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Action theory and scriptural exegesis in early
Advaita-Vedanta (1)

Mandana MisSra on upadesa and istasadhanata'

Hugo David

In what is presumably his last work, the Bhattarahasya, written in
Benares around 1640, Khandadeva Misra, the great 17"-century
Mimamsaka, reports an interesting opinion he attributes to tarki-
kah, the exponents of “New Logic” or Navya-Nyaya.’

The context is the classical discussion about the cause of human
activities (pravrttihetu). According to these late “logicians,” an ac-
tion (the action of cooking for instance) would take place only once
the agent has come to know three distinct properties of the action

" This article is the partial outcome of a seminar held at the Faculty of
Asian and Middle Eastern Studies, University of Cambridge, during the
Autumn-term 2010, under the supervision of Dr. Vincenzo Vergiani
and Dr. Eivind Kahrs. Although this study greatly benefitted from the
comments of these two scholars, I take the entire responsibility for
its conclusions. I also heartily thank Dr. S.L.P. Anjaneya Sarma and Dr.
Mani Dravida, with whom I had the privilege to read and discuss large
portions of the Vidhiviveka and the Nydyakanika during my stay at the
Pondicherry Centre of the Ecole francaise d’Extréme-Orient in 2010.

See GODE 1940: 13. It is widely accepted that Khandadeva (a younger
contemporary of Appayya Diksita according to RAMASWAMI SASTRI
2009: 68) was born around 1600 and died in Benares in 1665 (see
EDGERTON 1986: 18, RaMAswAMI SASTRI 2009: 68 and KANE 1977:
1199).

° See Bhattarahasya p. 8.4-21.
Vincent Eltschinger, Helmut Krasser (eds.), Scriptural authority, reason and action. Pro-

ceedings of a panel at the 14th World Sanskrit Conference, Kyoto, Sept. 1-5, 2009. Wien
2013, pp. 271-318.
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he is about to undertake: it should be feasible or realizable by means
of an act (krtisadhya), it should be useful or, in other words, it should
be a means of bringing about something suitable to the agent’s wish
(istasadhana) and it should not entail any strong undesired conse-
quence (balavadanistananubandhin). A knowledge of the whole set of
three properties (without hierarchy between them) would be need-
ed, in their opinion, in order to explain why people do not normally
undertake actions such as touching the moon (candrasparsa), which
is harmless and might be desirable but is unfeasible, going round in
circles (mandalikarana), which is certainly possible and harmless
but useless, or eating a mixture of honey and poison (madhuvisasam-
prktannabhojana), an action at the same time possible and beneficial
(inasmuch as eating honey is a means to experience pleasure) but
entailing a strong undesired consequence, namely death.

This theory, strongly criticized by Khandadeva himself in the
Bhattarahasya, is indeed a strange juxtaposition of philosophical
ideas that had been considered for centuries in India as mutually ex-
clusive. Leaving aside the last property, probably introduced into the
discussion much later, one can easily recognize behind the first two
properties the leading positions of the two main theoreticians of ac-
tion of classical Mimamsa in the second half of the first millennium:
Salikanatha Misra, the major proponent of Prabhakara-Mimamsa
in the 8%"/9% century (?)," and Mandana Misra. To explain how both
antagonist ideas came to be conflated by these late authors into a
single “mixed” theory of action is not an easy task, as it presupposes
a precise understanding of these doctrines as they were elaborat-
ed in their own particular intellectual context, and this is precisely
what Khandadeva, in spite of all his accuracy, does not provide us

" The equivalence between the two concepts of krtisadhya (“realizable
by [means of] an act”) and kdrya (“to be done,” “compulsory”), the sec-
ond more commonly used by Prabhakara himself in his works, can be
seen from Salikanatha’s definition of karya in the Vakyarthamatrka
[VAM] 2.13ab: krtisadhyam pradhanam yat, tat karyam abhidhiyate |[;
“That which is realizable by [means of] an act and prevails [over this
act] is what [we] call karya” (p. 431.13). See also VAM 2.7c: karyata krti-
sadhyatvam; “to be kdrya is to be realizable by [means of] an act” (p.
428.11).
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with. Leaving aside Salikanatha, I will limit myself to a few remarks
on the case of Mandana.

The Indian tradition is unanimous in crediting Mandana Misra
(660-7207)° with an original theory of action, according to which
the cause of all human activities is the knowledge of their “being a
means for realizing a desired [end]” (istasadhanata).

Following this well-known theory, first exposed in the Vidhivive-
ka (“A reflection on vidhi,” henceforth ViV), rational beings under-

° The most exhaustive discussions of Mandana’s date are found in
SCHMITHAUSEN 1965: 216, who assigns him “um 700, hochstens ein
wenig friher, keinesfalls spater” (n. 150), and in THRASHER 1993:
111-128, who surveys most of the available opinions (see especially
n. 1 and 2 [p. 152]) and proposes the similar date 660-720. The main
landmarks circumscribing Mandana’s period of activity are, on the one
hand, Kumarila, Prabhakara and Dharmakirti, whom he repeatedly
refers to, and, on the other, Umbeka, who reports variant readings of
the Bhavanaviveka in his commentary thereon. According to Thrasher,
Mandana’s Brahmasiddhi presupposes Sankara’s work (see THRASHER
1993: 114-121), but the evidence he provides in favour of this hypoth-
esis is not sufficient, in my opinion, to establish a more precise dating
on this basis.

The Sanskrit word vidhi is used in (Plrva- and Uttara-)MImamsa texts
to express (at least) three different meanings, that should not be con-
fused. 1. According to Panini’s use of the term in A. 3.3.161 (vidhiniman-
trana ... prarthanesu lin), vidhi is a “command,” understood as the par-
ticular act or intention of a speaker, justifying the use of the optative
and other related verbal forms. This and similar grammatical sitras
are frequently referred to by Mimamsakas and Vedantins, who gener-
ally avoid though using vidhi in this first sense and favour equivalent
(sometimes equally Paninian) terms, such as dgjia, praisa or presana.
2. In the most widely and anciently accepted classification of Vedic
sentences into mantra and brahmana, a vidhi (syn. codana) is a kind of
brahmana, namely the direct “injunction” of a particular ritual act. 3.
In a more technical sense, already found in Kumarila’s work (see DAVID
2012), vidhi is the cause of human activity (pravrttihetu or pravartaka),
especially when it is the result of a speaker’s utterance, regardless of its
being a particular speech-unit (Sabda), its operation (vyapadra) or a par-
ticular meaning (artha). On the identification of vidhi with pravrttihetu,
see for instance ViV 1 (Vrtti [S 66.1-70.1 - quoted below]) and VAMV
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take activities if and only if they know that their action will lead to
an expected good.” This evaluative principle of action is claimed to
provide a universal explanation for human activity, regardless of
its being the result of an independent reflection on the part of the
agent or the response to a speaker’s utterance such as a command,
a request, etc., in the context of an inter-subjective or collective ac-
tion. Correlatively, this property of actions is also considered to be
a specific meaning (artha)’ conveyed by verbal suffixes present in

2.3-4ab (p. 419.10-11: Sabda eva pravrttihetubhiito vidhih, tadvydpdro
va ...). See also Jayanta Bhatta’s definition of vidhi in the fifth ahnika
of the Nyayamaiijari (vidher laksanam etavad apravrttapravartanam [;
“the distinctive characteristic of vidhi amounts to this, that it induces
the activity of [someone who is still] inactive” [vol. 2, p. 92]), obviously
a paraphrase of the Brahmasiddhi (p. 116.17: [...] tasya apravrttapravar
tanalaksanatvat). 1 have chosen not to translate the term vidhi when it is
used in this third sense, as it is clearly the case in the title of Mandana’s
work or in that of later works concerned with the same topic and close-
ly dependent on the ViV, like Parthasarathi Misra’s Vidhinirnaya or
the Vidhivada of Gangesa’s Tattvacintamani. A work such as Appayya
Diksita’s Vidhirasdyana, on the other hand, is a discussion of differ-
ent categories of injunctions (vidhi, in the second sense) and as such
lies, to a large extent, outside the intellectual tradition inaugurated by
Mandana'’s treatise.

[ am using the expression “rational being” as an equivalent of the San-
skrit term preksavant, denoting an individual who is capable of under-
taking an action on the basis of a reflection on the goals he wishes to
accomplish and on the means to achieve them. See BIARDEAU 1969: 83,
who appropriately paraphrases the Sanskrit term preksa as “un regard
porté en avant et en fonction duquel I'action sera déterminée.” The im-
portance of this concept in Mandana’s system was rightly pointed out
by M. Biardeau, but her claim (ibid.) that the use of this term is specific
to him is certainly an exaggeration. On preksavant and related terms
denoting (practically) rational agents/persons, see V. Eltschinger’s con-
tribution in the present volume.

The Sanskrit word artha, when it is used in Mimamsaka or Vedantic
texts, is often advantageously translated by the English word “object,”
for in the case of nouns like ghata (“pot”) for instance it always refers
to the pot itself or to the corresponding universal (“pot-ness”), none of
which is, strictly speaking, the “meaning” of this word: “le terme sans-
krit artha ne désigne jamais autre chose dans la Mimamsa que l'objet
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injunctive sentences, such as the optative (lin) and imperative (lot)
endings, or suffixes involved in the derivation of gerundives (krtya).’
For instance, in an imperative sentence such as gam anaya (“Bring
the cow!”), the function of the imperative is, according to this theory,
to indicate that the specific action referred to by the verbal root (the
bringing of a cow) is the means for realizing (sadhana) a desired end
(which, in that particular case, can only be supplied).

Prescriptions found in religious texts (Mandana discusses most-
ly, if not exclusively, Vedic examples) are no exception to this general
scheme, their elements being understood, according to an old exe-
getic principle already found in Sabara’s Mimamsabhdsya, along the
lines of worldly usage.” Hence, a Vedic injunction such as the arche-
typal svargakamo yajeta (“Let him who desires heaven sacrifice!”)
should be interpreted, just like its worldly counterpart, as indicat-
ing the existence of a causal relationship between a certain means
(sadhana) - the sacrifice, expressed by the verbal root Vyaj - and
its expected result (sadhya), a relationship which, when this result
or “fruit” (phala) is a desired one (ista/samihita), alone justifies the
actual undertaking of the prescribed sacrifice. This analysis clearly

lui-méme en tant que percu et non une idée de 'objet” (BIARDEAU 1964:
161). In the context of Mandana'’s thought, [ nonetheless prefer to keep
the more general translation “meaning,” insofar as the word artha is
used by him to refer to any kind of import of a word or a sentence, be it
the “thing-meant” (BROUGH 1951: 29 [n. 1]) in the case of nouns, or the
particular intention of a speaker, i.e. what is “meant” by him while ut-
tering a certain word or sentence. This nuance does not fundamentally
invalidate M. Biardeau’s remark, since, for a Mimamsaka like Mandana,
speech is in any case directly related to entities of both kinds (things-
meant and intentions), and not to the corresponding idea.

These three categories of suffixes, to which the Vedic let is sometimes
added, are generally summed up in the compound linadi (“[Suffixes]
such as lin”) often used without further precision or analysis.

10

See Sabarabhasya 1.3.30 (lokaveda®): ya eva laukikah $abdah, ta eva
vaidikah, ta evaisam arthah; “The [words] of the Veda are the same as
the words of ordinary [Sanskrit]; [hence,] their objects must [also] be
the same” (A, 231.6-232.1). Similar statements are found elsewhere in
Sabara’s Bhasya. See KATAOKA 2011,: 441-442 (n. 564).
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involves the presupposition that each and every act prescribed in
the Veda, including perpetual (nitya) and occasional (naimittika)
rites, could be linked with a desired fruit, a presupposition that is
not shared by all Mimamsakas."

The general idea lying at the heart of Mandana’s analysis is cer-
tainly not entirely new within Mimamsa around that time. His great
predecessor, Kumarila Bhatta (600-6507), states more than once in
his work that the specific teaching of an injunction (codana) indi-
cates the causal relationship between an action and its expected re-
sult. As he writes in the Slokavarttika: “a relationship between what
is to be accomplished and the means of accomplishing [it] is [what is]
made known by an injunction” (sadhyasadhanasambandh|o] vidhina
pratipadit[ah]).” Nonetheless, the characterization of istasddhanata
as the specific object of injunctive suffixes (lin, lot and the krtyas),
the consequent identification of the knowledge of this property as
the instrument (karana) of “verbal effectuation” (Sabdabhavana or
abhidhabhavana),” as well as the project of a general explanation of

" See VAMV 2.30 (p. 445.1-7). See also STCHERBATSKY 1926 and Na-
KAMURA 1994,

** Slokavarttika (codana®) k. 220ab (textin KATA0KA 2011;: 50; translation
in KATAOKA 2011,: 472 [I am slightly altering the syntax of Kumarila’s
verse]). At the beginning of the codand-section of his Slokavarttika (k.
14ab), in a passage which is quoted by Mandana in the ViV (T 224.2-3),
Kumarila similarly states that the specific teaching of the Veda is, ac-
cording to him, that substances, actions and qualities constituting the
sacrifice are “means of accomplishing the supreme” (Sreyahsadhana)
(see KATAOKA 2011,: 206-209). The same idea is repeated in k. 190-191
of the same section, where Kumarila explicitly identifies “that which
brings about the supreme” (sSreyaskara) with dharma (see KATAOKA
2011,: 440-441).

[ have emphasized elsewhere (see DAvVID 2012) the relative obscurity of
the conceptofvidhiinthe framework of Kumarila’'s theory of verbal effec-
tuation as exposed in the “chapter on arthavadas” (arthavadadhikarana)
of the Tantravarttika (under Mimamsasitra 1.2.7). It seems highly plau-
sible that the ViV was initially written by Mandana with the overt in-
tention to dispel such an obscurity by a thorough examination of the
concept of vidhi. If this hypothesis is correct, one can directly corre-
late Kumarila’s statement in the Tantravarttika (A, 12.25) according

13
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human activity on this basis, are undoubtedly Mandana’s own origi-
nal contribution, and were clearly recognized as such by the later
tradition.

