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CHAPTER ONE

Kumarila Bhatta’s
Explanation in Verse

Transtared by ANDREW OLLETT and ELISA FRESCH]

This chapter conrains a translation of the section on arthdpatti in Kumirila Bhatta’s
Explanation in Verse (Sloka-varttika). This work, dating to the sixth or seventh
century, is what it sounds like: an explanation, written entirely in verse, on Sabara’s
Commentary (Bhasya) on the Mimamsa system, which was composed a few centuries
prior. Kumirila's Explanation, which provided detailed philosophical arguments for
his reading of the Mimamsa system, proved to be one of the most influential works
in South Asian philosophy.

The discussion of arthdpatti in Sabara’s Commentary actually forms part of a
long quotation of an earlier commentator, who is known only as “the author of the
Vrtti® or Vrtti-kdra. The Vrtti-kdra provided definitions of the six epistemic
instruments (pramdna; see p. 2 in the Introduction to this volume) that would be
accepted as valid and independent in the Mimamsi system. About arthdpatti, the
Vrtti-kara had provided the following definition, which has since formed the starting-
point of all discussions of arthdparti in Mimamsa:

Also arthdpatti, that is, the postulation of a thing when another thing that is seen
or heard does not make sense otherwise,

Kumirila’s main task in this eighty-eight-verse section of the Explaration is to argue
against the reduction of arthdpatti to inference. Thus, after applying the Vreti-kdra's
definitions to various types of cognitions (vv. 1-9)}—with the exception of linguistic
cognitions, to which he will rerurn—Kumarila devotes forty-one verses (vv. 10=50) to
anti-reductionist arguments. He uses a single example throughout this section: “A
certain man named Caitra, who is known to be alive, is not at home; therefore he
must be outside.” While he does not associate the reductionist position with any
specific philosophical system, the understanding of inference that he takes for granted,
and imputes to his opponents as well, follows that of the Buddhist philosopher
Dinnaga. He demonstrates, in several ways, that the pattern of reasoning Mimamsa
authors call arthdpatti necessarily takes a different form than the pattern of reasoning
that South Asian philosophers, following Dinnaga, call inference (anumana). This
point is perhaps made most clearly in verse 22, where Kumarila shows that the two
premises, Caitra’s being alive and Caitra’s absence from home, guarantee the
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conclusion, Caitra’s presence outside, immediately and independently of the formal
relations between the premises and conclusions that are required for inference.

Kumirila then (vv. §1-78) discusses another type of arthdpatti, “arthdpatti on the
basis of what is heard.” His motivation for arguing that this type is qualitatively
different from the preceding type seems to come from the need ro invest the
cognitions produced through this type of arthdparti, when applied to Vedic texts,
with the same authority of the Vedic texts themselves. But the distinction between
“arthdpatti on the basis of what is seen” and “arthdpatti on the basis of what is
heard” would come to distinguish Kumdrila’s theory of arthdpatti from that of
Prabhakara (see the following chapter, p. 89). Kumadrila then “zooms out” and
argues that his account of arthdpatti is consonant with a broader epistemological
theory in which the relations that cause valid cognitions need not be known at the
moment of cognition (vv. 79-86). He concludes with a discussion of the applications
of arthdpatti (vv. 87-8).

Three commentaries are available on this section of Kumairila’s Explanation:
those of Umbeka (early eighth century), Sucaritami$ra {middle of the tenth century?),
and Pirthasarachimiéra {early eleventh century).! Qur reading of the Explanation is
deeply informed by these commentaries, and we have given summaries and extracts
of them throughout.?

ARTHAPATTI: DEFINITION AND EXAMPLES

According to UMBEka, there are two potential sources of confusion in the definition
quoted by Sabara. The first is the use of the phrase “seen or heard.” The word
“seen,” by itself, could potentially refer to three domains: that which is literally seen
with the organs of sight; that which is percefved in general (including what is heard,
touched, smelled, and tasted in addition to what is seen); and that which is
apprebended in general (including inferential, analogical, testimonial, and
suppositional cognitions in addition to perceptual cognitions). The first and second
senses are too narrow, as we will want to include cases of arthdparts that start from
inferential cognitions. The second and third senses make the separate mention of
something “heard” redundant, since hearing is covered by both perception in general
and apprehension in general. SUCARITAMISRA mentions a fourth possibility, according
to which “seen or heard” does not refer to different things, but is an idiomatic way
of saying “anything apprehended in general.” This was how Prabhikara and
Salikanatha understood the text (see the following chapter, p. 89).

The second potential source of confusion is the use of the phrase “does not make
sense otherwise,” (gryathdnupapatti) which will rurn out to be a crucial component

! For these dates, ste Kataoka 2011: 112. These commentators have different agendas and styles, and in
particular, Sucaritamifra—and Parthasarathimisra after him—have tried to defend Kumidrila’s positions
against the arguments of Prabhakara and 5Slikanatha, See also Freschi (forthcoming).

% Editor’s note: Because of the need for significant commentary on Kumarila's concise verses, the main text
in this chapter is indented, surrounded by the translators’ comments, unlike other translations. The names
of classical commentarors are in small caps to draw attention to their rematks translated or paraphrased in
the comments.
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of arthdpatti in all of its varieties. It is not immediately obvious why something that
does not make sense should cause us to postulate something in virtue of which it
comes to make sense. After all, UmBeka claims, if T imagine a hundred herds of
elephants on the tip of my finger, this clearly does not make sense, but I don’t go
postulating something else in virtue of which it comes to make sense; I simply give
up the imagined idea.

Kumdrila addresses both questions in his commentary:

1. When a thing that is known from one of the six epistemic instruments does not
make sense otherwise® and causes one to postulate (kalpayet) something that is
not known, that is arthdpatti. Examples of it follow.

In this way, Kumarila makes it clear that the word “seen” in $abara’s commentary is
to be understood in the third sense, namely, “apprehended” in general, and
furthermore, that it is apprehended through one of the six well-known epistemic
instruments. Hence arthdpatti does not start from any cognition at all-—-which
would include bogus cognitions of the elephants-on-the-fingertip type—but only
from valid cognitions.

Since the problem of redundancy still remains in this interpretation—that is,
“heard” is surely included within “seen” if the latter really means “apprehended” in
general—Kumirila provides a justification for mentioning a type of arthdpatti thac
begins from what is “heard” separately from the more general case of arthdpatti that
begins from what is apprehended:

2. “Seen” means cognized through the five other epistemic instruments. The type
that starts from what is “heard” is mentioned separately, because it is different
from the previous type, insofar as it encompasses an epistemic instrument.

"This verse establishes that there are two qualitatively-distinet kinds of arthdpatti,
namely, arthdpatti on the basis of what is seen (drstirthdpatts) and arthdpatti on the
basis of what is heard (srutdrthdpatti). Whereas the content of the first type is a
thing, the content of the second type is another epistemic instrument, namely, a
linguistic expression. Kumirila returns to this distincrion in verse $8cd.

PARTHASARATHIMISRA explains the choice of words by referring to the principle of
the cows-and-bulls (go-balt varda-nydya): just as the word “cow” can refer to a male
or female, but when used in conjunction with the word “bull” it most naturaily
refers to the complement of “bull,” namely female cows, in the same way the word
“seen” can refer to something that is cognized through any epistemic instrument,
but when used in conjunction with the word “heard” it most naturally refers to the
complement of “heard,” namely, something cognized through the five epistemic
instruments apart from language. This principle is actually taken from one of
Pirthasarathimiéra’s opponents, $alikanatha, who invokes it in his discussion of the
same passage from Sabara {sce p. 102 in our translation of Salikanatha’s
Straightforward and Lucid Gloss below).

Y bhavet Su, P3; bhavan U. The reading of the Umbeka MS is a lectio facilior insofar as it solves the slight
syntactic problem of ewo unlinked verbs (bhavet, kalpavet).
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Kumirila now exemplifies different kinds of arthdpatti based on the five epistemic
instruments, excluding testimony. All of them involve (a) a starting cognition, which
is the result of any of the five epistemic instruments; (b) some problem that afflicts
the starting cognition; {c) a final cognition, the result of arthdpatti, which resolves
the aforementioned problem. Kumarila’s examples are very compressed, and in
particular, he does not tell us why the starting cognition does not make sense without
the additional cognition supplied by arthdpatti.

3ab. Among the six varieties, it is on the basis of perception that we cognize
burning, and from this we get that a fire has the capacity to burn.

The perceptual cognition is the feeling of being burned by fire. Since we cannot
make sense of the fact that fire burns without also supposing that fire has an inherent
capacity to burn, we postulate the latter.

3cd. Tt is on the basis of inference (anumana) that we cognize the sun’s movement,
and from this we get that the sun has the capacity to move.

According to Kumarila, the fact that the sun has moved on its own (as opposed to
having been moved by something else} is an inference from the fact that it has
changed its position in the sky over the course of the day. The sun’s movement, thus
established inferentially, would not make sense unless the sun had the capacity to
move, and hence the capacity is understood through arthdpaiti.

4ab. Arthapatti on the basis of what is heard will be discussed later on in this
section.

See verses 51ff. “What is heard” refers to language, which the Mimamsakas accept
as a distinct epistemic instrument.

4cd. When we cognize a cow on the basis of comparison with the gayal, the
possibility of the cognition of the cow being included in that cognition is admitted
on the basis of arthdpatii.?

Comparison {(#pamana) is a relatively marginal epistemic instrument, and the cow-
gayal example is the only one that is commonly cited.

A cow can be cognized on the basis of perception, that is, by looking at a cow. But
the Mimamsakas admit that a cow can also be cognized on the basis of comparison.
Eor it is a characteristic of Kumarila’s treatment of comparison that once a similarity
berween two terms has been established, the perceptual cognition of one introduces
an analogical cognition of the other. When one sees a gayal, one has the cognition,
“a cow is similar to a gayal.” Yet there is apparently nothing in the gayal that would
provoke such a cognition. According to SUCARITAMISRA, if the analogical cognition of
the cow was caused simply by the gayal, then we would have that cognition whenever
we see the gayal, even if we had never seen a cow before. There must therefore be
another cause of the cognition. “There must,” he says, “be some special property of

* gavayopamitaya gos tajjidnagrahyard matd U, Su; gavayopamitd v gauh tajjianagrahyatd mard Pa.
% See Explanation in Verse, section on comparison (upamana), v. 46,
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the cow which, once it becomes manifested by the perception of its correlate,
generates the cognition of its similarity to the gayal.”

5. We have to rely on arthdpatti to understand the power of linguistic expressions
to convey their meanings, in order that their function of expression can be
established, and on this basis, we rely on arthdpatti once again to understand that
those linguistic expressions as fixed.

The cognition that linguistic expressions have a power to denote a meaning is based
on arthdpatti. That is to say, we know that linguistic expressions bring about the
cognition of a meaning, and in order to account for this process, we suppose that
linguistic expressions have an inherent power to communicate their meanings. Apart
from this power, it would be impossible to otherwise account for the specific kind of
connection that exists between linguistic expressions and their meanings (a particular
characteristic of which is, for example, that linguistic expressions only bring about a
cognition of their meanings for somebody who has learned those meanings). As
SUCARITAMISRA notes, no other kind of connection between expressions and their
meanings exists, least of all an ontological connection (e.g., physical contacr).
Mimamsakas further maintain that it is impossible to account for the power of
linguistic expressions to denote their proper meanings so long as the relationship
between linguistic expressions and meanings is arbitrary, and hence we appeal to
arthdpatti once again in order to conclude that linguistic expressions are fixed.
Kumarila explains the example of arthdpatti based on arthdpatti in greater detail:

6-7. Expression cannot be established otherwise, hence we understand on the
basis of arthdpatti that linguistic expressions have a power to express meanings.
And because there is no other way, by means of yet another grthdpatti we conclude
that linguistic expressions are fixed. This will be said in the commentary to the
siitra “because its appearance is for the sake of others.” (MS 1.1.18)

8-9ab. The final type of arthdpatti is the one based on absence {(gabhdva), which
Sabara has adduced as an example:® we can establish that Caitra is outside on the
basis of his house, which is qualified by Caitra’s absence, which is itself ascertained
on the basis of the epistemic instrument known as absence,

9cd. Other examples can be found in the discussion of the faults of the locus

(paksa-dosa).

See the commentary on Mimamsa Satra 1.1.18 (Explanation in Verse, section on the
fixity of the relation between words and their meanings, vv. 237ff.) and see
Explanation in Verse, section on inference, vv. 68ff.

ARTHAPATTI 1S DIFFERENT FROM INFERENCE

Now Kumirila shows that arthdpatti is a qualitatively different epistemic instrument
than inference:

* uddharat Su, U; uddbaret Pa.
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10. The suggestion of Caitra’s being outside, on the basis of perceiving that Caitra
is absent, is completely different’ from inference, since it does not have all of the
necessary components (a#iga) of an inference, such as “being a property of the
locus.”

The purported inferential reason cannot be a property of the locus

A well-formed inference has certain formal properties. An inference will always have
a thesis (pratijAd), which attributes an inferred property (sidhya) to a given locus
(paksa), and an inferential reason (betr). For example, in the standard example, the
thesis, “there is fire on the mountain” expresses an inferred property (fire) present
in a given locus (the mountain), and “because there is smoke” is the inferential
reason. One of Kumirila’s most important influences is the Buddhist logician
Dinniga, who argued that an inference of this form will only be valid if it meets
three additional criteria, (1) The inferential reason must be a property of the locus.
In the standard example, since we are trying to infer the presence of fire on the
mountain, the inferential reason, smoke, must also be present on the mountain.
(2) The inferential reason is present in at least one co-locus, that is, another locus in
which the inferred property is present. In the standard example, the co-loci are
defined by the presence of fire. The inferential reason, smoke, is indeed present in
many but not all of the cases where fire is also present. (3) The inferential reason is
absent in all of the counter-loci, that is, loci in which the inferred property is absent.
Since there is no non-locus, i.e., a situation in which fire is absent, where smoke is
#not absent, the standard example also meets this third criterion.

Kumarila now explains what it means to say that the criterion of “being a property
of the locus” is not satisfied in the case of arthdpatti:

11. How can absence from home be a property of the locus? It would have to
belong to either something qualified by someplace outside, or someplace outside
qualified by it.

If we were to try to model the example of arthdpatti on an inference, we would have
to say, “Caitra is outside (thesis), because he is absent from home (reason).” As we
have seen, however, the thesis must be formulated as a relationship between an
inferred property and a given locus. We have two options in this case: we could
either say that Castra is the locus, and that he is qualified by being outside, or we
could say that outside is the locus, and that this is qualified by Caitra. As for the
inferential reason, we see that it is “absence from home” in both cases.

But how, exactly, do we understand this phrase, absence from home? SUCARITAMISRA
mentions the possibility that the inferential reason is absence itself, but quickly
rejects it on the grounds that anything’s absence can do nothing to establish that
Caitra is outside. This reason, therefore, would be inconclusive (anaikantika). He
mentions an additional possibility that the inferential reason is absence qualified by
the house, but he rejects this as well, on the grounds that the qualifier should be

" bbinnaizd- U; bhinnatvd- Su, Pa.
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dependent on what it qualifies, and the house, being a substance, should be said to
be qualified by absence, rather than the other way around. As UMBEKA points out, we
have two more realistic possibilities for the inferential reason: the house, qualified
by absence, or Caitra, also qualified by absence. Kumirila rejects both:

12-13ab. On the one hand, a house qualified by somebody’s absence is not a
property of anything. On the other hand, Caitra, qualified by absence from the
house, is not understood at that time. What we understand is the house, and
Caitra is not understood there.

“Anything,” or more specifically, the two possibilities of the locus that were
mentioned in verse 11: Caitra, or outside. Kumarila will take for granted, however,
that the locus of the proposed inference is Caitra, rather than outside, in the
subsequent verses.

Verse 11 introduces the main formal problem with the proposed inference. In
order for something to be a suitable inferential reason, it needs both to be cognized—
for one cannot reason on the basis of what one does not know—and to be a property
of the locus, If the inferential reason is “a house qualified by absence,” the first
condition is met, but not the second: we do in fact cognize the house, but the house
is not a property of whatever it is we are trying to produce inferential knowledge
about (e.g., Caitra). If the inferential reason is “Caitra qualified by absence from
home,” the second condition is met, insofar as it is Caitra’s being outside that we are
trying to establish inferentially, but the first is not.

Sucaritamisra would claim that the second condition, being a property of the
locus, is not met in this case either. He says that a test for something’s being a
property of the locus is that it is cognized when one cognizes the locus. We cognize
smoke when we cognize the mountain. However, in this example, given the cognition
of the supposed inferential reason (Caitra qualified by absence from his house), we
do not cognize the locus (Caitra). There can be no cognition of a property of
something, if we have not cognized the property-possessor in the first place. In this
case, we cannot have a cognition of a property of Caitra—such as his absence from
home-—given the fact that we have not cognized Caitra himself.

The problem with understanding the inferential reason as “Caitra qualified by
absence from home,” according to Kumrila, is that Caitra is not directly cognized.
As PARTHASARATHIMISRA says, we only cognize Caitra indirectly, He cannot be
perceived. Nor, according to SUCARITAMISRA, can he be inferred, since such an
inference would contradict his observed absence.

Kumirila has now eliminated all of the possibilities of understanding the example
as a formal inference. To review these possibilities, we have two potential loci, Caitra
(C) and Outside (O), cortesponding to two slightly different (but practically the
same} theses, Caitra qualified by Outside, and Outside qualified by Caitra, which we
can represent as C(O} and O(C). We also have two potential inferential reasons, the
house qualified by Caitra’s absence, and Caitra qualified by his absence from his
house, which we can represent as F/(4) and C(A). We therefore have the following:

H(A) — O(C), fails because FI(A) is not a property of O(C)
H(A) — C(0), fails because H(A) is not a property of C(O)
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C(A) — O(C), fails because C is not cognized
C(A) — C(0), fails because C is not cognized

The opponent might argue that we can in fact cognize the purported inferential
reason, Caitra’s absence from home. Since the opponent is a “reductionist,” who
wants to reduce both arthdpatti and absence to inference, he will argue that this
cognition is produced on the basis of inference rather than on the basis of absence as
an independent epistemic instrument. According to Kumirila, however, we cannot
infer the absence of a thing simply from the fact that we do not apprehend it. See
Explanation in Verse, section on absence, vv. 2953,

13¢d—14ab. Not seeing someone in a certain place can never be an inferential
reason, as will be explained in the section on absence. Therefore, you cannot
suppose that the inferential reason is the fact that he has not been seen in the
house.

