, vol. 8, part 1, p. 80 
104 vfo|ekua O;ins’;a ;fLeaLrnO;ins’;a tkR;kfnLo:ikoxkfg u rq tkR;knhuka feFkks fo’ksÔ.kfo’ks";HkkokoxkfgA μ Nyāya-vārtika-tātparyañīkā 
of Vācaspati Miśra, ed. R.S. Dravid, Benares, Ist Adhyāya, vol. 1, 1925, p. 125 
105 rFkk p ukfodYia ÓCnjfgreLrhfr rkRi;kZFkZ%A rFkk pkgq( 
 u lksfLr izR;;ks yksds ;% ÓCnkuqxekn`n`rsA 
 vuqfo)feo Kkua lo± ÓCnsu xE;rsA 
ckyewdknhukefi foKkua ÓCnkuqO;k/konso vukfn’kCnHkkouko’kkr~A μ ibid., p. 127 
Matilal, seems to support Vācaspati's interpretation from a different perspective and notices an indirect convergence 
between the views of the Nyāya-Vaśeşiba on the one hand and those of BH. and KS on the other. Says he,  

"All pramāõa theorists agree, first and foremost but with varying degrees of emphasis, that what exists, or is 
really there, can be known (and is known). The domain of the knowables seems to converge, or coincide, with 
only a few exceptions, with the domain of 'existents'. Some (e.g. Nyāya-Vaiśeşika) would even go further to say 
that what is knowable is also eo epso 'effable', i.e. expressible or nameable in language, for whatever satisfiles 
the conditions for being known satisfies also the conditions for being expressed or named. Other pramāõa 
theorists, however, part company with the Nyāya-Vaiśeùika and are reluctant to make knowability a sufficient  
condition for 'effability'. There are others, for example Bhartçhari and possibly also the proponents of Kashmir 
Śaivism, who would lend an indirect support to the Nyāya-Vaiśeşika position by propounding a theory of an 
intimate connection between language and 'structured' knowledge." 

- Perception, Bimal Krishna Matilal, Oxford, 1986, p. 29 
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interesting to know that wherever Rāmakaņţha, in his Vçtti on the Matańgapārameśvara, seizes an 

occasion to discuss his notion of parāmarśa,106 he invariably quotes Kumārila’s famous statement in 

this regard. 107  Like Kumārila he also holds that knowledge of the first  

moment, 108  i.e. indeterminate apprehension, is totally free from verbal association of any kind 

whatsoever and is comparable with the apprehension which an infant or a dumb person has. The 

cognition that we have is twofold – non-judgemental and judgemental, coming in succession. 

Rāmakaņţha employs four sets of terms interchangeably to designate these states – eg. 

ālocanapratyaya and parāmarśapratyaya, grahaõa and parāmarśa, anadhyavasāya and 

adhyavasāya, as well as anubhava and parāmarśa. At the indeterminate level the object is 

apprehended as a bare object, without any attributes (nirviśeùa) and becomes meaningful only when 

the judgement relating to the object is reflectively appraised by the modality of ego (aha§kāravçttyā 

ātmaparāmarśaþ).109 It may be mentioned, for the sake of clarity, that this is not the reflectiveness of 

the individual self, but of the inner sense (antaþkaraõa), which takes the form ‘I am fair’, ‘This is 

cow’ etc. Employing the method borrowed from the Buddhist logician, he contends that ātman is said 

to be realized through perception. 110  In fact, parāmarśa when philosophically appropriated, 

constitutes the self’s knowledge-power, which is capable of illuminating own self as well others. But 

as Siddhāntin is a dualist, power and its prius indeed happen to be different. Hence the indeterminate 

cognition, i.e. non-judgemental reflexivity (parāmarśa), always shines as cognizer or as 'the nature of 

the individual soul' but not as the 'individual soul',111 whereas adhyasāya by virtue of being a product 

of intellect112 cannot partake of the nature of subject otherwise it will reduce the eternal into the 

ephemeral. 

The problem of parāmarśa has been handled at a much higher plane by the Śaiva dualists. 

According to them there are three ultimate reals – Pati, Paśu and Pāśa ("Lord", "individual souls" and 

                                                 
106  Vide Matańgapārameśvarāgama (Ma.Pā) (Vidyāpāda), with Vçtti by Rāmakaņţha, (Ma.Pā.V.), ed. N.R. Bhatt, 
Pondichery, 1977, 6.35: 174-175; 10.6-13 ab: 312-313; 17.2 : 382 
107 vfLr ákykspuKkua izFkea fufoZdYide~A 
   ckyewdkfnfoKkuln`’ka Óq)oLrqte~AA 
   rr% ija iquoZLrq /keSZtkZR;kfnfHk;Z;kA 
   cqn~/;kolh;rs lks·fi izR;{kRosu laerkAA μ Ma. Pā., loc cit. 
108 The ‘first moment’ has a broader connotation as it includes all apprehensions where the determinate ideation is not felt 
as for instance in the states of sheer joy or acute anxiety. Cf.  
 vf’kjks y{k.ks dk;s ls;a lafofPprs% lnkAA 
 vktkns ok·I;Fkoks}sxsA μ Ma. Pā. 6.34 cd-6.35 ab 
109 u ágadkjo`Ù;k vkReijke’k± fouk df’pnfi foÔ;ijke’kZ mii|rsA μop cit., p. 312 
110 rr’p ?kVks·;fefron~ vuqHkoi`"Bikfruk fu’p;izR;;su foÔ;hd`rRokn~ vkRekfi izR;{ks.k fuf’pr ,oA -----,oa LoijkReizdk’kdr;k Kku’kfä:is.k 
ijke’kkZPp vkRek izR;{k mä%A μ op. cit., p. 175 
111 r= ;ks·u/;olk;kRed% l loZnk xzkg¼d½:is.kSo Hkkleku vkReLoHkko ,osR;qäe~A μ op. cit, p. 383 
112 vkykspuKkuknuUrja ijke’kZcqn~/;qRikns euksO;kikj% dk;Zfl)%A μ op.cit, p. 313 
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"noose"). These constitute the three primary categories. Pati is called Paçamaśiva from whom ensue 

thirtysix dependent categories beginning with Śiva or bindu (often designated as para bindu in order 

to separate it from bindu, also called akşara bindu).113 It is also called Mahāmāyā, the insentient 

material cause of pure creation and happens to be different from Paramaśiva, the primary category. 

The Śiddhānatā Śaivism traces determinacy in thought to the words, but at the same time the 

determinate knowledge cannot be explained in terms of buddhi, because determinacy is found in 

levels beyond māyā (a dependent category which happens to be the material cause of the impure 

creation) also. It, therefore, holds that there is the subtle sound (śabda) which evolves out of bindu 

(or parabindu) agitated by the Lord. This subtle sound is called vidyā or nāda. Thus, nāda is the 

undifferentiated cause of the subtle inner speech. According to Rāmakaņţha, when an object is 

grasped in an indeterminate apprehension by a cognitive source it is buddhi that differentiates the 

indeterminate objects of the determinate judgement and relates them as the designator and the 

designated. This verbal activity is always addressed to an object which has been sensorily 

apprehended otherwise it will cause the determinate apprehension of all the objects for ever.114 In his 

commentary on the Sārdhatriśatīkālottarāgama, Rāmakaņţhā talks of three levels of the word – 

gross, subtle and ultimate (sthūla, sūkùma and para). The gross is what we hear, the subtle is what 

prompts the gross. Out of these two the subtle is of the nature of parāmarśa. All words and meanings 

exist here in an undifferentiated state of unity just as the different colours exist in the liquid of a 

peahen’s yolk.115 Although the word in this state is not an object of hearing, it is from this store house 

that nāda manifests a particular word and its corresponding meaning to be differentiated by the 

intellectual operation. It is reflective and judgemental, though undifferentiated. In contrast, the 

ultimate (i.e. para) word is free from all reflection and beyond the realm of thought. It happens to be 

the source of the subtle word (cintāmaya, i.e. parāmarśa) and is called nāda. Rāmakaõñhā equates it 

with paśyantī of BH. 

