VAK AS PRATYAVAMARSA: Bhartrhari 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, Bhartrhari
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 Vak 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.”’ Central to it is Bhartrhari’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

2 The nature of this

cease to be knowledge; it is this identity which makes identification possible.
word consists in pratyavamarsa 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. Bhartrhari
develops a sort of transcendentalism grounded in the Word-Absolute (Sabdatattva or
Sabdabrahman).’ Tyer in his celebrated work, Bhartrhari,’ points out to some obscurity with regard
to the precise connotation of the term pratyavamarsa as understood and explained in the Grammatical
school and suggests exploring the same with the help from the Kashmir Saiva monistic sources which

shall, hence forward, be referred to as Kashmir Saivism.’

Contextually our reference point happens to be Vak 1.115 (123), 116 (124),° 118 (126) and also

* Abhinavagupta here represents the whole tradition of monistic Saivism of Kashmir. As such, a reference to him covers
his teachers, specially Utpaladeva, also unless otherwise specified.

! Vac, The Concept of the Word in Selected Hindu Tantras (Vac.), Andre' Padoux, tr. by J. Gontier, in the SUNY series in
the Saiva Traditions of Kashmir, Albany, 1990
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T YR RN o & y@eni | — Vakyapadiya (Vak.) of Bhartrhari with the commentaries Vr#ti and Paddhati of
Vrsabhadeva, Kanda I, ed. KA Subramania lyer, Poona, 1966, 1.115-116 (tr. Iyer’s)

} H‘ﬁmﬁzﬁ 2. — BH as quoted by Murti, “The Philosophy of Language in the Indian Context,” T.R.V. Murti,
Proceedings of the 37" session, Indian Philosophical Congress, 1963, p. 369

* Bhartrhari, A study of the Vakyapadiya in the light of the Ancient Commentaries (Bhartrhari), K.A. Subramania Iyer,
Poona, 1969

> 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.

® We refer to Iyer’s edition throughout unless otherwise indicated. For first two karikas see note 2 above.
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a karika® forming part of the Vr#ti on Vak 1.118 (126) and treated by tradition, at least KS tradition, as
forming part of the primary corpus of the Vakyapadiya. 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 karikas have
met with different treatment. Whatever the tradition, these karikas — 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 agamas or as an agama
itself and invariably with an epithet exclusively reserved for him, i.e. tatrabhavan (“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 karikas, including Vak 1.116 (124) in particular, which form a cluster, are seminal to our
understanding of the notion of pratyavamarsa in BH. The roadmap we propose to pursue here is first
to arrive at the notion of pratyavamarsa that crystalizes in these karikas 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 karikas around the notion of pratyavarmarsa. As a third step, how the ground is partly
retrieved by the Saiva Siddhantins in developing their notion of pratyavamarsa 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 pratyavamarsa is brought to near perfection with highly incisive
analysis by the KS metaphysicians who share a good deal the agamic and ritualistic background with
the Siddhantin.’

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

or 'understanding' and the like. For instance ‘saritsargaripameva pratyavamrsati’ occurring in the
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The karika is numbered 1.127 in the Poona edition, of the Vakyapadiya ed. K.V. Abhyankar and V.P. Limaye, Poona,
1965, p. 12
’ The term pratyavamar$a or its cognate paramarsa and vimar$a are widely used in Indian philosophy with varying
connotations. For Example, “In Nyaya, paramarsa (W&ﬁﬂqﬁ'{) 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.” - Vac, 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 pratyavamarsa, with cognate words such as paramarsa, amarsa
etc. in Indian philosophy which, otherwise, offers a very exciting area of research.
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Vrtti'® means “understands the connected form.” Vrsabha though does not gloss the word, his
explanation of his own usage pratyavamysati by pratipadyate more or less carries the same sense, i.e.
“orasps/understands.”'! Pratyavamarsa is derived from mrs “to touch, handle.”'? It is interesting that
the Vriti uses the expression “samisprsanniva’” (“as if touching”) which, going by the explanation of
Vrsabha'? converges on pratyavamarsa. 'Touch' here means rendering the form of the word as an
object of grasping which is not possible in the absence of the word. Bhartrhari 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. Vrsabha underscores the fact that the word-form is
not grasped as something separate because it is constitutive of the listener’s cognitive judgment'
(pratyavamarsapratyaya). We come across with one more usage of pratyavamarsa in the sense of
determinate or definitive comprehension. In Vak 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’. Vrsabha 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. Vrsabha altributes it to the lack of
pracita(“accumulative”)pratyavamarsa.'’
The karikas 1.111, 1.113 and 1.114, specially the Vrtti on them, seek to provide the requisite
background and offer a pre-explanation for the core issues raised in the following karikas. The main
thrust of karika 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 karika is that a thing

0 gferrenty e srefRaTaET Sfos e Sfa QT deReeia g@aFed| — Vet on Vak 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. Lyer op cit, p. 35).
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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 Vr#ti'” and expounded by the Paddhati,' involves three stages: “(1) to see a
thing and to remember it as intertwined with its word (smrtiniripand), (2) to cognise the identity
between word and meaning (abhijalpaniriipana), (3) to see it as connected with some action
(akaraniripand).”"

In order to highlight the close relationship that subsists between word and meaning figuring in a
cognition the Vreti evolved a highly dense vocabulary conveying distinctive nature of each of the
several aspects involved.”’ Thus the three aspects, which successively explain each other, relating to
the word are: sanisarga (“connection/union”), anuvedha (“penetration/intertwining/impregnation’)
and atmata (“identification”) and those relating to the meaning, similarly, are:
prakasana(*“illumination”), upagraha (“determination”) and svikara (“integration/acceptance”). Thus
the Vreti 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 Vrsabha: The cognition is of the form of word and word is of the
form of meaning.”' As a major pivot of linguistic absolutism the next karika, 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.”? The Vreti 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, upacara satta, which he considers the real domain of language as
against the primary existence, mukhya sattd, enjoyed by the things in our daily activities.” 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 Vr#ti explains the reason behind this innate

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

! dfgemaetere B aatsd: Wit EeEr st TE e S SRS 9 el aeRaeHadiid | — Preti on 1.111,p.182
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' Vak., Chap. 1, Eng. tr. by Iyer, p. 107, note (printed under karika 1.119)
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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
avesa, “penetration”, implying an extremely fine linguistic infusion of the cognition.”* The whole
thrust, as summed up by Vrsabha, 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.*®

Karika 1.114 and the Frtti thereon technically designated this beginningless residual linguistic
trace as Sabdabhdvand 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.*®

One is fairly equipped now to appreciate sabdanuvedha doctrine so powerfully enunciated in
karika 1.115.%” Here BH rules out possibility of cognition, at empirical level,”® without penetration by
or intertwining with the word. Apparently both the lines would seem to be tautologous, but reading
with Vrsabha they actually indicate two distinct cognitive situations,” 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 anuvrtti), 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”

(Sabdanusanga). Vrsabha derives his formulation from the Fresi. 3% As BH posits the invariable

24

FElfTEaEl F WSy SEE Yd R e EE |~ Vit on 1113, pp. 186-187; cf. Paddhati: SHR:
QAT | YA 3 | ruendl Yo SAuia 39 =d | - Paddhati, ibid.