Nonetheless, if nearly all major Mimamsakas writing after the
7™ century extensively discussed Mandana’s position, all of them
did not, by far, adhere to it. As one might expect, Prabhakara-
Mimamsakas from Salikanatha onwards unanimously rejected it,"
but more surprisingly, even within the Bhatta-tradition, the ideas
of Kumarila’s most skilled disciple failed to reach full consensus,
and remained unfailingly attached to his name throughout the his-
tory of the school.” If some Mimamsakas like Apadeva (early 17
century?) showed no overt hostility towards his ideas,” others, like
Somesvara Bhatta (12™ century?) and Khandadeva himself, explic-
itly refuted them."” It is not even sure whether Parthasarathi Miéra

to which the instrument of verbal effectuation is “the consciousness
of vidhi, dependent on the prior knowledge of a relationship [between
a verbal element and its object]” (pturvasambandhanubhavapeksa[m]
vidhivijiidna[m]), with the inaugural statement of the ViV (Vrtti on k.
1): sa khalu sabdabhedo va linadis tadvydparatisayo va pravrttihetur
upeyate rthabhedo va, yadabhidhdndac chabdo ‘pi tatha vyapadesSyah;
“Sure enough, this [= vidhi] is either a particular speech-[unit], [name-
ly] lin, etc., or a specific operation of this [speech-unit], accepted to be
the cause of [an agent’s] activity, or else a particular meaning, by the
expression of which the [corresponding] speech-[unit] would also de-
serve to be called [vidhi]” (S 66.1-70.1 [ T 4.1-2]).

Mandana’s opinion is reported in Salikanatha’s Vrtti on VAM 2.5-6 (p.
427.15-428.5). A detailed refutation is found in VAM and VAMV 2.7-9
(p- 428.6-430.6).

See for instance Khandadeva’s statement in the Bhattarahasya: istasa-
dhanatvam eva pravartanatvena ripena vede linddyartha iti mandana-
misrah; “| The opinion according to which] the quality of being a means
for realizing a desired [end], in the form of an impelling, is the meaning
of lin and other [injunctive suffixes occurring] in the Veda, is [known to
be] Mandana Misra’s” (p. 16.13-14).

See Mimdamsanydyaprakasa (§ 368-382) in EDGERTON 1986: 179-185.

See Somesvara’s Nyayasudha 1.2.7 (p. 64.14-66.16) and the Bhatta-
rahasya (p. 16.17-17.4), where Khandadeva mentions Somes$vara by

14

15

16

17
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(1050-11207"), traditionally considered as a supporter of Mandana’s
thesis, held an absolutely consistent position on this topic.”

In sharp contrast to the very limited success of Mandana’s ideas

within the line of thought directly claiming Kumarila’s heritage, his
thesis quickly became the standard view of Uttara-Mimamsa, bet-
ter known as Vedanta, at least in its “non dualistic” (advaita) trend
of which Mandana is a major exponent. If Sannkara does not seem

to

18

19

20

have been aware of it,” Sure$vara (8™ century?) supports the

name. On Somes$vara, see also EDGERTON 1986: 179-182.
See VERPOORTEN 1987: 41.

In his independent treatise on vidhi, the Vidhinirnaya, Parthasarathi un-
equivocally supports Mandana’s thesis against Salikanatha. See Vidhi-
nirnaya k. 2: na karyavagatih kvapi pravrtteh karanam mata | kartur
istabhyupdyatvabodhdt sa sarvada yatah [[; “The knowledge of an obli-
gation is never accepted to be the cause of an activity, for this [activity]
always [arises] because the agent knows [the action] to be the means
for realizing what [he] desires” (p. 41.6-7). It is on the basis of this
work that EDGERTON (1986: 182 [n. 242]) identified the holders of the
second explanation of verbal effectuation (Sabdabhdvana) in Apadeva'’s
Mimamsanyayaprakasa as “the school of Parthasarathi Misra.” In the
Bhattarahasya (p. 16.14-16), however, Khandadeva expresses a dif-
ferent opinion. He confronts Mandana and Parthasarathi (both men-
tioned by name) and rather considers the author of the Sdstradipika
as an upholder of the interpretation of vidhi as abhidha (“expression”),
taken into consideration but rejected in ViV 4: linddinisthasakter
evabhidhakhydyabh ... linvacyatvam parikalpya tajjianasya pravrttim pra-
ti karanatvamatram kalpyata iti tu parthasdrathih; “But Parthasarathi
[thinks as follows:] having supposed that the [expressive] power abid-
ing in lin, called ‘expression’ ... is [itself] expressed by lin, one [should
also] suppose that the knowledge of this [operation] is the only cause of
an activity” (p. 31). A closer examination of Parthasarathi’s works, es-
pecially the Sastradipika, would be necessary to identify Khandadeva'’s
exact source and to decide what Parthasarathi’s final position might
have been.

W. Halbfass’s claim that “Sankara may be called the most radical ad-
vocate of the istasadhanata interpretation of the Vedic injunctions”
(HALBFASS 1992: 153) thus seems to be largely anachronistic, since not
a single reference to this view can be found in his work.
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istasadhanata-theory in the introductory part of his Brhadaranya-
kopanisadbhasyavarttika.”* More significantly, an elaborate defence
of Mandana’s thesis against Salikanatha’s attacks is found in Praka-
$atman’s Sabdanirnaya, probably written towards the end of the 10t
century.” Prakasatman’s stance is perpetuated by his most direct
successor within Advaita-Vedanta, Anandabodha (11" century?),
both in the corresponding parts of his commentary on the Sabdanir-
naya, the Nydyadipika,” and in an independent treatise, the famous
Nydayamakaranda.” Jianaghana, whose date is still uncertain,” ad-
vocates this thesis in the tenth prakarana of his Tattvasuddhi,” and
the same position is again advocated in the 13™/14" century in the

* See Brhadaranyakopanisadbhasyavarttika (sambandha®) k. 637-638 (p.
128.2-3), quoted below (see fn. 100). It is not the place here to discuss
the much debated hypothesis of Mandana’s “conversion” to Advaita un-
der the name of Suresvara (for a bibliography on this vexed question,
see THRASHER 1993: 155-156), against which decisive arguments have
already been brought by HIRIYANNA 1923/24 and KuPPUSWAMI SAS-
TRI 1937. Various attempts to rehabilitate this theory have been made
since then (e.g. BALASUBRAMANIAN 1983: 11-42), that fail to bring, as

far as I can see, any further positive evidence in favour of their identity.

* See Sabdanirnaya k. 52-61 (p. 43-63). A complete French translation of
this work, along with a new edition of Anandabodha’s commentary, is
currently under preparation as part of my doctoral dissertation (DAvVID
[forthcoming]).

® See Nyayadipika ad Sdbdanirnaya k. 52-61 (p.325-371).

* See Nyayamakaranda p. 179-257.

* Both THANGASWAMI 1980: 344 and POTTER 2006: 163-164 estimate
that Jianaghana lived around 1000 on the basis of arguments put forth
in SRIKANTHA SASTRI 1938. I shall demonstrate elsewhere the weak-

ness of the evidence provided by this last author for such a determina-
tion of Jianaghana’s date.

* See Tattvasuddhi p. 44-46. For a summary of this section, see POTTER
2006: 197-200.
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works of Citsukha” and Anandapirna (alias Vidyasagara),” both
commentators of Mandana’s work.

This article is a first attempt at explaining this remarkable

though largely unnoticed historical fact,” by a close examination of a
few selected portions of the ViV (especially k. 26-28 and their Vrtti)
and of the corresponding parts of Vacaspati Misra’s Nyayakanika (“A
drop of reasoning,” henceforth NK), the only preserved commentary
thereon.”

27

28

29

30

See Tattvapradipika p. 91-105.
See Nyayacandrika 1.30-32 and Vrtti thereon (p. 223-231).

Although I hold the preponderance of Mandana'’s thesis of istasadhanata
in Advaita literature in comparison with the Bhatta-Mimamsaka tradi-
tion as highly significant, [ am aware that many factors may contribute
to artificially exaggerate this disproportion. First of all, our knowledge
of the history of Mimamsa is still very deficient, and many texts are still
awaiting publication, let alone a serious examination of their contents.
Moreover, a close dependency of the above-mentioned Advaitic works
on Prakasatman is particularly obvious in the case of Anandabodha
and Anandapiirna, and is certainly not to be excluded in the case of
Jiianaghana and Citsukha, even though further research would be re-
quired to gauge its importance.

Modern studies on the ViV are astonishingly scarce given the impor-
tance of this text in the history of Indian thought. No translation of it
has ever been published in any language whatsoever, including Indian
languages and Japanese (STERN 1988: IV acknowledges the borrowing
of drafts of a full French translation by M. Biardeau, to which I did not
have access). Since E. Frauwallner unfortunately never published the
second partofhis epoch-making article on Mandana’s theory of bhavana
and vidhi (FRAUWALLNER 1938), that should have dealt specifically
with the ViV, the only available study of this text remains K. Natarajan’s
meritorious (but very incomplete) monograph (NATARAJAN 1995). For
the piirvapaksa, 1 am quoting the ViV and NK in E. Stern’s critical edi-
tion along with two sub-commentaries by Parame$vara [ (STERN 1988
[= S]), which also provides a brief summary of the contents of the ViV
(STERN 1988: 16-45). Since the present study is mainly concerned with
Mandana'’s siddhanta, I am generally quoting the ViV in Mahaprabhulal
Gosvami’s edition (Benares, Tara Publications, 1978 [= T]). Variant
readings from the editio princeps (Benares, reprint from “The Pandit,”
1907 [= P]) are added for all translated passages.
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My main hypothesis is that the core of Mandana’s contribution
while formulating his theory of action and injunction is to achieve a
depersonalization of injunctive discourse, as opposed to the theory
of injunction elaborated by the grammarians of his time (maybe di-
rectly against Bhartrhari), and a consequent reduction of this kind
of discourse to a particular instance of descriptive discourse, con-
veying a necessary causal link between certain classes of entities
- actions, substances and qualities -, the affirmation of which might
be true or false. In the following pages, [ will also try to show how
these two radical innovations, without any prejudice of their theo-
retical value, directly served an apologetic as well as exegetical pur-
pose: to inscribe the Mimamsaka thesis of the Veda’s impersonality
(apauruseyata) into linguistics, and to pave the way for a specifically
Vedantic interpretation of the nature and object of the Vedic corpus
as a whole.

Mandana’s reinterpretation of upadesa in ViV 27

Mandana developed his explanation of human activity on two occa-
sions in his work: once in the ViV, of which it forms the main topic,
and once in the second book of his presumably later Brahmasiddhi
(“A proof of Brahman,” henceforth BS),” traditionally known as the
Niyogak[anda] (“The section on niyoga”).” In the architecture of the

* The order of succession of the ViV and the BS can be fixed with rela-
tive certainty from the explicit reference to the former in the latter, as
already noticed by VETTER 1969: 16 and THRASHER 1993: 130. See BS p.
117.6-8 and p. 118.14-15. One sentence of the ViV (T 327.8) is directly
quoted in the BS (p. 116.9-10). On the general chronology of Mandana’s
work, see especially THRASHER 1993: 129-133.

See BS 2.101-104 (Vrtti) p. 116.17-118.14. This passage has been trans-
lated into French by M. Biardeau as part of her full French translation
of the BS (BIARDEAU 1969). Since its first edition by S. Kuppuswami
Sastri in 1937, the BS has generally been believed to be a work in four
chapters (the so-called Brahma®, Tarka®, Niyoga® and Siddhikandas).
This general structure of the work is accepted in most classical stud-
ies on the BS (see e.g. BIARDEAU 1969, VETTER 1969, BALASUBRAMA-
NIAN 1983 and THRASHER 1993) and it is also admitted by all Indian
commentators with the exception of the oldest one, Vacaspati Misra

32
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Niyogak®, the concerned passage occurs at the beginning of Manda-
na’s examination of the possibility, for a knowledge consisting of a

(910" century). The recent discovery of Vacaspati’'s Tattvasamiksa
in a Nepalese manuscript by D. Acharya and his subsequent critical
edition of the preserved part of the text (ACHARYA 2006) allow a com-
plete reconsideration of the problem of the construction of Mandana’s
work with respect to older accounts such as BALASUBRAMANIAN 1983:
4-5. In his introduction (see ACHARYA 2006: XXXIII-XXXV), the editor
convincingly argues for a three-fold division of the BS, a first section
grouping the first two “kandas” of the editio princeps into one single
chapter (named by him prathamakandah without any further title).
His main arguments are based on Vacaspati’s commentary: 1. the ab-
sence of a colophon in the manuscript of the Tattvasamiksa at the end of
the so-called Brahmakanda; 2. the mention of the Niyogakanda as “the
second section” (dvitiya[h] kanda[h]) of the work by Vacaspati himself
(see Tattvasamiksa p. 153.1: dvitiyam kandam aripsuh ...). Hence, the
fact that Vacaspati, at least, considered as one single kanda what was
to become the first two sections of the BS in S. Kuppuswami Sastri’s
edition seems to be beyond doubt in the light of this new evidence. Two
further arguments, based on Mandana’s own text, confirm that this
structure must have been the original one: 3. the presence of a con-
cluding verse at the end of all kandas except the “Brahmakanda;” 4. the
correlative presence of introductory remarks at the beginning of all
kandas except the “Tarkakanda.” It is thus plausible, as D. Acharya him-
self suggests (p. XXXV), that the four-fold division of the Brahmasiitra
as interpreted by Sankara into Samanvaya®, Avirodha®, Sadhana® and
Siddhyadhyayas was superimposed on the original structure of the BS,
a major discrepancy being the very existence of the third kanda, by far
the largest (183 karikas out of 231), which does not consider primarily
the “means” (sadhana) towards liberation, but the possibility for these
means to be the object of an injunction. The evidence put forward by
D. Acharya makes it possible to look at the BS as a treatise having, as
Mandana himself repeatedly underlines, an essentially exegetical pur-
pose, namely the validity (pramanya) of the sentences of the Vedanta
(vedantavakya), considered under three different aspects successively
taken up in the three kandas: 1. the congruency of an understanding of
vedantavakyas in their primary sense with other means of knowledge
(Srutarthaparigrahe pramanyam); 2. their capacity to make an exist-
ent object known (bhtitarthe pramanyam); 3. their validity in general
(pramanyam eva).
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direct perception (saksatkarana), to be the object of an injunction.”
The connection between both themes in the BS is certainly not ad-
ventitious, as it becomes manifest from a comparison with the ViV,
where the discussion that was to become the main topic of the Niy-
ogak® - the possibility of an injunction to know (pratipattividhi) - is
taken up by Mandana in his auto-commentary (Svavrtti) on k. 29.*
Both works are essentially concordant with each other in what re-
gards Mandana’s theory of action,” the shorter exposition of the BS
being, for the most part, a summary of the ViV. I will hence concen-
trate on the earlier exposition of the ViV, and only occasionally have
recourse to the BS, whenever it allows a better understanding of the
arguments.”