The opponent now faces two problems. What he wants to infer is Caitra’s being
outside, on the basis of Caitra’s not being apprehended at home, In actual fact,
however, this inference would need to be split into two smaller inferences:

The preliminary inference, Caitra is absent from home because he is not
apprehended there.

The replacement inference, Caitra is outside because he is absent from home.

The preliminary inference fails because it lacks a suitable inferential reason, as
Kumnarila had just explained in verse 13¢d-14ab. Therefore, the replacement
inference will fail because it lacks the step needed to establish Caitra’s absence from
home. And any attempt to skip the first step, and infer Caitra’s being outside directly
out of not apprehending him at home, will fail for the same reason that the
preliminary inference fails.

14cd—15ab. It is only if the absence of what is to be known could be ascertained
on the basis of not apprehending him that there could be an inferential cognition
of his being outside, and hence not apprehending him is not a reason for that
cognition.

“The absence of what is to be known,” namely, the absence of Caitra himself.
SUCARITAMISRA: “It is only when the non-apprehension of Caitra has been completely
used up (wpaksipa) in ascertaining Caitra’s absence that the cognirion of his being
ourside arises.” PARTHASARATHIMISRA: “Given thar absence is understood first, on the
basis of not apprehending Caitra, and subsequently a cognition of his being outside
arises, it follows that this latter cognition cannot have not seeing Caitra as its
immediate cause.”

SucaRITAMISRA understands the verse to be directed against the possibility of
inferring that Caitra is outside directly out of the fact that he is not apprehended at
home. He says that this inference is not possible because the reason (not apprehending
Caitra at home) would be “used up” in a preliminary inference of Caitra’s absence.
Both commentators agree that there is a gap between not seeing Caitra and the
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cognition of his being outside, such that the former cannot be the immediate cause
(PARTHASARATHIMISRA calls it a nimitta) of the latter.

As noted above (vv. 13cd-14ab), the opponent is a “reductionist.” Thus, although
a non-reductionist, like a Mimamsaka, may be able to cognize Caitra’s absence from
home directly, on the basis of absence as a distinct epistemic instrument, this
possibility is not open to the opponent. He needs to reduce the cognition of Caitra’s
absence from home to an inferential cognition, and this ends up being impossible.
Kumirila does not address the objection that a Mimamsaka might raise, namely, that
Caitra’s absence from home is cognized directly, and hence this can serve as the
reason for the inference of Caitra’s being outside. This objection would be more
difficult to counter,

Kumarila concludes the discussion of this formal defect of the proposed
inference, namely that its reason is not a property of the locus, with the following
haif-verse:

15cd. It is claimed that Caitra’s absence is an inferential reason. The focus of that
absence, however, is his house,

We had been assurning that the purported inferential reason, Caitra’s absence from
home, can be a property of the locus because it is a property of Caitra. In fact,
Kumarila says, the locus of this absence is not really Caitra, bur Caitra’s house.
If it is a property of the house, then it cannot be a property of the locus of the
inference, namely Caitra. The opponent’s attempts to make Caitra’s absence from
home a legitimate inferential reason, insofar as it is a property of the same Caitra
whose presence outside we are trying to establish, are therefore moot, since the
locus of Caitra’s absence from home and the locus of his presence outside are
different.

The purported locus is not previously cognized Now Kumirila moves onto a different
argument. The two loci that have been proposed, namely, Caitra himself and outside,
are not valid loci for an inference, because the locus of an inference needs to be
something that has been previously cognized.

16. When a locus has not been cognized previously it cannot be the subject of
an inference. In this case, neither outside nor Caitra himself has been cognized
previously.

At this point, Kumdrila has an opponent raise an objection: if it is really necessary
for us to have previously cognized a locus in order to make inferences about it, then
many of the inferences that we commonly accept as valid will suddenly become
invalid. One example is as follows: there has been a rain upstream, because the river
is flooded. Here, the locus of the inference is a place upstream, which we don’t need
to have cognized prior to seeing the flooded river and making the inference.

17. What about the presence of rain somewhere upstream that is cognized on the
basis of a flooded river? Surely being a property of the locus is impossible in this
case, since the locus is not cognized!
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Kumarila responds to this challenge in two ways. On the first pass, Kumarila says
that the actual locus of the inference is not somewhere upstream, which is not
previously cognized, but the very place where flooding has occurred:

1Babc. Whart people cognize is that the place where there is flooding is preceded
by a place where it has rained.

The inference would therefore run as follows: this place, where flooding has
occurred, is connected with some other place where rain has fallen, since the river is
flooded in this place (and wherever there is flooding, there is a particular geographic
connection with a place where rain has fallen). As the commentators note, however,
this is rather far-fetched. When people engage in reasoning like this, they actually
believe that they are reasoning about the place upstream, not the place where the
river is flooded. Hence Kumirila takes another pass at the problem, and suggests
thar this purported inference is actually an example of arthdpatti:

18d. Alternatively, this too is an arthdpatii.

Both SucariTaMISRA and PARTHASARATHIMISRA, however, insist that this example is
not really an grthdpatti, but simply an inference, and that this statement of Kumarila’s
is a “concession” to the way that the layperson might describe his or her own
reasoning. The challenge is understanding why the flooding example should be an
inference while the Caitra example should not be, despite the fact that both examples
involve reasoning about something that is not cognized previously. In the case of the
flooding example, we might plausibly be reasoning about a single locus, namely the
river, throughout; in the case of the Devadatta example, it clearer that there are two
foci—the place where Devadarta is observed to be absent, and the place where he is
postulated to be present—and therefore it does not seem to be a canonical inference.

The purported inferential reason is not probative of the conclusion

Kumarila has now established (vv. 11-15} that the purported inferential reason,
Caitra’s absence from home, fails to be legitimate from a purely formal perspective,
that is, it is not a property of the locus. Now he will argue that it fails to actually
prove the conclusion. That is, however we understand “absence from home,” there
is no sense in which it would yield the knowledge of “presence outside” through a
valid inference. Either it is not independent from the conclusion, in which case we
have a petitio principii, or it is, in which case it is inconclusive.

Let us suppose, to begin with, that the inferential reason is “a living person’s
absence from home,” as in the Vrtti-kdra’s formulation. According to Kumarila, this
cannot function as an inferential reason, because we do not cognize it before the
conclusion,

19. In the case under consideration, the property of the locus that is posited is a
living person’s absence from home. But that cognition does not arise without the
awareness that that person is outside.

In other words, we only know that the absence from home that we cognize to begin
with belongs to somebody who is alive if we cognize, simultaneously, that the person
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is outside. This is SUCARITAMISRA’s interpretation, which recalls the Prabhakara
position that the starting cognition is “thrown into doubt” thar is only resolved by
arthdpatti.

In contrast to this case, Kumirila adduces the familiar example of inference, and
shows that the inferential reason (the fact of possessing smoke) is cognized
independently of the conclusion (the fact of possessing fire),

20. By contrast, the fact that something possesses smoke is understood
independently of the fact that something possesses fire, At the morment that one
grasps the former, there is nothing that depends on fire.

“Nothing” likely means that both the inferential reason (the fact of possessing
smoke) and the locus (the mountain) can be cognized without cognizing fire,

Now we might attempt to avoid the sequential problem that Kumérila raises by
maintaining that the inferential reason is not “a living person’s absence from home,”
as was supposed earlier (v. 19), but simply “absence from home,” This modification
does avoid the problem of dependency, insofar as “absence from home” does not
depend on “being outside.” But now we have a different problem: the purported
teason, “absence from home,” is not invariably concomitant with the conclusion (in
Sanskrit: the conclusion is not “pervaded by,” vyapta, the reason), “being outside,”
in the sense that there might be people who are absent from home who are
nevertheless not outside. The inference now becomes, as SUCARITAMISRA says,
“Inconclusive™

21. Sheer absence from home, apart from his being alive, cannot establish being
outside, since thar is also observed in people who are dead.

Now Kumarila has his opponent in a corner. The purported inferential reason,
“absence from home,” has to take one of two forms. Either it is conjoined with the
cognition of a person’s continued existence, in which case the cognition that he
exists outside (the purported conclusion) is given already in the premises (namely,
his being absent from home and his continued existence), without having to be
inferred. Alternatively, it is not conjoined with any such cognition, in which case it
does not lead us to infer that anyone in particular is outside, if indeed it leads us to
infer anything at all. Thus the purported inferential reason either gives us to know
too much, or too little, to have a valid inference. This will be argued more explicitly
in verses 27-9.

Kumarila now explains the first part of the dilemma in greater detail. The key
here is that the starting cognition of Caitra’s absence from home, if it does include
the fact that Caitra is in fact alive, already includes his being outside: for once the

house is excluded (utkalita) as a locus of Caitra’s presence, there is nowhere else for
him to be.

22. Through the cognition of an absence from home that is conjoined with being
alive, Caitra, being excluded from his house, has to exist outside.

23. But as for the sheer absence from home that is cognized independently, that
alone will not allow us to ascertain that a particular person, Caitra, is somewhere
else,
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In these two verses, SUCARITAMISRA notes that the absence involved in the postulation
of Caitra’s presence outside is an absence of a special kind: it is qualified by Caitra’s
continued existence. Thus the qualifier, Caitra’s continued existence, must be
understood in the cognition of what it qualifies, namely, Caitra’s absence from home,
But it is not possible to cognize Caitra’s continued existence without assigning it a
substrate. Since the house is excluded from being such a substrate, we conclude by
elimination {(pdrisesyad) that the substrate must be “outside.”

PARTHASARATHIMISRA notes that if you start from Caitra’s being alive and his
absence from home, the only possible way to connect these cognitions is in the
cognition that Caitra is outside. “For one does not think: ‘Caitra is absent from
home, bur he exists, either at home or outside.” If you only start from Caitra’s being
alive, however, and a general cognition of somebody’s (not necessarily Caitra’s)
absence from home, you would only cognize “there is nobody at this house,” and
that would never lead you to the cognition of Caitra’s being outside.

Note that in contrast to SUCARITAMISRA, who comments on verses 22 and 23
together, UMBEKA comments on verses 23 and 24 together. UMsEKA notes that the
“sheer absence”™ in this verse has a different consequence than the “sheer absence™
mentioned in verse 21: in that verse, it was too broad, allowing us to incorrectly
infer that anyone who is absent from home is present outside, even dead people or
people who have not yet been born; in this verse, however, what we infer is is that
somebody (e.g., Devadatta) is present outside if somebody (e.g., Caitra) is absent
from home, which is insufficient for cognizing that the some person who is absent
from home is present outside. Thus the purported inferential reason needs to have
two qualifiers: it needs to relate to a particular person (e.g., Caitra), and the person
who it relates to needs to be alive.

The next verse closely recalls verse 22, which established that Caitra’s being
outside followed as an automatic consequence of adding the fact of Caitra’s being
alive to the fact of his absence from his house:

24, It is only when Caitra’s existence has been established that the cognition of
his absence from home leads us to believe thart his existence, having been excluded
from his house, is now located outside.

According to SUCARITAMISRA, this statement is directed against the followers of
Prabhikara who would maintain that Caitra's existence is rendered “doubtful” by
seeing that he is not at home (see the chapters on Prabhikara and $alikanatha in this
volume, p. 89). If such a doubt as to Caitra’s existence really did arise, then simply
postulating that he is outside would not put the doubt to rest. Rather, in
SUCARITAMISRA’s interpretation, Kumairila says we cognize that Caitra is outside
when we have determined Caitra is actually alive (which is to say, from Kumarila’s
epistemological perspective, that neither a doubt nor a contrary cognition regarding
Caltra’s continued existence has arisen).

SUCARITAMISRA’s interpretation hangs on the word “established” (siddbe), and it is
possible that the word does not have the sense of being “free from doubt” that
Sucaritamifra assigns to it. If we do not follow Sucaritami§ra’s interpretation,
however, it is difficult to make sense of the apparent repetition of the ideas of verse
22: Umbeka considers that verse 24 restates the same problem as verse 22, but with
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an additional qualifier (not just “being alive,” but “Cattra’s being alive™). In any case,
the verse emphasizes that the cognition of Caitra’s being outside is qualitatively
different from inference, insofar as Caitra’s existence is “automatically™ said to be
outside when his absence from home is cognized against the assumption of his
continued existence, There is, as PARTHASARATHIMISRA says, “nothing left to infer.”

The next verse restates the double bind that the proponent of a “reduction to
inference” has been placed in:

25. Therefore,®? in this case, if on the one hand the reason makes no reference to
Caitra’s being alive, then it will not be invariably concomitant with the conclusion,
in case he is dead or not yet born. If, on the other hand, the reason is invariably
concormitant with the conclusion, nothing apart from it is apprehended.

The purported inferential reason, abserice from home, has two forms: in its “sheer”
form, it is not invariably concomitant with its conclusion, in the sense that somebody
who is absent from home is not necessarily outside if he is dead; in its “qualified”
form-—that is, the absence from home of a particular person who is known to be
alive—it is invariably concomitant with the conclusion, but in that case the conclusion
does not tell us anything that is not already there in the inferential reason.

Umseka expands on this verse according to his understanding that “absence from
home” needs not one but two qualifiers: “The reason, absence from home, qualified
only by Caitra will not lead one to infer that he is outside, since it would also apply
to Caitra if he were dead. Nor would the reason qualified only by somebody’s being
alive, since that is the case when, say, Devadatta is outside, and Caitra is not. Rather,
only when absence from home is qualified by both of them does it lead one to infer
that Caitra is outside. But this is possible only insofar as it already includes the
understanding that he is outside, so it cannot be an inferential reason for that
understanding,”

According to PARTHASARATHIMISRA, the following verse anticipates an objection:
how can we say that nothing new is apprehended from the qualified inferental
reason, given that being outside is surely different from being alive and being absent
from home?

26. Therefore, when the house is cognized through perception, and Caitra’s
absence is cognized through absence, what is outside is nothing other than the
cognition of Caitra’s existence,

PARTHASARATHIMISRA: “Even though being outside is something different,
nevertheless, as for the cognition of being alive, the fact of being alive that is the
content of the cognition cannot be combined with absence from the house without
assigning it to a locus outside,” and so in order to conjoin being alive with absence
from home, it ‘is located outside,” that is to say, it places the fact of being alive
outside, There is not, however, an additional cognition that is produced by it.”

* tendtra U, tendsya Su, Pa.
* Read babisthdnam asthdpya for the editions’ babisthanavasthapya. The change of ma to va could be
conditioned by the similarity of these characters in southem scripts, and reinforced by the commonness of
the prefixed root ava-sthi.
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PARTHASARATHIMISRA explains the slightly odd expression in the verse, “what is
outside is nothing other than the cognition of Caitra’s existence,” as a condensed
way of saying that Caitra’s being outside is given in the cognition of Caitra’s
continued existence. SUCARITAMISRA, however, understands the expression
differently: “the cognition of Caitra’s existence is outside,” namely, outside of
inference, or distinct from inference. The use of the equational sentence (“nothing
other than”) speaks in favor of PARTHASARATHIMISRA’S interpretation, as does the fact
that in this discussion Kumarila otherwise uses “outside” only to speak of Caitra’s
position. UMBEka reads verses 26 and 27 together as a summary of why the
cognition of Caitra’s being outside, given his absence from home, is distinct from
inference.

In the following two verses, Kumirila explains exactly why it is unacceptable to
regard the present case as an inference:

27. In order for absence from home to be a property of the locus, the fact of being
outside is introduced. Something qualified by being outside would be precisely
what we sought to infer on the basis of co-presence and so on with the property
of the locus.

“And so on” means that the fact of the locus {here Caitra) possessing a particular
property (here being outside) is, in the standard case of inference, established on the
basis of the inferential reason, and in particular, its (1) being a property of the locus;
(2) being co-present with the property to be proven in similar loci; and (3) being
co-absent in all counter-loci of the property to be proven. These, in any case, are the
conditions accepted by Kumarila's reductionist opponents.

PARTHASARATHIMISRA then explains the problem as follows: “What we seek to
infer is Caitra, qualified by being outside. But ‘being outside’ is introduced only at
the moment of apprehending his absence from home, in order for this absence to be
considered to be a property of the locus, which is the living Caitra.”

28, If the cognition of the property of the locus and so on is based on the
awareness of his being outside, then because that awareness is based on those
cognitions, we will certainly be involved in circular reasoning.

The problem is as follows. To start with, we observe only Caitra’s absence from his
house. At this moment, we do not know whether Caitra is dead or alive; thus we do
not know whether the property we have observed, namely Caitra’s absence from his
house, is indeed a property of the locus, namely the living Caitra. If we assume that
Caitra is somewhere else, in order to provide a locus for his observed absence, then
we are reasoning in a circle: for the locus, Caitra, qualified by being somewhere else,
is precisely what we are supposed to infer in the first place.

As a conclusion to this discussion of the failure of “absence from home” to be a
probative inferential reason, Kumadrila anticipates the objection that all of the
same faults that he had identified in the purported inference—above all, the
introduction of the conclusion into the premises and the attendant fault of circular
reasoning—waould also apply to the Caitra example considered as an arthdpatti. In
his answer, Kumirila insists that what would be a fault in an inference is not a fault
in arthdpatti:
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29, When something does not otherwise make sense, however, the introduction
of the conclusion into the premises does not appear to us to be a fault,!® because
of the cognition having precisely that form.

As Yoshimizu (2007: 323) notes, “Kumirila includes Caitra’s existence in the premise
of the arthdpatti without discussing how it should be confirmed.” This short verse
moves the Caitra example away from the model of inference and towards the model
of a distinct epistemic instrument that has, as SUCARITAMISRA and PARTHASARATHIMISRA
both say, “distinct components,” It is the closest Kumirila comes to an explanation
of arthdpatti as such, in contradistinction to inference, and hence the three
commentaries have attempted to expand on it. Rather than talking about inferential
reasons, properties of the locus, and all of the other distinctive terminology of
inference, Kumdrila here uses the distinctive terminology of arthdpatti: “not making
sense otherwise,” and possibly “clash.”