What the Śaiva Śiddhāntin wants to ultimately drive at is that whereas the individual subject 

or self happens to be the thought-free consciousness, a thought is never without a judgement.116 This 

judgement in the undifferentiated form consists in the subtle murmer and defines the signification 

                                                 
113 An Outline of History of Śaiva Philosophy (An Outline), K C Pandey, Delhi, 1986, p. 88-90 
114  cqf)fgZ rkon~ckás p{kqjkfnuk foÔ;hd`r ,okFksZ·/;olkf;uh n`"Vk ukfoÔ;hd`rs vfrizlXkr~A rr’pkUrjs cqf)% dsukfi foÔ;hd`r ,okFksZ ijke’k± 
djksfrA vU;Fkk loZnk lokZFkZijke’kZizlXkr~A ----vr% latYikRek bfrA μVçtti on Nādakārikā 11, in Aùñaprakaraõa, ed B.V. Dwivedi, 

Varanasi, 1988 p. 242. Also see An Outline, pp. 94, 221 
115 ;Ùkq rL;kfi izorZdfeR;fHkizk;o’kkr~---- ijke’kkZRede~ vfoHkäa r}kP;rnFkZefoHkkx’kfäfo’ksÔkRedRokUek;wjk.MjlfcUnqO;ins’;kusdek=:iRor% ----
vJks=xzkáa rRijke’kZKku:iesokuqHkor% fl)feR;FkZ%A μ Sārdhatriśatīkāloññarāgama, with Vçtti of Rāmakaõñha, ed. N. R. Bhatt, 
(Sārdh.) Pondichery, 1979, 1.8, p. 15 
116 vkReLo:ifonLrq ÓSok% rka lw{ek[;ka fcUnqdk;ZHkwrka ÓCno`fÙkeso eU;Urs u rq iq#Ôleokf;uhe~A μ quoted from  Ratnatrayaparīkùā of 
Śrīkaõñha by Pandey, An Outline. p. 222, note 2. 
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(vācakatā) of the word. The external objects represent the meaning part and are called  “denotata” 

(vācya).117 Its characteristic feature, i.e. inner murmer (antaþsa§jalpa) is explained in terms of 

“inner judgemental knowledge” (āntaravimarśātmaka jñāna) which consists in the intellect’s role of 

analyzing and designating an object appearing in a sensory perception. Thus nāda as the 

undifferentiated subtle signifier covers all the meanings as its object, bringing all – existent as well as 

non-existent – within its ambit. 118  It is from this point of view that Aghoraśiva upholds the 

inalienable relationship between thought and word, so glorified in the grammarian school. 119 

The Siddhānta Śaiva dualism has appropriated BH’s famous kārikās under reference in 

different contexts rendering them as part of its formulations but these may be skipped for the present 

for want of immediate relevance. None-the-less their evaluation in terms of the tantric soteriology 

definitely merits a reference, all the more so for the reason that the KS monists too have made similar 

appropriation specially in the Spanda cluster of kārikās. Śrīkaõñha considers knowledge of the 

fettered individuals as intertwined with the word and instead of quoting, incorporates Vāk. 1.115 

wholesale as kārikā 84 cd- 85 cd in his Ratnatraya-parīkùā.120 As a logical continuation, echoing the 

theme of BH's famous kārikā, he holds that Mahāmāyā (the principle of pāśa, which is also the cause 

of determinacy), if not properly understood, always obscures the knowledge of paśu through 

intertwining with the word.121  Properly understood, it becomes pure word-power (vāk-śakti)122 and 

becomes instrumental, as mantra, to the success of individual self’s pursuit of power and 

liberation.123 

                                                 
117 :ijlxU/k’kCnk|FkkZ ;sukoe`’;rka uhrk%A 
lks·Ur%latYikRek ukn% fl)ks u foÔ;HkkosuAA μ Nādakārika AA  
118 foÔ;hdqoZu~ lokZu~ ÓCnkFkkZusÔ okpdks ukU;%A 
n`"Va lnI;lr~ rn~ ;Leknsrsu lnk ijke`"Ve~AA μ ibid. 12 
119 rnqäe~ μ ^^u lks·fLr izR;;ks yksds ;% ÓCnkuqxekn`rsA 
vuqfo)feg Kkua lo± ÓCnsu tk;rsAA** bfrA μ Vçtti on Nadakārikā, p. 242 
120 u lks·fLr izR;;ks·.kwuka ;% ÓCnkuqxekn`rsAA  
vuqfo)feg Kkua lo± ÓCnsu xE;rsA μ Ratnatrayaparīkşā of Śrīkaõñha, in Aşţaprakaraņa, 84 cd- 85 ab 
121 lk Hkksxlk/kuksik;izR;;ksn;gsrqukAA 
ÓCnkuqos/ksu lnk eksg;snfoosfprkA μ ibid. 169 cd-170 ab 
122  ÓkUR;rhrk i@eh f’ko’kfäjfi Óq)okDLo:ik uknk[;a ;r~ rÙofeR;qäe~----rUe/;s iq#Ô% lw{ensgkfHkO;äks n`d~fØ;kek=ks----u okDNäsjfi 
O;frfjäekRekua eU;rsA ;nkgq% μ 
 okxzwik psnqRØkesnocks/kL; Ók’orhA 
 u izdk’k% izdk’ksr lk fg izR;oef’kZuhAA bfrA μ Vçtti on Sārdha. 10.18-19, pp 93-94 
123  Ófä’pk= ukn’kfäjso foof{krkA r=So eU=k.kka oLrqrks fofufo"VRokr~A ldyi’kqxrkr~ izkxqäkn~ cks/;ijke’kZy{k.kkr~ dq;kZnsrfRl)feR;FkZ%A 
rfnneqäe~ μ  ^^u lks·fLr izR;;ks yksds ;% ÓCnkuqxekn`rsA  

vuqfo)feo Kkua lo± ÓCnsu tk;rsAA**  
bfrA ----rL; ;Fkk iq#ÔHkksxeks{kdk;kZH;keU;FkkuqiiÙ;k izxeks fl)%] rFkk=kihR;qäfeR;fojks/k%A rfnnekgq%μ 
 ^^okxzwirk psnqRØkesnocks/kL; Ók’orhA 
 u izdk’k% izdk’ksr lkfHkizR;oef’kZuhAA** bfrA μ Vçtti on Sārdh., on 1.6 cd- 7 ab, pp. 14-15 
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In Kashimr Śaivism, which in the immediate context stands for the monistic strand of 

philosophical speculation, we discern a paradigm shift from conceiving reality as consisting of śabda 

(subsuming artha) to reality as constituted by prakāśa and vimarśa. This shift, though a direct 

outcome of BH’s impact on KS, also marks the subtle line of departure from Bh’s notion of 

philosophy itself. For BH the philosophy of language exhausts all philosophy, whereas for KS 

philosophy as such covers all aspects of thought – howsoever seemingly diverse and polarized – 

severally carrying equal weightage by themselves and yet syncretized into a unified vision emanating 

from and logically sustained by a complete hermeneutics of the Word and Meaning in terms of 

prakāśa and vimarśa which may be concisely summed up as a discovery of reality by its self-

referring, self-affirming consciousness. Metaphysically this amounts to “a recognition of reference, 

i.e. the meaning in experience”.124 This also brings another paradigm of the Abhinavan thought into 

bold relief. This is the paradigm of recognition inspired by BH via his theory of the levels of speech 

and apprehension and conveyance of meaning. In view of the stringent Buddhist denial of the validity 

of recognition, UTP and AG reconstruct a complete metaphysics of recognition making it essential to 

the very structure of thought, speech, and reality. It is in this context Iyer’s English rendering of 

pratyavamarśa as “recognition-cum-identification” assumes added significance buttressed by 

Lawrence’s forceful reasoning in support. On our part we do not propose to translate these terms 

because pratyabhijñā, prakāśa and vimarśa all these and also other cognate terms are intended to 

convey the distinctive connotations at several levels of usage yet so integrated to one another that it 

would be only fair if we use them as such. 