Mandana begins the section of the ViV identified by Vacaspati as
his siddhanta,” from k. 26 onwards, with a reflection on the concept

* In the Niyogak®, Mandana successively considers the possibility that
three kinds of knowledge could be achieved as the result of an injunc-
tion to know (pratipattividhi), which constitute three stages in the
Advaitic path to liberation: a cognition arising from speech (Sabdat
pratipattih), i.e. verbal knowledge obtained through the study of the
Veda, a cognition consisting of the continuous flow of such cognitions
(tatsamtanavati pratipattih), diversely named dhyana (“meditation”),
bhdvana (“cultivation”) or updasana (“contemplation”), and finally a cog-
nition consisting of a direct perception (saksatkaranaripa pratipattih).
On the distinction between these three kinds of knowledge, see BS 2.1
(Vrtti - introduction) p. 74.10-13.

* T192.4-202.3 (= P 269.4-283.6).

* This was already pointed out by M. Biardeau, who rightly insists on
the fact that the ViV and the BS should be read “dans la perspective
d’'un méme systeme” (BIARDEAU 1969: 86). This clearly goes against the
traditionally accepted division of Mandana’s work into “Mimamsaka”
and “Vedantic” works. See e.g. BALASUBRAMANIAN 1983: 14-17 and
THRASHER 1993: VIII, who nonetheless acknowledges that “the consist-
ency of Mandana'’s doctrine is visible even in those works which are not
on Vedanta” (ibid.).

* A preliminary study of ViV 26-28 will be found in NATARAJAN 1995:
63-76.

" See NK ad ViV 26: siddhantam upakramate - ucyate “[With the words]
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of upadesa (“instruction”).” This term is of particular importance
for the tradition of Vedic exegesis. It is already used in the fifth
Mimamsastutra to designate the instruction by sacred texts, which

is,

according to Mimamsakas at least since the time of Sabara,” the

only source of our knowledge of dharma: ... tasya jianam upadesah

; “the [cause of our] knowledge of it [= dharma] [is] the instruction

ey

[given by the Veda].” Surprisingly enough, Sabara defines upadesa

38

39

40

‘[we] reply, he begins [the exposition of] the accepted view” (T 169.20
[= P 238.8]).

On the early history of the term upadesa, see OBERHAMMER & AL. 1996:
33-36 (sub voce). The range of meanings covered by this term is too
wide to be rendered by a single English word. It encompasses all kinds
of (worldly or religious) “instruction” or “teaching,” but also simple “in-
dication” or “advice.” In any case, the practical aspect of the teaching
referred to by the term upadesa was apparently prevalent (although
not exclusive) since its oldest occurrences, as for instance in Kautilya’s
Arthasastra (15.1): evam vartitavyam ity upadesah; “upadesa is [the
statement] that one should behave in such and such a manner” (quoted
in OBERHAMMER & AL 1996: 33-34, who quote a similar statement from
the Susrutasamhita).

See Sabarabhdsya ad Mimamsasitra 1.1.2 (codand®): asakyam hi tat
purusena jAdtum rte vacanat; “For a human being cannot cognize that
[heaven arises from the Agnihotra offering] without [resorting to] a
[Vedic] statement” (F 18.5-6; translation in KaTtAokA 2011,: 320 [n.
355]).

Mimamsasttra 1.1.5 (autpattika®). The full text of the siitra is as follows: aut-
pattikas tu Sabdasyarthena sambandhas tasya jiidnam upadeso vyatirekas
carthe ‘nupalabdhe, tat pramanam badardyanasya, anapeksatvat (text and
punctuation according to FRAUWALLNER 1968: 22-24). This sitra, espe-
cially its syntax, can be interpreted in more than one way. This is Frau-
wallner’s rendering of the aphorism: “Die naturgegebene Verkniipfung des
Wortes mit dem Gegenstand ist vielmehr dessen Erkenntnis(ursache),
(denn sie ist) Belehrung und kein Fehlgehen - bei einem nicht wahrge-
nommenen Gegenstand; und dies ist nach Badarayana Erkenntnismittel,
weil es unabhdngig ist” (FRAUWALLNER 1968: 23-25). Mandana seems to
understand the syntax of the siitra in a slightly different way, since the frag-
ment tasya jiianam upadesah is quoted independently in the ViV (T 171.2
[= P 240.3-4]). A similar choice is made by G. Oberhammer, E. Prets and J.
Prandstetter in their rendering of this siitra: “Die Verkniipfung des Wortes
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in his commentary on this siitra in a comparatively vague way: upa-
desa iti visistasya Sabdasyoccaranam; “Instruction is the utterance of
a determinate speech-[unit].”"

The obvious difficulty of Sabara’s definition, which is not com-
mented upon by Kumarila in the corresponding part of the
Slokavarttika,” is his ambiguous use of the adjective visista (“deter-
minate”). Does he mean by this that the uttered sentence (or group
of sentences) called upadesa should be different from any other sen-
tence? Then, this is true of each and every sentence. Or does he mean
that it should be different from other kinds of sentences because it
possesses a particular characteristic? But then, what is this charac-
teristic? If it pertains to speech itself, how come someone who does
not know the concerned language does not act after hearing such a
sentence? Mandana’s answer to these questions is found in the first
half of ViV 27:

Speech] is “determinate” when it states the means for realizing a pure
g
goal of men.”

mit dem Gegenstand aber ist naturgegeben. Die ihr [entsprechende] Er-
kenntnis ist im Falle eines nicht wahrnehmbaren Gegenstandes upadesa
und geht nicht fehl; und dies ist nach Badarayana Erkenntnismittel, weil es
[von anderem] unabhdngig ist” (OBERHAMMER & AL. 1996: 35). Both inter-
pretations of the siitra appear to me as equally possible, and the fact that
the second one is favoured by Mandana does not prove by any means that it
is closer to the stitrakara’s intention. Frauwallner’s rendering comes closer
to Sabara’s Bhdsya, as does his understanding of jidna as *jiiananimitta
(“[the cause of] knowledge”). See Sabarabhdsya ad Mimamsadsiitra 1.1.5 (F
24.3-7).

Sabarabhdsya ad Mimamsasiitra 1.1.5 (autpattika®) (F 24.7).

41
42 Kumarila simply identifies the three terms vidhi, codand and upadesa.
See Slokavarttika (autpattika®) k. 11cd: codand copadesas ca vidhis
caikarthavacinah [[; “[ The words] codana, upadesa and vidhi refer to one
and the same object[, namely injunction]” (p. 151).

43

ViV 27ab: visistah purusarthasya suddhasyopayam aha yah | (T 171.5 [=
P 240.8]). The exact meaning of Suddha (“pure”) in this verse is uncer-
tain. This term is not commented upon by Mandana in the Vrtti. Accord-
ing to Vacaspati’'s commentary, the adjective sSuddha would be used by
Mandana to refer to the fact that the means of realization is of use only
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The same idea is further explained in the corresponding Vrtti:

A speech-[unit, i.e. a sentence or group of sentences] is said to be “de-
terminate,” because of its excellence, when it conveys the means for
realizing a goal of men, [hitherto] unknown. Otherwise, each and ev-
ery speech-[unit] being distinct from another speech-[unit], [the word
visista used in Sabara’s definition] would just fail to be a determinant.
Therefore, someone who does not know the meaning [of the uttered
words] will not undertake [any action].”

As Vacaspati rightly points out, Mandana'’s last remark is allowed by
the fact that the sentence or group of sentences defined as an upadesa
is not specified in its mere phonic form (by which it closely resem-

44

to the enjoined person (niyojya), not to the person who enjoins (niyoktr).
See NK ad ViV 27: Suddhasyeti niyojyarthasyaiva, na niyoktrarthasyety
arthah; “[ The word] ‘pure’ means that [the goal of men for which upadesa
teaches the means is] for the sake of the enjoined [person] only, not for
the sake of the [person] who enjoins” (T 172.22 [= P 242.14]). In spite
of Vacaspati’s opinion, I do not hold a moral connotation of the term
$uddha as too implausible. In his Bhdsya on Mimamsasutra 1.1.2, Sabara
differentiates ritual acts leading to something desirable (artha) for the
sacrificer, like the Jyotistoma-sacrifice, etc., from those leading him to
an evil, i.e. to something undesired (anartha), like the Syena-sacrifice,
etc., and does not deny the existence of a Vedic teaching (upadesa) con-
cerned with the second category of sacrifice. See Sabarabhdsya ad
Mimdmsasitra 1.1.2 (F 20.17-18 [quoted below]). However, as we will
see later on, Sabara does not accept such harmful sacrifices to be taught
by the Veda as something that “ought to be done” (kartavya) (F 20.17). A
further problem for Mandana is, however, that he himself denies, in ViV
32, the existence of any substantial difference between the idea that
an action ought to be done (kartavyam iti) and the idea of this action as
being the means for realizing a desired end (istasadhanata). Obviously
enough, this denial potentially invalidates Sabara’s distinction con-
cerning the Syena-sacrifice. It is thus not impossible that Mandana uses
the term $uddha in order to exclude harmful acts such as the Syena-
sacrifice from Sabara’s definition of upadesa.

ViV 27 (Vrtti): purusarthasyopayam anavagatam avagamayann utkarsad
visistah sabda uktah. anyatha sarva eva sabdah sabdantardd bhinna® ity
avisesanam eva sydt. ato naviditdarthasya pravrttih (T 171.7-172.1 [= P
241.1-4)).

abhinnah ViVr.p : bhidyate NKr.p.
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bles any other verbal utterance), but only inasmuch as it expresses
a particular meaning (artha), namely the fact that the action which
is taught is the means for realizing a goal that is desired by human
beings.” The fact that speakers of Sanskrit sometimes designate this
meaning itself by the word upadesa is not an objection against this
state of fact, but rather the consequence of the breadth of usages of
this word in ordinary language. Just as the English word “teaching”
is used, in some situations, to designate a sentence or group of sen-
tences uttered by a teacher and, in other cases, to refer to the content
of his/her teaching (that which is taught), to the operation by which
ateaching is taught, or to the particular speech-act thatis performed
by the teacher, so the Sanskrit word upadesa is used, according to the
will of the speaker, to designate a verbal unit (Sabda), its meaning
(artha), the expressive operation (abhidha) by which it is conveyed
or the utterance (uccarana) of this determinate speech-unit:
And this [= Sabara’s definition of upadesa in the Mimamsabhasyal] is
meant as a [mere] indication. Therefore, the word upadesa (“instruc-
tion”) [might] express a [certain] meaning, the [corresponding] speech-
[unit], [its] expressive [operation], [its] utterance [by a speaker], etc., or
else knowledge,46 depending on which factor of action [is insisted upon]

* NK ad ViV 27: yatas carthavisesenopadesata $abdasya, tasya ca nanava-

gatasangatind purusena pratitih, ato 'pi vyutpatter apeksa; “Moreover, a
[certain] speech-[unit] is an ‘instruction’ inasmuch as it [expresses] a
particular meaning, and a person who does not know the relationship
[between words and their meaning] does not understand this [mean-
ing]; it is for this reason also that linguistic competency is required [for
instruction to produce its effect]” (T 171.26-27 [P 241.11-13]).

46

The phrase jidnam ca is problematic. Both editions (ViV and NK alike)
read it in a compound with what precedes (arthasabdabhidhoccarana-
dijidnam ca), but I think it is preferable to read it independently, for
it does not correspond to anything in the following list of four “fac-
tors of action” (sadhana). This reading of the sentence is confirmed by
Vacaspati, who clearly considers jiiana as a separate import of the word
upadesa: kva cij jianam - “Sastram Sabdavijiiandd asamnikrste 'rthe
vijiianam” iti; “Sometimes, [the words upadesa or vidhi refer to] knowl-
edge, [as in the passage] ‘instruction (Sastra) is the knowledge, [born]
of the consciousness of a speech-[unit], of an object thatis not in contact
[with the senses]” (T 172.7 [= P 241.17-18]). The quote is from Sabara’s
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- the object (karman), the agent (kartr), the instrument (karana)” or
the process (bhava) -, justlike [the word] presana (“command”), etc., by
which one also indicates a meaning, etc., according to his will.”

A depersonalization of injunctive discourse

Mandana’s first characterization of “instruction” in ViV 26, how-
ever, is not based on a consideration of its meaning. It is also quite
independent of the technical use of this concept in canonical texts of
classical Mimamsa. In the initial portion of his siddhanta, Mandana
rather attempts to define upadesa on a purely linguistic level, on the
basis of the experience of ordinary speakers of Sanskrit. In this per-
spective, instruction appears as a certain kind of act carried out by
a speaker while uttering a definite category of injunctive sentences
(in the case of Vedic instruction, as an act carried out by the Veda
itself), or as the intention presupposed by such an act. His main ef-
fortis thus to circumscribe the type of pragmatic situations in which
such sentences are used, leaving temporarily aside the question of
the meaning of their constitutive elements.

His insistence on the dynamic relationship between a speaker in-
volved in instruction and a hearer to whom it is addressed, as well
as the stress laid on the particular intentions of a speaker while he
uses certain categories of sentences, are quite unique within Mima-
msa (and, of course, within Vedanta) at that time, and strongly sug-
gest that he was not addressing an audience exclusively composed
of specialists of Vedic exegesis. Rather, one gets the impression from

Bhasya ad Mimamsasttra 1.1.5 (F 32.3).

" Even though both editions of the ViV read here karana (“cause”), one
should definitely adopt the reading karana (“instrument”) found in
both editions of the NK.