We say “possibly” because there are two different readings in the last part of the
verse. One is the relatively banal “appears to us” (pratibhati nah), which was possibly
read by UMBeka (he remains silent on this point) and definitely by SucarITAMISRA,
and the other “of what possesses a clash™ (pratighatinab), which was read by
PARTHASARATHIMISRA. According to the latter, arthdpatti is the epistemic instrument
that “possesses a clash,” because it is generated by the clash between two other
epistemic instruments. Me gives exactly the same account of arthdpatti in his
commentary (Sdstra-dipikd) on Mimamsa Satra 1.1.5. Arthapatti works by
postulating a further piece of information that resolves the clash, and in this way,
according to PARTHASARATHIMISRA, it differs from inference.

There is another substantial disagreement in the commentaries on this
verse. “Having precisely that form” is understood by SucariTAMISRA and
PARTHASARATHIMISRA to mean that the appearance of the conclusion in the premises
is a distinctive feature of arthdpatti that characterizes it in contrast to inference.
According to Umarka, however, it means that the cognition that artbdpatti results in
“takes the form of” the cognition that it begins with, in the sense that it is what
allows the original cognition to make sense.

SucCARITAMISRA: “suppose ane objects as follows: ‘In arthdpatti, too, the conclusion
is introduced into the premises. For how can Caitra’s absence from his house, which
does not make sense as a result of another cognition and is therefore undetermined,
tead us to cognize that he is outside?” This is the question that Kumarila responds to.
For something can ‘not make sense’ in two ways. First, something does not make
sense if there is no way at all for it to make sense. But something can also not make
sense so long as something else is not postulated. Among these two, we do not need
to be concerned about the first, something that does not make sense ar all. But when
something makes sense when something else is postulated, and does not make sense
otherwise, it is possible to determine that it does indeed make sense by postulating
that other thing. For this is precisely how everyone reasons, both laypeople and

" pratibhati nap Pi (however the commenmary clearly presupposes the reading pratighdtinah), Su
(corroborated by his commentary); pratighdtinab U (he does not, however, comment on this part of the
verse},
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experts. Nor do we see that it is controverted in other places and so on. Therefore
this is an instrument of valid knowledge. And just as, in inference, it is an inferential
sign that has already been ascertained that leads to the conclusion, in the same way,
in this case, it is something that has been understood on the basis of ane cognition,
and further consideration {vitarka) about it has been introduced by another.”

SUCARITAMISRA, with a Prabhikara opponent in mind, hastens to refute the
possibility that we actually doubt one of the two cognitions. To do 50, he uses an
example from Vedic ritual which would have been familiar to his audience (Mimamsa
Satra 2.4.26). The issue is that one recension of the Vedas enjoins the use of a
sodagin cup during the Atiratra sacrifice, while another prohibits it: “Nor do we
doubt that one ot the other cognitions is valid. Rather, there is simply a need to
cotroborate the two cognitions whose validity has already been ascertained, by
saying, ‘how does it make sense for both to be the case simultaneously?’ It is similar
to the case of the sodasin, when there is one text that says to take it up, and another
that says not to take it up. Therefore, just as in that case, given that there is a
requirement for both options to make sense simultaneously, we find that there is
sich a way, namely, by distinct performances, in this case as well, two things which
are accepted on the basis of a valid cognition, and whose validity has been ascertained,
can be corroborated by postulating something else.”

The impossibility of establishing an invariable concomitance

According to PARTHASARATHIMISRA, Kumirila has now concluded his point that in
arthapatti there is no “property of the locus” that provides the inferential reason in
a well-formed inference. Now he moves onto a different argument: inference
consists in cognizing one thing based on its invariable concomitance with something
else, but such a cognition is impossible in the case of arthdpatti.

Kumarila says that an invariable concomitance between the two properties,
absence from home and presence outside, can only ever be known a posteriort:

30. A relationship of inseparability in the case under consideration may be
presumed only at that point. It is not determined before. Therefore, although this
is present,!! it cannot be a cause for the cognition itself.

We understand that in this section Kumirila uses the words “inseparable” and
“concomitant” synonymously to refer to an invariable concomitance.

Umsexa: “Although it is the case here that two things are inseparable, nevertheless
it is not an inference, because only one who has previously grasped this inseparability
can make the inference.”

The point is not that there is no inseparability berween absence from home and
being ourside (in fact, Kumarila does seem to admit that these qualities are inseparably
connected, especially if the reading adopted here is taken), nor is it that their

i saty apy esd P, U (seemingly corroborated by their commentaries); aryathaisa (which would mean
“unless it has been determined previously™) Su (his comunentary, however, does not corroborate this
reading and actually hints ar the other reading).
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inseparability cannot ever be determined (in fact, Kumirila argues below, vv. 31-2,
that it can be determined through arthdpatti). The point is rather that our cognition
does not require that we have previously determined their inseparability. This is
absolutely unlike the case of inference, which requires knowledge of the connection
between the two terms to begin with. To emphasize the difference, SUCARITAMISRA
mentions a definition of inference, namely “inference is the cognition of something
inseparable for one who knows it,” that is, the cognition is only an inference if one
already knows that one term is inseparably connected with the other term. A very
similar definition is discussed also in the Explanation of the Nydya System of
Uddyotakara.?
Kumarila says this in the following verses:

31-2. Absence from home and presence outside are not necessarily observed
together. Rather, there is no other way to cognize their concomitance.” For it
is only on the basis of not making sense otherwise that we understand one from
the other. That is to say, we do not understand their concomitance unless we
postulate it.

That is, although they are not necessarily cognized together, when they are, we have
nothing to thank besides arthdpatti for this cognition. Kumdrila is perfectly fine with
saying that we infer one thing from another thing afterwards, that is, after we have
cognized their co-presence on the basis of arthdpatti:

33. Therefore, at the moment of cognizing the relation, we have to cognize the
other correlates through arthdpatti. Afterwards, it may well be' an inference.

That is, after cognizing the relation berween the correlates (absence from home and
presence outside) through arthdpatti, we can forever afterwards use inference to
cognize one of the correlates given the other; this inference, however, will always be
based on an original arthaparti, Neither Kumarila nor his commentators explicitly
say whether we can use such a cognition only in the case of Caitra’s absence from
home, or in any case where a person is absent from home.

Note that the relation of entailment between being present in one place and being
absent in another place is the missing theorem that Yoshimizu (2007) noted in his
discussion of the attempt, on the part of Kumarila’s opponent, to reduce arthdpatts
to inference. Where A means “Caitra’s presence at home” and B means “Caitra’s
presence outside,” the concomitance can be stated as ((4 v B)a —A) — B.

Even when concomitance is observed no valid inference is possible At this point
someone objects, and says that it is indeed possible to cognize the two correlates of
the relation as concomitant:

" On Nydva-siitra 1.1,5, p. 161 of Taranatha and Amarendramohan’s edition. See p. 127, this volume, for
manslation.

Y e2bitye ty U, Su; sdhitye’pi P,

“astv U (corroborated by his gloss bhavatv); asty Pa {although he glosses it as bbavatu), Su (although the
editor conjectures asty),
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34, But somebody who has stood at the door of the house might suppose that
Caitra is outside: When he is in one place, then he is not somewhere else.

Kumirila now shifts from the example that the Vytti-kira discussed, the cognition
that Caitra is outside given his absence from home, to a different example. Here,
somebody comes to Caitra’s house and, while standing in the doorway, has two
cognitions more or less simultaneously: he observes that Caitra is not in his house,
but he also observes that Caitra is somewhere nearby. (UmBeka imagines that Caitra
is observed to be “in the romaé3,” a rare word that might refer to a garden.) In this
sense, there is a “concomitance” of Caitra’s absence from home and his presence
outside.

Is this, however, the kind of concomitance which can serve as the basis of an
inference? The discussion now revolves around whether our joint cognition of
Caitra’s absence from home and presence outside, which occurs to us as we stand in
the doorway, can ever be, or be transformed into, the cognition of an invariable
concomitance (avindbhdva), without appealing to arthdpatti. What would need to
be the case in order for these cognitions to yield an invariable concomitance, such
that whenever we are given one of the correlates, we can infer the other? Kumarila
will argue that, despite the existence of a real invariable concomitance between
Caitra’s absence from home and his presence outside, we can never cognize such a
relation without arthdparti, and hence every attempt to reduce arthdpatti to
inference must fail. The “reductionist” argument that will be discussed in the
following verses has a tripartite structure:

Somebody stands in the doorway of Caitra’s house, and cognizes both his absence
from home {through the epistemic instrument known as absence) and his presence
outside {through perception).

Next, that person combines these cognitions into a cognition of the invariable
concomitance between absence from home and presence outside without using
arthipatti.

Finally, that person is able to apply the cognition of the invariable concomitance
in an inference.

This tripartite structure can be discerned in verse 34: somebody stands at the
doorway of the house; the same person attempts to combine his cognitions into a
cognition of an invariable concomitance (*when he is in one place, then he is
not somewhere else”); finally, he is able to “suppose” (prakalpayet), that is to say
infer, that Caitra is outside when he finds that Caitra is not at home, because
he knows that “not being somewhere” is invariably concomitant with “being
somewhere else.”

The last part of the verse, which expresses the cognition of the invariable
concomitance, can actually be read in two different ways: “whenever he is not in one
place, then he is somewhere else,” and “whenever he is in one place, then he is not
somewhere else.” It seems that Kumarila treats both of these formulations as logicatly
equivalent, and perhaps we are even meant to understand the text in both ways
simultaneously. In the following verses, however, it is clear that the invartable
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concomitance that has been put forward is between “being in one place” and “not
being somewhere else.” Why does Kumarila, or rather the opponent that he
introduces, use this version? It may be that, although Kumirila treats them as
equivalent, he knows that one version is easier to refute than the other: in particular,
“whenever he is not in one place, then he is somewhere else” does not necessarily
involve a quantification, whereas “whenever he is in one place, then he is not
somewhere else” involves a quantification over all other places besides the place
where Caitra is, and this quantification is precisely what Kumarila will attack.

Kumarila now criticizes the reductionist argument of verse 34: the cognition of
the invariable concomitance is problematic, because it relates Caitra’s presence in
one place with his absence from every other place.

35ab. But even then, the person’s absence from every place is not understood.

PARTHASARATHIMISRA: “Now to the person who says that not being at home and
being outside can be grasped at the same time even without arthdpatti, provided that
one stands in the doorway of the house, the following reply can be made: this is
indeed the case, but what is at issue here is the absence in every other place on the
part of a person who exists in a single place, and since those two attributes {namely,
being in one place, and not being in every other place) cannot be grasped at the same
time, no inference is possible,”

What the reductionist has observed is Caitra’s presence in one place and his
absence from one place. What he wants to be entitled to say, however, is that Caitra’s
presence in one place is invariably concomitant with his absence in every other place.
Only if we know thart his absence from every other place is concomitant with his
presence in one place can we infer, on the basis of Caitra’s absence from any place
whatsoever, that he is present somewhere else. By contrast, if we only knew that his
absence from one place was concomitant with his presence in one other place, then
we could have to observe Caitra’s absence from the same place in order to be able to
infer his presence somewhere else.

Kumirila claims that one term of this relation—Caitra’s absence from every place
other than the one where he is—cannot be cognized. Thus it can’t be cognized as
concomitant with Caitra’s presence in one place. And thus there can be no knowledge
of the invariable concomitance.

Why can’t Caitra’s absence from every place, other than the one where he in fact
is, be cognized? One could claim that it can be cognized, either on the basis of
inference, or on the basis of non-apprehension. To begin with inference, we might
reason as follows: “Caitra is not in any other place, because he is in a particular
place, such as his garden.” In this case, the inferential reason is Caitra’s being in a
particular place. Kumirila denies that this strategy is viable:

35cd. Nor can there be an invariable concomitance of the inferential reason on
account of the person’s not being in one place.

The suggested inference (“Caitrais not in any other place, because he is in a particular
place”) fails because the reason, namely his being in a particular place, is not
tnvariably concomitant with the property to be proven, namely his not being in any
other place. The reason is limited to a single locus, whereas the property to be
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proven encompasses infinitely many. The opponent can appeal to the concomitance
previously established between Caitra’s presence in one place, such as his garden,
and his absence in another place, such as his house, but such an appeal is in vain: the
concomitance between Caitra’s presence in one place and his absence in one other
place is insufficient to establish a concomitance between Caitra’s presence in one
place and his absence in every other place.

SUCARITAMISRA admits that it would be possible to infer being outside on the basis
of absence from home, provided that one has grasped an invariable concomitance
between them. But besides the fact that it is actually impossible to grasp this invariable
concomitance (“it is not possible to establish the invariable concomitance of the
inferential reason with absence from the three worlds, simply on account of somebody’s
being in a certain place™), SUCARITAMISRA mentions another objection: people do not
actually reason this way, “since even people who have not grasped the connection
(between absence from home and being outside} can cognize Caitra’s being outside.”

The opponent now suggests that there is another way of establishing an invariable
concomitance between being in one place and being absent everywhere else, namely,
by using the non-apprehension of Caitra as a reason for inferring his absence:

36. One might object that the absence in the case under consideration could be
known through non-apprehension. And because no special effort is required to
establish it, that will work for a person who is in a single place.

“For a person who is in a single place™: the objector states that non-apprehension is
an “easy” way to establish that Caitra is absent everywhere else, since a person who
is in a single place will not apprehend Caitra’s presence elsewhere. This is the sense
that UmbEka and SUCARITAMISRA give to the phrase. Another interpretation, however,
is possible: the objector could be saying that the non-apprehension “of a person who
is in a single place,” that is, of Caitra, will be established easily enough.

According to PARTHASARATHIMISRA, the sense of this objection is chat we do not
need to infer that Caitra is absent from all of the places in which we do not observe
him; this is something we can cognize directly, through non-apprehension. In the
same way that non-apprehension secures for us the cognition that Caitra is not in a
particular place, it can also secure for us the cognition that he is not anywhere else.
And again, if we can legitimately cognize that there is an invariable concomitance
between a person’s being in one place (established on the basis of perception) and
his not being anywhere else (established on the basis of non-apprehension), then this
might allow us to infer that Caitra is outside given his absence from home.

According to both UMBEka and SUCARITAMISRA, however, inference still has a role
to play in establishing the invariable concomitance in the opponent’s view: that is,
we can use non-apprehension as a reason to inferentially establish that Caitra is
absent everywhere else. Since we do not apprehend Caitra everywhere else, we
conclude that he is absent everywhere else. This recalls the reductionist opponent’s
strategy in vv. 14cd-15ab.

An answer to the previous objection:

37. It is not the case that through non-apprehension the absence of a thing is
understood, because one has not gone to those places. For non-apprehension
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operates in regard to things which, although they are not in front of us,
nevertheless exist.

“Because one has not gone to those places™: because one cannot possibly go to all of
the places where a thing might be observed not to be present. The sense here is that
non-apprehension only yields locatival predicates (“the pot is not on the ground™),
and never existential predicates (“the pot is #0t™). Thus the knowledge produced by
non-apprehension is necessarily qualified by the particular locus in which something
is not apprehended.

“Absence of a thing” is a somewhat confusing turn of phrase, since the opponent is
not secking to cognize Caitra’s absence, in the sense of his non-existence, but rather
his absence from every place in the universe except for one. Kumarila’s point, however,
is that the opponent is not entitled to this cognition for precisely the same reason that
we are not entitled to use non-apprehension to cognize the absence of a thing in
general. Given that we can never be in a position to apprehend the absence of Caitra
from every possible place, we cannot use non-apprehension to arrive at the conclusion
that he is absent everywhere besides the place he in fact is. Under what circumstances
can non-apprehension lead to the cognition of something's absence everywhere?

38. But if you do nor apprehend a thing after going to all of those places, then, when
there is no longer any other reason, you can understand that it does not exist,

“No longer any reason,” that is, for its non-apprehension. Thus what the opponent
said, “no special effort is required,” is only half true: once we are in a place, the
non-apprehension of a thing there is easy. But putting ourselves in a position to have
similar cognitions about every place is impossible.

With these conditions, Kumirila has made it nearly impossible to cognize the
non-existence of something through non-apprehension. This is a problem from the
point of view of establishing a negative concomitance, for example, whenever fire is
absent, smoke is also absent. Stated otherwise, smoke should be absent in all of the
counter-foci of fire, or loci in which fire is absent. Buddhist philosophers, namely
Dinndga and his followers, have put forward this negative concomitance as one of
the conditions of a well-formed inference. Generally, such a negative concomirance
is established on the basis of a joint non-apprehension, thar is, when we do not
apprehend fire in a locus {which is thereby a counter-locus of fire), we do not
apprehend smoke in it, either. But Kumarila would seemingly require us to personally
inspect every single possible counter-locus of fire to ensure that there really isn’t one
thing out there that possesses smoke but not fire.

39. One might object that, even in the absence of fire and so on, an obvious
co-absence of negative concomitants such as smoke could not be established,
since we do not go to those places.

“Those places™ refers to every locus of the absence of fire, i.e., every place where
there is no fire. Kumarila’s response is slightly flippant:

40. That is indeed a problem for somebody who needs to know that the reason is
absent from other loci. But as for me, just on the basis of not observing, one thing
can trigger the cognition of its correlate,
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“On the basis of not observing,” i.e., not observing any cases where the reason is
present in a counter-focus,

SucarRITAMISRA identifies the “somebody” here as a Buddhist, who insists that a
valid inference requires us to know thart the inferential reason is absent from every
single counter-locus (in which the property to be proven is absent). Kumarila, by
contrast, adopts the view that cognitions are valid unless proven otherwise. Thus
something can cause us to infer its correlate, so long as we do not observe a contrary
case. SUCARITAMISRA and PARTHASARATHIMISRA say that a concomitance between two
things can be established on the basis of a handful of positive instances {in which,
e.g., fire is present where smoke is present). The negative instances (in which, e.g.,
smoke is absent where fire is absent) do not need to be known per se, for which see
Taber (1992).

If it is so easy to arrive at the cognition of an invariable concomitance in the case
of smoke and fire—since, as Kumirila says, all we need to do is not observe a case in
which smoke is present but fire is absent—then why is it so hard to arrive at the
cognition of an invariable concomitance in the Caitra example? After all, we do not
observe a case in which Caitra is present in one place and #ot absent in another
place:

41. One might object that, if this is so, then in the other case as well, the relation
of Caitra’s absence, which is based on non-apprehension, with his presence,
would stand to reason, because it is observed.