Slightly digressing from the main theme it may be hypothesized that this notion of linguistic samavesa could
have been one of the potent sources of later KS soteriological notion of samavesa.
> The grammarian calls it vyavasthanityatd, pravrttinityatd or vyavaharanityata:
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WWWWW | — Paddhati, ibid. BH and Vrsabha derive this view from the Mahabhdasya, see M.BH
on Va. 1 in Paspasanhika.
20 SIS SrEWIE HIgESHaRTaaNTI el | —Vreti, on 1.114, 1, p. 186; cf. FRIAgHET=HE & FAf | .. J0wY
ufrigaEAs THATTEStd | — Paddhati, ibid.
*7 Cf. note 2 above.
% At the metaphysical level there is no scope for piercing or penetration by the word (sabdanuvedha), 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 karika.
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—Paddhati, p. 188
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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 (Sabdabhavana) 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.
Vrsabha says the formulation of a clear objective form (@kriyamanah) is the direct outcome of word-
piercing (Sabdanuviddhena) which is as good as saying that object is accepted or affirmed by the
knowledge (upagrhyamanah).’' Following the powers of the word,’* when the object “comes within
the range of clear cognition” (jiiananugatah: lyer) 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.”

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

3 Vrsabha interprets Sabdanuviddhena as sabdoparaktena, 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 “Sabdasaktyanupatina”. — Paddhati, p. 188.
32 “$abdasakti’ is used twice (in Sabdanam Saktisu and $aktyanupatind). In the first place it means “fitness or capacity to
yield meaning” (arthaniriapanayogyata) and in the second it means “propounding or conveying the meaning"
(arthapratipadana). The idea is: In the first instance, the power of word, when manifested, becomes instrument through
which knowledge describes (niriipayati) 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’: FFMRRICT JEHEMHRT: FEadl AATHEE W N W@ | .. e e g | E
QM TTITET, TgUes SEwUIf:, MRFHeAI AT | — Paddhati, ibid.
¥ ol gty afthy SETfaeT SRRl SRR STRHTT FEETe Sl e S S |
— Vrttion Vak 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 Vr#7 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 jiiane) that is indeed a unique or a vague (kacid eva) state of cognition in which
(vasyam) an object's nature (vastvatma) is said to be cognized (jiayate ity abhidhiyate) provided the object is tinged with
awareness (jiananugata) and its explicit form shines forth (vyaktarapapratyavabhasa). (c) This state (of cognition)
contains the ready or about-to-sprout (abhimukhibhiita) seed of the residual traces of Language (Sabdabhavanabija). (d)
There are two types of words, articulate words that are speakable and the non-articulate that are unspeakable
(akhyeyarapanam andakheyaripanam ca sabdanam). (e) And there arises denotative power of the words regulated by
each denotatum (pratyarthaniyatasu saktisu) while the object is picked out (upagrhyamana) and given a form
(akriyamana) by that cognition which is impregnated with words (sabdanuviddhena) and empowered with that denotative
power (common to the words) (Saktyanupatina)”. - "On Bhartrhari's Linguistic Insight", in Sanskrit and Related Studies,
eds. B.k. Matilal and Purusottama Bilimoria, Delhi, 1990, p. 4-5.
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pratyavamaréa.’* 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.*® Thus the consciousness always
remains mixed up with the word and constitutes both the cause and effect of the manifested word.*®

Helaraja adds another dimension to our understanding of the karika, employing it to explain the
notion of superimposition (adhydsa). 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 adhyasa. Thus when one utters the word ghata, there is fusion of all the three things —
the word, the meaning and the speaker’s intention — in our understanding.’’ Helaraja refers to the
Mahabhdasya where the question ‘gaurityatra kah sabdah’ is asked to isolate the own form of the
word from this complex knowledge. Even the cognition of the new-born baby (cf. Vak. 1.113) is
found mixed up with the word because of its innate proneness for convention.*® Thus whether there
obtains relation of fitness or causality, it boils down to superimposition in either case. Hence
superimposition alone is primary.>

The later commentators suggest that the idea of inalienable relation between word and meaning
was first formulated by Panini and there has been continuing discussion over the issue. Panini’s
famous aphorism "svam ripam sabdasya asabdasamjna” (Pa.1.1.68) and several vartikas of
Katyayana aided by the Mahdabhdsya squarely propound that it is through conveying the own form
first, the word conveys its meaning, except the words that are designated as saijiia (technical names).
It is outside the scope of the present paper to dwell on this debate,*’ yet it may be of interest to refer
to some pertinent observations. Helaraja 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

3 FAT: 3 | SEEHSE | e 3 | e T st | 5 aRfd @RI | - Paddhati, p. 189.

* Vrtti., ibid.
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T Ak 9@ ... TAR | — Prakirnaprakasa on Vak, 111. 3.1, p. 126 (Vakyapadiva of Bhartrhari, Kanda III, pt. 1, ed.
KAS Iyer, Poona, 1963)
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It may be hypothetically suggested that Helaraja represented the new generation grammarian who under the

impact of Kashmir Saivism introduced and nurtured the doctrine of superimposition. However, this is an issue for the
investigations by the future scholarship.
“ For instance see Uddyota on M. BH, 1, p. 549 on Pa 1.1.68; Sabdakaustubha, Bhattoji, Varanasi, 3 Vos., p. 4;
Vaiyakaranasiddhantalaghumanjiusa, Nagesa, Vol. 1, ed. R.P. Tripathi, Varanasi, 1990, p. 520, p. 653;
Padavakyaratnakara, Gokulanatha, 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 Vartika “na sabdapirvako
hyarthe sampratyayah”.”’ While explaining this Vartika, Nage$a Bhatta cites this karika and says
that in our cognition the word figures as the attribute, while the meaning as the substantive. Likewise
while commenting upon the Vartika “mantradyarthamiti cecchastrasamarthyadarthagateh
siddham, ” Bhasyakara raises a doubt : If mantra is at par with Sabdasariijiia, 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 Bhasyakara 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.* During the course of his commentary on it Kaiyata
invokes the word-penetration doctrine of BH,* extending the scope of the karika by pointing out to
its translinguistic religious dimension.

In his celebrated article on Pratibha, Gopinath Kaviraj* interprets pratyaya (“cognition”) in the
sense of knowledge as a mode which is never free from verbal associations (Sabdanugama) 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 (anadiyogyatd). To him loke (“worldly usage”)
implies modal consciousness. This consciousness is discursive and relative.* Thinking is the same as
object. Naming and thinking are identical. Thinking constitutes the internal whereas object the
external aspect.*®

Iyer sees a lot of value in the karika. To him this karika 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 cosmos*’) are intertwined with the word and so it is concluded that their root cause,

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

*' Vide Prakirna., p. 126

2 gree AreAtade oty .. AenfeEEaRar ArsdE Aastasfy, @Eeatd | - M. B, 1, p. 550, (NS edition).

Y A 9 s=fieRd d99 d@mE | - Pradipa clarifies Uddyota’s comment: SIERSERART | T @SR Fedl % 4
TG 3 BYRIG @ | - ibid.

* Cf. “The Doctrine of Pratibha In Indian Philosophy”, Aspects of Indian Thought, Gopinth Kaviraj, The University of
Burdwan, 1984, pp 14-15.

* Kaviraj insists that Grammarians do not admit what is ordinarily known as nirvikalpa vrttijiana, though they do admit
indeterminate consciousness but not as indeterminate psychosis which distinguishes them from Vedantins.

* Cf. op. cit.

" “Loke” is understood to mean both “worldly transactions” as well as “cosmos”.

* Bhartrhari, p. 100
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main premise as to why this cosmos should be of the nature of word. The argument may be worded
as under:

(1) One cannot know an object through a word without knowing the word itself first.
(1)  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.*

The next karika, i.e. 1.118, sees transfiguration of “word-intertwining” into pratyamarsa. It is
what that makes this karika extremely important. BH lays down four premises — (i) identity with word
(vagripata “being of the nature of word”) is the eternal essence of knowledge, (i) the nature of word
consists in its capacity to reflect, to be aware of or to identify (pratyavarmarsini), (iii) illumination
(prakasa) 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" (vagripata) is understood by Vrsabha as “presence/inherence of the
form of the word” (Sabdakaranugama)™. The Vrtti in the opening sentence itself distinguishes
prakasa from consciousness and identifies it with knowledge. Prakasa has two dimensions. One, it
manifests itself,’' as pointed out by Vrsabha, and two, it illumines others,’* as noted by the Vrtti,
although in a negative formulation. In order to explain what he understands by pratyavamarsini in his
delineation of vagripata, 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,
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 vagdharma, “word-property") persists in a subtle form, that is, sabda-
bhavana remains unmanifest (alabdhavrtti—VR). 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’~ VR) 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 Vr$abha, sabda-bhavana 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

¥ Loc. cit.