" ViV 27 (Vrtti): pradarsanartham cedam. ato 'rthasabdabhidhoccaranadi
JjAanam ca® karmakartrkaranabhavasadhanenopadesasabdena® yathdya-
tham® ucyate, presanadivat. tair api hi yathavivaksam® arthadayo nirdis-
yante (T 172.1-3 [= P 241.4-242.1]).

uccaranadi jianam ca emend. : °uccaranadijiianam ca Edd; *°karana® NKr.p:
°karana® ViVr.p; ‘yathayatham NKr.p: @ ViVrp; dyathavivaksam NKr.p : yatha-
vivaksitam ViVy,p.
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this and similar passages that Mandana is trying to justify the point
of view of exegesis to a wider circle of intellectuals, by engaging on
its own turf with the Paninian tradition of linguistic analysis as rep-
resented by its foremost thinker in the 5" century: Bhartrhari. His
most evident and explicit purpose while doing so is to provide a lin-
guistic basis for one of Mimamsa’s most fundamental assumptions,
the Veda’s impersonality (apauruseyata), that might appear to think-
ers less committed to the cause of Vedic exegesis as a matter of pure
philosophical dogma.

In this section of the ViV, instruction is compared to a group of
three meanings (artha), supposedly encompassing everything a
speaker might wish to convey when he utters an injunctive sen-
tence: “command” (ajiia/praisa/presana), “request” (abhyarthana/
adhyesana/adhyesana) and “permission” (anujid/abhyanujia).”

Mandana already mentioned this list of three meanings on two
occasions in his work, in the Vrtti on ViV 3 and ViV 5. There, he de-
fined them as three “properties of a speaker” (prayoktrdharma),”
an expression already used by Bhartrhari in one place in the Vakya-
padiya,”™ as “particular intentions” (abhiprayatisaya) of a speaker, or

* On the presumably grammatical origin of this three-fold classification,
see below. There is every reason to consider the distinction of these
three meanings as an attempt to rationalize the more exhaustive, but
less systematic, list of significations found in Panini’s Astadhyayi. See
especially A. 3.3.161 (vidhinimantrandmantranadhistasamprasnaprar-
thanesu lin) and A. 3.3.163 (praisdtisargapraptakalesu krtyas ca).

50

It is not impossible, in the context of ViV 5 (quoted below), that the
term prayoktr stands, with the meaning of “instigator,” as a synonym
of the term niyoktr, used by Mandana in the Vrtti on ViV 26. The par-
allel with Bhartrhari’s Vakyapadiya (see following note) and Helaraja’s
Prakirnaprakasa (see below), where prayoktr clearly points to the
speaker in general, makes me doubt, however, of this possibility.

* See Vakyapadiya 3.9.105 (kala®): asamsyamanatantratvad asamsayam

viparyayah [ prayoktrdharmah sabdarthe sabdair evanusajyate [[; “In the
case of expectation the opposite [occurs] because of the predominance
of what is wished for. It is only through words [i.e. the linguistic con-
text] that [expectation, which is] a property of the speaker can be as-
sociated to the meaning of the expression” (part 2 p. 85 - I thank Vin-
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else as “properties of a person” (purusadharma/nrdharma). His in-
sistence on the personal dimension of command, etc., is quite under-
standable in the context of the ptirvapaksa, where such meanings are
mentioned to serve two distinct (though closely related) purposes,
namely to deny that operations such as command, etc., could be “op-
erations of speech” (§abdavydpdra) regardless of its speaker (ViV 3)™
and to contest that the allegedly authorless Veda could convey such
“particular meanings” (arthabheda) (ViV 5).”

The distinction between these three meanings is made, in the
Vrtti on ViV 26, along two criteria: 1. Command and request ben-
efit the speaker or, in Mandana’s favoured terminology, the person
who enjoins (niyoktr), and not the hearer, whose action does not
necessarily entail any benefit for himself, while permission clearly
benefits the hearer, i.e. the person who is enjoined (niyojya); 2. Com-
mand and request are meant to start a new action; in other words,
the agent that is commanded or requested is “not [yet engaged] in
activity” (apravrtta), while permission simply triggers an action that

cenzo Vergiani, from whom I borrow this translation, for having drawn
my attention to this verse). As recently argued by V. Vergiani, it is not
impossible that a treatment of prayoktrdharmas occurred in the lost
part of Bhartrhari’s Vrtti on the second kanda of the Vakyapadiya. On
the grammatical distinction between meanings that are “properties of
a speaker” (prayoktrdharma) and those that are “properties of an ex-
pressed [meaning]” (abhidheyadharma), see Prakirnaprakasa p.329.6-7.
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See ViV 3 (Vrtti): na hi presandadhyesanabhyanujiialaksanah sabdasya
prayogo nirtipyate, tasya purusadharmatvat; “Surely, an operation that
would consist of a command, a request or a permission is unthinka-
ble for speech, for such an [operation] is the property of a person” (S
155.3-156.1 [ T 12.9-13.1]).

See ViV 5ab: apauruseye praisadir nrdharmo navakalpate [; “Properties
of a human being such as command, [request or permission] do not suit
the impersonal [Veda]” (S 195.1 [= T 17.6]). See also ViV 5 (Vrtti): loke hi
pratitah presanadhyesanabhyanujialaksano ‘bhiprayatisayah prayoktr-
dharmo linarthah. tasyapauruseyesu vedavakyesv asambhavah; “Surely,
itis perceived in worldly [usage] that a specific intention or property of
a speaker consisting of command, request or permission is the meaning
of lin. Such [an intention] does not occur in impersonal Vedic sentences”
(S195.3-196.1 [= T 18.2-3]).
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is already started (or as if started), where the agent is thus “[already
engaged] in activity” (pravrtta).”

While making this distinction, Mandana apparently introduces

only slight modifications and further elaboration into a linguis-
tic theory that is found in grammatical texts of his time.” In the
Sadhanasamuddesa of the Vakyapadiya (k. 3.7.125-126), Bhartrhari
already considered command (presana) and request (adhyesana) as
the two main operations of a hetu (“causal agent” or “prompter”)” or,
more generally, of an “instigator” (prayojaka).” The presence of these
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This dimension of permission may not be immediately manifest. One
should keep in mind here that an authorization is generally given as the
result of a request (be it explicit or implicit) from the agent, who thus
already took the firm decision to carry out the action for which he is
asking permission, just as he would remove an obstacle standing on his
way.

The questions of chronology are here particularly delicate to solve
because of the time gap between Bhartrhari and his commentator,
Helaraja. Bhartrhari is a very frequent interlocutor of Mandana, and
is commonly accepted to have lived about one or two centuries before
him (see IYER 1969: 2, who accepts Frauwallner’s dating of Bhartrhari
around 450-510), whereas Helaraja is generally considered to have
lived in the 10™ century (see IYER 1969: 40 and VERGIANI [forthcom-
ing]). However, it is hard to differentiate, in his commentary, what
is fully original and what could have been borrowed from an earlier
source, like the lost parts of Bhartrhari’s Vrtti to the second kanda of
the Vakyapadiya.

The two terms presana and adhyesana are already used by Patafijali in
the section of his Mahabhdasya (ad A. 3.1.26: hetumati ca) where he dis-
cusses the concept of hetu (I thank V. Vergiani for this information).

See Vakyapadiya 3.7.125: presanadhyesane kurvams tatsamarthani
cacaran [ kartaiva vihitam sastre hetusamjidm prapadyate [[; “It is in-
deed an agent, giving an order or making a request or bringing about
[the conditions] that are suitable for that [i.e. a given action], who re-
ceives the name hetu (‘causal agent’) prescribed in grammar” (p. 326
- V. Vergiani’s translation). In k. 125, Bhartrhari speaks only of a hetu,
and not of an instigator in general. This technical term (samjfia) does
not fitin all cases of instigation (prayojana). For instance, in a sentence
formed around a verb in the imperative, the instigator (prayojaka), who
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two operations justifies, according to him, both the use of the caus-
ative (nic) and of the imperative (lot), which is also Mandana’s main
concern in the ViV. In his commentary on this karika, Helaraja gives
additional precision about the difference between the use of the im-
perative and the use of the causative.” He himself proposes two cri-
teria to establish this difference: 1. In a sentence whose verb is in the
causative, like the sentence *ramah krsnam pacayati (“Rama causes
Krsna to cook”), the instigator (prayojaka) who gives the command
(Rama) is expressed, along with his command, while in a sentence in
the imperative - *paca (“Cook!”) or, to use Helaraja’s own example,
prcchatu (“Ask!”) - the instigator is not expressed, as he is none but
the speaker in person;” 2. In a sentence making use of the causative,
the direct agent (Krsna) is mentioned as being already the agent of
cooking, whereas in the second set of sentences, making use of the
imperative, the agency of the person who is instigated is not pre-
supposed; rather, in this last case, the purpose of the speaker while
uttering a command is to start a new action, or, in other words, to
incite the hearer to become an agent.” Helaraja’s second distinction
thus amounts to saying that the agent of a sentence in the causative
is expressed as being already “[engaged] in an activity” (pravrtta),

is none but the speaker himself, does not fall under hetusamjiia. None-
theless, his operation is also describable as a command, a request, etc.,
as Bhartrhari himself makes clear by distinguishing between the use
of the causative and the use of the imperative in k. 126 (quoted below -
see following note).

* See Prakirnaprakasa p. 327.19-330.3. The main point of Helaraja’s
distinction is present in nuce in the Vakyapadiya itself. See k. 3.7.126:
dravyamatrasya tu praise prcchyader lod vidhiyate | sakriyasya pra-
yogas tu yada sa visayo nicah [[; “However, when the command is [ad-
dressed] to a mere substance, lot is prescribed after [verbal roots] such
as Vprach-, but when there is prompting of what is [already] possessed
with action, that is the domain of [the causative marker] nic” (p. 329 - V.
Vergiani’s translation, with a few modifications]). I will however con-
centrate here on Helaraja’s remarks, which offer closer similarity with
Mandana’s own analysis.

* See Prakirnaprakasa p. 328.25-329.4.
* See Prakirnaprakasa p. 328.21-23.
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while the person who is instigated by a sentence in the imperative
is only about to start an action and is thus still inactive or “not [yet
engaged] in an activity” (apravrtta).”

Nowhere in his work does Mandana reject the overall legitimacy
of these or similar distinctions that might have occurred in gram-
matical texts prior to the time of Helaraja. His analysis of command
and request when they are conveyed by an injunction is indeed very
close to Bhartrhari’s and Helaraja’s determination of the pragmatic
conditions in which animperative mood should be used. The only real
discrepancy I can see between Mandana’s and Bhartrhari’s under-
standing of injunctive discourse (apart from the case of upadesa) is
Mandana’s definition of “permission” (abhyanujiia) as the instigation
of somebody who is already engaged in an activity, which, following
the grammarian’s criterion, would forbid the use of the imperative
in a sentence such as kuru yathabhimatam (“Do whatever you like!”),
the agent being already “possessed with action” (sakriya).”

Nonetheless, one thing he does contest is the pretension of this
threefold classification to cover all possible meanings of an injunc-
tion, for there are indeed pragmatic situations where an action is
enjoined by a speaker for the sole benefit of the hearer, even though
he is not yet engaged in any kind of activity. A typical example is
when we ask our way: “Which way is it to Benares? - Take left!” In
this situation, we do not feel either commanded, requested or given
permission, but simply “advised” or “instructed.” Unlike the person
who is waiting for permission, the person who is asking for his/her
way cannot already be engaged in an activity precisely because he/

* See Prakirnaprakasa p. 329.12-15.

* It is noteworthy that this definition of permission is a difficulty even
from the point of view of the internal consistency of Mandana’s doc-
trine, as it contradicts his own general definition of vidhi as apravrtta-
pravartand (“the activation of [someone who] is not [yet] in activity”)
in the BS (p. 116.16-17), which apparently denies the relevance of this
concept in the case of permission. I cannot see any immediate solution
to this problem in Mandana’s work or in its commentaries, except if one
considers that a sentence expressing permission, unlike a sentence ex-
pressing command or request, simply does not express vidhi.
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she does not know which kind of activity he/she should undertake
(should he/she take left or right?). Nonetheless, advice is given for
the sake of the hearer, and does not necessarily entail any benefit for
the speaker.

Mandana’s proposal is thus to add a fourth possible meaning of
injunctive sentences to the proposed list, which is none but upadesa,
redefined on this pragmatic basis. He does so in ViV 26, where his
intention to reconcile linguistic analysis with the possibility of an
injunction by the authorless Veda, against the argument put forward
in ViV 5, is particularly obvious:

“Instruction” is the instigation [of an agent who] has not started [to act
yet] to [undertake] an action for his own sake. It is widespread among
teachers and doctors, and even for the eternal [Veda] it is not uncon-
ceivable.”

The same idea is further explicated in the corresponding Vrtti:

Truly, command, request and permission cannot be accounted for in the
Veda, but instruction is thinkable [even there]. Moreover, [instruction]
is acknowledged from worldly [usage] to be a fourth kind of instigation,
along with [command, request and permission]. To explain: as we all
know, command and request are about an act that is [accomplished] for
the sake of the [person] who enjoins, regardless of the fruit [expected
by] the [person who is] enjoined, whereas instruction is [done only] for
the sake of the [person who is] enjoined. As for permission, it is indeed
such® in some cases, [but] even then, it is not [identical with] instruc-
tion, for it addresses a person who is [already engaged] in an activity,
[and] the wise ones call “instruction” the activation [of somebody] who
is not [yet engaged] in an activity [when it is] about an action [under-
taken by] the [person who is] enjoined for his own sake.”

* Viv 26: upadeso niyojydrthakarmadprasthitacodana | prathito guruvaidyadau

nitye pi na® na kalpate [| (T 196.2-3 [= P 238.2]).
na ViVT+p NKp . ca NKT

* That is: “[accomplished] for the sake of the [person who is] enjoined”

(niyojyartha).
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ViV 26 (Vrtti): yady apy djiiabhyarthananujiia® vede ‘nupapannah, upa-
desas tu yujyate. so ‘pi tadvad eva prerandtmakas caturtho loke prajiia-
yate. tatha hi: djiabhyarthane hi niyoktrartham anadrtaniyojyapha-
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The criterion applied to justify this fourth value of an injunction is
not different from that which probably gave rise to the initial list,
namely the subjective linguistic feeling or “perception” (pratiti)
of the hearers of an injunction, which Mandana illustrates with a
wealth of examples and undeniable linguistic insight:

66
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For [when we hear sentences like] “Bind the cow!,” “Please take this
child as your student!” [or] “Do whatever you like!” we do not perceive
[that they would be pronounced for the sake of] instruction. Correla-
tively, [when we hear sentences like] “He should wander for alms” or
“The sick should eat suitable food” we do not perceive [that they would
be pronounced for the sake of] command, [request or permission].
Moreover, [instruction] is repeatedly acknowledged in worldly [usage]
without even a hint (anarisita) of command, etc., as [for instance] in
[treatises authored] by a person such as the Kama- and Arthasastra, and
[even] in the words of a cow-herd, etc., [when he says] “Take this path!”
intending to show the way. For a [person] of lower condition® cannot
[afford to give] command, there is no point in making a request for the
sake of somebody else and no permission is ever given [to somebody]
who is not [yet engaged] in activity.”

lam® karma gocarayatah. niyojyartham tupadesah. anujiia tu yady apy
evam kva cit, tathdpi pravrttapurusavisayatvan nopadesah. niyojyar-
thakarmagocaram apravrttapravartanam upadesam dacaksate® dhirdah
(T 169.4-170.3 [= P 238.4-239.2]).
agjAiabhyarthananujiiadh NKr.p : ajiabhyarthanah ViVry.p; Panadrta® ViVe NKr:
andhata® ViV NKp; ‘dcaksate ViVy NKr,p : dcaksite ViVp.