“In the other case as well”: this could refer to the example of Caitra being observed
to be in one place and not in another place, introduced in verse 34, or alternatively
to the original example of Caitra being absent from home. The “relation” is between
Caitra’s being in one place and his not being in any other place. Kumarila responds
to this criticism as follows:

42. And since the concomitance of smoke and fire is well-established on the basis
of their both occupying a a limited space, and hence no separation is seen, we
suppose that smoke can lead to the cognition of fire,

This verse indicates an important difference between arthdpatti and inference that
pertains to the different role of universals and particulars in each kind of reasoning,
and thus also to the different role of quantification. Partly on the basis of this verse,
Kiyotaka Yoshimizu has argued (2007 and in this book) that, in Kumarila’s view,
inference always involves universal quantification over a particular locus, whereas
arthdpatti operates in cases where universal quantification is impossible.

One reason why the invariable concomitance between smoke and fire is easy to
establish, in contrast to the invariable concomitance berween Caitra’s presence
outside and his absence from home, is the fact that smoke and fire both occupy a
“limited space,” which in turn explains why “no separation is seen.” According to
UMBEKA, fire and smoke are each found in a a limited space and hence they can each
be apprehended as a whole. SucariTamisra and PARTHASARATHIMISRA explain further
that, although inference concerns universals, the universals inhere completely in
particulars, Thus through any particular instance of a universal, the entire universal
can be apprehended, as can its concomitance with another universal. Thus, if smoke
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were not invariably concomitant with fire, then we would have noted it after a few
chservations, since each observation apprehends the entire locus and hence also the
entirety of the relevant property {e.g., the fact of possessing smoke, or the fact of
possessing fire). The fact that we do not observe any exceptions to this invariable
concomitance s strong evidence that there are no exceptions. In this verse, “suppose”
(prakalpyate) is used as an equivalent of “accept™ (similar to verse 34). UMBEKA
explicitly, and the other commentators implicitly, understands “separation” as the
lack of invariable concomitance.

The case of the concomitance of Caitra’s presence in one place with his absence
everywhere else is different:

43. In the case under consideration, this concomitance does not stand to reason,
since one of the concomitants is present in an infinite number of lodi.

Unlike the case of smoke and fire, Caitra’s presence in one place and his absence
from another place never have the same locus; indeed, his absence from “another
place” really means his absence from every place apart from the one in which he is
observed to be present, and hence there is an infinite number of loci of Caitra’s
absence. Thus, whereas it would have been possible to find an exception to the
invariable concomitance of smoke with fire, had there been any such exceptions,
given the fact that both properties (possessing smoke and possessing fire) inhere in
spatially-delimited loci that can be apprehended as a whole, this cannot happen in
the present case, because Caitra’s absence is from an infinite number of places, and
therefore we cannot apprehend it as a whole.

The opponent has failed to ground the invariable concomitance noted in verse
34, namely when one is in one place, he is not somewhere else, because the invariably
concomitant property of “not being somewhere else™ has an infinite number of loci,
which cannot be checked individually. He now attempts to ground it in another way:
the locus of Caitra’s absence has a particular property, namely, being distinct from
the locus of Caitra’s presence. If we know that Caitra’s being in one place is invariably
concomitant with his #ot being in a different place, then once we know that Caitra
is not in one place, we can infer that Caitra really is in another place. Thus one does
not have to actually establish Caitra’s absence from an infinite number of loci, but
only the property of being distinct from the locus of Caitra’s presence. From this,
the opponent argues, we can establish his absence from all other places.

44. One might object that what is understood in this way is that Caitra is absent
from some other place, since it is distinct from the place where Caitra is, just like
someplace nearby.

According to Umseka and SUCARITAMISRA, what the opponent needs to establish is
Caitra’s absence from all other places besides the place where he in fact is, and hence
the “other place” that is the locus of this inference is any place within that set of “ail
other places.” This inference may, however, be open to the objection that Kumarila
had just made, namely thar the opponent is attempting to reason about an infinite
number of loci.

According to PARTHASARATHI, the opponent is able to establish the required
invariable concomitance at a slightly lesser cost: we only need to establish that Caitra
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is absent in one other place. Once we know that this place is distinet from the place
where Caitra in fact is, we can infer Caitra’s absence, on the basis of an observed
concomitance between Caitra’s presence in one place (his garden) and his absence
from a place nearby (his house).

Kumdrila responds to the objection by turning the opponent’s reasoning on its

head:

45. However, in the same way we could also know that “Caitra is in that very
place, since that place is distinct from someplace nearby, just like the place where
Caitra is.” And hence the invariable concomitance is contradicted.

About the “other place” that the opponent had tried to claim was a locus of Caitra’s
absence, we could just as easily reach the opposite conclusion, namely, that it is a
locus of Caitra's presence, Hence, as Kumarila says, the “invariable concomitance”
established by the opponent’s inference is itself contradicted. How can that be so?

From the way that the commentators have explained these pair of inferences, it is
clear that the problem lies in a single locus being susceptible to two contradictory
conclusions on account of two contrary but, at first sight, equally valid inferential
reasons. The opponent had given the reason that x is different from a locus of
Caitra’s presence {x = a, where L{C,4)), and Kumarila reasons that x is also different
from a locus of Caitra’s absence {x » b, where ~L(C,b)). If “another place™ really
means “all other places,” then Kumarila’s response here has the additional character
of a reductio ad absurdum, since it would be absurd to say that Caitra is present
everywhere except for the putative locus of his absence.

According to PARTHASARATHIMISRA, the idea is that it is impossible to establish that
Caitra is present or absent in an arbitrary locus (x) simply on the basis of this locus
being different from another locus, where Caitra is presupposed to be absent or
present, since this difference is precisely what is in doubt: is x the same, or different,
from the locus of Caitra’s presence? But the opponent might say that Kumarila’s
response, especially in Parthasirathimiéra’s formulation, misses the point. The
opponent takes for pranted that Caitra’s presence in a given locus is known (e.g.,
L{C,a)). And it appears that once we are in a position to know this, then we can easily
know that there is another place, x, where Caitra is absent, In Kumarila’s inference,
by contrast, we are also given to know that Caitra is present in a and absent in b, but
we wrongly infer that Caitra is present in x simply because x shares with # (Caitra’s
garden) the property of being different from & (Caitra’s house)}. This countervailing
inference is wrong, but for a further reason that has not yet been introduced: Caitra
cannot be in several places at the same time. Although Kumarila merely suggests it in
the next verse, his commentators are more explicit about the fact that the impossibility
of Caitra being in different places at the same time is one of the factors in our
postulation, by arthdpatti, of his not being anywhere else in the world.

In the next verse, Kumirila says that the only way te ground the invariable
concomitance between presence in one place and absence everywhere else is through
arthdpatti:

46, But the apprehension in one place of a person as a whole would not be
established otherwise, and this accounts for his absence from other places.
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The core of this argument is that Caitra’s absence from other places is not something
that we arrive at by perception, inference, or non-apprehension, but something that
we postulate in order to account for the fact that we are able to cognize Caitra “as a
whole” (kdrtsnyena) in one place. Umrxa explains that “the fact that the grasping
of all of the parts of an individual that has parts would not make sense otherwise is
evidence for its absence elsewhere.”

SUCARITAMISRA explains the shape that arthdpatti takes here: we know that when
we apprehend Caitra, we apprehend him as a whole; we are not missing a part of
him that is in some other place. Yet this apprehension would not make sense if Caitra
were actually in any other place. If we really need to, we can exclude the possibility
that Caitra is “all-pervading” (vibhu). Thus the cognition of his being absent
everywhere else comes to be included in the cognition that he is apprehended as a
whole.

In their long discussions of this verse, both SUCARITAMISRA and PARTHASA RATHIMIS RA
begin by rejecting what we would call an argument from analogy. One might claim
that, on the basis of one’s own experience, one can know one’s own absence from
places other than the place where one in fact is, and similarly, one might claim that
Caitra’s presence in one place guarantees his absence from other places. But both
commentators insist that Caitra’s absence from other places can only be known
through arthdpatti. SucARITAMISRA in fact denies that one can establish an invariable
concomitance between “being in one place” and “not being in any other place” in
one’s own case, since the latter can never be observed, PARTHASARATHIMISRA Teasons
somewhat differently, saying thar what we know on the basis of our perceptual
experience of ourselves is that one cannot be in contact with multiple places at the
same time. In both cases, however, they speak of a “clash”—an idea that was
introduced, in one reading of the text, in verse 29—thar would cause the original
cognition, namely Caitra’s presence in one place, to not make sense unless the
conclusion, his absence from other places, were postulated. Both commentators thus
seem to conceive of arthdpatti as an epistemic instrument that is called upon, not to
adjudicate a conflict between cognitions (for that is $ALIKANATHA'S position, which
SuCARITAMISRA explicitly argues against), but to prevent such a conflict from arising.

According to SUCARITAMISRA, the potential conflict is between the countervailing
inferences thar Kumarila had introduced in verse 45, namely, the fact that from his
presence in one place, we could infer either his absence from some other place, or
his presence in another place. But if we are to understand our apprehension of
Caitra in a given place as a total apprehension, and thus to exclude the possibility
that he is all-pervading, the cognition of his absence elsewhere must be included, by
arthapatti, in the cognition of his presence in a given place. Hence the countervailing
inference, leading to Caitra’s presence in some other place, is defeated.

According to PARTHASARATHIMISRA, the potential conflict is rather between the
factof Caitra’s not being in multiple places at a given time (which P& RTHASARATHIMISRA,
in contrast to SUCARITAMISRA, believes it is possible to infer) and the fact of Caitra’s
being in one place at a given time {which is known through perception). The latter
is compatible both with the former and its negation. In this case, arthdpatti plays its
usual role in rendering the two cognitions compatible by adding a third cognition,
namely, Caitra’s absence from other places.
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Given that our knowledge of the concomitance between Caitra’s being in one
place and his not being anywhere else can only be due to arthdpatti, any inference
that is based on the knowledge of this concomitance—such as seeing Caitra’s
absence from home and inferring that he is outside—will ultimately be based on
arthdpatti:

47a. Therefore it is based on an arthdpatti in the case under consideration.

“The case under consideration” refers to the example set out in verse 34, where
somebody purports to infer Caitra’s being outside on the basis of a previously-
cognized concomitance between his presence in one place and his absence everywhere
else.

Other types of arthdpatti are also not reducible to inference

Kumdrila, having concluded his discussion of the Caitra examples, now discusses
other examples of arthdpatti, notably those based on perception. This kind of
reasoning is often applied in Mimamsa in the postulation of “capacities.”

47bcd. And wherever the existence of a capacity is understood on the basis of
observing'® an effect, given a cause.

The original reading of the verse seems to have been “on the basis of observing an
effect,” read by Umeeka and SucariTamisra. “On the basis of not observing an
effect” might have been introduced later, under the influence of the following
discussion (which revolves around the need for arthdpatti, instead of simply
inference, given that the presence of the cause does not always guarantee the
presence of the effect).

48a. One might object that the effect is the reason.

That is, a capacity is not postulated, but inferred on the basis of the effect. Kumarila
answers the objection:

48b. That is wrong, because there is no requirement for a relation.

Arthapatti, unlike inference, works in the absence of the knowledge of an invariable
concomitance. This is important, because an invariable concomitance can only be
known if the concomitant elements themselves are known. Kumarila uses the word
“requirement” here, as well as in v. 81, in a specific sense: the requirement that the
cognizing subject should have already cognized the relation between rwo things in
order o have the relevant cognition.

Because it is impossible to know a capacity, which is by nature imperceptible,
independently of its concomitance with an effect, the concomitance can’t be
established inferentially:

Y kdryadaréanatab Su (corroborated by his commentary); karyddaréanatap U (although his commentary
presupposes kdryadaréanatal), Pa.
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48cd—49. And this capacity could be understood after having observed tharitisa
correlate of something else, but not otherwise. And because at that time it is
impossible for perception and so on to observe it, arthdpatti should be its
epistemic instrument, since there are not the three characteristics of inference.

The relevant background to this discussion is given by SucariTaMisrA. Once we
understand a concomitance between two things, we might understand a relationship
of cause and effect: a seed, for instance, is the cause of a sprout. Sometimes, however,
we do not observe the effect when we observe the cause. Sometimes a seed does not
put forth a sprout. Thus we have a set of arguments for the seed being the cause of
the sprout, based on the seed being a necessary condition for the sprout, bur we have
a second set of arguments for the seed not being the cause of the sprout, based on
the seed not being a sufficient condition for the sprout. In order to reconcile these
two positions—or rather, as SucarITAMISRA would say, in order to decide in favor of
the seed being the cause—~we have to postulate a capacity that needs to be present in
the seed when the sprout is produced. This capacity is not accessible to perception
ot inference,

Because the whole point of discussing arthdpatti separately from inference is that
it is a distinct epistemic instrument, with different conditions of validity, ir is
important to avoid adducing examples of arthdpatti that are in fact reducible to
inference. According to all of the commentaries, another commentator had adduced
the example of the snake and the mongoose, but Sabara did not, precisely because
that example is reducible to inference:

50. As for vicrory and defeat in cases like the snake and mongoose, on the basis
of their being predator and prey, they have not been discussed because they are
not different from inference.

The example must have been as follows: you see the bloody corpse of a snake, and
you postulate that it must have been killed by a mongoose, on the basis of the fact
that the mongoose and the snake are natural enemies, and if one has been defeated,
the other must have been victorious, This is not a good example of arthdparti
because it can be reduced to an inference for someone who is aware of the invariable
concomitance between victory and defeat, on the one hand, and the fact that
mongooses are the only natural predators of snakes. This example was discussed by
Dinnaga in his Compendium of the Epistemic Instruments.®

ARTHAPATTI ON THE BASIS OF WHAT IS HEARD

Now Kumirila turns to the topic that he announced in verse 4, when arthdpatti
based on the various epistemic instruments was discussed:

51. “The stout man doesn’t eat during the day™: when you hear a statement like
that, and cognize that he eats at night, that is what is called “arthdpatti on the
basis of what is heard.”

' See Chaprer 2, beginning of the section on Sankhya. See also Freschi {forthcoming).
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52. Some people suppose that its content is a meaning (artha). Others, that its
content is a Jinguistic expression. But people agree that this kind of arthdpatti is
not different from linguistic communication.

There has been a debate about whether this type of arthdpatti results in the cognition
of meaning or of a linguistic expression. Both sides, however, agree that whatever
arthdpatti produces should be viewed as identical to linguistic communication,
which is to say, it has the same epistemic authority as linguistic communication.
Why should this type of arthdpatti be considered to be the same as linguistic
communication?

53. It is through this kind of arthdpatti that a procedure in the Veda is generally
settled. If it were different from linguistic communication, then it would follow
that such procedures were no longer Vedic.

The key question here is one of authority. If [ am a Mimamsaka, and [ find that the
prescriptions pertaining to a particular ritual do not establish what the result of the
ritual is, I need to postulate one of two things: either I postulate a meaning, e.g., that
the ritual has heaven as its particular result, or I postulate a linguistic expression,
namely “one who desires heaven should perform this sacrifice.”” In either case, the
whole point of introducing this additional piece of information is to make sense of
a set of existing statements in the Vedas, so we want the additional information to
be equal in authority to the Vedas, as if it were an “extension” to the Vedas (or, to
use the metaphor that Kumarila uses in verse 54, an “overflow” of the Vedas). If this
kind of arthdpatti produced cognitions that were qualitatively different from those
produced by the Vedic texts, then it is at least unclear why the deliberations of
Mimamsakas regarding this additional information should be accepted and followed
as equal in authority to Vedic prescriptions themselves, rather than dismissed as
speculative.

Among those who accept that this type of arthdpatti is identical to linguistic
communication, there are two positions:

54. Some people accept that the meaning belongs to the very same statement that
has been heard. Other people want it to be the meaning of another sentence,
which is in turn an overflow of the meaning of the first.

In the case of the sentence “the stout man does not eat during the day,” is the
additional meaning of eating at night conveyed by the very same sentence, or is it
conveyed by a different sentence, namely, “he eats at night”? Umpexa says that
the “overflow” sentence is one that is brought into consideration by the sentence
that is actually heard. In the following, Kumarila will refer to these two sentences
as “the day-sentence” (i.e., “the stout man does not eat during the day”) and “the
night-sentence™ (i.e., “he eats at night”).

I” The visvajit principle (MPmamsd-sitra 4.3.15) says that the result of any ritual whose result is left
unspecified is understood to be heaven.
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The meaning belongs to an overflow sentence and not to the
sentence that is heard

Kumdrila concludes by taking the second position, namely, that one cognizes eating
at night as the meaning of the night-sentence, which is itself an “overflow” of the
meaning of the day-sentence. He reaches this conclusion by an argument from
elimination (pdrisesya), by showing that the first position, namely, that one cognizes
eating at night directly from the day-sentence, is impossible.

55. Now we do not accept that this meaning belongs to the statement that is
heard. For it would not be appropriate for a sentence to have multiple meanings,
or for a sentence to be what conveys meaning ar all.

There are two problems with the suggestion that eating at night belongs to the day-
sentence as its meaning. As UMBEKA notes, it conflicts with more general features of
Kumirila’s philosophy. First, we would have to entertain that a single sentence is
expressive of more than one meaning. We have here two meanings, namely not
eating during the day and eating at night. To ascribe both of them to a single sentence
would entail that any sentence might have the possibility of multiple meanings. This
violates the Mimamsa principle of postulating entities, including expressive
capacities, only when they are absolutely needed, as Umsexa points out.

Second, we would have to account for why it is that a single sentence is expressive
of more than one meaning. And if we say that the sentence itself expresses those
meanings directly, we will have an additional problem: as SucariTamisra and
PARTHASARATHIMISRA point out, in Kumarila’s view it is the words rather than the
sentence which are the actual expressive units of language.

Thus Kumarila rejects the first alternative because it is incompatible with the
theory of meaning that he has argued for elsewhere in the Verse Explanation
{section on sentence): a particular sentence is not an expressive element, and even if
it were, then it would be problematic for it to express multiple meanings
simultaneously. If a sentence is not expressive of a meaning, then how do we arrive
at the meaning of a sentence?

§6ab. For the meaning of a sentence is understood in the form of a complex of
word meanings.