The system of UTP and AG has put up two entirely different – one may even say, 

contradictory – valuations on BH. From a derogatory epithet of a “poor grammarian” 

(vaiyākaraņasādhūnām)125 in Somānanda to the honorific little of tatrabhavān in the whole tradition 

is indeed a journey from negative to the positive revaluation of his contribution. Although 

Somānanda treats BH primarily as a grammarian who has no locus standi for dabbling into the 

matters philosophical.126 But on a relook we notice that in his critique Somānanda only aims at 

limiting the scope of BH as an enunciator of the ultimate nature of things by equating the Supreme 

Word (Parāvāk/Śabdabrahman)127 with Śiva’s power of knowledge128 and thus underscoring the 

                                                 
124 Argument and the Recognition of Śiva: The Philosophical Thought of Utpaladeva and Abhinavagupta, David Peter 
Lawrence, Ph. D. Dissertation, Divinity School, Chicago, 1992, n. 13, p. 135 
125 Śivadçùñi (SD), KSS, 2.1 
126 oS;kdj.krka R;DRok foKkukUosÔ.ksu fde~A μ SD.. 2.72 ab. 
127 bR;kgqLrs ija czã ;nukfn rFkk{k;e~A 
rn{kja ÓCn:ia lk i’;Urh ijk fg okd~AA μibid. 2.2 
128 vFkkLekda Kku’kfä;kZ lnkf’ko:irkA 
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need for going beyond and as such himself identifying it with the power of will instead, paving the 

way for the infusion of Parā. However, right in the immediate next generation of Somānanda, UTP 

acknowledges BH’s constructive debt, as interpreted by AG, that his formulation of vimarśa is in the 

main drawn from BH. In the AG’s exegesis of BH’s reference kārikās, building upon the central theses 

developed by his grand teacher UTP, he proceeds with four general formulations: 

(i) Objective reality (artha) is constituted by prakāśa (light of awarness) implying its ideal 

character. 

(ii) Vimarśa is the essence of prakāśa, offering raison detre of conceiving reality in terms of 

prakāśa, i.e. pure light of consciousness. 

(iii) Vimarśa is posited as the agential functionality or creativity (kartçtā) emanating from and 

resting within the subjective consciousness which defines consciousness and distinguishes it 

from un-(or non-)consciousness and sentiency from insentiency at the empirical level. 

(iv) This agential freedom is the word or speech (vāk) which has two dimensions – (a) sacred 

(māntrī)  and (b) linguistic (śabdana) and is marked by fullness expressed as or in terms of 

"self-affirmation" or "self-repose" (ahaü-pratyavamarśa or aha§viśrānti). 

In all these formulations, as one instantly finds out, vimarśa emerges as AG’s ‘hermeneutical 

key’ (to use Mark Dyczkowski’s phrase). AG grounds in these formulations his ambition of building 

a meta-philosophy which covers metaphysics, logic, religion, ritual, tantric praxis, yoga, devotion, 

literary criticism, aesthetics and various art forms integrating them by an underlying unity of thought, 

purpose, approach and yet nourishing their individual and analytic existence to the highest level of 

excellence. This all-encompassing vision he spells in terms of recognition leading to his philosophy 

of the transcendental recognition where one’s own identity is ‘discovered’, ‘re-cognized’ by every 

instance of acting, becoming, thinking, where one emanates from and returns to oneself in whatever 

one knows, does or speaks.  

This vision, to a great extent, AG inherits from BH. The ideas of word as the creative 

principle, unity of thought and speech, world of experience constituted by the powers of the word as 

the ultimate principle, speech as the basis and constitutive of the empirical world of purposeful 

activities, vimarśa and anusańdhāna (unification) not only participating in apprehending and 

communicating but also in ordering and coordinating our universe of discourse (vyavasthā), language 

in its transcendental aspect transfiguring into religious language par excellence, soteriology of 

language leading to self-realization and language being the root of our literary, cultural and aesthetic 

pursuits all have been taken from BH. Even the major tools and metaphors of crystal, of liquid in a 

                                                                                                                                                                     
oS;kdj.klk/kwuka i’;Urh lk ijk fLFkfr%AA μibid. 2.1 
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peahen’s yolk, vāgyoga, notion of superimposition of the word on meaning (adhyāsa), illustration of 

rapid reading, rapid movement, stillness – all these are drawn by UTP and AG from BH. Here AG’s 

contribution is threefold. First, he continues the basic thrust of BH by meeting criticism from 

Buddhist logicians specially Dignāga, Dharmakīrti and Dharmottara viś-a-vis their notions of 

śabdana as abhilāpa and apoha in particular, by defending BH against the attack from the realists and 

also against the dualistic linguistic formulation of Siddhānta Śaivism; second, he clarifies vague and 

doubtful areas as for instance the relationship between word and meaning articulated in the word-

penetration doctrine (and the use of expressions such as ‘as if’– iva – as in anuviddhamiva), treating 

meaning as vivarta of word (without being sure at to what it stands for: whether transformation or 

appreance), freedom of the ultimate principle being coloured by nescience, meaning and the process 

of pratyavamarśa, the ontological status of meaning, and the existence of the transcendental level of 

language as Parā – these are, inter alia several areas that demanded a precise formulation. Third, he 

develops hints and insights which were in incipient stage in BH or were only suggested there in. Here 

we have a creation of a full-bodied religious language, depicting reality as constituted by the sacred 

language (mantraśarīra or śabdarāśi) and its essence as mantra or śabdana, building up a thoroughly 

structured aesthetics, integrating speech with resonance within the framework of the basic aesthetical 

formulations, evolving the notion of enjoyer (bhoktā) into that of the aesthete at the level of both 

metaphysics as well as art-experience rooted in Bh’s formulation of the grammatical notion of subject 

as bhoktā and modulating some of foundational linguistic insights – viz., pronouncing the co-eval 

status of word and meaning and yet synthesizing them into an identity (śabdārthā-sāmarasya) instead 

of treating meaning as vivarta and then reducing it to the primal word, understanding thought as 

having word as its nature (śabdanātmaka) and not thought as if pierced by or shot with the word, 

taking word as the attribute and meaning as the substantive instead of taking word simply as the 

substantive, going in fact to the extent of making either of them give up their designation as attribute 

or substantive with in the process of adhyāsa,129 visualizing the word and meaning in harmony in 

stead of the Word-Principle alone as the supreme reality and finally construing the notion of 

pratyavamarśa as ahaü-pratyavamarśa  (self-referring affirmation). 

                                                 
129  In the empirical realm of linguistic usage this is sought to be achieved by Abhinavan modulation of BH's 
śabdavivartavāda into śabdādhyāsavāda in the course of AG's elaboration of the notions of prakāśa as avablāsana and 
vimarśa as adhyāsa: rn;a okpdLo:ik/;kl ,o okP;Roa] rn/;kl'p okpdRoeqRFkki;fr] bfr O;ogk;± oLrq uke:iy{k.keusoa:ir;k u 
dnkfpnkLrs bfr] ,dkUr ,Ô%Aμ IPVV, II, p. 267. In the light of the above Matilal's observation that UTP and AG supported 
what is called śabdādhyasvāda as opposed to BH's Śabdadvivartavāda (vide, On Bhartŗhari's Linguistic Insight, op. cit, p. 
6) needs clarification. Though both are adherents of śabdādvaitavāda, their inter se comparison may be depicted in terms 
of śabdādvaita and śabdārtha-sāmarasya. 
     This issue we propose to examine in a future paper. 
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AG adopts several strategies to work it out. First of all, as a symbolic gesture, Parama Śiva in 

masculine gender, is brought in replacing Śabdabrahman, in neuter, and is viewed as the Agent par 

excellence. Deriving from and corresponding to the notions of prakāśa and vimarśa AG develops two 