0 Cf. Paddhati, p. 190

3 RIS YR AN | — ibid.

> SRS TRETATRgAT. . A @afTd | — Vreti on the above, p. 191

33 FreggRfaEET | — 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 Vrsabha’s
remark is very pertinent. He says that what is revived is only a sensation and not its indistinct
objective counterpart.”® 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
other>, 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, Vrsabha goes to the extent of saying, the
very usage such as ‘reveals’ or ‘illuminates’ as being the activity of prakasa will be impossible®®. The
concept of pratyavamarsa comes for a detailed treatment at this point’’ 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.”® 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 (atmantaranatmanam) as mere

things (vastumatrdjiane pratyavabhasamane).”® What follows next,”” according to the Vreti, is (i)

9 T whed de T g d@aemEaia | — Paddhati, p. 191
> YU ST S FHIST: RIS Ga T SIS R TearEl 7 sFafasad | — Vreti, op. cit, p. 191

> fore fafered R, anuaEEEE 9 (SPE) T aRREEEd | anudes GEUEeTEAT | J9d FRISRi FEerl 7
@I | RaTEreEl T @G| —Paddhati, op. cit.

7 A word of caution seems called for. The text of Paddhati on the karikas 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 VR and also
other exponents alluded to, which makes the clearcut formulation difficult.

> rereifaTe TEEEEHsRE TOEEuTE 99k | - Paddhati, p. 191

> R SRR eI A e GRS S aa e | — Vrti on Vak 1.118,p. 191

5 presentation of next steps depends on how we understand the text and whose analysis — BH’s or VR’s — we follow. It is
clear, despite the text not being ideal and unambiguous, that BH and VR 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 uttarakalam in the Vrtti seems to hold the key of both, confusion as well as
resolution. BH seems to connect uttarakalam with the whole lot that follows that is, anusandhana, pratyavamarsa and
ekarthakaritva in that order. In the following sentence, which repeats the whole process he re-endorses the stated order
(sa hyanusandadhana pratyavamrsanti ca sarvavisesanavisiste pyarthakriyakarini). By this logic, although unstated in
words (such as pirvakalam), BH takes bhinnarupanam........ pratyavabhasamane as marking the prior phase (i.e.
preceding the determinate).

On the other hand VR is at pains to assert his difference from his master. Between anusatiidhana and
pratyavamarsa, he reverses the order treating pratyavamarsa as ‘preceding’ (pirvakalabhavini ceyam avastha) and
anusandhana as ‘following’ or 'subsequent one' (yaduttarakalamiti/ abhinnapadartha-paricchedad uttarakalam/
anusandhanam iti). VR 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 karika, he does so four times:

(a) T TYEFAFEEN HA |
(b) TN EHET AR e 7 Sl 36 |
(c) T T TATYLATHET 3T |
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mutual delimitation of word-meanings as understood from words (anusandhana, “unification”),”" (ii)
definite identification of meanings sensed from words by giving a shape as such and such
(pratyavamarsa, “judgment”),%” (iii) their cooperation to accomplish one purpose namely production
of a single unified meaning (ekarthakaritvam) and finally, (iv) realization of the indivisible unity of
the individual sentence-meanings with the powers of the words (avibhagena
Saktisamsargayogopagrahah). All this is rooted in the word (vak) which constitutes its essence.

According to VR there is transposition between the first two steps. Thus “the stages in the
process, as understood by VR, 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.”®. However, VR is in total agreement with the Vr#i 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.**

The detailed treatment of the karika has been necessitated by the reason that the karika itself
is devised to be BH’s exegesis of pratyavamarsa. The tone of the karika sets the whole agenda for the
Vreti. 1t is why, even when in the earlier portion relating to the various instances of indeterminate
perception no mention of pratyavamar$a is made by the Vrtti 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 pratyavamarsa by virtue of its being of the nature of the word.

The divergence of approach seen between BH and VR is indicative of the ambiguity that
prevailed in the rank and file of the grammarians as to the precise definition of terms like
pratyavamarsa, anusandhana etc. which prompted Iyer to underline this obscurity. However, the

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

(d) Fo TFEsl: FY TYIRIIAAFHEE. ... |
Besides, VR 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. VR’s text
reads as under: Tal SHEFAAERTICRREHTHIHRIAT H: | I FHI THE | ATy SaUeres ] Am=ad |

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. VR is silent on his or his master’s preference. However from the construction of the Vreti
where uttarakalam (i.e., afterwards) covers all the three stages (also mark hyanusandadhana pratyavamarsantt ca where
the present participles formed with Krt affixes satr and sanc 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 VR’s case it has to be an
ordered/stratrified cognition because he clearly identifies pratyavamarsa as “prior” and anusandhana (“coordination”,
“unification”) as “posterior” states.
O ] ST REREese AGURURY AJHaMY sdeady® MHHHY, saed: Fgals | —Paddhati, p. 191
02 qawll ST LY ARSI | - ibid.
8 Vak., Chap. 1, p. 112, note 2
* rereifaTeR TEETEEHIRE TOEEUTE 99k | — Paddhati, p. 191
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into the nature of pratyavamar$a. His first comment is, as we understand, that pratyavamarsa is
niripana® in its literal sense, i.e. giving a form or shape such as 'this' or 'that,’ which is akin to
akriyamana occurring in the Vrtti on the previous karika. This is corroborated by his exegesis a little
while later, where he says “pratyavamarsa consists in giving a shape to the meanings grasped from

66
the words.”

The second comment he makes relates to the ontological chronology of pratyavamarsa
vi$-a-vi$ anusandhana (“coordination”/ “unification ”). He is of the considered view that it must take
place before anusandhana.’” A little later, he uses another term for pratyavamarsa, evidenced by the
context, that is vagriapanuviddhapratyaya (“cognition intertwined with/penetrated by word") which
again is presented in terms of niripana expressed as ‘this’ or 'that' and also refers to its ontic
positioning. ®® VR’s third comment relates to the reasoning behind his stand. It relates to the
distinctive feature of the two notions. He relates pratyavamarsa with the consciousnes of duality
(bheda) and anusandhana with that of unity (saritsarga).” 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 pratyavamarsa and anusandhana on the basis of differentiation and
unification respectively.”’ He explains diversification, dualizing, means “abstraction due to the power
of the word” and saritsarga “connection”, “unification”.”’ Thus pratyavamarsa, as understood in the
light of VR, has two dimensions. As vdagrijpatd it has broader perspective and subsumes all stages’>
and as the unified cognition characterized by difference-consciousness it has concept-specific

dimension.

% geEwiaE i | A e 9| 3 SRRl T S&@md: | — Paddhati, p. 190. There seems to be some ambiguity
with regard to the phrase a1 %@ q@1. Perhaps 731 %@ &1 world be better.

% el 31 | TR STYAHAAHERE | — ibid., p. 191

o7 QeI SR | T EgAeE AR | — ibid.

% gy saframa] 7E Rl anufess geee FrewEld ad: q@ed STEe sad | - ibid., p. 192

There is some doubt as to the interpretation of #28 TRfT. Is it T&T & T3 31 or is it 7T 389 (3[) TF 2M? Iyer seems to
prefer second interpretation. We have followed him.

* e AE TS T SRl | 3| a 93T F@a9ed dgaad - Paddhati, p. 192

70 99 FefEETg FY ToeHs: Y SN e R | — ibid.