This verse summarizes Kumarila’s theory of sentential meaning, which later authors
would designate as abhihitdnvaya, “the relation of expressed meanings,” in contrast
to Prabhikara’s theory of anvitdbhidhana, “the expression of relational word
meaning.” According to Kumdrila’s view, the words in a sentence first denote their
proper meanings, and these meanings are then incorporated into a relational
complex. In Prabhakara’s theory, the word meanings are already related to each
other at the moment that they are expressed.

Kumarila will now proceed to show that there is no way of arriving at the meaning
of the night-sentence from the day-sentence. First of all, none of the constituent
word-meanings of the night-sentence are expressed by the day-sentence:

56cd. And the meanings of the words “night” and so on are not understood from
the day-sentence.
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Secondly, one cannot arrive at the meaning of the night-sentence by considering it to
be a kind of overall sentence-meaning of the day-sentence:

§7. Eating at night is not a combination (samsarga) of the meanings of the words
“day” and so on. There is no mutual exclusion (bheda), on account of which that
sentence should convey that meaning.

“On account of which .. .”: on account of which the day-sentence (or rather the
meaning of the words therein) produces the meaning of the night-sentence.

Kumirila mentions two theories of sentence-meaning that were proposed by
ancient Indian grammarians. The first, associated with Vajapyayana, holds that the
sentence-meaning is a combination of the word-meanings; the other, associated with
Vyadi, holds that the sentence-meaning results from the mutual exclusion of the
words in a given sentence from other possible referents, for which see Kunjunni Raja
(1969: 192). In either theory, there is nothing in the day-sentence that would lead us
to the meaning of the night-sentence.

According to SUCARITAMISRA, Kumdrila now elaborates upon the point raised in
verse 55, namely that sentences do not have multiple meanings, by explaining how
multiple meanings cannot be produced on the level of the word:

58ab. And because they have already operated in regard to one meaning, there is
no postulation of a second meaning.

Kumirila does not brook the possibility that the word-meanings in the day-sentence
can first denote their proper meanings, which are then assembled into a complex
that conveys the meaning of the day-sentence, and then the denotative process
can begin all over again to yield the “night” meaning. Once a word denotes its
meaning, the process stops, as $abara has said (at MS 1.1.25). According to
PARTHASARATHIMISRA, even though a linguistic expression might have multiple
meanings, if it has been used in a sentence in a given meaning, it cannot mean
something else in the same sentence.

One might also add that it is not possible to understand the meaning of the night-
sentence as a secondary meaning of the day-sentence, because, according to
Kumarila, one only resorts to secondary meaning when the primary meaning ofa
sentence fails to make sense. Kumirila’s conclusion is that the state of affairs of
eating at night has to be cognized from the night-sentence, which is not directly
heard, but is rather present in the intellect:

58cd. Therefore eating at night is understood by means of another sentence that
arises in the intellect.

Arthipatti is the only acceptable epistemic instrument
for the overflow sentence

Having established on the basis of elimination that we can only understand
the meaning of the night-sentence from the night-sentence itself, Kumarila
will now use another argument from elimination to establish that we owe ouf
cognition of the night-sentence to arthdpatti and not to any other epistemi¢
instrument.
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59. As for the sentence that is understood, even if this was based on a statement,
one should say which among the six is the epistemic instrument for it.

Which of the six epistemic instruments (perception, inference, comparison, language,
arthépatti, and absence)} has the night-sentence as its content? In the next verse, he
begins with perception:

60ab. But perception is not acceptable in the case of a sentence thar has not been
pronounced.

Perception, namely auditory perception, cannot be the means by which we know the
sentence “he eats at night,” since that sentence is not actually pronounced. Since
inference is a more plausible candidate, the argument against inference is more
extensive. Kumairila begins by denying that the knowledge of an invariable
concomitance between two things, which is required for an inference, is necessary in
this case:

60cd. Nor is inference.'® For this is not observed to be concomitant with that
anywhere,

Inference requires knowledge of an invariable concomirance between the reason and
the property to be inferred, which would mean that the day-sentence has to be
observed to be invariably concomitant with the night-sentence. For it is not the case
that we first observe a relationship between these two sentences, and then at a later
point we use one to infer the other; rather, what happens is that we cognize the
night-sentence more or less directly out of the day-sentence. This discussion recalls
the impossibility of reducing arthdpatti on the basis of whar is seen to inference,
which also turns on the lack of an invariable concomitance.

One might claim that the day-sentence could allow one to infer the night-sentence
even in the absence of a previously-established concomitance between the two.

61. And if one accepts that something can be an inferental reason even if the
relation between two things has not been apprehended, then the result would be
that any sentence whatsoever could be cognized!* as soon as that sentence is
pronounced.

The problem is that unless there is a way of accounting for the understanding of a
particular sentence given another particular sentence, then we will have two bad
options: first, as UmBeka and SUCARITAMISRA note, we might only underscand that
one sentence (say the day-sentence) is connected with another sentence in
general, but we would be unable to know exactly whar that sentence is; second, if
we were able to cognize a particular sentence, it could be any parricular sentence
whatsoever,

One might claim that in this case one could first grasp a concomitance between
the two sentences and then infer one from the other, just as an opponent attempted

* na tv U (corroborated by his commentary); #a by Su (corroborated by his commentary}, P4.
* mitir U, Su, Pa (Chaukhambha); matir Pa (Ratna ed.), a lectio facilior and probably an error for mitir
(given that the Ratna edition otherwise follows the Chaukhambhi edition closely).
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to do in the previous example (verse 34). But Kumdrila’s point is precisely that we
do not need to do this:

62. It is not the case that we encounter all those sentences that we know on the
basis of arthdpatti as already standing in a relation to all of their correlates, such
that, when those correlates are present, an inference is possible.

Although it is possible to know the relation between two sentences beforehand, this
is not the case with all of the sentences that are known through arthdpatti. Given
any sentence that “does not make sense otherwise,” we can easily arrive at the
corresponding “overflow” sentence, even without knowing the relation between
them beforehand.

Umeeka provides some exegetical background for this point. It is very often the
case that, in the course of attempting to determine the hierarchical relations
between different elements in a ritual, a particular sentence acts as an “indicator”
(liriga) of thar relation. Hence we might suspect that the day-sentence might
similarly function as an indicator—or, to use the language of inference, an inferential
reason (linga)—of the night-sentence. The difference, however, is that in the
exegetical case, all of the sentences involved are known through direct perception,
and all we need to determine inferentially is how they relate to each other, whereas
in this case, we do not have anything besides arthdpatti to make us aware of the
night-sentence.

Kumarila adduces another argument against the role of inference in cognizing the
night-sentence: inference draws a connection between two generic properties (e.g.,
the property of possessing smoke, and the property of possessing fire), whereas what
one cognizes in this case is qualitatively different: it is the existence of a particular
sentence. Neither the “existence™ of anything nor a “particular” are admitted to be
objects of inference. For more on this qualitative difference, see Yoshimizu in this
volume, p. 225.

63. And neither existence, nor a particular, is inferred through inference. Yet here
what one understands is the very existence of a particular sentence.

Umseka: “Neither existence nor a particular can be inferred. Existence cannot be
inferred because there can be no valid inferential reason for it: given that we want
to infer the existence of something, if the reason were a property of an existing
thing, it would be unestablished (because it is existence we are trying to prove,
and if you start with something already existing, you are begging the question); if it
were a property of a non-existing thing it would be contradictory, and if it were a
property of both it would be inconclusive {because it could be used to infer both
conclusions).”

An inference also has a standard form, wherein one infers that a property-
possessot is qualified by a property, where these two are epistemically independent
from each other (i.e., one knows the property-possessor independently of the
property that is inferred). See verse 20. Once again, this cannot be said of the current
case, since we do not infer the night-sentence as the property of an independent
property-possessor:
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64. In this case, we do not cognize what is inferred, namely, a previously-
established and independent thing that is qualified by something independent,
that is to say, a property-possessor gualified by a property.?

Kumarila anticipates another attempt to salvage the inferential framework: instead
of inferring the night-sentence directly, we might infer, rather, that the day-sentence
is qualified by the night-sentence. In this case, the day-sentence will be the locus of
the inference,

65. One could object that what is inferred is the fact that the sentence we have
heard is qualified by the night-sentence. But then, we would have to agree that
locus would be qualified by something that is unestablished.

We can only inferentially attribute to a locus properties that are independently
established, that is to say, known in some form already before the inference in
question, just like fire is known to us before we infer its presence on the hill. If we
do not know the night-sentence before hearing the day-sentence, how can we use
the night-sentence as a property of the day-sentence in an inference?

Besides the fact that the inferred property is not previously established, there is
another problem with the opponent’s suggestion: if the day-sentence is the locus,
and the night-sentence is the property to be inferred, then there is nothing left to be
the inferential reason. In that case, we might end up in a situation where the same
thing serves as the inferential reason and the locus. And this is a major fault in an
inference, called “introduction of the conclusion into the premises” (pratijiidrthdika
desa; see also verse 29),

66. Moreover, since there is no other reason, if this were to be the reason, then
what would follow is the fault of the introduction of the conclusion into the
premises, just as in the case of language.

Someone who wanted to reduce linguistic communication to inference might suggest
that the word-meaning is inferred out of the word, but in that case, the word would
act as both the inferential reason and the locus, which is unacceptable. In the same
way, the day-sentence cannot function as both the inferential reason and the locus
for inferring the night-sentence.*!

In the following verse, according to UMsEKA’s and SUCARITAMISRA's interpretation,
Kumarila has another configuration in mind, according to which the day-sentence is
the inferential reason, and the night-sentence is the focus. This will not work, either:

67. In precisely the same way we must reject” the relation of property and
property-possessor between the two sentences.? For if the one is not grasped, the
other cannot be a property of it, and if it is grasped, there is nothing to be inferred.

* dbarmi dharmavisisto Su (corroborated by his commentary, and suggested by Parthasirathimiéra’s
commentary); dharmddbarmavisisto U, P4, which could be translated as “qualified by a property or the
absence of that property,”

# See the section on language, verses 62cd—632b, and the section on the sentence, verse 232,

2 wivdrydtra U; nirdkdrya Su (supported by his commentary}, PA (cf. Umbeka’s nirdkartavya).

® vacasor Su (supported by Sucarirami¢ra’s and Umbeka's commentary); vacaso U, P4,
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In the same way as we must reject the same relation berween words and their
meanings: if a meaning is not grasped, then a word cannot be a property of it; if it
is, then the inference is pointless. In this case, too, if the night-sentence is not
understood, the day-sentence cannot be understood as its property, and if it is, then
there is nothing left to infer.

Kumirila has so far been addressing a formal problem: if we use the day-sentence
as a reason to infer either the night-sentence or the day-sentence qualified by the
night-sentence, the inference will fail, because the reason is not a property of the
locus in the first case, and because the locus is qualified by something unestablished
in the second case. He now steps back from the formal problems, and addresses the
real impossibility of any relation between the day- and night-sentence, such that the
one might be a property of the other.

68ab. One sentence cannot be a property of another in the absence of a relation
of action and factor of action between the two of them,

The only way for two sentences to be “related” to each other is through the relation
of an action and its factors, and Kumarila denies that such a relation subsists between
the two sentences at the time that the night-sentence is cognized. UMeEkA and
SucARITAMISRA claim that the same applies to the case of words and their meanings,
which also do not stand in this kind of relationship.

There is, however, a difference between the case of words and their meanings, on
the one hand, and the case of the rwo sentences, on the other. In the case of words,
there is a relation of expressor and expressed insofar as the words denote a meaning.
But this is ostensibly not the case in the case of the day-sentence and night-sentence.

68cd. Since the day-sentence cannot express the night-sentence, the latter cannot
be a property of the former in the sense of being its content.

PARTHASARATHIMISRA suggests that at this point an objector might contend that the
night-sentence is indeed the content of the day-sentence and thar the latter does
indeed express the former. After all, we cognize the latter upon hearing the former.

6%ab. If you say that the day-sentence does express the night-sentence, because
we do understand the latter out of the former, then it would follow thar the same
sentence has multiple expressive capacities.

One might argue that, given that we need to postulate something—either the night-
sentence itself, or a capacity, on the part of the day-sentence, to express the night-
sentence—there is no reason to prefer the former to the latter. But we already have
to postulate the day-sentence’s capacity to express its proper meaning. Nobody
disputes that the day-sentence expresses its meaning, and is able to do so on account
of an inherent capacity. Thus, if we postulate an additional expressive capacity for
the day-sentence, we will end up in the situation where a single linguistic expression
has more than one expressive capacity. And this is a problem for Mimamsakas (as
noted in the commentary to verse 55) because it would destroy the one-to-one
correspondence between linguistic expressions and their meanings.

One might propose, as a last resort, that the day-sentence is a property of the
night-sentence in the following way: the day-sentence is the inferential reason for
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the night-sentence, and it is therefore a property of the night-sentence thanks to its
role in the inferential cognition of the latter.

69cd. 1{** you say that one could infer that the night-sentence is a property of the
day-sentence, then the fact of being such a property would be useless.

PARTHASARATHIMISRA: “If we only know that it is a property of the locus after we
perform the inference, then the fact of being a property of the locus can’t be a
component of the inference.” For the word “component,” which has the sense of a
precondition, see verse 10.

At this point, Kumarila has proven that the day-sentence cannot by itself give rise
to an inferential cognition of the night-sentence. But the opponent now tries a
different strategy: what if it is the individual word-meanings of the day-sentence that
give rise to an inferential cognition of the night-sentence? Kumarila will argue
elsewhere that we do not need to grasp the relationship between the individual
word-meanings and a sentence-meaning in otder to cognize the latter. So why
shouldn’t the same be the case here, namely, that from the individual word-meanings
of the day-sentence we directly cognize the night-sentence?

70ab. That sentence is not understood from the word meanings, either, because
there is no relation. For universals communicate a particular because they are not
possible without it.

We understand that the word-meanings, which are universals, lead us to the cognition
of 2 sentence meaning, which is a particular, This is because universals do not exist
without their corresponding particulars. Specifically, universals, in the form of word-
meanings, could not generate a linguistic cognition unless they conveyed a particular,
in the form of the sentence-meaning,

The word-meanings do in fact convey something beyond themselves, a particular
sentence-meaning, but they only convey the particular sentence-meaning in which
they are present as universals. They don’t convey another particular sentence-
meaning. Bur this is not the case for the cognition of the night-sentence.

71ab. By contrast, it is not the case that the word-meanings of the day-sentence
cannot produce a linguistic cognition without the other sentence,

The words in the day-sentence can convey their meanings even without conveying
the particular sentence-meaning of the night-sentence. Kumirila now denies that
there is any other way to imagine a relation of the word-meanings of the day-
sentence with the night-sentence:

71cd. Nor is there any other alternative for a relation with the night-sentence.

According to UMsEka, the only conceivable alternatives are not making sense
otherwise (which has been disproven above, v. 71) and inference (which is not even
raised as a possibility because of the lack of a relation). According to
PARTHASARATHIMISRA, this verse signals that Kumarila has concluded his argument

™ ced U (corroborated by his prarika); tu Su, P,
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that the cognition of the night-sentence cannot be the result of either perception or
inference.

Kumarila’s opponent now raises another possibility. If neither the day-sentence
nor its word-meanings can cause us to cognize the night-sentence, then we might
postulate another sentence which does. According to PARTHASARATHIMISRA, thig
argument addresses the possibility that the night-sentence is not cognized on the
basis of perception or inference, but on the basis of language, namely, a sentence
which directly conveys it.

72-73ab. Welt then, another sentence might be postulated to express tha
sentence. Butif that were so, we would still be far from avoiding the aforementioned
undesirable consequence, since there would still be no relation. Therefore, it is
better to know it just from the first sentence, since any other sentence will lack a
relation to it.

Any additional sentence that the opponent might postulate to express the night- .
sentence would have precisely the same problem, namely, the lack of a relation
berween it and the day-sentence. Hence it seems better to postulate the nighe-
sentence in the first instance, without any intermediate steps. SUCARITAMISRA adds to
this the point that, whatever sentence we postulate, it will fail to express the night-
sentence because it will inevitably lack a relation with it, and hence we will keep on
postulating sentences endlessly.

The next half-verse discusses the inapplicability of co-presence and co-absence
{(anvaya-vyatireka) for determining a relation between the day-sentence and the
night-sentence.

73¢d. And co-presence and co-absence cannot be applied here, as they can be in :
the case of words.

As noted by PARTHASARATHIMISRA, this argument, too, concerns the possibility of °
cognizing the night-sentence using language as an epistemic instrument. The decisive
argument in favor of language as a distinct epistemic instrument is that words have
a fixed relation with meanings that is not established on the basis of inference, butis
rather observed from co-presence and co-absence: when we hear the sentence “bring
a cow” and see someone bringing a cow, and then when we hear the sentence “bring
a horse” and see someone bringing a horse, we can form the idea that the linguistic
expression “cow” is linked to the meaning of a cow, and that the linguistic expression -
“horse™ is linked to the meaning of a horse. In contrast, no co-presence or co-
absence obtains between the day-sentence and the night-sentence, or between their -
respective meanings. '

SUCARITAMISRA makes this point clear: “For it is not the case that there is a co- .
presence and co-absence, such that the day-sentence is only present when the night-
sentence is present, and absent when it is not, because of the lack of a connection -
such as having the same place or the same time.” One might object: it is in fact
possible to have the cognition of the night-sentence at the same time as the cognition :
of the day-sentence, In fact, that is the very phenomenon that arthdpatti is introduced -
to explain. But SUCARITAMISRA argues against this as well: “Nor is there a co-presence
of their cognitions, since there is a cognition of the day-sentence on the part of one
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who has learned the language even if there is no corresponding cognition of the
night-sentence, and because co-presence and co-absence, which arise subsequent to
the time of the cognitions, are of no use in cognizing the night-sentence in the first
place. Hence it is like the case of words and word-meanings.” The now-familiar
point is that the relation between the sentences can only be established a posteriori.

Now Kumdrila attacks the next epistemic instrument in the list, comparison, as
the source of the cognition of the night-sentence:

74, There is no similarity at all between the sentence that we have heard and the
one we haven’t, Therefore it is not comparison. Nor is the meaning of the day-
sentence similar to the night-sentence.

Since there is no similarity between the day-sentence and the night-sentence, or
between the former’s meaning and the latter: the hallmark of comparison as an
epistemnic instrument is absent.