process strategies in the form of ābhāsana (manifesting, illuminating) and vimarśana (ideating, 

reflecting). AG then exploits the vimarśana-strategy by adopting its several transformations. In the 

realm of language vimarśana emerges as śabdana, in analysing art-experience vimarśana is 

transformed into camatkaraņa and pratibhāna both as the underlying process and the end-result, in 

aesthetics and metaphysics vimarśana figures as kalana to explain the creativity of the artist and by 

implication that of the supreme artist, i.e. Śiva – the actor, the dancer par excellence, in riutalistic and 

cosmogonic contexts vimarśana serves as visarjana, in epistemological analysis it continues to 

remain as vimarśana, and in ritualistic, religious as well as soteriological contexts is reckoned as 

mantraņa. At a more concrete level by interpreting āgamas, because the word vimarśa seldom occurs 

in the āgamic literature, and at still more immediate level AG and his colleagues exegete BH’s 

kārikās, synthesizing them with the insights of their own system in the texts of the system they 

comment upon. The textual portions where these interpretations appear may be categorized into four 

groups. It may be noted that visarjana and kalana, the two modatities of vimarśa, have not been 

considered under these four textual categorizations: (i) Pratyabhijña-cluster of kārikās, viz. SD 2.10, 

IPK 1.1.4 and from 1.5.10 to 1.5.20; Āgama-cluster of kārikās, represented by IPK 4.1.8 to 4.1.10; 

and Spanda-cluster of kārikās, represented by Sp. K. 28, 29, 47, 48 and Śivasutravçtti 1.4, 3.19; and 

others represented by Ab. Bh. on N.S. 20.26. 

For the present we propose to concentrate on the examination of the first four kārikās of the 

Pratyabhijñā-cluster. 

Our first encounter with BH’s kārikās begins with Somāndnda. As part of his presentation of 

the prima facie standpoint of the Grammarians he quotes Vāk 1.115 (123)ab without any comment.130 

His illustrious commentator UTP reiterates BH’s famous formulation that in all empirical cognitions 

their expressive verbal element is invariably present.131 Alluding to a part of the next kārikā ‘sā hi 

pratyavamarśinī’ [i.e. Vāk 1.116 (124)d] he underscores the vimarśa character of vāk making it 

imperative to the very notion of the Grammarian’s Absolute, designated as Paśyantī, interpreting, by 

implication, the term prakāśa as the light of the Brahman, occurring in the first half of BH’s kārikā132, 

                                                 
130 u lks·fLr izR;;ks yksds ;% ÓCnkuqxekn`rsA---- 
  bR;kfnokD;jpuSLrSjsoa izfrikfnre~A μ Śivadçùñi (SD), KSS, 2.10 ab-11cd

 
131  rFkk u l ?kVkfnizR;;ks yksdO;ogkjs·fLr] ;ks okpd’kCnkuqxeoftZr%A okxzwirka fouk u czãrÙoizdk’kks·fi izdk’ksr ^lk fg izR;oef’kZuh*A bfrA 
rFkSoaHkwrs i’;Urh:is ÓCnk[;s czãf.k----A μ Vçtti on the above (SDVç), ibid., p. 44  
132 u izdk’k% izdk’ksr----------A 
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which he does not directly quote. Later Somānanda does connect vāk with vimarśa133 but, as Torella 

notes, only as a part of the objection that he unfortunately chooses to pass over,134 out of his self-

inflicted compulsion to denigrate the Grammarian. Somānanda remembers aunmukhya, “subtle 

inclination/readiness,” marking the first ever moment of will,135 which UTP describes as inward 

looking consciousness what was to emerge later as vimarśa. UTP identifies it with the inward looking 

free consciousness136 . Somānanda seems to have been inspired by the idea of “little swelling” 

(resembling crestless wave) propounded by his senior contemporary Pradyumna Bhañña with whom 

Somānanda, otherwise, has fundamental differences. 

However, Somānanda’s equation with will’s first moment proved to be the most forceful 

proof in conclusively establishing the consciousness character of reality. UTP exploited it as a 

transcendental argument employing vimarśa to prove prakāśa, to put it in the traditional parlance of 

the system.137 It is against this background that we believe UTP’s and AG’s exegesis of BH’s kārikā 

begins with IPK 1.5.10138 and not 1.5.11 as suggested by the use of “viduþ,”139 attention to which has 

already been drawn earlier. UTP conceptualizes will in terms of vimarśa mostly in a language that is 

reminiscent of Somānanda’s not only contentual but even linguistic formulation. The creative will is 

the subject’s own reflective awareness with regard to the creation of an object shining within.140 Will 

is never without an objective reference otherwise it will lead to chaos and confusion. This objective 

reference has to be internal and has to be so affirmed, since an object will materialize only after the 

due operation of causal process.  

Thus this kārikā conclusively establishes the entire manifested reality being of the nature of 

pure awareness,141 which implies internality of the object as continuing even in the manifested state, 

since essential character never looses its essence. 142  AG in his Vivçtivimarśinī offers several 

additional insights. According to him, not only the object, but in fact the whole productive process 

relating to the potential object shines internally in the first volitional pulsation.143 The argument also 

                                                 
133 foe’kkZuqHkosuSÔk ;Fkk okd~ izFkea fJrkA μSD 2.19 ab. 
134  The Īśvarapratyabhijñākārikā of Utpaladeva with the Author’s Vçtti (IPK vç.) Raffaele Torella, Rome, 1994, 
“Introduction”, p. XXVI. 
135 HkoR;qUeqf[krk fpÙkk lsPNk;k% izFkek rqfV%A μ SD 1.8 cd. 
136 uSjis{;s.kkUreqZf[kRokr~ fpÙkk pSrU;eso] rnk lk rqfV% lw{edkyifjfPNé bPNkizFkeHkkx%A μSDvç., p. 10 
137 rsu vo’;aHkkfouks foe’kkZr~ rRizdk’kks·uqeh;rsA μ Īśvarapratyabhijñāvivçti-vimarśinī (IPVV),  Abhinavagupta, KSS, II, p. 167 
138 Lokfeu’p pkRelaLFkL; HkkotkrL;e~ Hkklue~A 
   vLR;so u fouk rLekfnPNke’kZ% izorZrsAA  
139 foe’k± fonqjU;FkkA μIPK 1.5.11 
140 izfrHkklekukFkZSdfoÔ;ks fuekZr`rke;ks foe’kZ bPNk:iks-----A μ IPKvç, p. 22 
141 rLekr~ fLFkre~ vUr%fLFkra inkFkZtkra rsu fouk rf}Ô;L; ijke’kkZ;ksxkr~ bfrA μIPV, I, pp. 210-211 
142 ;fn vUr%fLFkr ,o fpnkReuks·FkZjkf’k%] rRdFkelkS u HkklrsA d% [kyq vkg lkgfldks u Hkklrs bfrA ,rnkglw=s.kA μ ibid., p. 166 
143 lokZfoHkkxsu ^fLFkfr* Hkkfou mi;ksfx:iL;A μIPVV, II, p. 171 
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establishes the basic idealistic undertone of the system 144 . Through his analysis of will AG 

emphasizes the equivalence in the internality of object either at the plane of creative will 

(sisçkùābhūmi) or at the plane of residual trace (sa§skārabhūmi), i.e. de-creation.145 AG’s major 

formulation lies in visualizing the kārikā as a precursor to IPK 1.5.19 where UTP examines the  

indeterminate character of thought and its referent both, integrating it with SD 1.8-13 and thereby 

grounding it in the foundational argument that the volitional element, constituting as it does the self-

affirming awareness that is anusańdhāna (a mode of vimarśa highlighting its volitional character) 

accounts for the immediacy or instantaneity in perception.146 It also points out to the volitional 

manifestation in generalized form as constituting Paśyantī level of speech.  