7! e R | SR SEEEeT | — ibid.

2 91 FEE JEageR 9 STt SRR Sl g SeHa e 1 e | - Ve, p. 192.

3 We may just make a passing reference to the following karika, or the intervening karika (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 karika reads:

A AR el e |

SERICEIEREICICIS @ CEERR T

[Tt 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.] VR makes three points. One, all creative human and sub-human activity is traced
to word as its essence. Vagripata is here equated with intellect (vidyadayasca vagriapayam buddhau nibaddhah). 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: HeRM AR quuqlwldlgqqsuw“lslii ad AEUATTERTT Yebeldt | — Vrtti, p. 192. Three (as explained
by VR.), all creative activity is externalization of the internal whether one holds the internal as already subsisting or
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The next karika 1.118 (126) (or should we say the two karikas, including the one cited in the
Vrtti) makes a radical departure from karika 1.116 (124) which distinguished consciousness from
knowledge. Now this karika makes strong assertion of oneness of ‘consciousness’’* with ‘being of
the nature of word.” This being so, the fact of ‘having the nature of Vak’ constitutes the differentium
between"the sentient and the insentient. VR utilizes this opportunity to exegete “persistence of
identity with Vak” (vagripatanugamah) in term of pratyavamarsa. There are no new elements in the
definition except a little more emphasis that pratyamarsa is nothing but the intrinsic association with
the word-being which is responsible for the identification or delimitation of the individual
meanings.’® This is what, VR says, provides the basis for designating one as sentient and other as
insentient, as alive or as dead. In fact, VR points out that pratyavamarsa causes cognition which is
another name for worldly discourse. Vyavahara, 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.”” Another point of
importance to which BH’s Vrtti draws attention happens to be that the mark of consciousness lies in
the sentient being’s capacity to know (saritbodha).”® An insentient being is incapable of knowing. All
the living or sentient beings fall under two categories— the stationary (sathavara) who are able to
know themselves alone and the human beings (this includes all living species capable of moving —
Jjarigama)” 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 Vreti 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’ (citikriyd) 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

. 30 . . . .. .. . .
consciousness. ~ One view regards them quite close, maintaining that the activity of consciousness is

instantly created: 3T 3f | ATUATEERIETE 9%, U9EE fawoad qEreue fhad | FE Moy 9% | - Paddhati on
1.117, p. 192

That is, all creation — as in the case of word — is expression, that is, communication.

T TR T gaeayg | - Vak. 1.118 (126) cd.

PR Aq IR Al qEE OEs 3 Fue: B | - Vrtti, p. 193

70y ffereERRuREsE T AU ST Fedl R | O O | qHs: JedEr @ | — Paddhati, p. 193

7 AEE U GETdi el e wad gt gep: MivE: =R | - ibid.

T8 e | AqAT S SR a9 @aEar A A g | - Vi, p. 193

7 AT T ARy, IHAT STy, Ay 3T | — Paddhati, p. 193

% FEnfeafairaTeT STaeEFhararR 1 e | aedaeTHg fabraedtE | - Vi, p. 193
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intimately linked with the powers of the word. But, points out VR, that this closeness is not close
enough to culminate into identity. Hence, on this view, consciousness lacks the word as its defining
essence.’! The contrarian view, on the other hand, reduces the activity of consciousness to the Word-
Principle, which according to VR is the Supreme Word itself. The latter view is the upholder of non-
dualism and, it appears, that this was BH’s natural preference.*® Perhaps this consciousness-word
equation was overcoded by the later grammarians such as Helaraja to identify paramarsa (i.e.
pratyavamarsa) with the Pard Vak endowed with agential functionality.™

BH’s foundational concept of word as pratyamarsa 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 (pratibhasa). The mentally constructed reality
is apprehended by adhyavasaya, 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, abhilapa in the Buddhist parlance, that converts
pure sensation into the determinately constructed knowledge. Perception (or the indeterminate
knowledge) is defined by Dharmakirti as knowledge bereft of construction (kalpana)™*, and kalpana®
is defined as “distinct cognition of a mental reflex which is capable of coalescing with a verbal
designation.” *® This coalescing of mental reflex with the corresponding words (abhilapasariisarga)
is what is generally understood by word-meaning convention (vdcyavacakabhava). According to
Dharmakirti’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

S orere 3| AU E | Td e Sqw@d): | - Paddhati, p. 193

This is interesting to note that VR reads ([ ?) Brrgeay i for MRBRTET in the Vrtti and glosses the same as
aﬁﬂﬁa‘qw. This reading supports the duality-doctrine as anurijpa means ‘similar’ or ‘like’. We may also add that this
view, in all probality, is precursor of the Saiva Dualist’s theory of speech.

o) @WEHd W 39 ahad 3 | I 9 g9 | — Paddhati, pp. 193-194

¥ W WA FgUEeH. ... | — Prakirna., p. 125, op.cit

M w g W@WW Il — Nyaya-bindu, 1.4 in Dharmottarapradipa on Dharmottara’s Nydya-bindutika, Durveka
Misra, ed. D. Malvania, Patna, 1955

% AT Sdif: Fwe | - ibid., 1.5

8 Buddhist Logic, Th. Stcherbatsky, vol. II, New york, 1962, p. 19
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all included by kalpand. This will include the mental construction of even a newly born baby.*” 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
pratyavamarsa, ‘“‘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.® 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.*

Santaraksita incorporates BH’s “anuviddhamiva” karika as part of verse 1216 and says that
the verbal intertwining of knowledge rather vindicates the Buddhist stand of envisaging mental
construction (kalpana) in infant’s perception and also in the moments of acute anxiety and flight of
imagination.”® Drawing inspiration from Santaraksita, Vidyakarasanti 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.”' Commenting upon Dharmakirti’s famous karika’>, which AG is also
very fond of referring to, Manorathanandin defines pardmarsa 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

¥ Cf. ibid., p. 20
® T gTRdlawe SAETE 3P SR | sy & AEg e N WH 8 Ry 3 qEgeed 1 Seegdnd
GICEIREGEICH] ﬁ'@qﬁqﬁ | — Nyayabindutika, pp. 50-51
¥ qage qaEYHETEIEY | 9 A F O gelcarieged Siies: | TarSamia S e | T ot T SEneEd .
Pradipa, p. 51; also cf. Buddhist Logic, 11, pp. 19-24
* Firdefee @ Fel e A e |
FYfaad A1 SEXURrg T @ || —Tattva-sariigraha (T.S.) of Acarya Santaraksita, with Paiijika by Kamalasila, ed. D.D.
Shastri, Varanasi, vol. I, 1968, verse 1216; Kamalasila comments:
fEIeiee 93 Jeerd: FHeIAIAadte | — op cit, p. 450; the Vak., Poona edition, reproduces this verse. — op. cit p. 313
O arearel e} el =g aRfamfoufRfy e aweer | quife daeerewy -
QISR g A T TR |
FAffaaitE o Fd @ S |73 |
AN ARTTeI HEreay e FHETs g | —
Tarkasopana of Vidyakarsanti, in “Minor Buddhist Texts”, edited by G. Tucci, p. 279 (reproduced by Vak. Poona edition,
ibid.)
2 53 N |
Wﬁ{@ &"lt_vﬂ%ﬁ DY || — Pramanavarttika of Dharmakirti (Pra. Va), with Vrtti 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.”