75ab. Both the possibility of comparison and an inferential reason® have been
refuted in reference to the night-sentence. Precisely the same is true in reference
to its meaning,.

We have already established that neither the day-sentence nor its meaning can cause
the cognition of the night-sentence through comparison or and inference; now we
are also rejecting the possibility that the two of these can cause the cognition of the
meaning of eating at night. By this point, Kumarila has reached the conclusion of the
argument from elimination:

75¢d. Therefore it is impossible in the case of the preceding epistemic instruments.

What is impossible is the cognition of the night-sentence. The epistemic instruments
that precede arthdpatti in the list accepted by Mimamsakas are perception (60ab),
inference (60cd~71), language (72-3), and comparison (74-5).

76. Therefore this is what we accept: the meaning that the sentence we have
heard conveys could not come into being without ir,

That is, without the sentence that is known through arthdpatti. In this example, the
meaning of the day-sentence does not make sense as such unless we postulate the
night-sentence. Hence arthdpatti is the only epistemic instrument available for our
cognition of the night-sentence.

SUCARITAMISRA notes that there must be a clash (pratighdta) between two sets of
cognitions, namely stoutness (which SucariTAMISRA claims is perceptually
experienced, although that seems not to be a requirement in this example) and the
lack of eating during the day. Once again, PARTHASARATHIMISRA summarizes the
point nicely: “The night-sentence is postulated as a supplement (sesa), in order for
the stoutness and the lack of eating, which are mutually contradictory (pratisedha)
and would not otherwise make sense in the same sentence, to make sense.”

* lifigatve Pa (Ratna, and corroborated by Umbeka’s commentary); fingena Su, U, P3 (Chaukhambha),
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Arthipatti on the basis of what is heard has a linguistic
expression as its content

The following verse introduces two objections. The first returns to the question of
whether arthdpatti in this case results in the cognition of a meaning, or in the
cognition of a linguistic expression from which, in turn, a meaning is cognized.
Kumarila had maintained the larter view. But the explanation that Kumirila put
forward in verse 76, that the meaning of the sentence that we actually hear “could
not come into being without it,” raises once again the question of what, precisely, is
lacking in order for this meaning to come into being. Why is it the case that we need
a linguistic expression rather than its meaning?

77ab. When something cannot exist without something else—namely, a
meaning—why not postulare that meaning directly?

In the example in question, why should we postulate the sentence “he eats at night”
rather than the meaning expressed by that sentence, when the latter would solve the
difficulty equally well?

As UMBEKA imagines it, the opponent claims that this objection does no harm to
the principles of Mimidms4 in general. First, if the meaning that we understand is
something that we wouldn’t have understood without the Vedas, then the cognition
of this meaning has the same status as the cognition of Vedic sentences, even without
postulating an additional sentence. Second, Mimamsakas maintain that, when there
are several kinds of evidence for understanding a hierarchical relationship berween
two things (these forms of evidence being called viniyoga-pramana), we choose the
type of evidence that is closest to the textual statement. Since a meaning that we
postulate on rhe basis of a textual statement is closer to that statement than a sentence
which would express that meaning, we should postulate the meaning directly. The
objector, in Umseka's understanding, could have also used Kumadrila's own words
against him: for he had stated in verse 51 that an example of arthdpatti on the basis
of what is heard is “the cognition of eating at night,” and not of the sentence “he eats
at night.”

This objection seems similar to the arguments of Prabhikara, who claimed that
the content of arthdpatti should always be a meaning and not a linguistic expression.
Kumarila was most probably older than Prabhiakara, and thus not aware of the
arguments about arthdpatti that Prabhikara presented in the Long Explanation, but
Umbeka does seem to refer to them.

77c¢d. Why can’t we understand it as a meaning communicated by language, just
like sentence meaning?

Whereas Umseka understands the phrase “just like sentence-meaning” to mean that
the postulated meaning is said to belong to the sentence (e.g., “the stout man does
not eat during the day”) in the same way as the non-postulated meaning of the same
sentence, PARTHASARATHIMISRA and SUCARITAMISRA interpret it in the light of an
overall theory of sentence-meaning called “the relation of expressed word-meanings”
(see verse 56). The fact that UMaeka does not do so might hint that this theory had
not yet been systematized as such.
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The sense of this objection, in SucarRITAMISRA and PARTHASARATHIMISRA’S
interpretation, is the following. A general condition on a cognition’s being “based
on language” is that the cognition arises immediately upon the cognition of a
linguistic expression. Yet Kumdrila himself had admitted that there is one important
case where we consider a cognition to be “based on language” even if it does not
arise from the cognition of a linguistic expression: namely, the case of sentence-
meaning. In Kumarila’s theory of language, at least as SucarITAMISmA and
PARTHASARATHIMISRA understand it, what we directly understand from linguistic
expressions are word-meanings, which are subsequently assembled into sentence-
meanings by secondary cognitive processes. Our cognition of the meaning of the
night-sentence might be “based on language” in the same way, since it arises
ultimately, if indirectly, from our cognition of the meanings of the words in the day-
sentence.

From Kumarila’s response to this objection, in verse 78cd it seems that the phrase
“a meaning communicated by language” could also mean “the purpose of linguistic
communication.” Kumarila responds to these two objections in a single verse. His
response has occasioned an enormous amount of discussion by the three
commentators. To begin with, he responds to the first objection (v. 77ab):

78ab. What we understand first, through conceptual cognitions (savikalpaka-
viifidna), is a linguistic expression.

Umseka finds this response to be wrong, because it seems very close to the position
of Bhartrhari, who had argued that “every cognition appears as if permeated by
language.” This is at odds with Kumarila’s own position, according to which the
objects of language as an epistemic instrument and the objects of perceptual cognition
are separate.** We do recall linguistic expressions whenever we experience conceptual
cognitions, but the expressions are, precisely, “recalled”; they do not figure as crucial
ingredients in the cognitions themselves.

UMBeka proposes an alternative response that is more closely aligned with the
principles of Kumarila’s system. What we understand from a linguistic expression is
a sentence-meaning in the form of the actualization, or bringing-into-being
{bhavanad), of a particular result.”” UMBEKA notes that the actualization is only
properly conveyed by (1) a linguistic expression conveying the impelling of the
agent {i.e., the optative affix); in conjunction with (2) a linguistic expression
conveying the agent himself (who is impelled), and (3) a linguistic expression
conveying the content of the action. He says that one actually needs the linguistic
expressions themselves to come to a complete understanding of the actualization.
Therefore when we hear a statement that “doesn’t make sense,” like “the stout man
does not eat during the day,” we actually only hear a part of a statement that would,

“ See the perception section of the Explanation in Verse, v. 230, which Umbeka refers to. The verse of
Bhartrhari quoted here (anuviddham iva fhdnam sarvam Sabdena bbasate) is from About Sentences and
Words (Vakyapadiya) 1.115.

7 Sec Kumirila's Explaration of the System, p- #435: “it is the acrualization thart is the sentence-meaning™
{bbdvandiva ca vakydrthab). On actualization, which is a technical term of MImamsa, see Frauwallner
(1938).
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if it were to be given to us in full, be an instance of language as an epistemic
instrument. It is in order to complete the actualization of this statement that we
postulate the missing portion of it. Hence, what we are postulating is not an entirely
separate statement, but just enough to complete the sentence we are given. This
accounts for the qualitative difference between arthdpatti on the basis of what is
heard, on the one hand, and arthdpatti on the basis of what is observed, on the
other: there is nothing incomplete in the starting cognitions of the latter.

SucariTaMmI$RA and PARTHASARATHIMISRA also raise a similar problem: if Kumarila
really means that language is the ultimate object of all conceptual cognitions per se,
then he will have a difficult time explaining why perception and inference, although
conceptual in his own view, should not also have linguistic expressions as their
objects. Indeed, Kumarila had explicitly argued that the objects of perception,
inference, and language are different. PARTHASARATHIMISRA notes that the object of
arthdpaiti is whatever causes the starting cognition to “make sense.” In the case of
arthdpatti on the basis of what is observed, this is always a thing, or a state of affairs
{e.g., Caitra’s being outside), In the case of arthdpatti on the basis of what is heard,
this is always a linguistic expression.

Why should it be the case that the “not making sense” of the starting cognition is
repaired by a linguistic expression, rather than by a meaning? SUCARITAMISRA, and
PARTHASARATHIMISRA following him, argue that this is because the specific form of
“not making sense” that happens when we hear a sentence such as “the stout man
does not eat during the day” is a kind of “expectancy” (gkdriksa) that can only be
satisfied by a further linguistic expression,?® SUCARITAMISRA in particular is concerned
to justify his explanation by an appeal to the widespread practice, in Mimamsa, of
completing a Vedic sentence with further linguistic expressions. He mentions several
examples: the modification (#h4), which occurs in an ectypal ritual, of a mantra that
is prescribed in its archetype; the completion (adhydhara) of a mantra by means of
the syntactically-required word; the extension {anusanga) of a word to subsequent
senirences in a ritual context. In all of these cases, the expectancy is only satisfied
when a linguistic expression is supplied. SUCARITAMISRA cites a passage from the
Mimamsa-sitras to this effect (2.1.40). In perception and inference, there is no such
expectancy; what is grasped in those cognitions is a state of affairs. If one attaches a
linguistic expression to that state of affairs, SUCARITAMISRA says, then that is fine, but
it is “just there” (sanmaira): it doesn’t make an essential contribution to the
cognition. In the case of arthdpatti on the basis of what is heard, by contrast, it is
“satisfied” by a linguistic expression and hence the resulting cognition does not need
to go “as far as the meaning” of that expression, to use PARTHASARATHIMISRA’S
terminology.

SucARITAMISRA complements his argument that perception and inference have
expectancy for linguistic expressions by means of pointing out that animals,
which have no language, nevertheless have perception and inference, but not

* In the Mimamsi theory of sentence-meaning, expectancy is one of the three criteria for a sound sentence,
together with compatibilicy (vogyatd) and proximity {sannidhi). It is described as the relation which obtains
berween the action expressed by the verb and the factors of action (such as agent, patient, and so on) which
are expressed by nouns.
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arthdpatti on the basis of what is heard. Indeed, even human beings who have
not properly learned a language cannot avail themselves of this kind of
arthdpatti. He then weakens his claim that the expectancy is satisfied by a linguistic
expression alone by claiming that what makes the starting cognition make sense
again is a “meaningful linguistic expression, not a meaning alone or a linguistic
expression alone.” PARTHASARATHIMISRA does not follow him in either of these
arguments.

Kumirila addresses the second objection (77¢d) as follows:

78cd. When a sentence already has a purpose, another one is not based on
linguistic cognition for us.

The use of the word “purpose” in this response suggests that the term “meaning”
{artha) in the objection has the additional sense of the “purpose,” as noted above
{verse 77cd).

The central issue, which SUCARITAMISRA and PARTHASARATHIMISRA identify, is
when a cognition that originates from a statement “not making sense” should be
considered to be the result of language as an epistemic instrument, and when it
should be considered to result from arthdpatti. This question is indexed to the
question of when a linguistic expression can be said to “fulfill its purpose.” This is
especially important because, as discussed in the previous haif-verse (78ab),
SUCARITAMISRA and PARTHASARATHIMISRA claim that what generates arthdpatti on the
basis of what is heard is an unfulfilled “expectancy” in the original expression. Such
an interpretation seems difficult to reconcile with Kumarila’s claim here that each
sentence, including the day-sentence, is complete in itself.

According to these two commentators, the sentence has not “fulfilied its
purpose” until it communicares a sentence meaning that makes sense. Up until
this point, any cognitions that we have about the sentence are considered to
be the result of language as an epistemic instrument. Once a sentence-meaning has
been ascertained, however, any additional cognitions we have from it are not
considered to be based on language as an epistemic instrument, but rather on
arthapatti,

It is unclear whether the examples that SucariTamMisra had mentioned in his
commentary to verse 78ab, such as completion and extension, fall in the first phase
{and thus are known through fanguage as an epistemic instrument) or the second
phase (and are thus known through arthdpatti). Presumably SUCARITAMISRA wants
them to be examples of arthdpatti, but in most of the examples, the original sentence
is actually incomplete, unlike the day-sentence.

At this point, SUCARITAMISRA pictures an objector who thinks that deciding
whether the additional meaning belongs to the statement we have actually heard, or
whether it belongs to the statement thar we have postulated, is splitting hairs.
SucArITAMISRA then explains what difference it makes to ritual practice: if an error
takes place during a performance based on an actually heard Vedic text, one will
have to perform the corresponding expiation rite. For an error occurring during
a performance based on a precept obtained through arthdpatti, by contrast, one will
need to perform a generic expiation rite.
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ARTHAPATTI DOES NOT REQUIRE A RELATION
BETWEEN THE STARTING AND FINAL COGNITIONS

An opponent now tries to attack arthdpatsi on the grounds of a lack of a relation
between the starting cognition and the final cognition. The objection pertains to
both varieties of arthdpatti, namely on the basis of what is observed and on the basis
of what is heard. According to UMBEKA, the opponent expects the cognition to be
grounded on a relation of inseparability (see verse 30}, which comes in two varieties,
according to the theory of inference defended by Dharmakirti: either x is identical
with y, or x is caused by v.

79. One might object that when there is no relation, or when it has not been
ascertained, it would turn out that this sentence, from which the cognition arises,
would lack an epistemic instrument.

Kumarila responds:

80. Well, is there a royal decree that only a relation can be an epistemic instrument?
How would perception be an epistemic instrument in the absence of a relation?

The counter-example to the opponent’s claim is perception, which according to
Kumirila does not require any kind of relation.

£1. If one objects thar in that case there is a relation between the sense faculties
and the thing perceived, that is wrong, because there is no such requirement. For
nobody ascertains that relation at the moment of perception.

For the sense of “requirement”™ here, see 48b. Kumarila shuttles between two senses of
the word “relation” in this and the following verses. On the one hand, it has an
ontological sense: two things are related if they stand in some relation to each other in
the real world. On the other hand, it has an epistemic sense: two things are related if
they are always found together in the mind of a cognizing subject. The latter sense can
also be reflexive, that is, the subject can be aware that the two things are so related.
Hence the latter sense can refer not simply to the relation itself, but also to the cogniton
of the relation, Kumarila trades on this ambiguity, although Sucarimamiskra clearly
distinguishes the two senses: in his commentary on verse 79, he notes that it may be the
case that despite a real, ontological relation between the object of cogniton and some
other thing, this relationship is nevertheless not known to the cognizing subject.

In the case of perception, the sense faculties are related (in the ontological sense)
to the external objects that they perceive. But this relation can only ever be known
to the cognizing subject {in the epistemic sense) after the fact. As UMBEKA says, “with
reference to the visual form, which can only be cognized through the faculty of
sight, there can be no grasping of a relation with the faculty of sight itself, which can
only be cognized through the visual form.”**

¥ {imbeka goes further and argues that there is no relation in the ontological sense, either. For such a
relation, he claims, there would have to be either suitability {presumably, of the sense faculties to intercept
and produce perceptual cognitions of certain types of external objects), or contact. He interprets the
subsequent two verses as eliminating each of these possible reladons, respectively.
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82. By contrast, that relation by means of which you might ascertain something
after the perceptual experience could not be a component of the epistemic
instrument. It is as if it did not exist.

This is the now-familiar argument: that which is only ascertained a posteriori cannot
be said to lead to the production of a given cognition. We follow SUCARITAMISRAS
understanding of this verse. PARTHASARATHIMISRA, however, seems to take the verse
as referring to a person who ascertains the connection, since he comments that a
person who has no means of ascertaining the connection would not have this
component of the perceptual cognition (and therefore wouldn’t have the perceptual
cognition at all), which is false.

83. There are those who claim thar the faculties of sight and hearing produce
valid cognitions without coming into direct contact with their objects. It should
be the same in this case.

Kumdrila himself accepts a theory of perception in which there is contact between
the sense faculties and the external objects they perceive. However, not everyone
accepts this theory. Some, whom PAkTHASARATHIMISRA identifies as Buddhists, argued
that the sense faculties operate without direct contact with their objects. Kumirila
says that, for these philosophers, there is not even an ontological relation between
the sense faculties and their objects, much less the conscious apprehension of a
relation. Yet they still admit the validity of perceptual cognitions. So, too, we should
admit the validity of arthdpatti even in the absence of a relation.

At the end of this sequence of verses (vv. 79-83), UMseka adduces another
example of valid cognition in the absence of a predetermined relation, namely, the
cognition of the meanings of Vedic sentences. The passage is terse and its meaning
not completely clear.

Kumirila summarizes by stating his view that, whatever the cause of a cognition’s
arising may be, the cause of its validity is always the absence of a sublating cognition.
This is the theory of “intrinsic validity,” about which see Taber (1992).

84. Therefore, whether a relation exists or not, for us, any cognition at all that
might arise,* so long as it is not invalidated, should be valid.

SUCARITAMISRA says that a cognition can be invalid on account of three circumstances:
not having been produced, being sublated by a subsequent cognition, and being
put into doubt. He understands Kumdrila’s verse in reference to all three: “that
might arise” refutes invalidity as a result of a cognition not having been produced,
and “so long as it is not invalidated” refutes invalidity as a result of either sublation
or doubt.

Now the discussion returns to arthdpaiti in particular. Kumarila claims that
nobody entertains serious doubts regarding the validity of the cognitions it produces,
despite their doubts about whether arthdpatti or some other epistemic instrument is
responsible for producing those cognitions.

kYO

fdyeta all witnesses, although Su’s commentary suggests fayate,
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85. And there is nobody who would disagree with the validity of arthdpaiti. The
debate is about its difference from inference, or lack thereof, and we have settled
this point.

An objector may interrupt here, disturbed by Kumarila’s seemingly flippant disregard
for a relation between the starting and final cognitions in the case of arthdpatti. If
we don’t need a relation for arthdpatti, then why would we ever need it? Couldn’t
we infer smoke from fire, even in the absence of a relation, in either the ontological
ot epistemic senses? As UMBEKA says, “why should we need a relation of inseparability,
or the knowledge of such a relation?”

86. By contrast, in those cases where the cognition itself does not arise in the
absence of a relation,’® what is to be done? Even that kind of relation would not
be a reason for the cognition’s validity.