Mandana clearly has in mind the situation of the cow-herd showing the
way to a prince, for instance.

ViV 26 (Vrtti): na hi gdm abhydja®, manavakam adhyapaya, kuru yatha-
bhimatam® ity upadesSapratitih. napi bhaiksam caret®, jvaritah pathyam
asniyad ity ajAadipratitih®. bhilyasa caisa® pauruseyesu kamarthasas-
tradisv ajiiadibhir andrisito loke prajiidayate, gopaladivacahsu ca mar-
gakhyanaparesv anena patha gaccheti. na hi hinasyajiia, anatmarthe’
karmany abhyarthana, anujianam apravrttasya. (T 170.3-171.1 [= P
239.2-240.2]).

aabhyaja ViVr.p : anaya NKr.p; *°abhimatam ViVry,p : °ihitam NKr,p; ccaret ViVy
NKT+p rcet Vle, dd]ﬁddlo VlVT NKT+p : @ Vle, Ee._sah ViV'p,p NKp eva NKT, f°arthe
VIVT NKT+p : °dkhy€ var. (VIVT) Vle
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Mandana’s redefinition of upadesa in ViV 26 thus integrates the pos-
sibility of an injunction which does not entail any substantial partic-
ipation of the speaker, which is consequently fully compatible with
the hypothesis of the Veda’s impersonal injunction (codana). Hence,
while apparently maintaining the theoretical framework elaborated
by the Paninian grammatical tradition to account for injunctive dis-
course, Mandana silently introduces a major exception to the gram-
marians’ conceptualization of injunction as it appears from Helara-
ja’s commentary to the Vakyapadiya: even though instruction does
entail specific pragmatic characteristics, it does not imply the mani-
festation - Helaraja speaks here of “suggestion” (dyotana), contrast-
ing it with “expression” (vacana)® - of the speaker (prayoktr) or of
any of his properties to the mind of the hearer, who thus experiences
instigation in an impersonal, though unmistakably dynamic, way.”

Beyond pragmatics: Mandana’s universalization of istasadhanata

Mandana’s exclusion of the speaker from his explanation of instruc-
tion could be nothing but a slender modification introduced into a
globally accepted linguistic framework. A closer look at his further

** See Prakirnaprakasa p. 328.25.

* Notwithstanding the apologetic use Mandana himself acknowledges
for his depersonalized concept of instruction in the context of a defence
of the Veda’s impersonality, his analysis is not strictly limited to the
Vedic domain. As a matter of fact, we do experience injunction in an
impersonal way in a host of worldly situations, as rightly pointed out
by A. Chakrabarti (commenting on the Vidhivada of Gangesa’s Tattva-
cintamani, which holds a position very close to Mandana’s): “When we
come to think of it, we do quite naturally learn from instruction ... in
printed manuals without bothering to bring in the speaker. ... When I
read commands (in a manual or a computer screen), [ know that I am
supposed to remove the lid or press the start key. ... Thus the aware-
ness generated by the imperatives doesn’t have to bring in the speaker”
(CHAKRABARTI 1992: 429). The distinction between the practical neces-
sity of a speaker in the worldly domain and his/her intervention within
the linguistic process, whose relevance is particularly obvious in such
examples, will give rise to important developments in later Vedantic
literature. See for instance k. 7 of Prakasatman’s Sabdanirnaya and the
author’s own Vrtti thereon (p. 3.12-4.15).
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elaborations in the ViV is enough, however, to show that this is not
the case. In fact, his modification of the grammarians’ analysis of
injunctive discourse turns out to be only a preliminary step towards
its radical subversion.

This becomes clear from the consideration of Mandana’s further
developments in ViV 27 and 28. There, his attention moves from the
pragmatic determination of instruction to the question of its con-
tent or meaning. As we saw earlier while discussing the evolution of
the concept of upadesa in the early tradition of Mimamsa, Mandana
first considers the possibility that “being a means for realizing a de-
sired [end]” (istasadhanata) could be the specific content of an in-
struction in the context of his interpretation of the adjective visista
(“determinate”) in Sabara’s definition of upadesa in the Bhdsya on
Mimamsasitra 1.1.5. According to Mandana’s understanding of this
definition, a sentence is “determinate” (and therefore deserves to be
called “instruction”) insofar as it teaches the means (upaya) to attain
a goal of men (purusartha) (ViV 27ab). In other words, the specific
import conveyed by a speaker when he enunciates a sentence char-
acterized as instruction is the causal link between a certain type
of action and a certain kind of expected result. This is clearly the
case in all the above-mentioned examples of instruction (the cow-
herd showing the way indicates direction as the means to reach a
certain point in space, the physician teaches how to recover health,
etc.), while such a causal link is not so prominent in the case of com-
mand or request which, as Mandana repeatedly urges, are not pro-
nounced for the benefit of the person to whom they are addressed
(niyojyartha).

By saying so, Mandana does not really depart from the letter of
Sabara’s text. Some passages in the Mimamsabhdsya indeed clearly
corroborate his interpretation. This is notably the case of Sabara’s
statements on sacrifices consisting of an evil or “something un-
desired” (anartha), such as the Syena-sacrifice, resulting in the curse
of one’s enemy, potentially leading to his death and to the sacrificer’s
consequent downfall (pratyavaya). Describing the Veda’s instruction
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about this sacrifice in the Bhdsya on Mimamsasiitra 1.1.2,” Sabara
clearly insists on the Veda’s teaching the relationship between the
object of the sacrificer’s desire (iccha) - the death of an enemy - and
the means (abhyupaya) to achieve it: “For the instruction about the
[Syena-sacrifice, etc.] is [as follows]: for whomever wishes to harm
[his enemy by casting a spell on him], this is the means.””

The reason why Sabara gives such a description of upadesa in
this particular passage is, however, not the will to generalize it to all
kinds of Vedic injunctions (let alone to any kind of instruction!) but,
precisely, to absolve the Veda from a positive prescription of this sac-
rifice: “Of course, [one should] not understand [by the Veda’s injunc-
tion] that [sacrifices] such as the Syena[-sacrifice really] ought to
be done (kartavya)!”” Hence, according to Sabara, the Vedic injunc-
tion Syenenabhicaran yajeta (“Whoever [wishes to] cast a spell [and
thereby cause the death of his enemy] should sacrifice by [means
of] the Syenal[-sacrifice]”)” does not really prescribe such a sacrifice,
but merely indicates, in a neutral and “impartial”” way, that this is
the right way to kill an enemy by sorcery. Sabara’s distinction thus
clearly points to a substantial difference between the simple descrip-
tion of the causal relationship between a certain action and its result

" On this passage, see also HALBFASS 1992: 89-90.

" Sabarabhasya ad Mimamsasitra 1.1.2: yo hi himsitum icchet, tasyayam
abhyupaya iti hi tesam upadesah (F 20.17-18).

" Sabarabhasya ad Mimamsasitra 1.1.2: naiva Syenadayah kartavyataya

vijiiayante (F 20.17). I am not taking into account Kumarila’s intention-
ally unfaithful reading of this passage in the Slokavarttika (codana®), k.
225cd-231ab. See K. Kataoka’s illuminating explanation and transla-
tion of these verses in KATAOKA 2011,: 162-163 and KATAoKA 2011,:
476-481.

Apastambasrautasitra 22.4.13 according to EDGERTON 1986: 255 (n.
320) and FRAUWALLNER 1968: 20. BENSON 2010: 67 (n. 117) mentions
a similar passage in the Sadvim§abrahmana (4.2.1-2), that would make
the sentence “Vedic” stricto sensu, but the phrasing of Sabara’s quote is
much closer to that which is actually found in Apastamba’s treatise.

" See KATAOKA 2011,: 476 (n. 660).

73



Mandana Misra on upadesa and istasadhanata 299

on the one hand, and, on the other, the positive prescription of this
action by a speaker (or by the Veda itself).

Quite on the opposite, Mandana’s final position appears as a com-
plete denegation of the difference between these two levels, and as
a simple reduction of prescription to description: not only does he
consider the knowledge of istasadhanata as the specific content of
all cases of instruction (including Vedic instruction about beneficial
sacrifices, such as the Jyotistoma); he also extends the causal effi-
ciency of the knowledge of this property to all kinds of behaviour
resulting from an injunction (including, as we will see, command, re-
quest and permission) and, finally, to any kind of action whatsoever,

..., for there is no other cause of an activity than [an entity’s] being de-

siredﬁ(i_statd) or [an action’s] being the means for realizing it (tatsadhan-

ata).

Correlatively, the role of the speaker uttering an injunction (vidhatr)
is reduced by him to its strict minimum, namely the mere transmis-
sion of a piece of information about a means of realization and its
relationship to an expected result. This is Mandana’s statement in BS
2.104, which mainly reassesses the conclusions of the ViV:
For the learned ones think that the operation (vyaprti) of the author of
an injunction (vidhatr) amounts to showing the means for realizing the
[expected fruit”], [and] hold vidhi to be nothing but [the property of]
being the means for realizing what [the agent] aspires to.”

However appealing such a hypothesis might be in terms of parsi-
mony, still, one is allowed to wonder whether it really accounts for

" BS 2.101-104 (Vrtti): ... istatayds tatsadhanatdyds canyasya pravrtti-
hetor abhavat (p. 116.18-19).

" tad refers, by anuvrtti, to the expected “fruit” (phala) explicitly men-
tioned in BS 2.103cd: svatmasthitih suprasanta phalam, tan na vidheh
padam [; “The fruit [of the knowledge of reality] is the abiding in one’s
self, well-appeased, [and] injunction does not set foot on such a [fruit]”
(p.- 115.9).

"' BS 2.104: tatsadhandvabodhe hi vidhatrvyaprtir mata | apeksitopdya-
taiva® vidhir isto manisibhih [[ (p. 115.10-11).

aeva BS:iva var. (BS).
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all human activities resulting from an injunction. One could easily
object, on the basis of ordinary experience, that Mandana’s analy-
sis fails to account for the positive instigation we feel when we hear
an injunction. This instigation, which is not completely absent even
from a simple advice,” is what Indian authors (Mimamsakas and
grammarians alike) generally call pravartana (“impelling”), that
makes us immediately react to an injunction like “Close the door!”
or “Bind the cow!,” most of the time without any serious conscious
consideration of our desires or of the means to realize them. In fact,
it is not the same thing to say to somebody “This medicine is good
for your health” and to advise him “You should take this medicine!,”
even less to command him “Take this medicine!” In the first case,
the speaker neutrally states the relationship between a means (the
medicine) and its expected result (good health), without committing
him/herself into direct advice or command, while such a personal

" That instruction (upadesa) itself can have such a nuance of positive in-
stigation in certain contexts is what clearly appears from a passage of
Mandana’s Vrtti on ViV 11. The hypothesis under consideration in that
section of the purvapaksa (ViV 9-11) is the equation of vidhi with the
relationship between an action and an agent (kriyakartrsambandha),
which potentially gives rise to an activity when the agent ascertains
his/her own relationship with the action through an idea like “This is
your task [for] today!” (adya tavedam karma). See ViV 9 (Vrtti - intro-
duction), S 279.3-4 (= T 30.1-2). In the course of his refutation of this
hypothesis in the Vrtti on ViV 11, Mandana makes the following state-
ment, in which the impelling nature of instruction is clearly put into
evidence: upadesakam hi sastram. na cettham upadesaka yajetetyadayah
Sabdah. na hy ebhir idam kurv ity upadisyate, api tu svargakamader
yagasambandho vagamyate, dandyadisrutibhir iva dandadisambandhah;
“For Scripture is a source of instruction, and speech-[units] like yaje-
ta (‘[He] should sacrifice!’), etc., [as you interpret them] are not such
sources of instruction. In fact, by these [injunctions] one is not instruct-
ed ‘Do this!’ Rather, one is made to understand the [mere] relationship
of a [person] who desires heaven with the sacrifice, just as one would
understand by a word like dandin (‘staff-bearer’), etc., the relation-
ship of [the bearer] with the staff” (S 297.3-6 [ T 34.10-35.3]). On the
interpretation of the verbal form avagamyate as a causative, parallel to
upadisyate, see NK: gamyata iti nici rupam; “[the verbal form] gamyate
is [to be taken] in [its] causative form” (S 297.16-17 [= T 35.11-12]).
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commitment is at the heart of what is conveyed by the second set of
sentences. Following Mandana’s hypothesis, these three sentences
would be rigorously equivalent as far as their meaning is concerned.
It is nonetheless possible (and potentially meaningful) to combine
them into a single utterance such as “This medicine is good for your
health, you should take it!” This sentence is not only syntactically
correct, but also it does not suffer of any redundancy, since the first,
descriptive proposition rather states the reason that justifies the
subsequent advice or command.” In other words, what was secured
by the grammarians’ pragmatic analysis and what seems to be, on
the contrary, completely lost in Mandana'’s final understanding of in-
junction, is the dynamic and inter-subjective dimension of speech
which is particularly perceptible in the case of injunctive discourse.