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 ekapratyavamarsa 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.”® 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 hearing’. 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.”®

This prompts the Buddhist to assail BH’s basic presupposition. Santaraksita, in the
Tattvasarigrapha, devotes a full-length section to the critique of Sabdabrahman.’” Citing “na sésti
pratyayo loke” (Vak. 1.115) twice, his commentator Kamala$ila 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.”
countering this Kamalasila argues that the analytical reason (svabhavahetu) 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

” T (i GRaECeAaHEE A SN WES AT, O O TSR ey e e
TS | — Vrtti on the above, p. 153
* cp. TETEEHSE Bg@ER dAR |
TR SO || — Pra. Va. 3.109
 TEEHS THERTATEA. ... Jd FYEUAEATERNET: U NSNS wufae swat, T @eeEd: | - Vi on Pra.
Va.3.73, p. 282
% uepyEeHIE M A ST BRRa wEr wEmReEaERad: Aak | — ibid., pp 294-95
" Vide T.S. 128-135
* e 1 e ST IR TarsEd | Fed -
T AISRA g A g =TT |
Afasla FF &6 =T a1
SRR = qeT AT | o e SN Edaed, didel 9 adeEd fiehe, SEeieeEed@ia |od
qe ... —pra. Va. Vrtti, 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 (pramana-vyavastha). 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.” Santaraksita 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 (avidya). 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 svasarivedana (‘“self-sensation”). But, on the ground, it is not sustained by
svasaritvedana. Let us take the case of a person who is looking at an object, say nila (“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 karika
“na sosti” and also, as a consequence, perception fails to demonstrate the ultimate reality being of the
nature of the word.'"’

On the other side of the spectrum are realists — the adherents of Mimarmsa and Nyaya 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 Kumarila so far as it

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

P I v U IEE TUREY g, QA Alahed bt g | .3 fhEfme . SeagwrEdl T i awer - 9
AR gl Wb q: JRGTHRG 5 | RGN g g (qaeAq, qave TSy T M | -
ibid, p. 89

"% PIRAG - WEIEAIEET U dfcasd, eI, 9o & S Seeharededareda ;. dadq @adetaeed | a9 &
- A TS T EYHIEEON SIS e | e g aid | ... 0 gy T ISR T A 3@, e
Igeh Wi | — ibid., p. 90; cf. Vak, 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.”'®!

D. N. Shastri refers to the views of Jayanta and Vyoma-$iva who held that in the
indeterminate perception there is no word-element and therefore it is vague and indefinite.'’” Jayanta
Bhatta, while explaining avyapadesya ("ineffable") in Gotama’s definition of perception, declares
that BH’s thesis “na sosti....bhasate” suffers from the defect called asaribhava (“impossible’)
because the object which is sought to be defined (laksya) that is, the indeterminate cognition, does
not exist in reality.'® This has slight affinity with Dignaga’s viewpoint and also with that of
Kumarila. Both of them vehemently insist that there is no word-element in the indeterminate
cognition. In Vacaspati 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.'® Thus it will
be seen that while Kumarila opposes BH, Vacaspati supports the latter and for the same reason
criticizes Kumarila and invokes BH in approval.105

The Saiva Siddhantins 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 paramarsa.

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

"V Critique of Indian Realism; D.N. Shastri, p. 439; also see NVT, pp. 126-127
192 Critique, p. 439, note 65
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TEACITEE TEAEIEEHIE HEe (R ST IgeaE b FHUEEdid | — Nydya-maijari of Udayana,
Vizianagaram Sanskrit Series, vol. 8, part 1, p. 80
% e eyl AREREARY TEEEETE 7 SR He e | - Nyava-vartika-tatparyatika
of Vacaspati Misra, ed. R.S. Dravid, Benares, Ist Adhyaya, vol. 1, 1925, p. 125
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Matilal, seems to support Vacaspati's interpretation from a different perspective and notices an indirect convergence
between the views of the Nyaya-Vasesiba on the one hand and those of BH. and KS on the other. Says he,
"All pramana 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. Nyaya-Vaisesika) 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 pramana
theorists, however, part company with the Nyaya-Vaisesika and are reluctant to make knowability a sufficient
condition for 'effability’. There are others, for example Bhartrhari and possibly also the proponents of Kashmir
Saivism, who would lend an indirect support to the Nyaya-Vaisesika 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 Ramakantha, in his Vrtti on the Matangaparamesvara, seizes an
occasion to discuss his notion of paramarsa,'*® he invariably quotes Kumarila’s famous statement in
this regard. ' Like Kumarila he also holds that knowledge of the first
moment, '® 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.
Ramakantha employs four sets of terms interchangeably to designate these states — eg.
alocanapratyaya and paramarsapratyaya, grahana and paramarsa, anadhyavasaya and
adhyavasaya, as well as anubhava and paramarsa. At the indeterminate level the object is
apprehended as a bare object, without any attributes (nirvisesa) and becomes meaningful only when
the judgement relating to the object is reflectively appraised by the modality of ego (aharitkaravrttya
atmaparamarsah)."® It may be mentioned, for the sake of clarity, that this is not the reflectiveness of
the individual self, but of the inner sense (antahkarana), which takes the form ‘I am fair’, ‘This is
cow’ etc. Employing the method borrowed from the Buddhist logician, he contends that arman is said
to be realized through perception. ''® In fact, paramarsa when philosophically appropriated,
constitutes the self’s knowledge-power, which is capable of illuminating own self as well others. But
as Siddhantin is a dualist, power and its prius indeed happen to be different. Hence the indeterminate
cognition, i.e. non-judgemental reflexivity (paramarsa), always shines as cognizer or as 'the nature of
the individual soul' but not as the 'individual soul','""! whereas adhyasaya by virtue of being a product
of intellect''? cannot partake of the nature of subject otherwise it will reduce the eternal into the
ephemeral.

The problem of paramarsa has been handled at a much higher plane by the Saiva dualists.

According to them there are three ultimate reals — Pati, Pasu and Pasa ("Lord", "individual souls" and

1% Vide Matarigaparamesvaragama (Ma.Pa) (Vidyapada), with Vruti by Ramakantha, (Ma.Pa.V.), ed. N.R. Bhatt,
Pondichery, 1977, 6.35: 174-175; 10.6-13 . 312-313; 17.2: 382
"7 1 EmrEAE g fideee |
EIRbeAIHERIRGEN IR EE LS EL AT
T T Y] GHSe T |
g‘cgwmﬂaﬁ s y@e@s §Har 11 — Ma. Pa., loc cit.
1% 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.
AR T FA GG Hidread: Hqal|
SRR ASTIEIET | — Ma. Pa. 6.34 “-6.35®
19T FEERGE AERES G HEE s SUTE | —op cit., p. 312
M0 qave gersAtEE SYHAYS I MeeETEa [AEgeT, A ST FiEd 1 L. 0 SO SnEdeT
e A YdE S | — op. cit., p. 175
M A STEEEETEE: | Fae T8 (%) WA A T | — op. cit, p. 383
2 SRR, IR AR &EfE: | — op.cit, p. 313
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"noose"). These constitute the three primary categories. Pati is called Paramasiva from whom ensue
thirtysix dependent categories beginning with Siva or bindu (often designated as para bindu in order
to separate it from bindu, also called aksara bindu).'" 1t is also called Mahamaya, the insentient
material cause of pure creation and happens to be different from Paramasiva, the primary category.
The Siddhanata Saivism 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 maya (a dependent category which happens to be the material cause of the impure
creation) also. It, therefore, holds that there is the subtle sound (sabda) which evolves out of bindu
(or parabindu) agitated by the Lord. This subtle sound is called vidya or nada. Thus, ndda is the
undifferentiated cause of the subtle inner speech. According to Ramakantha, 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.'"* In his
commentary on the Sardhatrisatikalottaragama, Ramakantha talks of three levels of the word —
gross, subtle and ultimate (sthiila, sitksma 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 paramarsa. 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.'"” Although the word in this state is not an object of hearing, it is from this store house
that nada 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 (cintamaya, i.e. paramarsa) and is called ndda. Ramakantha equates it
with pasyanti of BH.
What the Saiva Siddhantin 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.''® This