The IP kārikā 1.5.11147 is as seminal to our understanding Kashmir Śaivism as Vāk 1.116148 to 

the understanding of BH. What is strikingly remarkable in this context is that AG in his IPVV openly 

acknowledges BH’s impact on his formulations.149 AG pinpoints the centrality of BH’s vāgrūpatā 

kārikā and connects UTP’s kārikā, under reference, with BH’s.150 AG splits BH’s kārikā into two parts 

and devotes 1.5.11 to the exegesis of ‘pratyavamarśinī’–element and 1.5.13 to the ‘vagrūpatā’–

element.  He then, in answer to a self-raised query – ‘what did it propound?’ – comes out with the 

central theme of BH’s kārikā 151 : That which differentiates light i.e. awareness, from the non-

consciousness or insentience, consists in subjective stir and is identical with agentiality, is what we 

call I-consciousness, i.e. resting on self by definition, due to its absolute non-dependence. The main 

thrust of the kārikā, then, lies in interpreting pratyavamarśa as I-reflectivity or I-consciousness which 

serves as the defining component of prakāśa, i.e. reality. AG does not rest at that. Which phrase in the 

kārikā, he again asks, does he find expressing this idea? From the word prakāśeta, is his reply.152 At 

this point AG indulges into a dense and protracted hermeneutics of the term ‘prakāśeta’employing 

Mīmā§sā methodology and comes to the conclusion that it is the verbal element (ākhyātā§śa) in 

suffix ta (in prakāśeta) which speaks of the primacy of the agential function:  

                                                 
144 rn= fu.kZ;s foKkuu;nwÔ.kizLrkos ;nkHkkloSfp×;dkj.kRosu ÓfVre~ rnfi mii=esoA μ ibid. 
145 loZfena fll`{kkHkwekS laLdkjHkwekS p vkRefu vgfefr izdk’kekueofLFkresoA μ ibid., p. 169 
146  vuqla/kku'kCna foo`.kksfr ^rkn`fxPNk;kstusu* bfr--- foe'kZfo'ksÔ ,o fg ---uuq n'kZuL; vkReHkwrk bPNk foe'kZfo'ksÔ:ik bR;srnso u fl)e~ 
n'kZukuUrja fg bPNkA ,rr~ ifjgjfr ^u p* bfrA ,oa fg lfr eUFkjfØ;krLRofjrrk;k% dks fo'ksÔ%A μ ibid., pp. 233-234. 
147 LoHkkoeoHkklL; foe’k± fonqjU;FkkA 
 izdk’kks·FkksZijäks·fi LQfVdkfntMksie%AA 
148 okxzwirkpsnqRØkesnocks/kL; Ók’orhA 
 u izdk’k% izdk’ksr lk fg izR;oef’kZuhAA 
149 ,rn~ laokn;fr ^rFkk p* bfr Hkr`ZgfjfjR;okspr~ bfr laca/k%A μ IPVV, II, p. 182 
150 dsu okD;suA vkg ^^okxzwirk** bR;kfnuk ^^izR;oef’kZuh** bR;UrsuA μ ibid. 
151 fdeokspr~A vkg 
izdk’kL; tMoSy{k.;a lajEHk% dr`Zrk:iks ;% l ,o vkRefoJkfUry{k.kks fujis{kRosu foe’kksZ·gfefr dF;rsA μ ibid. 
152 uuq dsu ÓCnsu vlkS lajEHk% dkfjdk;keqä%A vkg ^izdk’ksr*A ¼He refers to ^^izdk’ksr** in u izdk’k% izdk’ksr lk fg izR;oef’kZuh--A½ μ ibid, 
p. 182 
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The, opatative element (in ‘ta’suffix in prakāśeta) conveys the idea of sa§bhāvanādhikya 
(eg. ‘high-ness’ in “high potentiality”: that is, not potentiality but its abundance) alone, 
whereas verbal element speaks of the rest on/in the primacy of the agential activity (karoti in 
prakāśaü karoti which is the meaning of prakāśate). Then, without opatative element how is 
this potentiality going to be expressed? If you say that potentiality (of prakāśeta) is conveyed 
by verbal element and hence it does not express “primacy of agential element" (i.e. agential 
activity, i.e. karoti), it is not going to stick. Because what is that with which potentiality is 
intended to be connected? If it relates to mere absence of a thing (i.e., absence of prakāśa vide 
“na prakāśaþ prakāśeta), then just as non-white cannot be made white, light too cannot be 
turened into non-light (aprakāśa), because it is essentially of the nature of light. Hence 
potentiality is to be ruled out as the meaning of liń. Thus externalization (of the internal, that 
is, the becoming itself being made outward – bāhyīkçtameva bhavanam) alone remains that  
could be associated with the opatative element. For white does not become white, blue does 
not become blue, a jar does not become jar, it is only the active or creative element which has 
entered into their being that alone shines (as the respective objects). This is how the injunction 
turns out to be accomplished positively, though conveyed negatively: this prakāśa 
“awareness”, alone shines or illuminates, i.e. it is the agent of the activity called shining or 
illumination. Thus verbal element, i.e. liõ in prakāśeta, that is both the opatative element and 
the verbality (liņa§śa and ākhyātā§śa) stand for vimarśa whose essence is freedom, self-
subsistence, and which constitutes the essential, inalienable (aheya) body of consciousness. 
This is what has been called vāgrūpatā which is tantamount to śabdayitçrūpatā in śabdana 
(that is, having the nature of one who verbalizes in respect of the activity called verbalization) 
or metaphorically, which constitutes the eternal law of convention. 153    
 
AG's detailed reasoning as above presents before us a conceptual model on the lines of 

bhāvanā exegesis of Mīmā§sa that may be tentatively tabulated as under: 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
153  ^^fy³= laHkkoukf/kD;ek=ekg] vk[;kr:irk rq dr`ZO;kikjizk/kkU;foJkfUrlrÙosfr vk’k;%A uuq fy³k fouk laHkkouk dFkadkjeqP;rsA rr~ 
laHkkoukfHk/kk;h v;ek[;kriz;ksxks u drZ̀rka’kizk/kkU;a fuxe;frA eSoe~] ;fn oLRoHkkoek=a laHkkoukfoÔ;Rosu foof{kra] u ÓqDyks·;a] ÓqDy% L;kfnfr 
U;k;su izdk’k% izdk’kks u Hkosfnfr izdk’kHkkokr~ ckáhd`reso Hkoua fy³k lac/;sr] u Üosr% Üosrsr~] u uhya uhysr~] ?kVks u ?kVhHkosfnfr rq 
rRLo:ikuqizfo"V ,o lajEHkkFkksZ fuHkkZfr]μbfr O;frjsd}kjs.k p bRFka fof/k% lai|rs izdk’krs p v;a izdk’k bfrA rn;a fr³UrkFkZ ,o LokrU×;kRek 
foe’kZ% izdk’kL; vgs;a oiqcksZ/kL; ;k okxzwirk ÓCnu’kCnf;r`:irk ÓkÜorh ladsrkfnor~A** μ IPVV, II, p. 182-183 

Though AG’s profound exegesis continues much longer but as the text hereafter is extremely corrupt and full of 
omissions, further translation has not been attempted. Those interested may refer to the original text, ibid., p. 183. It will 
be interesting to note that Gajendragadkar translates śābdī bhāvanā  as verbal creative energy (cf. Arthasa§graha, Poona, 
1934, p. 4). Applying Laugākùi Bhāskara's following prescription: ^^r= iq#Ôizo`Ù;uqdwyks Hkkof;rqO;kZikjfo'ksÔ% 'kkOnhHkkoukA lk p 
fy³a'ksuksP;rsA fy³~Jo.ks·;a eka izorZ;fr eRizo`Ù;uqdwyO;kikjoku;fefr fu;esu izrhrs%A ;|LekPNCnkfé;er% izrh;sr rr~ rL; okP;e~A --- r= 
lk/;kdka{kk;ka o{;ek.kka'k=;ksisrk vkFkhZ Hkkouk lk/;RosukUosfr] ,dizR;;xE;Rosu lekukfe/kkuJqrs%A** ¼loc.cit.½. AG would like us to look to 
the verbal formation prakāśeta for a while. Here we find that the word prakāśeta conveys, (i) prakāśa,  the actual 
illumination-episode, by means of the root (pra+)kāś, (ii) ārthibhāvanā ("actual creative energy", op. cit, p. 6) which is 
here construed to be the superiminence of agential activity by means of verbality (in suffix ta in prakāśe-ta) and (iii) 
śābdī-bhāvanā, i.e. sa§bhāvanādhikya, by means of opatativeness (liõtva), so all the three are understood from one 
suffix (ta) itself having been conveyed by a single common statement (prakāśeta) wherein opatativeness (in liõtva =  
ādhikyamātra) acts as the denoter and verbality (i.e. primacy of agential activity) as the denoted. 
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izdk’ksr
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This line of distinction between consciousness and non-consciousness constitutes the main 

subject matter of IPK 1.5.12154. Thus all the three kārikās are interknitted by a single theme of adding 

theKashmir Śaiva perspective to the kārikā of BH. 