It appears, though, from the objection that Mandana himself for-
mulates on the threshold of ViV 28, that he was acutely conscious of
these difficulties in his own position:

[Objection:] Still, while [hearing] Iin, etc., one feels impelled [to under-
take an action], and this [feeling] you are brushing aside [when you say

” A similar objection, established on the basis of a Vedic example, is ac-
tually found in Mimamsaka texts, and might be as old as Some$vara’s
Nyayasudha. It is found, again, in Apadeva’s Mimamsanydyaprakasa (§
368): yat tv istasadhanatvam vidhyartha iti, tan na. tatha satistasadha-
nam iti Sabdasya vidhisabdah paryayah syat. na ca paryayatvam yujyate,
samdhyopdasanam ta istasadhanam, tasmat tat tvam kurv iti sahaprayo-
gat, parydyanam ca sahaprayogabhavat; “It is not true that the indica-
tion ofan instrument of a desired resultis the meaning of the injunction.
If that were the case, the [verbal] injunctive expression [the optative
or equivalent form] would be a synonym of the word ‘instrument of
desired result” And it is impossible that they should be synonyms,
because they are used together in the sentence ‘The twilight-worship
is thy instrument of desired result, therefore perform thou that,” and
because synonyms are never used together” (text in EDGERTON 1986:
268-269; translation in EDGERTON 1986: 179-180).
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that] “instruction is the instigation [of an agent who] has not started [to
act yet] to [undertake] an action for his own sake”*1™

Impelling (pravartana), isolated by Mandana earlier in the ViV as an
invariable (avyabhicarlita]) feature of command, request and per-
mission,” is thus well-recognized by him as a fundamental datum
of our experience as hearers and as agents, even in cases of simple
instruction or advice. This, however, does not lead him to renounce
his main thesis on the nature of upadesa, but rather encourages him
to develop it until its ultimate consequences: what we feel when we
hear an injunction and designate as “impelling” is not the specific op-
eration of a speaker; nor is it an obscure potency belonging to speech
itself, as many later Mimamsakas will argue.” Rather, it is just a cer-
tain property (dharma) of the action expressed by the verbal root, a
“supplement in [its own] nature” (bhavatisaya)™ that one is free to

* This is, as one will remember, Mandana’s own definition of upadesa in
ViV 26ab (see above).

* ViV 28 (Vrtti - introduction): nanu linadibhyah pravartandvagamyate,
pardhatam cedam upadeso niyojyarthakarmaprasthitacodanetic (T
172.6-173.1 [P 242.4-243.1]). *°codand ViV, : °pracodand NKr.,p.

* See ViV 5 (Vrtti - purvapaksin’s discourse): avyabhicarat pravartand-
matram loke linadyarthah; “In worldly [usage], mere impelling is the
meaning of lin, etc., for it is invariably [present when lin is uttered]” (S
203.2-204.1 [= T 19.2]).

* On these two hypotheses, see especially Some$vara’s Nyayasudha 1.2.7:
ka punah pravartana? pravrttihetubhtitah pravartayitur dharmah kas
cid iti briimah. ... vede tu purusabhadvena linader eva pravartakatvat tad-
dharmo bhavisyati; “But what [do you mean by] ‘impelling’? We answer
that it is a certain property of the instigator, which causes the [agent’s]
activity. ... In the Veda, however, since there is no personal being [who
could be such an instigator], the cause of [an agent’s] activity is none
but lin, etc.; hence, [impelling] has to be a property of [suffixes such as
lin]” (p. 64.20-25). The same view is advocated by Apadeva at the be-
ginning of his Mimamsanyadyaprakasa (§ 4). See EDGERTON 1986: 40.

* The identity of meaning of both expressions is confirmed by the NK

(T 173.26-27 [= P 243.25-244.2]), where Vacaspati glosses bhavatisaya
with the compound bhavadharma (“a property of the nature [of an
entity]”). An interpretation of bhava in the sense of “action” is contra-
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call its “operation” (vydpara),” knowable by means of speech just as
the property of a substance is knowable through sentences like “The
lotus is blue” or “The earth is round.” The function of speech is then,
in all cases, a purely theoretical one, namely to help us recognize a
certain property of an entity or, in other words, to teach us how it
really is. Injunction thus loses most of its specificity with respect to
a simple assertion. Its function, similar to that of any other descrip-
tive sentence, is to unveil in the eyes of the hearer to whom it is ad-
dressed a hitherto unrecognized™ relational property of the action

dicted by Vacaspati’s commentary, who illustrates Mandana’s use of
the expression bhavatisaya with the example of the contact with the
mind (manahsamyoga) which, when it functions as a supplement in the
nature of the self (Gtmano bhavatisayah), allows the self to produce de-
terminate ideas (buddhi), etc. See NKad ViV 28 (T 173.26-27). A similar
use of the compound svabhavatisaya is made by Dharmakirti to desig-
nate a presumed property of mantras, which makes them capable of
producing an expected result (phaladdyin). See Pramanavarttika 1.295
(Vrtti) in GNOL1 1960: 157 (1. 9). On this passage, see ELTSCHINGER 2001:
93, who translates svabhavadtisaya as “une propriété supplémentaire de
[la] nature propre [des mantra].” It is on the basis of this parallel that
[ understand bhava as the “nature” of an entity, and not as the entity
itself, which is also a possible interpretation.

* The qualification of istasddhanatd as an “operation” (vydpdra) of the ac-

tion expressed by the verbal root presupposes a considerable broaden-
ing of the normal application of the concept of vyapara, and must have
been as disconcerting for the first readers of the ViV as it is to a mod-
ern reader of Mandana'’s work. In the NK, Vacaspati justifies this equa-
tion as follows: na vayam parispandam evaikam vyaparam dcaksmabhe,
yenaspandatmanah samihitasadhanatdyd apravartandtmatvena pary-
anuyujyemahi, api tu bhavadharma eva kas cit samihitasadhananuguno
vyaparapadarthah; “We do not claim that movement is the only [exis-
ting] operation; if we did, [you] might indeed contradict [us by saying]
that the [property of] being the means for realizing a desired [end]
does not consist of a movement, and [thus] cannot be identical with im-
pelling. Rather, [we claim that, in the present case,] the word vyapara
(‘operation’) only refers to a certain property of the nature [of an en-
tity], which suits the realization of a desired [result]” (T 173.24-26 [= P
243.23-244.4]).

* One might object that, if this were the case, the repeated use of an



304 Hugo David

(its causal efficiency) by means of a statement that might, like any
other declarative statement, be true or false.

Such a reduction is the main achievement of ViV 28, probably the
most famous and oft-quoted karika of the whole treatise:

For a human being, there is no other incitement towards actions than
[their] being a means for realizing what he desires (istabhyupayatva),
and what [people] call “impelling” is [nothing but this same] property
(dharma) [of an action], which is the cause of [their] activity.”

Mandana’s intention is further explained in the corresponding Vrtti:

Impelling, as we know, is a certain supplement in the nature [of an en-
tity] (bhavatisaya), called [its] “operation” (vydpara), capable [of giving
rise] to an activity. And this is nothing but the actions’ being means for
realizing a desired [end], for nobody undertakes an [action] if he does
not know it to be such [a means].”

In these passages, Mandana makes a move from the purely linguistic
plane where he stood until now to a more general reflection on ac-
tion and its causes. We may better understand his somewhat inex-
plicit argument with the help of the NK.

injunction - the daily instructions of a master to his servant, for in-
stance - would be vain, since the specific property of the concerned
action would already have been manifested by the preceding occur-
rences of this injunction. I cannot see any answer to such an objection
in Mandana’s work, but it is found in the work of some of his successors
like Prakasatman, who deals with this objection in the Sabdanirnaya
(see k. 53 and Vrtti thereon [p. 47.20-50.13]). A detailed discussion
of his arguments would exceed, however, the ambition of the present
study.

87

ViV 28: pumso nestabhyupayatvat kriyasv anyah pravartakah | pravrttihe-
tum dharmam ca pravadanti pravartanam [ (T 173.2-3 [= P 243.2-3]). The
second half of this verse could be understood in more than one way, but the
comparison with its paraphrasis in the BS seems to confirm the present in-
terpretation: ... pravrttihetos ca dharmasya pravartanasabdabhidheyatvat;
“... and because the property that is the cause of an activity is what is ex-
pressed by the word ‘impelling”” (p. 116.17-18).

88

ViV 28 (Vrtti): pravrttisamartho hi kas cid bhavatisayo vyaparabhidhdanah
pravartand. sa ca kriyanam apeksitopdyataiva. na hi tathatvam aprati-
padya tatra pravartate kas cit (T 173.4-174.1 [= P 243.4-244.1]).
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According to Vacaspati's commentary, Mandana’s reasoning
would be based on a record of the intrinsically painful nature of ac-
tion, which always involves a certain amount of effort (prayatna):
“the world’s experience is that an action is [in itself] painful.””
Hence, no action is ever undertaken unless its inherently painful na-
ture is overcome by an attraction toward possible future beneficial
consequences: “only the [property of] being a means for realizing
pleasure can incite [a rational person to undertake] actions that are
intrinsically painful, because it arouses desire.”” No impelling would
be powerful enough to provoke by itself a desire to undertake an ac-
tion, and no action can ever be undertaken - so is, at least, Mandana’s
and Vacaspati’s assumption in this passage - without being ground-
ed in the agent’s desire (raga/iccha). Activities resulting from a ver-
bal exchange are no exception to this universal rule. Injunctions (be
they worldly or Vedic) thus owe their efficiency to the transmission
of this same property of actions, for “if, on the other hand, speech
did not convey that [an action] is the means for realizing pleasure, it
would never incite a human being to [undertake any] action.””

The obvious consequence of this desire-centred explanation of
action is that the knowledge of istasadhanata, which is the immedi-
ate outcome of Mandana'’s analysis of upadesa, is by no means limited
to this particular pragmatic situation, but can rightly be extended to
other interlocutory situations, such as command, request and per-
mission:

Even when an activity is the effect of a command|, a request or a per-

mission,] it cannot [take place] unless [the agent] somehow resorts to

* NK ad ViV 28ab: kriyd ... duhkhety anubhavo lokasya (T 173.14.15 [= P
243.16]). Cp. VAMV 2.8bc-9: svabhavena hi karmani duhkhotpadahetu-
bhiitani; “As we all know, actions are naturally responsible for the aris-
ing of [a certain amount of] pain” (p. 428.4). Vacaspati’'s commentary
on ViV 28ab is largely based on this particular section of Salikanatha'’s
Vrtti (p. 428.4-429.6).

** NK ad ViV 28ab: duhkharipdsu kriydsu sukhasadhanataivecchopahara-
mukhena pravartayati (T 173.17-18 [= P 243.16]).

* NK ad ViV 28ab: yadi punah Sabdah sukhasadhanatam na pratipadayen
na kriyayam purusam pravartayet (T 173.18-19 [P 243.17-18]).
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[the action’s] being conducive to what he aspires to, for [an activity]
never takes place otherwise.”™

Hence, a command such as “Bring the cow!” even if it is pronounced
by an authoritative person like one’s master - or even by the king
in person! - would be completely inefficient if the agent could not
somehow make it match his own personal motivational complex, the
minimal motivation possibly being, as Vacaspati suggests, the will to
please (pari-Vtus) the person who gave the order.”

This fundamental statement concludes the discussion started in
ViV 26-27 in a rather unexpected way. The distinction of upadesa as
a fourth possible “meaning” (artha) of injunctive suffixes (ViV 26)
and the consequent determination of istasadhanata as its specific
import (ViV 27) were nothing but provisional achievements, whose

* ViV 28 (Vrtti): yapy* ajiiadibhyah pravrttih, sapi katham cid apeksitani-
bandhanatvam® upasrityaiva, anyathabhavat (T 174.1-2 [= P 244.1-2]).
ya ViV NKpp @ yadi var. (ViVy.p); °nibandhanatvam ViVy, : °nibandhana-
tam NKT+p.

* Vacaspati’s explanation in the NK (ad ViV 28 [Vrtti]) deserves to be
quoted atlength: nanv anapeksitopdye ‘py djiiaya rajiah pravartante pre-
ksavanta iti katham apeksitopayataiva pravrttihetuh? ... yady apy ajia-
dayo niyoktrarthakarmadnah, tathdpi tadvisayasampadanasya katham
cin niyojyapeksitanibandhanatvam apy asti. tatha hi: tatsampadanapa-
ritosita ajidapayita samihitam asmai prayacchaty ahitam va na vidhatte.
tad idam apeksitam upasritya bhrtyasya pravrttih; “[Objection:] Still,
rational persons [sometimes] undertake [actions] which are not the
means for realizing what [they personally] desire, because of an order
[promulgated] by the king [for instance]; how, then, could [an action’s]
being the means for realizing what [the agent] desires be the only [pos-
sible] cause of an activity? ... [Answer:] Even though command [and
request] are about actions [accomplished] for the sake of the [person]
who enjoins, the accomplishment of [the actions that are] their content
is also somehow conducive to [something] that is desired [for himself]
by the [person] who is enjoined. To explain: when he is pleased by the
accomplishment of the [commanded action], he who gave the order
[generally] bestows on him what he wishes, or [at least] does not im-
pose on him anything disadvantageous. Hence, [it is assumed that] the
activity of the [king’s] servant [takes place] resorting to this [favour-
able treatment] he wishes [for himself]” (T 174.4-9 [= P 244.9-15]).
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ultimate function was to manifest the essentially identical content
of all (Vedic or worldly) injunctions. In those injunctions where the
speaker apparently prevails (command, request and permission),
istasddhanatd remains concealed; in instruction, however, it is con-
spicuous. This, of course, does not mean that these distinctions be-
come completely obsolete after the establishment of Mandana’s final
point, but their validity is nonetheless limited to a very superficial
level of linguistic analysis, which does by no means amount to a cor-
rect description of the effective process leading from a verbal utter-
ance to an activity, or to the display of its real cause. To put it another
way, the four values of injunctive moods (command, request, per-
mission and instruction) are not really, in Mandana’s opinion, differ-
ent “meanings” of suffixes such as lin, etc., but are better understood
as different modes of presentation of a single, universal meaning,
which does not always appear with the same degree of clarity, but
the presence of which one might always infer from the bare fact that
an agent undertakes an activity while he is not physically forced to.

Conclusion: a Vedantic theory of action?

Can we inscribe Mandana’s theory of action and injunction in the
wider context of his philosophical and exegetical system? In the fi-
nal part of this essay, [ would like to briefly suggest possible conse-
quences of his theory of istasadhanata for his Vedantic interpretation
of the Vedic corpus, particularly for the exegetical foundation of the
distinction between “injunctions” (vidhi), “explanatory statements”
(arthavada) and “sentences of the Vedanta” (vedantavakya) as three
separate categories of Vedic sentences.