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

"3 4n Outline of History of Saiva Philosophy (An Outline), K C Pandey, Delhi, 1986, p. 88-90
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FHUMT | ST a1 FATTRALHAET | ... 3T Tl 3 | —Vreti on Nadakarika 11, in Astaprakarana, ed B.V. Dwivedi,
Varanasi, 1988 p. 242. Also see An Outline, pp. 94, 221
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Tt WSE’H"@W’I@WI foafed: | — Sardhatrisatikalottaragama, with Vrtti of Ramakantha, ed. N. R. Bhatt,
(Sardh.) Pondichery, 1979, 1.8, p. 15
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Srikantha by Pandey, An Outline. p. 222, note 2.
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(vacakata) of the word. The external objects represent the meaning part and are called ‘“denotata”
(vacya)."'” Tts characteristic feature, i.e. inner murmer (antahsaritjalpa) is explained in terms of
“inner judgemental knowledge” (antaravimarsatmaka jiiana) which consists in the intellect’s role of
analyzing and designating an object appearing in a sensory perception. Thus nada as the
undifferentiated subtle signifier covers all the meanings as its object, bringing all — existent as well as

"8 1t is from this point of view that Aghorasiva upholds the

11
1.1

non-existent — within its ambit.
inalienable relationship between thought and word, so glorified in the grammarian schoo

The Siddhanta Saiva dualism has appropriated BH’s famous karikas 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 karikas. Srikantha considers knowledge of the
fettered individuals as intertwined with the word and instead of quoting, incorporates Vak. 1.115
wholesale as karika 84 - 85 “ in his Ramatraya-pariksa.”’ As a logical continuation, echoing the
theme of BH's famous karika, he holds that Mahamaya (the principle of pasa, which is also the cause
of determinacy), if not properly understood, always obscures the knowledge of pasu through
intertwining with the word.'?' Properly understood, it becomes pure word-power (vak-sakti)'** and
becomes instrumental, as mantra, to the success of individual self’s pursuit of power and

. . 123
liberation.
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In Kashimr Saivism, which in the immediate context stands for the monistic strand of
philosophical speculation, we discern a paradigm shift from conceiving reality as consisting of sabda
(subsuming artha) to reality as constituted by prakasa and vimarsa. 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
prakasa and vimarsa 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”.'** 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
pratyavamarsa 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 pratyabhijiid, prakasa and vimarsa 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”
(vaiyakaranasadhiinam)'® in Somananda to the honorific little of tatrabhavan in the whole tradition
is indeed a journey from negative to the positive revaluation of his contribution. Although
Somananda treats BH primarily as a grammarian who has no locus standi for dabbling into the

matters philosophical.'*

But on a relook we notice that in his critique Somananda only aims at
limiting the scope of BH as an enunciator of the ultimate nature of things by equating the Supreme

Word (Paravak/Sabdabrahman)'*’ with Siva’s power of knowledge'” and thus underscoring the

2% Argument and the Recognition of Siva: The Philosophical Thought of Utpaladeva and Abhinavagupta, David Peter
Lawrence, Ph. D. Dissertation, Divinity School, Chicago, 1992, n. 13, p. 135

125 Sivadrsti (SD), KSS, 2.1
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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 Para. However, right in the immediate next generation of Somananda, UTP
acknowledges BH’s constructive debt, as interpreted by AG, that his formulation of vimarsa is in the
main drawn from BH. In the AG’s exegesis of BH’s reference karikas, building upon the central theses
developed by his grand teacher UTP, he proceeds with four general formulations:

(1) Objective reality (artha) is constituted by prakasa (light of awarness) implying its ideal
character.

(i)  Vimars$a is the essence of prakdasa, offering raison detre of conceiving reality in terms of
prakasa, i.e. pure light of consciousness.

(ii1)  Vimars$a is posited as the agential functionality or creativity (kartrtd) 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 (vak) which has two dimensions — (a) sacred
(mantrt) and (b) linguistic (Sabdana) and is marked by fullness expressed as or in terms of
"self-affirmation" or "self-repose" (aham-pratyavamarsa or aharvisranti).

In all these formulations, as one instantly finds out, vimarsa 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, vimar$a and anusandhana (unification) not only participating in apprehending and
communicating but also in ordering and coordinating our universe of discourse (vyavasthd), 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

JAHTCTAYA A=l |1 9 R&fd: 11 —ibid. 2.1
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peahen’s yolk, vagyoga, notion of superimposition of the word on meaning (adhydsa), 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 Dignaga, Dharmakirti and Dharmottara vis-a-vis their notions of
sabdana as abhilapa and apoha in particular, by defending BH against the attack from the realists and
also against the dualistic linguistic formulation of Siddhanta Saivism; 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 pratyavamars$a, the ontological status of meaning, and the existence of the transcendental level of
language as Para — 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 (mantrasarira or sabdarasi) and its essence as mantra or sabdana, building up a thoroughly
structured aesthetics, integrating speech with resonance within the framework of the basic aesthetical
formulations, evolving the notion of enjoyer (bhokta) 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 bhokta and modulating some of foundational linguistic insights — viz., pronouncing the co-eval
status of word and meaning and yet synthesizing them into an identity (Sabdartha-samarasya) instead
of treating meaning as vivarta and then reducing it to the primal word, understanding thought as
having word as its nature (Sabdanatmaka) 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 adhydsa,'*® visualizing the word and meaning in harmony in
stead of the Word-Principle alone as the supreme reality and finally construing the notion of

pratyavamars$a as aham-pratyavamarsa (self-referring affirmation).

12 In the empirical realm of linguistic usage this is sought to be achieved by Abhinavan modulation of BH's
Sabdavivartavada into Sabdadhyasavada in the course of AG's elaboration of the notions of prakasa as avablasana and
vimar$a as adhydsa: &8 AEEEENAN U4 AW, JEHIMEE dEGEYETEN, 30 @Eed o AHEIdErERa e T
FaIRR 3, Te TN: |- IPVV, 11, p. 267. In the light of the above Matilal's observation that UTP and AG supported
what is called Sabdadhyasvada as opposed to BH's Sabdadvivartavada (vide, On Bhartrhari's Linguistic Insight, op. cit, p.
6) needs clarification. Though both are adherents of sabdadvaitavada, their inter se comparison may be depicted in terms
of sabdadvaita and sabdartha-samarasya.
This issue we propose to examine in a future paper.
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AG adopts several strategies to work it out. First of all, as a symbolic gesture, Parama Siva in
masculine gender, is brought in replacing Sabdabrahman, in neuter, and is viewed as the Agent par
excellence. Deriving from and corresponding to the notions of prakasa and vimarsa AG develops two
process strategies in the form of abhdsana (manifesting, illuminating) and vimarsana (ideating,
reflecting). AG then exploits the vimarsana-strategy by adopting its several transformations. In the
realm of language vimarsana emerges as Sabdana, in analysing art-experience vimarsana is
transformed into camatkarana and pratibhana both as the underlying process and the end-result, in
aesthetics and metaphysics vimarsana figures as kalana to explain the creativity of the artist and by
implication that of the supreme artist, i.e. Siva — the actor, the dancer par excellence, in riutalistic and
cosmogonic contexts vimar$ana serves as visarjana, in epistemological analysis it continues to
remain as vimarsana, and in ritualistic, religious as well as soteriological contexts is reckoned as
mantrana. At a more concrete level by interpreting agamas, because the word vimarsa seldom occurs
in the agamic literature, and at still more immediate level AG and his colleagues exegete BH’s
karikas, 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 vimarsa, have not been
considered under these four textual categorizations: (i) Pratyabhijiia-cluster of karikas, viz. SD 2.10,
IPK 1.1.4 and from 1.5.10 to 1.5.20; Agama-cluster of karikas, represented by IPK 4.1.8 to 4.1.10;
and Spanda-cluster of karikas, represented by Sp. K. 28, 29, 47, 48 and Sivasutravrtti 1.4, 3.19; and
others represented by 4b. Bh. on N.S. 20.26.