SucaritaMisra: “The knowledge of the relation is a component in the production of
the cognition. It is not a component of the cognition’s validity, which is assured only
by the absence of sublating cognitions.” Even in the case of inference, its validity is
not due to the knowledge of the relation, but is rather intrinsic to the cognition itself.

APPLICATIONS OF ARTHAPATTI

UMBEKA now notes that it was important for Kumarila to state the difference between
arthdpatti and inference because of the use of arthdpatti in the interpretation of the
Vedas, which he will now describe:

87. Here, the Vedic statement that is postulated on the basis of traditional texts,
and the applicatory statement that is postulated on the basis of indication and the
other forms of evidence, and the completion of a Vedic sentence that is postulated
on the basis of the result and so on—in none of these is there any hint of a relation,

“Here™: in this system, i.e., Mimamsa. The first example is the postulation of a Vedic
statement (§ruti) on the basis of traditional texts (s#rti) such as Manu’s Laws. When
the passibility that those texts were composed by human beings has been ruled out,
the only possible remaining option is thae they were based on Vedic texts that are
now lost.

The second example is a Vedic statement that is postulated in the process of
“application,” which situates all of the elements of a ritual rogether into a hierarchical
unity {see UMBEKA'S comments on verse 62 and 77ab). In this process, when it is
not explicitly mentioned which element is subordinate 1o which, Mimamsakas
avail themselves of five additional forms of evidence to make the decision. And on
the basis of this evidence, they can postulate an additional sentence that makes the
relation clear. SUCARITAMISRA gives examples for the postulation of sentences on the
basis of each of these five forms of evidence. For example, nowhere in the context
of the Full- and New-Moon Sacrifices is it explicitly prescribed that the mantra “I
cut the barhis, the seat of the gods” (barhir deva-sadanam damsi) is to be employed

1 rte Su, U; krte PA.
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in the cutting of the barhis-grass, although both the mantra and the curting of the
grass are so prescribed. But on the basis of a “indication” (/ifga) in the mantra, we
postulate the “applicatory statement” that “one should perform the cutting with that
mantra.” The third example is the postulation of a result in relation to Vedic
prescriptions in which the result is not explicitly mentioned. The result is one of
required elements of a prescription. Whenever it is not mentioned it has to be
supplied, and hence it is brought in from other contexts or postulated. Most
commonly the result with which Vedic prescriptions are construed is “heaven.”
Mimamsakas understand “heaven™ very broadly, in the sense of a felicity which
every human being desires, as argued in a section of Sabara’s commentary on the
Mimamsa-satras (6.1.1).

88. All of this and more would be invalid, if arthdpatti were not different from
inference. But if arthdpatti, as we have defined it, were to be called inference,
then we would be satisfied.

Kumarila thus makes it clear that much of the interpretive enterprise of Mimamsa
depends on arthdpatti, in the sense that Mimamsakas must posculate texts that are
equal in authority to the text of the Veda,

UmsEka understands the last half of the verse to mean that arthdpatti can be called
inference in an etymological sense, that is, an “after-cognition” {(@nu-mana), since like
inference it occurs subsequent upon another cognition. In the case of arthdpatts, it
occurs after a cognition of something not making sense; in the case of inference, it
oceurs after the cognition of an invariable concomitance, As long as the essential
differences between inference and arthdpatti are maintained, Kumarita has no issue
with using the vocabulary of inference to talk about arthdpatti. He made a similar
concession at the end of the section on language as an epistemic instrument (verse 111).
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CHAPTER TWO

Prabhakara’s Long
Explanation

Translated by ANDREW OLLETT and FLISA FRESCHI

Prabhakara was most likely a younger contemporary of Kumarila and might have
therefore lived in the seventh century.! His only extant work is the Long Explanation
(Brhati) on Sabara’s Commentary (Bhdsya). Prabhikara’s style is quite elliptical, and
his ideas are often original and challenging, For these reasons, it is often difficult to
follow the thread of his argument. In our translation, we have often followed the
commentary of the ninth-century philosopher $alikanatha, called Straightforward and
Lucid Gloss (Rjuvimald). Indented discussion marked cOMMENTS is our explanation
also often following him. §é1ikanétha, however, is an original thinker in his own right,
and in our reading, he sometimes diverges from Prabhikara on key issues. The
following chapter (see p. 95) will examine $alikanatha’s original ideas on arthapatti,
while in this chapter we have only included a few extracts from his commentary.

Prabhakara’s understanding of arthdpatti differs sharply from Kurmarila’s in the
following respects:*

* The element which does not make sense, according to Kumirila, is the
trigger, e.g., the cognition of Devadatta’s absence from home, whereas for
Prabhikara, it is the thing known, e.g., the cognition of Devadatra’s
presence elsewhere.

*  “Not making sense otherwise” for Kumarila seems to mean a logical
impossibility, whereas for Prabhakara, it only means that something in fact
does not occur apart from something else.

*  On whether and how the relation between trigger and the thing known
through arthdpatti is known, Kumarila insists that the relation is not known
beforehand, whereas Prabhakara admits that a relation must be known in
general terms.

*  On whether “arthdpatti on the basis of what is heard” constitutes a distinct
type of arthdpatti, Kumarila argues at length for this type, while Prabhakara
does not even mention it.

! See Yoshimizn (1994) for an insightful discussion of the chronology of Kumirita and Prabhakara.
!For more on the differences between Kumdrila’s and Prabhakara’s understanding of arthdpatti, see
Freschi {forthcoming).
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THE PRIMA FACIE POSITION

CoMMENTS: Prabhikara scructures his discussion by first introducing the definition
of arthdpatti that was provided in Sabara’s Commentary, and then presenting a
prima facie position (pirva-paksa}, according to which arthdpatti so defined is no
different from inference.

“Also arthdparti, the postulation of a thing when a thing that is seen or heard does
not make sense otherwise. For example, on seeing that Devadatta, although alive, is
not at home, the postulation of his being outside, which is not seen.”

Now, what is this “not making sense otherwise?” If, to begin with, one says that
the existence of a thing does not make sense without something else, then that is
simply the inference of an effect from the cause, and it is not a distinct epistemic
instrument.

CoMMENTS: Note that the sense of “not making sense otherwise” according to
this position is very close to the sense that Prabhikara will later give to it: namely,
that {the cognition of) one thing simply does not occur without (the cognition of)
another thing.

$alikanatha makes it even clearer that no logical inconsistency is involved in
“not making sense otherwise”: “For the word ‘otherwise,” which generally
denotes a manner other than the manner under discussion, denotes the absence
of what is postulated. And this is also denoted by the phrase ‘does not make
sense.” 50 we get this meaning: when we understand that this state of affairs does
not obtain in the absence of something postulated, we postulate another state of
affairs.”

If, instead, one says that the definition of inference is a cognition of somerhing
whose relation with something else is knowr, whereas in this case the relation is
not known, and for that reason it is a distinct epistemic instrument, that too is
incorrect,

ComMenTs: The definition of inference quoted here is the one that §abara, too,
had given in his Commentary to Mimamsa Stirra 1.1.5.

If one has not already known of a relation between two things, how can one
understand that one of them does not make sense without the other? For not making
sense otherwise is not something that can be apprehended through perception. For
that is apprehended on the basis of an invariable concomitance with its effect, and
such an invariable concomitance is always established through multiple observations.
Therefore, no matter whether something is observed or not, only if its relation with
what one perceives is known can one know it on the basis of the fact that what one
perceives would not make sense otherwise, Therefore a distinet epistemic instrument
is simply a mirage.

CommexTs: Salikanatha takes this opportunity to explain that it is not enough,
for arthdpatti, that one thing does not occur without another; it must be cognized
that one thing does not occur without another: “Not making sense otherwise
does not lead to an understanding of anything at all if it is not ascertained in the
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first place. For Sabara has used the phrase ‘does not make sense otherwise,’
followed by iti, where the word it is commonly understood to refer to a
cognition. If not making sense otherwise is not ascertained, then it cannot be the
reason for a particular understanding. Therefore it is only when it is understood
that not making sense otherwise leads to another understanding.”

PRABHAKARA’S POSITION

CoMMENTs: At this point, another speaker—whom we, following $alikanatha,
identify as Prabhiakara himself—responds to the prima facie position.

That would be true, if that which did not make sense without something else were
the trigger. But in this case, what does not make sense is precisely what is known
through arthdpatti,

ComumeNTs: As $alikanatha explains, “if the trigger for the cognition of something
was the thing that does not make sense without it, then this would simply be an
inference.” In contrast, Prabhakara maintains that it is exactly the thing known
through arthdpatti which “does not make sense otherwise.”

OpjecTioN: Now what does not make sense in this example? When a person is
observed to be absent from home, provided that he is alive, what does not make
sense is his absence from other places. And what follows from this? It is not his
absence that is understood, but rather his presence. And it is not the case that his
presence does not make sense once we have observed his absence from home.

Responsk: Surely it does not make sense. For presence outside does not make sense
apart from observing his absence from home.

ComMeNTs: Prabhakara’s response is that the being outside would indeed not
make sense if it were not for one’s experience of the absence from home. Thus,
he understands “not making sense otherwise” as a factive statement: the cognition
of x would not take place in the absence of the cognition of y. $alikanatha makes
the point explicit when he says that “‘Otherwise’ means ‘without the postulation
of the thing thar is postulated,’ that is, so long as its relation with being outside is
not understood.” Note, however, that our interpretation of Prabhiakara’s text
differs significantly from $alikanatha’s, which we provide in the following chapter
(see p. 95). In the following exchange, Prabhakara addresses an objection to
his interpretation of the text of Sabara’s Commentary. He must be aware that his
interpretation is rather strained, from a grammatical point of view.

OsjecTion: In saying “a thing that is seen or heard does not make sense otherwise,”
Sabara has made it clear that it is the trigger that does not make sense otherwise.

* In Sanskric, /it/ marks the end of an embedded clause and in this context, it marks the end of one part of
Sabara’s definition, ‘when a thing that is scen or heard does not make seqse otherwise’ (p.90).
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REesponse: God bless you, how little you know the text! $abara has said, “a thing
that is seen or heard is the postulation of a thing.” Now what does he mean by “the
postulation of a thing”? A thing that is seen or heard is the epistemic instrument for
another thing.

OsjecTioN: So with what is the phrase “does not make sense otherwise” construed?

Response: “Knowledge,” we answer. In bringing about a state of not making sense
otherwise, it triggers the cognition of another thing.

CoMMENTS: In other words, in Prabhakara’s interpretation, the clanse “does not
make sense otherwise” in Sabara’s commentary is not to be construed with “a
thing heard or seen” but rather with an unspoken and implicit word “knowledge.”
At this point, an objector claims that one needs to know that the trigger is
correlated with the thing one is about to know through arthdpasti in order for
this instrument of knowledge to work. Prabhikara seems to accept that knowledge
of a “mere relation” is necessary.

OrjecTioN: Isn’t there a requirement in this case of being known to be a correlate of
something else?

REsPONSE: What is required is the knowledge of a mere relation, nor the fact of
being a correlate. In inference, by contrast, the trigger is the fact of being a correlate
itself, and this is suggested by the phrasing of the definition of inference as “the
cognition of something whose relation with something else is known,”

CommenTs: Unfortunately Prabhiakara does not elaborate on what it means to be
a “mere relation” (sambandbamatra). Silikanatha elaborates as follows: “True, a
relation between being alive and a place is required. But absence from home,
which is the trigger, is not a correlate (sambandhin) of presence outside. Therefore,
in arthdparti, what is required for the understanding is the cognition of a mere
relation between being alive and a place.” In other words, one needs to be aware
that being alive is related to being somewhere, but one does not need to know the
invariable concomitance linking absence from home and presence outside. If one
knew it, the instrument of knowledge used would be inference, not arthdparts.

“A THING THAT IS SEEN OR HEARD”

CoMMENTs: The final topic of Prabhakara’s discussion concerns the purpose of
the words of “heard” and “seen” in Sabara’s definition. The answer is that they
are just synonyms and that all is meant is that something has been apprehended.
Noteworthy here is the fact that Prabhikara does not mention the existence of a
distinct type of arthdpaiti, “arthdpatti on the basis of what is heard”
($rurdrthdparti), which occupies so much of Kumarila’s discussion.

OsjecTioN: Does the mention of seeing and hearing in the definition of arthdpatti
serve to exclude other causes?
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REsPONSE: No, we say. It just means something that is apprehended.

OsjecT1ON: Why, then, is the word “heard” used, when just “seen” should have been
used?

RespoNsk: It is just a different way of expressing it. “Seen or heard” expresses
apprehension.
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CHAPTER THREE

Salikanatha’s
Straightforward and Lucid
Gloss; Comprehensive
Survey of the Epistemic
Instruments

Translated by ANDREW OLLETT and £LISA FRESCHI

Salikanatha was an author of the later eighth or ninth century who is best known as
the earliest commentator on, and expositor of, the thought of Prabhikara. He is thus
one of the earliest representatives of a “Prabhikara Mimamsa™ (Mimamsa following
Prabhdkara), which came to be doxographically opposed to “Bhirta Mimiamsa”
(Mimamsa following Kumirila). Salikanatha wrote widely on Mimamsa topics,
besides authoring a commentary—now lost—on an important text of the Vaifesika
system (the Prasasta-pdda-bhisya).

The sections translated below come from two separate works, The first comes
from the Straightforward and Lucid Gloss (Rju-vimald Pasicika), which is a running
commentary on Prabhakara’s Long Explanation. Since $alikanatha’s commentary is
mostly dedicated to explaining Prabhakara’s remarks, we have focused on three
secrions where he offers something above and beyond what Prabhakara discusses.
These are (1) his understanding of the crucial condition of “not making sense” which
applies in any case of arthdpatti; (2) the “summary verses” which he supplies toward
the end of Prabhakara’s discussion; and (3) his discussion of arthdpatti on the basis
of what is heard, which Kumarila had taken to be a qualitatively distinct kind of
arthdpatti. In these selections, the quotations from Prabhakara are in bold.

The second section is the section on arthdpatti in an independent essay entitled
Comprebensive Survey of the Epistemic Instruments (Pramdna-pardyana) that
Salikanatha wrote on the six epistemic instruments that Mimamsa authors accepted
as valid and distinct: perception, inference, testimony, comparison, arthdpatti, and
absence. This essay forms part of a collection of essays on Mimamsa topics called
Prakarana-paficiki (which might be translated as Topical Elaborations).
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FROM THE STRAIGHTFORWARD AND LUCID GLOSS

What does not make sense in arthapatti

In response to the proponent of the accepted position, an OBJECTOR (pirvapaksin)
now speaks: Now what does not make sense in this example? When a person is
observed to be absent from home, provided that he is alive, his absence from other
places does not make sense. This is a single passage.

When absence from home on the part of someone who is alive has been observed,
the same person’s absence anywhere else does not make sense, because that would
result in the absence of his being alive. And what follows from that? In response to
this question, the OBjECTOR makes his own position clear. It is not his absence that
is understood as a result of arthdpatti, but rather his presence, And it is not the case
that his presence does not make sense once we have observed his absence from
home. What is understood is his presence outside. This is what is called the
postulation of something that is not observed, namely, his presence cutside. And it
is not the case thar this does not make sense given his absence from home. By
contrast, up until thar point, ir makes perfect sense. What does not make sense is his
absence, but this is not what is understood through arthdpatti. Therefore it is not
suitable to say that arth 4 patti is the understanding of something that does not
make sense,

Now suppose an OPPONENT (wttarapaksin) responds to this objection as follows:
True, when we do in fact observe his absence from home, it is not the case that his
presence elsewhere does not make sense. But without observing his absence from
home, it is indeed the case that his presence outside does not make sense. And the
word “otherwise” simply expresses the meaning of the word “without,” so what this
means is that his presence outside does not make sense without observing his absence
from home,

CoMMENTs: In our reading, the critic of the opponent—that is, the uttarapaksin,
who does not necessarily side with the proponent of the accepted position
(siddhantin}—takes a position very close to Prabhikara’s own position.
Salikanatha, however, interprets Prabhakara rather forcedly, and thus his
reconstruction of the accepted position (siddhdnta) differs both from the position
defended here (by the uttarapaksin) and from what we understand Prabhakara’s
own position to have been.

A response from the first OB[ECTOR (phrvapaksin): That would be wrong. For it is
not the case that his presence outside does not make sense without observing his
absence from home. For even someone who does not see that Devadatta, for
example, is absent from home will not experience the slightest glimmer of not
making sense with respect to his being outside. Therefore this manner of responding
to the objection, too, does not stand to reason.

Now the proponent of the AccerTen Position (siddbantin) speaks: Surely it does
not make sense. Here is the idea It is not the case that we say that his presence
outside does not make sense without observing his absence from home, but rather
that when we observe his absence from home, his presence does not make sense
without being outside.




COMPREHENSIVE SURVEY OF THE EPISTEMIC INSTRUMENTS 97

COMMENTS: As noted above, Salikanatha identifies Prabhakara’s statements with
the “accepted position” (siddhdnta), but he interprets those statements in a rather
unnatural way, so effectively $alikanatha’s “accepted position” is different from

Prabhakara’s.

Therefore observing his absence from home is the cause of his presence not making
sense, so long as we have not understood that it is related to being outside. And this
state of not making sense is a conflict with another epistemic instrument. When we
have observed his absence from home, so long as we have not understood that it is
related to being outside, his being alive, which was understood on the basis of
another epistemic instrument, is thrown into doubt—“Why isn’t he here? Is he alive
at all?”—and is then understood to be related to his being outside. Therefore it is
precisely his presence that does not make sense here, and it is precisely his presence
that is understood through arthdpatti. This is the accepted position.

CoMMENTs: Salikanatha understands “not making sense” to be a state of potential
or actual conflict with other veridical cognitions, while Prabhakara understood it
to refer to a necessary antecedent condition.

For presence outside does not make sense apart from observing his absence from
home. The meaning of the text is that, when we have observed his absence from
home, his presence does not make sense unless it is outside. The word “surely”
expresses that it really doesn’t make sense at all.

COMMENTS: Once again, Silikanatha forcibly construes Prabhakara’s text to
support his own interpretation of arthdparti. In this case, he construes ving
“without” with bahib “outside,” where a much more natural reading of
Prabhakara’s text would construe ving with grhdbbava-daréanena “observing his
absence from home.”

Summary verses on arthipatti

On this topic there are the following verses:

The domain of arthdpatti is something

that is postulated because of something else

that would bring about a state of not making sense
if the first thing were not postulated.!