In his exegesis of IPK 1.5.11, AG offers some critical insights. UTP openly acknowledges the 

debt of BH in holding vimarśa to be the very nature of prakāśa. It simply means if prakāśa is light, 

"vimarśa  is what makes the object distinguishable and distinct."155 For a perspectival insight we 

quote below a passage from Matilal which would be found very germane to the context: 

"If Prakash is the flood of light, vimarśa is what makes the object distinguishable and 
distinct….. . The so-called pre-linguistic grasp of the object cannot have any firm grip unless 
the object is sufficiently distinguished, and if it is sufficiently distinguished, vimarśa has 
already set in, and a śabdabhāvanā is implicit. A pure prakaśa without vimarśa is impossible 
in this theory… . Perception without conception is blind and conception without perception is 
mute":156 
  
In describing reflective awareness as the very essence of reality AG distances himself from  

the Advaita Vedāntins whose view of the ultimate reality has no scope for reflective activity or 

ideation, hence their Brahman is supposed to be “without vimarśa” (nirvimarśa). There is implied 

criticism of the Sā§khya proponents who consider knowledge as reflectional (pratisańkrānti) but 

devoid of consciousness. His main target is Buddhists, Dharmakīrti in particular, whose Nyāyabindu 

(1.5 and 2.33) is at the back of his mind. Contradicting him, AG denies parāmarśa has anything to do 

with the association of words, but constitutes the intrinsic nature of knowledge, jñāna.157 

In order to state his position AG evaluates the metaphor of crystal, which his master UTP 

borrows from BH.158 The analogy serves BH in two ways – one, to show that we can know the 

external world through language alone; two, “the crystal analogy illumines its passivity. Language 

                                                 
154 ---- rsu tMkRlfg foy{k.k%A 
155 "On Bhartçhari's Linguistic Insight; op. cit, p. 7 
156 loc cit. 
157 vk;Z/keZdhrsZjsoaizk;k% i`FkDiz;qähjifjx.k;r% bfr mäa izkd~A ---rFkk fg u v= le;k;Ùk;kstuk mäk ;rks fodYirk vkirsr~] vfirq foe’kZ:irk 
ckss/kL; uSlfxZdh---- bR;k’k;su vkg lw=e~A μ ibid., p. 174 
158 LQfVdkfn ;Fkk nzO;a fHké:iS#ikJ;S%A 
 Lo’kfä;ksxkr~ laca/ka rknzwI;s.kksixPNfrA μ Vāk. III. 3.40 
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splits up and multiplies what is one, unites what is discrete, but reflects what is in front if it.”159 

However, AG takes recourse to the crystal/mirror analogy to arrive at a different conclusion. In 

describing pratyavamarśa as the essence of knowledge he not only visualizes thought as being 

dependent upon the word alone, but also on the subject, making word as synonymous with its 

(subject's) reflectivity and thereby eliminates passivity of language which is now enlivened by the 

agential participation. In order to drive his point home AG talks of two types of essences – (i) primary 

and (ii) secondary. According to UTP, light’s secondary nature consists in its purity or translucence 

(nairmalya or svacchatā) but has nothing to do with non-insentience (ajāóya). The primary essence 

consists in reflection or in being reflectively aware. This is what the term pratyavamarśa stands for. 

Similarly there are three stages of light and their respective lighting sources: 

(i) Simple illumination – as in the case of a lamp, sun or fire. One characteristic of light is 

that it reveals itself as well as others. 

(ii) Reflection – as in the case of a mirror or crystal. The first characteristic of light is retained 

here. Besides. these assume or have the capacity to assume the form of the reflected. This 

latter trait is not found in the former category. 

(iii) Judgement – as in the case of knowledge or cognition. Whereas it shares the former two 

traits in common with mirror etc., it differs from mirror etc in the sense that it receives 

reflection and at the same time knows that it is receiving reflection. Now this capacity of 

being aware, of consciously appreciating, responding and reacting is what is known as 

pratyavamarśa.  

It is this pratyavamarśa which constitutes the primary essence or the principal nature of 

knowledge. Since such a conscious apperception is not possible without being grounded in the 

conscious subject, it is identified with the subjective reflectivity transfiguring consciousness into I-

consciousness, distinguishing the sentient from the insentient which is incapable of conscious 

appropriation.160 We may go back to the AG’s analysis of BH’s kārikā. It will be evident as to why he 

insists so much on the verbal element in the suffix part. In an analogous and yet slightly different 

etymological formulation he notes that the stem part in prakaśate or prakāśeta, that is the root (pra) + 

kāś, is common to all lighting sources in its passivity, whereas the suffix part underlies the agential 

activity and freedom161 which is the extraordinary mark of the consciousness of light or prakāśa. It is 

                                                 
159 Bhartçhari and the Buddhists, Radhikā Herzberger, Holland, 1986, p. 52 
160 izdk’kL; vlal`"VL; rr ,o vdkZfnizdk’kfoy{k.kL; ijlk:I;a izfrfcEck;ekuijrknkRE;{keRoefLr LoHkkokUrja ;rLrsu oiqÔk ?kVknscksZ/kks fof’k";rs] 
rFkkfi u rr~ eq[;a tMs·fi ef.keqdqjizHk`rkS rL; laHkokr~] foe’kZLrq tMs u laHkofr bfr vuU;foÔ;Rokr~ l eq[; vkResfr mäe~A μ IPVV, II, P. 
177 
161 v= uSeZY;kn~ izdk’ku:ikr~ izd`frek=foJkUrknfrfjä% dr`Zrky{k.k% LokrU×;LoHkkoks ;% izR;;L; vFkZ%A μ ibid. 
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why in the later kārikās we find AG often compare the Buddhists with the Sā§khya followers in this 

particular aspect. On this line of thought we now understand that AG differs from the Buddhists not 

only in his evaluation of the notion of vimarśa alone, but in that of prakāśa also. Because in the 

Buddhist formulation of knowledge, it does not go beyond correspondence or conformity of the 

knowledge with the object (sārūpya or parasārūpya) and hence stops at the second or intermediary 

level, whereas the Abhinavan formulation goes beyond and embraces subject (i.e. agent). 

Now once having succeeded in infusing agential participation, AG adds at least two more 

dimensions to the notion of pratyavamarśa emerging from its conceptualization in terms of primacy 

(mukhyatā). The first (in fact he opens his commentary here with the solemn declaration of his intent 

and then repeats the same in the beginning of 1.5.13 also) happens to be that pratyavarmarśa is 

constitutive of the religious language and that it has a soteriological dimension to it. Pratyavamarśa is 

transconventional religiosity innate within us nourished by the fact that those who really know also 

know that the entire knowledge in its deepest aspect consists in mantra which may be understood to 

consist in transcendental apperception of the ultimate reality as belonging to and enshrined within our 

innermost self.162 Thus the tantric formulations of religious and spiritually symbolic languages as 

mātçkā and mālinī etc. are resorted only to deepen our awareness. 