For the present we propose to concentrate on the examination of the first four karikas of the
Pratyabhijfia-cluster.

Our first encounter with BH’s karikas begins with Somandnda. As part of his presentation of
the prima facie standpoint of the Grammarians he quotes Vak 1.115 (123)ab without any comment.'*°
His illustrious commentator UTP reiterates BH’s famous formulation that in all empirical cognitions
their expressive verbal element is invariably present."”' Alluding to a part of the next karika ‘sa hi
pratyavamarsint’ [i.e. Vak 1.116 (124)*] he underscores the vimar§a character of vak making it
imperative to the very notion of the Grammarian’s Absolute, designated as Pasyanti, interpreting, by

implication, the term prakasa as the light of the Brahman, occurring in the first half of BH’s karika'*?,
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which he does not directly quote. Later Somananda does connect vak with vimaréa'*® but, as Torella
notes, only as a part of the objection that he unfortunately chooses to pass over,'** out of his self-
inflicted compulsion to denigrate the Grammarian. Somananda remembers aunmukhya, “subtle

l,135 which UTP describes as inward

inclination/readiness,” marking the first ever moment of wil
looking consciousness what was to emerge later as vimars$a. UTP identifies it with the inward looking
free consciousness'*®. Somananda seems to have been inspired by the idea of “little swelling”
(resembling crestless wave) propounded by his senior contemporary Pradyumna Bhatta with whom
Somananda, otherwise, has fundamental differences.

However, Somananda’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 vimarsa to prove prakasa, to put it in the traditional parlance of
the system.'*’ It is against this background that we believe UTP’s and AG’s exegesis of BH’s karika
begins with /PK 1.5.10"** and not 1.5.11 as suggested by the use of “viduh,”"* attention to which has
already been drawn earlier. UTP conceptualizes will in terms of vimarsa mostly in a language that is
reminiscent of Somananda’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.'* 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 karika conclusively establishes the entire manifested reality being of the nature of
pure awareness, ' which implies internality of the object as continuing even in the manifested state,
since essential character never looses its essence.' > AG in his Vivrtivimarsini 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.'* The argument also
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establishes the basic idealistic undertone of the system '**. Through his analysis of will AG
emphasizes the equivalence in the internality of object either at the plane of creative will
(sisrksabhiimi) or at the plane of residual trace (sariiskarabhumi), i.e. de-creation.'*® AG’s major
formulation lies in visualizing the karika as a precursor to /PK 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 anusandhana (a mode of vimarsa highlighting its volitional character)
accounts for the immediacy or instantaneity in perception.'*® It also points out to the volitional
manifestation in generalized form as constituting Pasyanti level of speech.

The IP karika 1.5.11'" is as seminal to our understanding Kashmir Saivism as Vak 1.116'* to
the understanding of BH. What is strikingly remarkable in this context is that AG in his /PVV openly
acknowledges BH’s impact on his formulations.'*® AG pinpoints the centrality of BH’s vagripata
karika and connects UTP’s karika, under reference, with BH’s."*® AG splits BH’s karika into two parts
and devotes 1.5.11 to the exegesis of ‘pratyavamarsini’—element and 1.5.13 to the ‘vagripata’—
element. He then, in answer to a self-raised query — ‘what did it propound?’ — comes out with the
central theme of BH’s karika'’': 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 karika, then, lies in interpreting pratyavamarsa as I[-reflectivity or [-consciousness which
serves as the defining component of prakasa, i.e. reality. AG does not rest at that. Which phrase in the
karika, he again asks, does he find expressing this idea? From the word prakaseta, is his reply.'>* At
this point AG indulges into a dense and protracted hermeneutics of the term ‘prakaseta’employing

Mimarmsa methodology and comes to the conclusion that it is the verbal element (akhyatariisa) in

suffix ta (in prakaseta) which speaks of the primacy of the agential function:
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The, opatative element (in ‘ta’suffix in prakaseta) conveys the idea of saribhavanadhikya
(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
prakasam karoti which is the meaning of prakasate). Then, without opatative element how is
this potentiality going to be expressed? If you say that potentiality (of prakaseta) 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 prakasa vide
“na prakasah prakaseta), then just as non-white cannot be made white, light too cannot be
turened into non-light (aprakasa), because it is essentially of the nature of light. Hence
potentiality is to be ruled out as the meaning of /in. Thus externalization (of the internal, that
is, the becoming itself being made outward — bahyikrtameva 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 prakasa
“awareness”, alone shines or illuminates, i.e. it is the agent of the activity called shining or
illumination. Thus verbal element, i.e. /in in prakdaseta, that is both the opatative element and
the verbality (/inarisa and akhyatamsa) stand for vimarsa whose essence is freedom, self-
subsistence, and which constitutes the essential, inalienable (aheya) body of consciousness.
This is what has been called vagripata which is tantamount to Sabdayitrriipata in sabdana
(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. '**

AG's detailed reasoning as above presents before us a conceptual model on the lines of

bhavanda exegesis of Mimarhsa that may be tentatively tabulated as under:
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be interesting to note that Gajendragadkar translates sabdi bhavana as verbal creative energy (cf. Arthasatiigraha, Poona,
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AT FEATTERNA ST S AreEE T, T a1 (loc.cit.). AG would like us to look to
the verbal formation prakdaseta for a while. Here we find that the word prakaseta conveys, (i) prakasa, the actual
illumination-episode, by means of the root (prat)kas, (ii) arthibhavana ("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 prakdse-ta) and (iii)
sabdi-bhavana, i.e. saritbhavanadhikya, by means of opatativeness (/intva), so all the three are understood from one
suffix (ta) itself having been conveyed by a single common statement (prakdseta) wherein opatativeness (in lintva =
adhikyamatra) acts as the denoter and verbality (i.e. primacy of agential activity) as the denoted.
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This line of distinction between consciousness and non-consciousness constitutes the main
subject matter of /PK 1.5.12"*. Thus all the three karikas are interknitted by a single theme of adding

theKashmir Saiva perspective to the karika of BH.
In his exegesis of I[PK 1.5.11, AG offers some critical insights. UTP openly acknowledges the

debt of BH in holding vimarsa to be the very nature of prakasa. It simply means if prakdsa is light,

t nl55

"vimarsa is what makes the object distinguishable and distinc 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, vimarsa 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, vimarsa has
already set in, and a sabdabhavana is implicit. A pure prakasa without vimarsa is impossible

in this theory... . Perception without conception is blind and conception without perception is

mute":"°

In describing reflective awareness as the very essence of reality AG distances himself from
the Advaita Vedantins whose view of the ultimate reality has no scope for reflective activity or
ideation, hence their Brahman is supposed to be “without vimarsa” (nirvimarsa). There is implied
criticism of the Sarhkhya proponents who consider knowledge as reflectional (pratisankranti) but
devoid of consciousness. His main target is Buddhists, Dharmakirti in particular, whose Nyayabindu
(1.5 and 2.33) is at the back of his mind. Contradicting him, AG denies paramarsa has anything to do
with the association of words, but constitutes the intrinsic nature of knowledge, jiiana."’

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

158

borrows from BH. ™" 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
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splits up and multiplies what is one, unites what is discrete, but reflects what is in front if it.”"*’
However, AG takes recourse to the crystal/mirror analogy to arrive at a different conclusion. In
describing pratyavamars$a 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 (i1) secondary. According to UTP, light’s secondary nature consists in its purity or translucence
(nairmalya or svacchata) but has nothing to do with non-insentience (ajadya). The primary essence
consists in reflection or in being reflectively aware. This is what the term pratyavamarsa stands for.
Similarly there are three stages of light and their respective lighting sources:

(1) 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.