As is well-known, this comparatively recent™ distinction delim-
its the specific object of Uttara-Mimamsa (= Vedanta), and thus le-

* To this date, the question whether Mandana inherited or created the
exegetical category of vedantavakyas remains unanswered. Kumarila,
whose vicinity with certain aspects of later Vedantic thought has re-
cently been underlined (see MESQUITA 1994 and YosHIMIZU 2007),
repeatedly mentions separately arthavadas and upanisads in the
Tantravarttika (see PASHUPATINATH SASTRI 1980: 140-141 and HAL-
BFASS 1992: 150), but this does not mean that he associates with the
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gitimates its existence as an independent discipline, distinct from
Jaimini’s Piirva-Mimamsa.” Beyond a mere descriptive classification
of Vedic sentences, it involves a proper exegetical thesis, namely the
claim that vedantavakyas possess validity (pramanya) independent-
ly of injunctions. This, especially, excludes their simple assimilation
to arthavadas, despite the fact that these two categories of sentences
share common linguistic features, such as the accomplished/realized
(bhiita/siddha) nature of their object™ (in the case of vedantavakyas,
the eternally present Brahman and its equally eternal identity with
the individual self [atman]). Hence, “sentences of the Vedanta” as
conceived by Uttara-Mimamsakas may roughly be defined as those
Vedic sentences speaking of an accomplished object (bhitartha) and
which possess independent validity (nirapeksam pramanyam).

term upanisad the same thing as Mandana. In any case, this distinction
does not seem to be well-established for Bhartrhari (see Vakyapadiya
1.8 and Vrtti thereon; see also W. Halbfass’s remarks on this passage
[op. cit]). Even Prabhakara apparently ignores the second category
of sentences, as the following passage from the Brhati 1.1.2 tends to
show: yadi karya eva carthe® vedasya pramanyam, katham tarhi bhiita-
dyarthavagatir mantrarthavadesu (*ca C: @ M); “Moreover, if the Veda’s
validity is limited to an object [thatis] to be done, then how does one ap-
prehend an object [that is] past, [present or future] in the case of man-
tras and arthavadas?” (C 18.1-2 [= M 23.5-6]). Had Prabhakara known
the category of vedantavakyas, he would probably not have failed to
mention them at that crucial point of his commentary, that was to be-
come the locus classicus for a discussion of this type of Vedic sentences
for later Prabhakaras from Salikanatha onwards. See Rjuvimala 1.1.2 (C
18.29-32 [ M 23.11-14]) and Nayaviveka 1.1.2 (p. 44.6-46.1). It is not
impossible that the occasion for the introduction of this theme into the
Prabhakara debate was precisely the appearance of Mandana’s work,
a very common target of Salikanatha’s attacks. This question would
certainly deserve closer attention from historians of Indian exegetical
schools.

* On the early denominations of this discipline and the signification of

“Vedanta,” see DAvID 2012.

* See Sabarabhasya ad Mimamsasitra 1.2.1 (arthavada®): ... bhitam

artham dcaksate: ruditavan rudrah ...; “... [arthavadas] speak of an ac-
complished object, [like the fact that] Rudra wept, etc.” (A, 1.6-7).
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The isolation of this separate exegetical category could not fail to
constitute, for many a Mimamsaka, a major infringement to the strict
delimitation of the Veda’s competence to supra-sensory matters, i.e.
to objects that are to be done/to be realized (kartavya/sadhya), “for,”
as urged by one of Sankara’s opponents in the Brahmasiitrabhdsya
1.1.4, “an existent entity (parinisthitavastu) [like the eternal Brah-
man)] lies [as such] within the realm of perception, etc.”’ In other
words, the Vedantic extension of the scope of the Veda from ac-
tions to existent entities, if not tempered by their strict “agreement”
(ekavakyata) with an injunction as in the case of arthavadas,” would
mar the specificity of its object, which is the foundation of its imper-
sonality and, finally, of its very authority.”

The exact determination of Mandana'’s attitude towards this fun-
damental exegetical problem in the ViV and in the Niyogak® of the BS
will require a separate study. It is possible, though, to sense the use
he could make of his theory of action and injunction in this context
and the potential appeal it could hold for later Vedantic audiences.

Two aspects of Mandana’s theory have been underlined in the
course of this study: his depersonalization of injunctive discourse
and his subsequent reduction of prescription to description. Both go

* Sankarabhdsya ad Brahmasitra 1.1.4 (samanvaya®): ... pratyaksadi-
visayatvat parinisthitavastunah (p.100.10). See also Vacaspati’s Bhamati
thereon: ... bhutarthatvena ca pratyaksadibhih samanavisayataya lauki-
kavakyavat tadarthanuvadakatvenapramanyaprasangat; “Moreover]|, if
sentences of the Vedanta were really meant to express Brahman,] their
content would be similar to that of perception, etc., inasmuch as [Brah-
man] is an accomplished object. Hence, they would, alas, lose all [in-
dependent] validity, just like any worldly sentence, for they would be
[mere] reiterations of an object of [perception, etc.]” (p. 100.18-19).

* See Mimamsasiitra 1.2.7: vidhina tv ekavakyatvat stutyarthena vidhinam

syuh; “But thanks to [their] agreement with an injunction, [arthavadas]
might [occur] for the purpose of praising injunctions” (A, 10.1).

* On the Veda’s teaching only supra-sensory matters, see for instance

Slokavarttika (codana®) k. 13-14 (translation in KATaokA 2011,: 206-
209). On the Veda’s impersonality as the foundation for its authority,
see for instance Slokavarttika (codana®) k. 63 (translation in KATAOKA
2011,: 272).
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in the same direction: the assimilation of the understanding of in-
junctions to a particular case of theoretical comprehension.”” Hence,
following Mandana’s hypothesis, two worldly sentences such as “The
pot is blue” and “Hurry up!,” in spite of superficial differences, share
an essentially identical function, namely to communicate relevant
features of a certain entity (the colour of the potin the first case, the
useful character of an action in the second) for the (direct or indi-
rect) benefit of the hearer.

The same holds, mutatis mutandis, for two Vedic sentences such
as the typical Vedantic sentence vijianam anandam brahma (“Brah-
man is consciousness, [it is] bliss”)"™ and an injunction like svar-
gakamo yajeta (“Let him who desires heaven sacrifice!”). The first
one, an “essential definition” (svarupalaksana) of Brahman, grants
the hearer the salvific knowledge of its object, diffracting its unique
and unspecified nature into a plurality of non-synonymous designa-
tions. The second positively qualifies the sacrifice, the instrument
of “objective effectuation” (arthabhavana), manifesting its causal
efficiency (sadhanatva) towards heaven. In spite of many differenc-
es between these two sentences (first among them, the relational
or non-relational nature of their object), their function is thus quite
similar: both bestow on the hearer the knowledge of a certain exis-

" This aspect of Mandana’s theory is pretty well seized by its earli-
est advocate in post-Sankara Advaita, namely Suresvara, in k. 637-
638 of his Sambandhavarttika: atah samihitopayataya vastv avabo-
dhayan | abuddham prerako vedo, jiiapand preranda matd || tatha ca
vastuydathatmyajidpanena pramdanata | na prerakatayd sa syat praty-
aksader aniksanat [[; “Hence, the Veda instigates [human beings to un-
dertake sacrificial actions] by making known [to them] a [particular]
entity (vastu) as the means for realizing what [they] wish, [an entity
that was hitherto] unknown [to them as being such a means]. By ‘in-
stigation’ (prerana) [we] mean ‘teaching’ (jidapanad). Accordingly, [the
Veda] has to be a means of valid knowledge inasmuch as it teaches how
[this particular] entity is (vastuydthdtmya), not insofar as it instigates,
for this is not seen in the case of perception, etc.” (Brhadaranyakopani-
sadbhasyavarttika p. 128.2-3).

o Brhadaranyakopanisad 3.9.28.
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tent entity, for his own good.™ This is, essentially, the appropriate
design of an instruction.

Hence, following Mandana’s interpretation of vidhi, it is not only
vain to exclude the possibility of a teaching about existing entities in
the Veda: all Vedic sentences should be understood precisely in this
way. Vedantic pluralism, rooted in the denial of the Veda’s unity of
object and purpose, splitting it into two (dharma on the one hand,

12 Although the inclusion of istasadhanatd under the category of existing en-
tities or “accomplished objects” (bhiitartha) appears to me as a logical con-
sequence of his theory, it is difficult to find a clear statement in this sense
in Mandana’s work. Two passages of the NK seem, nonetheless, to corrobo-
rate such an interpretation. The first one is found in Vacaspati’'s commen-
tary on ViV 28 (Vrtti - introduction). As we have seen, the main objection
addressed to Mandana’s theory of upadesa in this portion of his own Vrtti
was that the mere teaching of a relationship between a means and its ex-
pected result lacked “impelling” (pravartana) and consequently could not
be the cause of an agent’s activity. Elaborating on this objection, Vacaspati
makes the following remark he attributes to Mandana’s ptrvapaksin: ...
na punah purusarthopdyata, na khalu bhiitarthapratitih pravrttihetuh; “...
but the [quality] of being a means for realizing a goal of men is not [what
is understood by lin, etc.]; sure enough, the knowledge of an existing ob-
ject [cannot] be the cause of an activity!” (T 173.7-8 [= P 242.25-243.6]).
By this objection, which is not taken up in the corresponding siddhanta,
Vacaspati clearly implies that, for him at least, istasadhanata should be in-
cluded under the category of bhiitarthas, and that injunctions should be
understood as statements about an existing entity. In the second passage,
the identification of istasadhanata with a bhiitartha is found, once again,
in the mouth of a piirvapaksin protesting against Mandana'’s identification
of the two properties istasadhanata and kartavyata (“[the quality of] what
ought to be done”) in ViV 32. Paraphrasing Salikanatha’s VAM and VAMV
2.7-8ab (p. 428.10-15), Vacaspati raises the following objection: na ca
sadhanatakartavyatayos tadatmyam, siddhasadhyatvena dahanatuhinavat
svabhavavirodhat; “Besides, the [quality of] a means of realization and [the
quality of] what ought to be done cannot be identical, because what is real-
ized and what ought to be realized are opposed by nature, just like fire and
snow” (T 215.13-14 [P 302.14-16]). This remark, again, presupposes that
the knowledge of an action’s being a means of realization is comparable in
nature to the knowledge of any other existent entity. Although Vacaspati
later refutes this objection, his refutation never bears on this apparently
well-admitted point.
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Brahman on the other), had everything to gain from this major crack
into one of classical Mimamsa’s main presuppositions: the function-
al centrality of Vedic injunction.
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Nydyakanika [NK] of Vacaspati Misra: see Vidhiviveka.

Nydyacandrika of Anandapirna (alias Vidyasagara):
Nydyacandrika of Anandapirnamunindra, with the commentary Nydyapra-
kasika of Svarupanandamunindra. Ed. N.S. Anantakrishna Sastri and K.
Ramamurthi Sastri. Madras: Government Oriental Manuscripts Library
(Government Oriental Series 154) 1959.

Nyayadipika (= Sabdanirnayadipika) of Anandabodha [Bhattaraka]:
Srimadanandabodhakrtasabdanirnayadipikayah sampadanam. Ed. Prabha-
karaprasada. Delhi: Nag Publishers 2003.

Nyayamakaranda of Anandabodha [Bhattarakal:
Nydayamakarandah, a treatise on Vedanta Philosophy by Anandabodha
Bhattarakdacarya, with a commentary by Citsukha Muni, Pramdanamala and
Nyayadipavali. Ed. Swami Balarama Udaseen Mandalika. Benares: Chow-
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khamba Sanskrit Book Depot (The Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series 38, 62, 87
& 117) 1907.

Nyayamaiijari of Jayanta Bhatta:
Nyayamaiijari of Jayanta Bhatta, with Tippani - Nyayasaurabha by the editor.
Vol. 2. Ed. K.S. Varadacharya. Mysore: Oriental Research Institute (O.R.I.
Series 139) 1983.

Nyayasudha of Some$vara Bhatta:

The Mimamsa Darsana of Maharsi Jaimini with Sabarabhdsya of Sabaramuni,

Tantravarttika of Kumarila Bhatta, Nyayasudhad of Bhatta Somesvara, Bhds-

yavivarana of Govinddmrtamuni and Bhavaprakasika by Mahaprabhulal

Gosvami. Ed. Mahaprabhu Lal Goswami. Vol. 1. Benares: Tara Printing

Works (Pracyabharati Series 16) 1984.

Prakirnaprakasa of Helaraja: see Vakyapadiya.
Brhati of Prabhakara Misra:

C = Brhati (a commentary on Sabarabhasya) by Prabhakara Misra with the
commentary Rjuvimala of Salikanatha Misra. Ed. A. Chinnaswami Sastri.
Benares: Vidya Vilas Press (Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series 391) 19209.

M = Brhati of Prabhakara Misra (on the Mimamsasttrabhdsya of Sabara-
svamin) with the Rjuvimaldpaficika of Salikanatha (Tarkapdda). Ed. S.K.
Ramanatha Sastri. Madras: The University of Madras (Madras Uni-
versity Sanskrit Series 3.1) 1934.

Brhadaranyakopanisadbhasyavarttika of Suresvara:
Sri Suresvardcarya’s Brhadaranyakopanisadbhdsyavarttikam with the Com-
mentary Sastraprakasika of Sri Anandagirydcarya. Vol. 1. Ed. S. Subrahma-
nya Sastri. Benares: Mahesh Research Institute (Advaita Grantha Ratna
Mafjusa 23) 1982.

Brahmasiddhi [BS] of Mandana Misra:
Brahmasiddhi by Acdarya Mandanamisra with [the] commentary by San-
khapani. Ed. S. Kuppuswami Sastri. Madras: Government Press (Madras
Government Oriental Series 4) 1937.