The second dimension that AG, following UTP, adds to it is aesthetical.163 In this context AG 

integrates the notion of joy with pratyavamarśa. Joy is the feeling of fulfillment – an experience of 

perfection, wherever there is even slightest joy it is due to self-reflective awareness 

(svātmaparāmarśa). Thus higher the level of self-fulfillment, deeper the joy. Carrying it to its logical 

end, vimarśa is transformed into the notion of camatkāra (“aesthetic relish”).The most compact and 

dense reflection over one’s own being, where the subjective part subjugates and overwhelms the 

objective part is camatkāra164 which consists in relishing primarily the subjective aspect. The notion 

of connoisseur is modelled exactly in the same terms.165 This formulation of AG comes from an 

entirely original appreciation and re-interpretation of the BH’s understanding of the experience as 

bhoga which has its roots in the agent (kartā) being treated as bhoktā in the Grammarian school from 

the very beginning. 

                                                 
162  voHkkl;fr vFkkZfufr voHkkl% izdk’k%] rL; foe’kZegfefr vd`f=eelkVsfrda LokrU×;:iekRefoJkfUry{k.ka LoHkkoa tkufUr rs rÙofonks ;s 
eU=’kjhja cks/krÙoa Jhekr`dkJhekfyU;kfnrÙoa eU;UrsA ;qäa pSrr~A μ ibid., p. 174 
163 ;Lrq vkuUnka’kLr=LokReijke’kZ:irSo iz;ksftdkA μ ibid, p. 178 
164 rLeknuqipfjrL; laosnu:irkukUrjh;dRosu vofLFkrL; LorU=L;So jluSd?kur;k ijke’kZ% ijekuUnks fuo`Zfr’peRdkj mP;rsA μ ibid, p. 179 
165 rr ,o ân;su ijke’kZy{k.ksu izk/kkU;kr~ O;ins’;k O;ofLFkrL;kfi izdk’kHkkxL; os|foJkUrL; vuknj.kkr~ lân;rk mP;rsA μ ibid, p. 178-179 
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The following kārikā, i.e. IPK 1.5.12,166 as we had occasion to note, acts as a bridge between 

IPK 1.5.11 and 1.5.13 and has been inspired by Vāk 1.118 (126) and Vçtti thereon. At both the places 

(in IPVV on IPK 1.1.4 and IPV on IPK 1.5.14) the way it is cited167 it appears to have formed part of 

the Vākyapadiya kārikās and not of the Vçtti. However it is a textual problem and may be left at that. 

UTP in this kārikā offers two interpretations of Vasugupta’s Śivasūtra placing attribute and 

substantive in apposition (cf. caitanyamātmā 1.1). According to him this deliberate positioning of the 

two by Vasugupta is intended to convey the supremacy of the attribute, i.e. consciousness, over the 

conscious agent. By incorporating Vasugupta in the IP kārikās and Kallaña in the IPV and IPVV, AG 

wants to demonstrate that the whole tradition supports this formulation. 

By grammatically analyzing the derivation of the word caitantya, AG unfolds UTP’s new 

equation between consciousness qua activity and consciousness qua agency.168 This formulation 

seems to have been prompted by the Vçtti where it lays down identity between the Word-Principle 

and the activity of consciousness. However the main difference lies in their formulation of citi 

“(principle of) consciousness.” In BH caitanya is understood to constitute the activity of  

consciousness (citikriyā)169. But AG goes beyond. He reduces all activity (citkriyā) to the agency 

(citau kartçtā) and this is what that constitutes the consciousness as a potential source of distinction  

between the sentient and the insentient. AG seems to be saying that even when caitanya is spoken of 

as activity it must be deemed to be none other than the agency ever present in consciousness. In the 

IPV, AG embarks upon a new theorization where caitanya is interpreted as both the activity as well as 

the agency.170 On this interpretation BH’s formulation in the Vçtti as the activity of consciousness 

may be supported, but AG also notes that it has no support from the tradition. It may be noted that 

though the term vimarśa does not figure in the present kārikā, AG in the IPV and IPVV both, reduces 

caitanya into vimarśa and projects the latter as the single most distinctive attribute of the self.171 

AG arrogates these lines from Bh to support our notion of life at a more practical level in his 

IPVV on IPK 1.1.4172. The powers (or the faculties, one may say) of knowledge and action constitute 

                                                 
166 vkRekr ,o pSrU;a fpfRd;kfpfrdrZ̀rkA  
 rkRi;sZ.kksfnrLrsu tMkRl fg foy{k.k%AA 
167 lSÔk lalkfj.kka laKk cfgjUr’p orZrsA 
 rnqRØkUrkS folaKks·;a n`’;rs dk"BdqM~;or~AA 
168 rFkkfg lacaf/kfoJkUrL; izrhrs% nzO;:iL; p lacaf/ku% izd`R;k mäRokr~ fpfrfØ;k:ia /ke± lac)eoxe;rk ";Œkk fu"d`"Vka’k% izR;kf;rks HkofrA μ 
IPV, I, p. 247 
169 okäÙo:ieso fpfrfØ;k:ifeR;U;sA μ Vçtti on Vāk. 1.118, p. 193 
170 ;fn ok fpfRØ;k vkRek mfnr% fpfrdr`Zrk p bfr i`FkxsoA ,oa rq u Dofpr~ ifBre~A μ ibid., p. 249 
171 rnsoa ijRosu iz/kkur;k vfHkla/kk; vkRek psru bfr oäO;s /kekZUrjk/kjhdj.kk; foe’kZ/keksZn~/kqjhdj.kk; p vkRek pSrU;e~ bR;qäe~A μ ibid., pp. 
248-249 
172 rFkk fg tMHkwrkuka izfr"Bk thonkJ;kA 
   Kkua fØ;k p Hkwrkuka thorka thoua ere~AA 
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the very life of the sentient beings and the being of the insentient depends entirely on the sentient. 

The three terms occuring in BH e.g. – antaþsa§jña, baþihsaüjña and visa§jña, it appears, form the 

central theme of the discussion.173 It is through the sense of speech and the language spoken that we 

get access to one’s sentiency in the absence of which one is supposed to be dead or senseless, because 

it is speech that urges and engages us in our pragmatic pursuits that constitute our practical life.174 

These faculties of knowledge and action are the practical or the more concrete manifestations of our 

consciousness. Thus AG enlarges the ambit of BH’s kārikās, because the life of the sentient is not 

self-confined, it touches and enlivens the life of even the insentient objects with which we deal and 

interact making life an ordered whole. Thus AG, like BH, visualizes continuity between the two levels 

and a clear appreciation of this fact, AG demonstrates, helps one realize one’s inner divinity.175 

As we said earlier, UTP’s next kārikā 1.5.13176 is perported to be an exegesis of the vāgrūpatā 

element of Vāk. 1.116.177 Going by AG, both in the IPV and IPVV, this kārikā is addressed to UTP’s 

two main concerns: One, this subjective agency (which was the central theme of the preceding 

kārikā), having parāmarśa as its nature, essentially consists in mantra and śabdana; two, this agency 

stands for the sovereignty, to use Padoux’ term, of the Supreme Self (aiśvarya).178 The other concern 

lies in offering additional support to the theme of previous kārikā that pratyavamarśa’s structural 

essentiality distinguishes the sentient from the insentient.179 The additional ground, furnished by this 

kārikā, consists in enlarging the scope of consciousness-activity by equating vimarśa with supreme 

speech and freedom in its primary sense. 

As part of his exegetical strategies AG offers two formulations of pratyavamarśa in the IPV. 