(i1))  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.

(ii1))  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
pratyavamarsa.

It is this pratyavamarsa 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.'® We may go back to the AG’s analysis of BH’s karika. 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 prakasate or prakaseta, that is the root (pra) +
kas, is common to all lighting sources in its passivity, whereas the suffix part underlies the agential

activity and freedom'®' which is the extraordinary mark of the consciousness of light or prakasa. It is

159 Bhartrhari and the Buddhists, Radhika Herzberger, Holland, 1986, p. 52

' g HYEE T T ARICTHAETTE TEreE Hiferee iR E G a9y gereard [,
AUy 7 99 g e S APHHWE T A9, e 98 T g9ai 3 e @ ge e 39| - [PVY, 1L, P.
177

101 3 TCEE SEISITEAT] Hp A TRTG T h: S TET: [l 9 g o | — ibid.




31
why in the later karikas we find AG often compare the Buddhists with the Samkhya 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 vimarsa alone, but in that of prakasa also. Because in the
Buddhist formulation of knowledge, it does not go beyond correspondence or conformity of the
knowledge with the object (sariipya or parasaripya) 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 pratyavamar$a emerging from its conceptualization in terms of primacy
(mukhyata). 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 pratyavarmarsa is
constitutive of the religious language and that it has a soteriological dimension to it. Pratyavamarsa 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.'® Thus the tantric formulations of religious and spiritually symbolic languages as
matrka and malini etc. are resorted only to deepen our awareness.

The second dimension that AG, following UTP, adds to it is aesthetical.'® In this context AG
integrates the notion of joy with pratyavamarsa. Joy is the feeling of fulfillment — an experience of
perfection, wherever there is even slightest joy it is due to self-reflective awareness
(svatmaparamarsa). Thus higher the level of self-fulfillment, deeper the joy. Carrying it to its logical
end, vimarsa is transformed into the notion of camatkara (“aesthetic relish”). The most compact and
dense reflection over one’s own being, where the subjective part subjugates and overwhelms the
objective part is camatkara'®* which consists in relishing primarily the subjective aspect. The notion
of connoisseur is modelled exactly in the same terms.'® 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 (karta) being treated as bhokta in the Grammarian school from

the very beginning.
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The following karika, i.e. IPK 1.5.12,'% as we had occasion to note, acts as a bridge between
IPK 1.5.11 and 1.5.13 and has been inspired by Vak 1.118 (126) and Vrtti thereon. At both the places
(in IPVV on IPK 1.1.4 and IPV on IPK 1.5.14) the way it is cited'®’ it appears to have formed part of
the Vakyapadiya karikas and not of the Vrtti. However it is a textual problem and may be left at that.
UTP in this karika offers two interpretations of Vasugupta’s Sivasitra placing attribute and
substantive in apposition (cf. caitanyamatma 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 /P karikas and Kallata in the /PV 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

168

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

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

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

2

“(principle of) consciousness.’
169

In BH caitanya is understood to constitute the activity of
consciousness (citikriya) ~ . But AG goes beyond. He reduces all activity (citkriya) to the agency
(citau kartrtd) 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.'”” On this interpretation BH’s formulation in the Vreti 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 vimars$a does not figure in the present karika, AG in the /PV and IPVV both, reduces
caitanya into vimarsa and projects the latter as the single most distinctive attribute of the self.'”’

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

IPVV on IPK 1.1.4"7*. The powers (or the faculties, one may say) of knowledge and action constitute
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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. — antahsariyjiia, bahihsamjiia and visariyjiia, it appears, form the
central theme of the discussion.'” 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.'™
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 karikas, 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.'”

As we said earlier, UTP’s next karika 1.5.13'7® is perported to be an exegesis of the vagripata
element of Vak. 1.116."”7 Going by AG, both in the IPV and IPVV, this karika is addressed to UTP’s
two main concerns: One, this subjective agency (which was the central theme of the preceding
karika), having paramarsa as its nature, essentially consists in mantra and sabdana; two, this agency
stands for the sovereignty, to use Padoux’ term, of the Supreme Self (aisvarya).'”™ The other concern
lies in offering additional support to the theme of previous karika that pratyavamarsa’s structural

essentiality distinguishes the sentient from the insentient.'”

The additional ground, furnished by this
karika, consists in enlarging the scope of consciousness-activity by equating vimar§a with supreme
speech and freedom in its primary sense.

As part of his exegetical strategies AG offers two formulations of pratyavamarsa in the IPV.
The first formulation is in terms of camatkara which qualifies the consciousness-activity (citikriya)'™
and the other in terms of sabdana which encompasses the consciousness-agency (citikartrta). The
second formulation ipso facto incorporates the first, hence ultimately there remains only one
formulation. This is the reason that in the /PVV, however, this exegetical distinction has not been

maintained.
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It is the latter exposition of pratyavamar§a'®' by AG in his IPV that has attracted world-wide
attention.'® Pratyavamarsa 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 pratyavamarsa and the superstructural one,
or the primary and secondary pratyavamarsas, leads AG’s commentator Bhaskara to think of the two
types of thoughts namely (i) those in the nature of pure reflectiveness (citirupapratyavamarsa) and
(i) those in the nature of determinate or mentally constructed reflectiveness
(vikalparipapratyavamarsa).
By reducing pratyavamarsa to sabdana the way is paved for identifying pratyavamar$a with
Para Vak.'® It is Pard because it is full, complete and it is Vak because it expresses everything and

this speaking is in the nature of vimarsana: it formulates, as explained by Bhaskara'®, “through

conscious identification-cum-recognition.”'™

AG, elsewhere, explains the logic behind terming vimar$a as vak in an extremely complex
formulation. He says, in order to appreciate vimars$a as vimarsa it is necessary that it is called vak,
because vimarsa is nothing but verbalizing for the simple reason that it is grounded in experience.'*
This method of articulation, not through utterance but through the inner reflective process, is what
brings us back to the mantric nature of speech and its phonematic progression. In the karika, the use
of word para does not indicate any reference to the quadripartion of speech, at least so far as the IPV
is concerned. There Para, 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 vis-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’ (jaradvaiyakararah) made by AG himself.'®’
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In IPK 1.5.14 UTP does not add anything new in regard to BH’s theorization of Vak, but as the
concluding karika of the Pratyabhijiia-cluster (of karikas), he does close his exegesis by referring to
Vak 1.115 and 1.116 in the /PVV, and by quoting them in full in the /PV. According to AG, UTP is
invoking scriptural and agamic support for his formulation. In enlisting agamic sanction AG places
BH in the sacred company of the Malinivijayottara tantra and the Sarvaviratantra.

Uncovering Agamic roots, UTP invents a few more equations of pratyavamaré$a with the
“dynamic vibration” (sphurattd) and the ‘“‘absolute becoming” (mahasatta). 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 sakti. Thus sphuratta is linked to spandasakti when referred to the Spanda
Karika and vimarsasakli when related with the Sivadrsti: As mantra it is paravaksakti and as
pratyavamarsa it is citisakti. Spanda is so interpreted as to account for the notion of unification or
holding together (pratisandhana) which is made to play an extremely significant role in the
Abhinavan analysis of indeterminate cognition. By an exegesis of the word sarataya (lit., "by virtue
of being the essence") AG reverts to /PK 1.1.4 and grounds the insentient in the conscious and the
conscious in the pure awareness (prakasa) and the consciousness or thought in the I-consciousness
(aham-vimarsa). Thus mantra, representing as it does '[-consciousness', is presented as the heart,
which according to AG, is not metaphorical but very much real.'®

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 karikas 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-
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experience. In sum, vak qua pratyavamar$a emerges as becoming (bhavatta/sphuratta), as
experiencing (satitvedana), as verbalizing/expressing (Sabdana) and as relishing (bhoga/asvadana)

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