Bhattarahasya of Khandadeva Misra:
Bhatta(tantra)rahasyam by Acdarya Khandadeva. Ed. A. Subrahmanya Sas-
tri. Benares: Banaras Hindu University 1970.
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Bhamati of Vacaspati Miéra: see Sarikarabhdsya.
Mimdamsanyayaprakasa (= Apadevi) of Apadeva:'” see EDGERTON 1986.
Mimamsasiitra, attributed to Jaimini: see Sabarabhdsya.
Vakyapadiya of Bhart.rhari:104
Vakyapadiya of Bhartrhari with the commentary of Heldraja. Kanda 3, part 1
(3.1-3.7).Ed. K.A. Subrahmania Iyer. Pune: Deccan College (Deccan College
Monograph Series 21) 1994. Reprint. 15t ed. Pune 1963.
Vakyapadiya of Bhartrhari with the Prakirnaprakdsa of Heldrdja. Kanda 3,
part 2 (3.8-3.14). Ed. K.A. Subrahmania Iyer. Pune: Deccan College 1973.
Vakyarthamatrka [VAM] and Vakydrthamatrkavrtti [VAMV] of Salikanatha
Misra:
Prakaranapaiicika of Salikanatha Misra, with Nydyasiddhi of Jaipuri
Narayana Bhatta. Ed. A. Subrahmanya Sastri. Benares: Banaras Hindu Uni-
versity 1961.

Vidhinirnaya of Parthasarathi Misra:

Nyayaratnamala by Pandit Sri Parthasarathi Misra. Ed. Gangadhar Shastri.
Benares: Chowkhamba Sanskrit Book Depot (The Chowkhamba Sanskrit
Series 28) 1900.

Vidhiviveka [ViV] of Mandana Misra:

P = Vidhivivekah, srimaddcaryamandanamisraviracitah, pujyapadasrimad-
vdcaspatimisranirmitaya nydyakanikakhyaya vyakhyaya samalankrtah.
Ed. Manavallyupahvatailangaramasastri. Benares: “Medical Hall” Mu-
dranalaya (Reprint from “The Pandit”) 1907.

T = Vidhiviveka of Sri Mandana Misra, with the commentary Nyayakanika of
Vacaspati Misra. Ed. Mahaprabhu Lal Goswami. Benares: Tara Publica-
tions (Pracyabharati Series 8) 1978.

S = STERN 1988.

Sankarabhasya (= Brahmasttrabhdsya) of Sankara:
Brahmasttrasankarabhdsyam, with the commentaries Bhamati, Kalpataru
and Parimala. Ed. N.S. Anantakrishna Shastri and Vasudev Laxman Shastri
Pansikar. Benares: Krishnadas Academy (Krishnadas Sanskrit Series 25)
2000.

Sabarabhdsya (= Mimamsabhdsya) of Sabarasvamin:

F = FRAUWALLNER 1968.

" Paragraphs are indicated as in EDGERTON 1986.

" Unless specified, all references to the Vakyapadiya and Prakirnaprakasa
are to part 1 of Iyer’s edition.
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A, = Mimamsadarsan[am), Srimajjaiminipranit[am]. Vol. 2. Ed. Subba$astri
(revised by P. Ganes$aéastri Joél). Pune: Anandasramamudranalaya
(Anandasramasamskrtagranthavali 97,2) 1981.

Sabdanirnaya of Prakasatman:
The Sabdanirnaya by Prakasatmayatindra. Ed. T. Ganapati Sastri. Trivand-
rum (Trivandrum Sanskrit Series 53) 1917.

Slokavarttika of Kumarila Bhatta:
Slokavarttika of Sri Kumarila Bhatta, with the commentary Nydyaratndkara
of Sri Parthasarathi Misra. Ed. Ganga Sagar Rai. Benares: Ratna Publica-
tions (Ratnabharati Series 4) 1993.

2) Studies and translations

AcHARYA 2006 = Acharya, Diwakar. Vacaspatimisra’s Tattvasamiksa. The earli-
est commentary on Mandanamisra’s Brahmasiddhi. Critically Edited with an
Introduction and Critical Notes. Stuttgart: Franz Steiner Verlag.

BALASUBRAMANIAN 1983 = Balasubramanian, R. A study of the Brahmasid-
dhi of Mandana Misra. Benares: Chaukhamba Amarabharati Prakashan
(Chaukhamba Amarabharati Studies 10).

BENSON 2010 = Benson, James. Mahadeva Vedantin. Mimamsanyayasamgraha,
a Compendium of the Principles of Mimamsa (edited and translated). Wies-
baden: Harrassowitz Verlag (Ethno-Indology, Heidelberg studies in South
Asian rituals 5).

BIARDEAU 1964 = Biardeau, Madeleine. Théorie de la connaissance et philoso-
phie de la parole dans le brahmanisme classique. Paris/La Haye: Mouton &
Co.

BIARDEAU 1969 = Biardeau, Madeleine. La philosophie de Mandana Misra vue a
partir de la Brahmasiddhi. Paris: Ecole francaise d’Extréme-Orient (Publi-
cation 76).

BRrROUGH 1951 = Brough, John. “Theories of General Linguistics in the Sanskrit
Grammarians.” Transactions of the Philological Society 50,1: 27-46.

CHAKRABARTI 1992 = Chakrabarti, Arindam. “On knowing by being told.” Phi-
losophy East and West 42,3: 421-439.

DAvID 2012 =David, Hugo. “A Vedantic contribution to the history of Mimamsa.
Prakasatman’s interpretation of ‘verbal effectuation’ (Sabdabhavana),” p.
79-105 in Mirnig, N.; Szantd, P.-D. and Williams, M. (eds.). Puspika: Trac-
ing ancient India through Texts and Traditions. Contributions to Current Re-
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search in Indology. Vol. 1. Oxford: Oxbow books.

DavID (forthcoming) = David, Hugo. “La parole comme moyen de connaissance.
Recherches sur I'épistémologie de la connaissance verbale et la théorie de
I'exégeése dans certains textes d’Advaita-Vedanta.” Doctoral dissertation.
Paris: Ecole Pratique des Hautes Etudes (Section des Sciences Religieuses).

EDGERTON 1986 = Edgerton, Franklin. The Mimamsa Nydya Prakasa or Apadevi:
A treatise on the Mimdmsa system by Apadeva. Delhi: Sri Satguru Publica-
tions (Sri Garib Dass Oriental Series 36). Reprint. 1°* ed. London/New Ha-
ven: Yale University Press/Oxford University Press 1929.

ELTSCHINGER 2001 = Eltschinger, Vincent. Dharmakirti sur les mantra et la
perception du supra-sensible. Wien: Arbeitskreis fiir tibetische und bud-
dhistische Studien Universitat Wien (Wiener Studien zur Tibetologie und
Buddhismuskunde 51).

FRAUWALLNER 1938 = Frauwallner, Erich. “Bhavana und Vidhih bei Mandana-
misra.” Wiener Zeitschrift fiir die Kunde des Morgenlandes 45: 212-252.

FRAUWALLNER 1968 = Frauwallner, Erich. Materialien zur dltesten Erkenntnis-
lehre der Karmamimamsa. Wien: Hermann Béhlaus Nachf. / Osterreichi-
sche Akademie der Wissenschaften (Veroffentlichung der Kommission fiir
Sprachen und Kulturen Stid- und Ostasiens 6).

GNoOLI 1960 = Gnoli, Raniero. The Pramanavarttikam of Dharmakirti. The first
chapter with the autocommentary. Text and critical notes. Roma: Istituto
[taliano per il Medio ed Estremo Oriente (Serie Orientale Roma 23).

GODE 1940 = Gode, P.K. “The chronology of the works of Khandadeva,” in Law,
B.C. (ed.). D.R. Bhandarkar Felicitation Volume. Calcutta.

HALBFASS 1992 = Halbfass, Wilhelm. Tradition and Reflection. Explorations in
Indian Thought. Delhi: Sri Satguru Publications (Sri Garib Dass Oriental Se-
ries 133). Reprint. 1* ed. State University of New York 1991.

HIRIYANNA 1923/24 = Hiriyanna, Mysore. “Sure$vara and Mandana Misra.”
Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society 55,2: 259-263/56,1: 96-97.

IYER 1969 = lyer, K.A. Subramania. Bhartrhari: a study of the Vakyapadiya in
the light of the ancient commentaries. Pune: Deccan College (Silver Jubilee
Series 68).

KANE 1977 = Kane, Pandurang Vaman. History of Dharmasastra (Ancient and
Medieval Religious and Civil Law). Vol. 5.2. Poona: Bhandarkar Oriental Re-
search Institute (Government Oriental Series Class B 6).

Kataoka 2011; = Kataoka, Kei. Kumarila on Truth, Omniscience, and Killing.
Part 1: A Critical Edition of Mimamsaslokavarttika ad 1.1.2 (codanasitra).
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Wien: Osterreichische Akademie der Wissenschaften (Beitrage zur Kultur-
und Geistesgeschichte Asiens 68).

KaTaoka 2011, = Kataoka, Kei. Kumarila on Truth, Omniscience, and Kill-
ing. Part 2: An Annotated Translation of Mimamsaslokavarttika ad 1.1.2
(codanasiitra). Wien: Osterreichische Akademie der Wissenschaften (Bei-
trage zur Kultur- und Geistesgeschichte Asiens 68).

KuppuswaMI SASTRI 1937 = Kuppuswami Sastri, S. “Introduction,” in Brah-
masiddhi (p. XXI-LXXVI).

MESQUITA 1994 = Mesquita, Roque. “DieIdee der Erlosung bei Kumarilabhatta.”
Wiener Zeitschrift fiir die Kunde Siid- und Ostasiens 38: 451-484.

NAKAMURA 1994 = Nakamura, Hajime. “Problem of categorical imperative in
the philosophy of Prabhakara school: a brief note,” p. 169-183 in Dviwedi,
R. C. (ed.). Studies in Mimamsa. D" Mandan Mishra Felicitation Volume. Delhi:
Motilal Banarsidass.

NATARAJAN 1995 = Natarajan, Kanchana. The Vidhiviveka of Mandana Misra:
Understanding Vedic Injunctions. Delhi: Sri Satguru Publications (Monu-
menta Indica Series 5).

OBERHAMMER & AL. 1996 = Oberhammer, Gerhard; Prets, Ernst and Prand-
stetter, Joachim. Terminologie der friihen philosophischen Scholastik in In-
dien. Ein Begriffswérterbuch zur altindischen Dialektik, Erkenntnislehre und
Methodologie. Vol. 2 (u-pi1). Wien: Osterreichische Akademie der Wissen-
schaften (Beitrage zur Kultur- und Geistesgeschichte Asiens 17).

PASHUPATINATH SASTRI 1980 = Pashupatinath Sastri. Introduction to the Ptir-
vamimamsa. Benares: Chaukhamba Orientalia (Chaukhamba Oriental Re-
search Studies 19). 2™ revised ed. 1t ed. Calcutta 1923.

POTTER 2006 = Potter, Karl H. Encyclopedia of Indian philosophies. Vol. 11: “Ad-
vaita Vedanta from 800 to 1200.” Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass.

RaMAaswAaMI SASTRI 2009 = Ramaswami Sastri, V.A. “A short history of the
Pirva-Mimamsa Sastra,” p. 1-119 in Tattvabindu by Vacaspatimisra with
Tattvavibhavana by Rsiputra Paramesvara. Ed. V.A. Ramaswami Sastri.
Delhi: Bharatiya Kala Prakashan. 2" revised ed. 1s*ed. Madras (Annamalai
University Sanskrit Series 3) 1936.

SCHMITHAUSEN 1965 = Schmithausen, Lambert. Mandanamisra’s Vibhrama-
vivekah. Mit einer Studie zur Entwicklung der indischen Irrtumslehre. Wien:
Hermann Bohlaus Nachf. / Osterreichische Akademie der Wissenschaften
(Veroffentlichungen der Kommission fiir Sprachen und Kulturen Siid- und
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Ostasiens 2).

SRIKANTHA SASTRI 1938 = Srikantha Sastri, S. “Advaitacaryas of the 12" and
13 centuries.” The Indian Historical Quarterly 14,1: 401-408.

STCHERBATSKY 1926 = Stcherbatsky, Theodor. “Uber die Nydyakanika des
Vacaspatimisra und die indische Lehre vom kategorischen Imperativ,” p.
369-380 in Kirfel, W. (ed.). Beitrdge zur Literaturwissenschaft und Geistes-
geschichte Indiens. Festgabe Hermann Jacobi zum 75. Geburtstag. Bonn.

STERN 1988 = Stern, Elliot M. Vidhivivekah of Mandana Misrah, with commentary
Nyadyakanika of Vacaspatimisrah and supercommentaries Jusadhvankaranit
and Svaditankarani of Paramesvarah. Critical and annotated edition: the
purvapaksah [Sanskrit text]. University of Pennsylvania (unpublished).

THANGASWAMI 1980 = Thangaswami, R. Advaita Vedanta Literature: a Biblio-
graphical Survey [in Sanskrit]. Madras: University of Madras (Madras Uni-
versity Sanskrit Series 36).

THRASHER 1993 = Thrasher, Allen Wright. The Advaita Vedanta of the Brah-
masiddhi. Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass.

VERGIANI (forthcoming) = Vergiani, Vincenzo. The Sadhanasamuddesa in the
Vakyapadiya of Bhartrhari, with the Prakirnaprakasa of Heldardja. An Anno-
tated Translation and Study.

VERPOORTEN 1987 = Verpoorten, Jean-Marie. Mimamsa Literature. Wiesbaden:
Otto Harrassowitz (A History of Indian Literature 6.5).

VETTER 1969 = Vetter, Tilmann. Mandanamisra’s Brahmasiddhih. Brahmakan-
dah. Ubersetzung, Einleitung und Anmerkungen. Wien: Hermann Béhlaus
Nachf. / Osterreichische Akademie der Wissenschaften (Veréffentlichun-
gen der Kommission fiir Sprachen und Kulturen Siid- und Ostasiens 7).

YosHiMIZU 2007 = Yoshimizu, Kiyotaka. “Kumarila’s reevaluation of the sacri-
fice and the Veda from a Vedanta perspective,” p. 201-253 in Bronkhorst,
J. (ed.). Mimamsa and Vedanta. Interaction and Continuity. Delhi: Motilal Ba-
narsidass.



	Eltschinger_Krasser, Scriptural authority gesamt 2013-08-25.pdf
	Contents
	Foreword 
	Peter Skilling
	Joseph Walser
	Vincent Eltschinger
	Helmut Krasser
	Shinya Moriyama
	Sara L. McClintock
	Kei Kataoka
	Hugo David
	Piotr Balcerowicz
	Isabelle Ratié
	Raffaele Torella