The first formulation is in terms of camatkāra which qualifies the consciousness-activity (citikriyā)180 

and the other in terms of śabdana which encompasses the consciousness-agency (citikartçtā). The 

second formulation ipso facto incorporates the first, hence ultimately there remains only one 

formulation. This is the reason that in the IPVV, however, this exegetical distinction has not been 

maintained.  
                                                 
173 v= vFksZ r=Hkon~Hkr`ZgfjifBrekxea fy[kfrA rnqRØkUrkS bfrA μ IPVV, I, p. 100 
174 cfgjfirq ;r~ fo’ksÔo`fÙk:ia opuknkukfn------rsu okxkfn}kjs.k rknkRE;kiéekUrjefi thoua izR;{kRosuSo vfHkeU;rsA μ ibid. 
175 rn;a izekrk KkufØ;k’kfä;ksxknh’oj%A μ ibid., p. 68 
176 fpfr% izR;oe’kkZRek ijkokd~ LojlksfnrkA 
   LokrU×;esrUeq[;a rnS’o;Z ijekReu%AA 
177 Here we will refer the reader to the brilliant article by Raffacle Torella, “The Word in Abhinavagupta’s Bçhad-
vimarśinī”, The Variegated Plumage, eds. NB. Patil and M. Kaul, Delhi, 2003, pp. 80-104, which in the main focuses on 
IPK 1.5.13 and 1.5.19. We will concentrate only on those aspects which not have been touched there or need some special 
focus. 
178 ijke’kZe;h foe’kZuy{k.kSo ;k dr`Zrk lSo----ekU=h ÓCnu:ikA ---ijekReu’p ,ÔSo dr`Zrk ,s’o;Ze~--- ,rnqHk;ekg dkfjd;kA μ IPVV, p. 187 
179 (a) rLekr~ ;qäeqäe~---rsu tMkr~ l fg foy{k.k%A μ IPV, I, p. 255 
     (b) rrks ;qäeokspke ---- rsu tMkRl fg foy{k.k%A μ IPVV, II, p. 198 
180 psr;fr bR;= ;k fpfr% fpfrfØ;k] rL;k% izR;oe’kZ% LokRepeRdkjy{k.k vkRek LoHkko%A μ IPV, I, p. 251 
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It is the latter exposition of pratyavamarśa181 by AG in his IPV that has attracted world-wide 

attention.182 Pratyavamarśa is an inner verbalization not dependent upon any convention, a state of 

uninterrupted self-relishing, and happens to be the source and foundation of all such other thoughts as 

find expressions in phrases like ‘this is blue’ ‘I am Caitra’ which draw their essence from the use of 

conventional words. The implicit reference to the ground pratyavamarśa and the superstructural one, 

or the primary and secondary pratyavamarśas, leads AG’s commentator Bhāskara to think of the two 

types of thoughts namely (i) those in the nature of pure reflectiveness (citirūpapratyavamarśa) and 

(ii) those in the nature of determinate or mentally constructed reflectiveness 

(vikalparūpapratyavamarśa). 

By reducing pratyavamarśa to śabdana the way is paved for identifying pratyavamarśa with 

Parā Vāk.183 It is Parā because it is full, complete and it is Vāk because it expresses everything and 

this speaking is in the nature of vimarśana: it formulates, as explained by Bhāskara184, “through 

conscious identification-cum-recognition.”185 

AG, elsewhere, explains the logic behind terming vimarśa as vāk in an extremely complex 

formulation. He says, in order to appreciate vimarśa as vimarśa it is necessary that it is called vāk, 

because vimarśa is nothing but verbalizing for the simple reason that it is grounded in experience.186 

This method of articulation, not through utterance but through the inner reflective process, is what 

brings us back to the māntric nature of speech and its phonematic progression. In the kārikā, the use 

of word parā does not indicate any reference to the quadripartion of speech, at least so far as the IPV 

is concerned. There Parā, being full because of the non-dependence on any external element, 

expresses itself as “I”, whereas other non-ultimate states, whose fullness varies, find expression as 

“this”. But in the IPVV, AG considers this aspect in detail viś-a-vis BH’s tripartition theory. We are 

not concerned with this issue at the moment. It is however interesting to know that by the time of 

Abhinava, the new generation of grammarians started subscribing to the fourth level of speech as 

against the three levels accepted by BH. This is what one gathers from the very conscious reference to 

the ‘aging grammarians’ (jaradvaiyākarańāþ) made by AG himself.187 

                                                 
181  izR;oe’kZ’p vkUrjkfHkykikRed’kCnuLoHkko%] rPp ÓCnua lVsrfujis{keso vfofPNépeRdkjkRede~ vUreqZ[kf’kjksfunsZ’kiz[;e~ 
vdkjkfnek;h;lkVsfrd’kCnthforHkwruhyfena pS=ks·gfeR;kfnizR;oe’kkZUrjfHkfÙkHkwrRokr~A μ ibid., pp 252-253 
182 See, Vāc, The Concept of the Word, Andre Padoux, Eng. trans., by Jacques Gontier, New York, 1990, pp. 174-177; 
Bhartçhari, pp. 107-108 
183 iw.kZRokr~ ijk] ofä fo’oefHkyifr izR;oe’ksZu bfr p okd~A μ ibid., p. 253 
184 izR;oe’kZo`Ù;k u rq mPpkjo`Ù;kA μ Bhāskarī, IPV, I, P. 253 
185 Bhartçhari, p. 107 
186 foe’kZL; p laosnukyafcRokr~ ÓCnu:irkLohdkjs.k foe’kZ:irkfHk/kkuk; okDineqikÙke~A μ IPVV, I, p. 105 
187 uuq i';UR;so ija rÙokZefr tj}S;kdj.kk eU;Ursμ ibid., II, p. 191 



 35

In IPK 1.5.14 UTP does not add anything new in regard to BH’s theorization of Vāk, but as the 

concluding kārikā of the Pratyabhijñā-cluster (of kārikās), he does close his exegesis by referring to 

Vāk 1.115 and 1.116 in the IPVV, and by quoting them in full in the IPV. According to AG, UTP is 

invoking scriptural and āgamic support for his formulation. In enlisting agamic sanction AG places 

BH in the sacred company of the Mālinīvijayottara tantra and the Sarvavīratantra. 

Uncovering Āgamic roots, UTP invents a few more equations of pratyavamarśa with the 

“dynamic vibration” (sphurattā) and the “absolute becoming” (mahāsattā). AG derives them 

grammatically in terms of the subjective agency where even becoming becomes an expression of the 

Supreme Self’s agential function in terms of being. Another exegetic addition is viewing these 

equations in terms of śakti.  Thus sphurattā is linked to spandaśakti when referred to the Spanda 

Kārikā and vimarśaśakli when related with the Śivadçùñi: As mantra it is parāvākśakti and as 

pratyavamarśa it is citiśakti. Spanda is so interpreted as to account for the notion of unification or 

holding together (pratisandhānā) which is made to play an extremely significant role in the 

Abhinavan analysis of indeterminate cognition. By an exegesis of the word sāratāyā (lit., "by virtue 

of being the essence") AG reverts to IPK 1.1.4 and grounds the insentient in the conscious and the 

conscious in the pure awareness (prakāśa) and the consciousness or thought in the I-consciousness 

(ahaü-vimarśa). Thus mantra, representing as it does 'I-consciousness', is presented as the heart, 

which according to AG, is not metaphorical but very much real.188 

We have to stop here. Though there are many issues that remain to be attended to and also 

many insights that may be gathered from a perusal of the remaining kārikās of this cluster as well as 

those of other clusters, it is time to leave the issues here to be taken up at some other point of time in 

future. Thus we may conclude that it is to the credit of AG and his mentor UTP that the holistic and 

processive implications of BH's theory of word-impregnation are fully brought into bold relief by 

visualizing language as a dynamic creative principle firmly rooted in the agential wholeness from 

which the entire stretch of subjective and objective reality and its phenomenal and transphenomenal 

manifestations are logically abstracted to be recognized as self-identical emergent referents in I-
                                                 
188 uksipfjra ân;Roe~] vfirq eq[;Rosu bfr Hkko%A μ IPVV, II, 203 
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experience. In sum, vāk qua pratyavamarśa emerges as becoming (bhavattā/sphurattā), as 

experiencing (sa§vedana), as verbalizing/expressing (śabdana) and as relishing (bhoga/āsvādana) 

marked by a homologous inner reciprocity in the exegesis of AG. 