For example, being outside is postulated

because if it were not postulated,

a person’s absence from home would cause

his being alive to not make sense.

Here the state of not making sense without

the postulation of the result is characterized

' A very similar verse is found in Salikanatha's Comtpirebensive Survey of the Epistemnic Instruments, at the
beginning of the arthdpatti section (p. 272). See our translation on p- 102 in this volume.
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by the fact that one ends up with a doub,

because of a conflict (virodha) with another epistemic instrument.
For being alive is never observed without a place.
Because of one’s absence from home,

although one’s being alive is already established,

it becomes doubtful.

The postulation that arises in order to resolve

that doubt is called arthapatti, because of

the thing (artha) that generates (3pddaka) the doubt.?

In inference, by contrast, what is understood is

that the trigger does not make sense apart from the thing
that is understood through inference,

a condition that is characterized

by absence from all of the counter-loci.

CoMMENTs: A “counter-locus” is a locus where the property to be proven (e.g.,
the presence of “fire” in the inference “there is smoke on the mountain, therefore
there is fire on the mountain®™) is absent. The inferential reason (e.g., the presence
of “smoke”) must be absent from all such loci, otherwise it will fail to be probative
{e.g., if there is smoke in a place where fire is absent, then the invariable
concomitance between the two properties does not hold).

Therefore, these two epistemic instruments
called arthdpatti and inference are different,
because their components are different,
That is what we have ascertained.

Arthapartt on the basis of what is beard

CoMMENTS: In this section, we have identified the OpjecTOR (piarva-paksin) as
“Bhatta,” that is, a follower of Kumarila's interpretation, and the proponent of
the ACCEPTED PosITION (siddbantin} as “Prabhakara,” that is, a follower of
Prabhakara’s interpretation. Salikanatha does not label them as such. Bear in
mind here that the word for “state of affairs” and “meaning” is the same (artha).

BrATTA: Even if what is heard, too, is in fact “apprehended,” nevertheless the use of
the word “heard” serves to suggest that arthdpatti on the basis of what is heard is
different insofar as it results in an epistemic instrument.

ComMmenTs: Kumérila Bhatta, Explanation in Verse, arthdpatti section, verse 2.
See our translation on p. 45 in this volume, Note that throughout this discussion,
Salikanatha focuses on Kumarila’s claim that arthdpatti on the basis of what is

2 This verse is also found in Salikandcha’s Comprebensive Survey of the Epistemic Instruments, arthdpatti
section {p. 275). See our translation on p. 105 in this volume. It provides an etymological explanation of
arthapatti,
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heard is qualitatively different from other types of arthdpatti, and ignores
Kumirila’s parallel claim that this kind of arthdpatti has important hermeneutical
applications.

PrABHAKARA: Also in arthdpatti on the basis of what is heard, what is heard, namely
the absence of eating during the day, does not make sense, given that Devadatta’s
being stout does not make sense without eating during the night, and therefore
causes us to postulate simply his eating at night, and not the linguistic expression
thereof. For it is not the case that a meaning does not make sense without a linguistic
expression, but rather only without another meaning.

BuATTA: That is true. Arthdpatti gets started in order to postulate only a meaning.
However, because that meaning is grasped by a conceptual cognition, we have to
cognize it on the basis of a linguistic expression, and therefore arthdpatti stops at
the linguistic expression that appears in the first instance. It does not extend up to
the meaning. It is the linguistic expression itself, that, once it is understood, puts the
meaning in place.

CoMMENTs: This explanation closely follows verse 78ab of the arthéparti section
of Kumarila’s Explanation in Verse; Parthasarathimiéra borrows from Salikanatha’s
formulation in his commentary on that verse. See our translation on p. 81 in this
volume.

PrABHAKARA: If this were the case, then also in the case of perceptual cognitions and
so on, conceptual cognition would not grasp a meaning, but would instead stop at
the linguistic expression. With regard to comprehension of animals, infants, and
other conscious beings not proficient in language use, a comprehension we maintain
is non-linguistic, we have concluded that the sense faculties have a capacity
exclusively in regard to a state of affairs, that is, a meaning. Therefore in the
conceptual stage, too, they should have a capacity for precisely the same object, and
not for anything else, because we have already used up the chance to postulate such
a capaciry.

BrAtra: Arthdpatti on the basis of what is heard, however, never exists among
animals, because it depends upon language acquisition, since one who has not
learned a language cannot cognize a sentence meaning, which is preceded by
linguistic expressions.

PrApHAKARA: In arthdpatti on the basis of what is observed, we have concluded that
arthdpatti has a capacity exclusively in regard to a state of affairs, that is, a meaning,
and in this case as well it should have a capacity for precisely the same object.

BuATTA: That is true, we observe that it has a capacity exclusively for a meaning, but
it is insofar as the meaning is what causes something else to make sense. For even the
meaning is not understood as such, but rather insofar as it causes something else to
make sense. And what is it that makes something else make sense? That upon the
understanding of which the state of not making sense disappears. And even as soon
as a linguistic expression is pronounced, the state of not making sense disappears,
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and hence arthdpatti on the basis of what is heard operates in regard to the linguistic
expression that appears in the first instance. This is what the revered author of the
Explanation has said:*

And it is not the case that one meaning is understood
on the basis of another meaning. By contrast,

the first meaning is concealed,

because it is grasped by a conceptual cognition.

ComMenTs: The following verse appears to be an objection, to which Kumirila
responds in the subsequent verse. Kumarila believes that our perceptual and
inferential cognitions are conceptual, and if he is claiming that linguistic
expressions “conceal” all such conceptual cognitions, then he would be in the
absurd position of arguing that, on the one hand, animals have conceptual
cognitions, and on the other hand, that these cognitions are “concealed™ by
linguistic expressions that the animals themselves could never understand,

1t is fire that is grasped on the basis

of the sense faculties or of an inferential sign,

not the word “fire.”

Similarly, this fire is apprehended by animals, too,
only insofar as it is a state of affairs.

Arthdpatti on the basis of what is heard, however,

is never observed in animals. For the cognition
produced by arthdpatti on the basis of what is heard
is considered to arise out of linguistic competence.
it does not arrive at the meaning itself,

insofar as it cognizes other linguistic expressions and stops there,
Thus it necessarily has a sentence as its domain

in the first instance.

CoMMENTS: In other words, as soon as one postulates another linguistic expression
(e.g. ratrau bhusikte), one stops there; one does not need to postulate the meaning
of this linguistic expression. The meaning would be delivered, as usual, by
linguistic communication, as he explains:

In turn, it is the sentence alone that causes
one to know the meaning
because this sentence is what is understood.

* The following verses come most probably from Kumérila's Long Remarks (Brhat-tikd), as noted by
Yoshimizu (1999:6), Very similar ideas are discussed in Sucaritamifra’s commentary on Kumdrila's
Explanation in Verse. Se¢ our translation on p. 43 in this volume.
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PraprAKarA: The blessed author of the Commmentary doesn’t stand for any of this.
We might answer in accordance with Prabhakara’s views as follows. In conceptual
cognitions, a linguistic expression is understood in the form of something that
delimits a meaning, and a linguistic expression delimits a meaning insofar as it
expresses it. Therefore in the cognition (of the word) “cow,” we understand a
meaning in a particular manner, namely, that ‘this is expressed by the linguistic
expression “cow.” And it is not the case that a linguistic expression expresses the
fact that its meaning is expressed by a linguistic expression. Thus, a linguistic
expression does not convey a meaning in reference to this (namely the fact that its
meaning is expressed by a linguistic expression). Rather, a linguistic expression
appears as specifying what it expresses as being expressed by something that is
understood in the discursive practice of adults. Therefore, even though it appears in
the first instance, that is not sufficient to dispel the state of not making sense, because
it does not set a meaning in place, Therefore it cannot be what is known through
arthdpatti. And hence, since this too has a meaning as its content, the use of the
word “heard” does not have the purpose of pointing out a difference between types
of arthdpatti.

CoMMEeNTS: On the next topic, Salikanatha abandons the back-and-forth dialogue
with an adherent of Kumirila’s views for a more polemical criticism. It is
noteworthy that most of the positions that the opponent held in the above
dialogue can be found, in some form, in Kumarila’s works, and hence $alikanatha
treats them with respect. The opponent’s position in the following section,
however, cannot be found in Kumarila’s works, and probably represents an
elaboration on Kumirila’s views by a later follower.

As for those who think that, in the case of the visvajir sacrifice* and so on, it is a
linguistic expression that does not make sense on account of its being incomplete,
and that therefore it is a linguistic expression that is postulated to make sense of it,
although those people, who speak nonsense in postulating according to their own
judgment, deserve to be ignored, nevertheless beginners pay attention to them, so
something may be said for the sake of educating the beginners.

What is it about the linguistic expression that doesn’t make sense, above and
beyond the meaning not making sense? If you say that it is the fact that it is
incomplete, well then, what exactly is incomplete about the linguistic expression?
For only a meaning can be incomplete when some portion of that meaning is lacking.
If you say that the linguistic expression is incomplete because of the incompleteness
of the meaning, that is fine, for when something’s not making sense depends on
something else, then we must accept that it’s the lacter thar ultimately does make
sense. Otherwise the linguistic expression would remain incomplete in that stage
{i.e,, the stage before the meaning of the linguistic expression is understood).
Therefore, even when the linguistic expression is incomplete, we only need to
postulate a meaning. Nor is it the case that when a meaning does not make sense, the

*See n. 17 on p. 70.
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linguistic expression does not make sense either, since the linguistic expression and
the meaning are different.

Now one might object that when a meaning does not make sense, there is nothing
that results from the cognition of a linguistic expression, and hence the fact that the
linguistic expression is an epistemic instrument would not make sense ar all. Thag
too may be true, bur what would not make sense is the fact that a linguistic expression
is an epistemic instrument, not the linguistic expression itself. Nor is it the case that
this fact, of a linguistic expression’s being an epistemic instrument, does not make
sense on its own; rather, it does not make sense simply because its meaning does not
make sense. If this is the case, then the fact that the underlying meaning does not
make sense alone is what puts the arthdpatti in place. Moreover, what would render
it impossible for a linguistic expression to be an epistemic instrument would be a
doubt that there is no object of the cognition, in the absence of a meaning, not the
absence of some further linguistic expression, such that one should postulate one,
Well, enough of this extended discussion, We have gotten too far from the point, and
now we will return.

The meaning of Prabhikara’s commentary is that a total apprehension is not
communicated by the word “seen” alone, but only when it is combined with the
word “heard,” and that is why the use of the word “heard” is not pointless. And
how, precisely, is the fact of being apprehended communicated by the word “seen”
together with the word “heard?” Listen: Although the word “seen” expresses
something that has been apprehended in general, nevertheless, because of its
proximity with the word “heard,” it expresses everything besides what is cognized
from language through the principle of the cows-and-bulls, What is the purpose of
using this principle of the cows-and-bulls, you might ask? Look. We are worldly
people, and in the real world, people are seen o use expressions like this. Nor is
there any scope for criticizing such usages in the world, since they have no beginning.
Therefore this is simply another way of saying the same thing: an expression that
people in the real world understand to mean apprehension in general.

FROM THE COMPREHENSIVE SURVEY OF THE
EPISTEMIC INSTRUMENTS

The definition of arthapatti

Now the postulation triggered by an
observed state of affairs which would lead an
uncbserved state of affairs to not make sense
in the absence of that postulation

is called arthdpatti.’

Arthdpatti is the postulation of an additional state of affairs on the basis of an
observed state of affairs which would lead to an unobserved state of affairs not

* A very similar verse is found in Salikanatha’s Straightforward and Lucid Gloss. See our translation on
p. 98.
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making sense so long as that additional state of affairs is not postulated. For example:
on the basis of not seeing Devadatta at his home, although he is alive, we postulate
an unobserved state of affairs, namely, his being outside.

Arthpatti is distinct from inference

OsjecTON: The postulation that someone who is alive is outside, on the basis of
observing his absence from home, is simply an inference. That is to say: we
understand with reference to ourselves that whoever, being alive, is not in one place,
is in another place, and hence it makes sense that when we understand, on the basis
of someone’s absence from one place, that person’s existing in another place, which
is known to have a necessary connection with it, that is simply an inference.

Thus, existence in once place and absence from another place, being connected
in a relation defined by occurring at the same time, are complements belonging to
the same time, just as high tides and the rising of the moon are complements
belonging to the same time. One can infer through this inferential complex that
when Devadatta, being alive, is not at home, he is somewhere else.

Similarly, given Devadatta’s absence from one place, his existence elsewhere
stands in a relation of necessary connection to this absence that is characterized by
inherence in the same thing, on account of his connection with another place, and is
thus a complement to this absence, both properties—the absence from one place and
the existence elsewhere—being located in Devadatta. Thus all of the elements are
available for an inference to take place:

1. Devadatta is in contact with an external place (thesis),
2. because he exists while being absent at home (reason),

3. since whoever exists while being absent from home is somewhere else
{invariable concomitance),

4. just as in the case of myself (example).

Response: 'To start with his being alive, this cannot be an inferential reason, because
this is precisely what is put into doubt. For suppose someone has understood
Devadatta’s existence only in relation to his house., So long as the connection
between Devadatta’s existence and an external place is not brought in, when such a
person sees that Devadatra is not at home, that would bring the fact that he is alive
into doubt, even though it previously was understood on the basis of an epistemic
instrument: “How can Devadarta be alive,” he will think, “if he is not at home?” For
once something has been apprehended, understanding a form of it different from
the form that had previously been apprehended is sufficient to generate a doubr.
And Devadarta’s existence was understood only in connection with his house.
Hence, when his absence from home is apprehended, it would be rendered doubtful,
so long as its connection with an external place is not understood. For this reason
his existence, being afflicted by doubt, cannot function as an inferential reason.
One might say that his existence becomes an inferential reason when we come to
understand his relation with an external place, and consequently our doubt regarding
his existence is dispelled. Bur that is not the case, since there would be nothing to
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infer. For it is precisely Devadatta’s relation with an external place that we wanted
to infer in the first place, and if that is admitted, there is nothing left to be known.
This is what the learned author of the Explanation has said:

Therefore, it cannot be an inferential reason,
since insofar as it is independent

from what is to be known, it is doubtful.

At the very moment, however, when it can
become an inferential reason,

nothing remains to be inferred.®

Therefore his being alive is not capable of producing any further understanding,
since it is subject to doubt,

To move on, then, to his absence from home: it does not make sense that his
absence from home is the reason that allows us to infer that he is related to an
external place. For it is not his absence on its own that we must provisionally admit
to be an inferential reason, but rather his absence qualified by his being alive, since
absence from home on its own can be accounted for even without being outside, in
the case of dead people and people who have not yet been born, as has been said:

Sheer absence from home, apart from his being alive,
cannot establish being outside,
since that is also observed in people who are dead.’

Since being alive, which is the qualifier, is rendered doubtful, whatever is qualified
by it cannot be an inferential reason.

Therefore it makes sense that the trigger is just absence from home, on its own,
which is itself free from any doubt. And there is no epistemic instrument which
might render this cognition doubtful,

One might object as follows. If this alone were the trigger, then we would run
into the absurd consequence that we understand a dead person, or a person who has
not yet been born, to be related with an external place. To this we say: we define the
trigger to be something that is capable of throwing something else into doubt so long
as the postulation of some other thing does not take place.® That is to say, Devadatta’s
absence from home, which throws his existence into doubt so long as the postulation
of his being related to an external place does not oceur, is in fact a trigger, whereas
the absence from home of dead people, or people who have not yet been born, does
not throw anything at all into doubt, and hence it is not a trigger. Therefore the
absurd consequence that you mentioned will not occur. Moreover, what is

* This verse is probably quoted from Kumirila’s Long Remarks (Brhat-ikd).

" Kumdrila, Explanation in Verse, arthdpatti chapter, v. 21 (see our translation on p. 53 of this volume).

# Ins this and several following sentences we have both sasamsayam apad- and samsayam dpad-; possibly the
first involves an implied artha- (“render something doubtful”}, but it might also be a misreading (E. Freschi
suggests yds samdayam might have been read as yasasamsayam). In the following sentence, read
vidyamdnatam saméayam dpadayan.
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understood in this case is precisely that which, if it is not postulated, a doubt arises,
whereas if it is postulated, the doubt subsides.

CommenTs: Salikanatha has used various forms of the verb d-pad, which is
present in the name arthdpatti, to describe how a cognition is “beset,” “afflicted,”
or “seized” by doubt. Below he will quote a verse from an unknown source—
possibly his own—which explains arthdpatti in precisely these etymological
terms, namely as a cognition that arises when a given state of affairs {artha) is
beset by (apatti) doubt by another state of affairs,

Now absence is the trigger in this case, but it is nevertheless not an inference, because
the way in which the cognition arises is different. When you observe one complement,
the cognition that arises thereupon, assisted by the memory of a necessary connection
between the two complements, is an inference. By contrast, so long as one does not
postulate an external place, absence from home throws Devadatta’s existence into
doubt, and in order to resolve that doubt, it causes one to postulate his relation with
an external place. Therefore it is not possible for this cognition to be an inference.
Contrast an inferential reason such as smoke, which does not lead anyone to
understand fire by throwing something unto doubt, and thus cannot be an arthdpatti.
On this ropic there is the following verse:

The postulation that arises in order to resolve
that doubt is called arthdpatti, because of
the thing (artha) that generates {(@padaka) the doubt.’

ComMEeNTS: The position espoused in this verse is that the trigger of arthdpatti is
the cognition of a state of affairs that puts one’s existing knowledge into doubt
{in this case, Devadatta’s absence from home),

An alternative view of arthapatti

CommenTs: In the following section, $alikanitha offers a different definition of
arthdpatti, according to which the trigger is not the cognition that throws an
existing cognition into doubt, but the existing cognition itself, which is thrown
into doubt. $alikanatha gives slight preference to this interpretation.

Some people, however, say that arthdpatti

is the postulation that is so called

on account of the state of affairs which,
although previously apprehended,

would come into doubt without that postulation.

Some people, however, say the following, A state of affairs which, although it has
already been known from an epistemic instrument, enters into a condition of not

* This verse is also found in Satikandtha’s Straightfownrd and Lucid Gloss. See our translation above,
p. 98.
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making sense, in the form of a doubt, when a different form of it than was previously
encountered has been understood, so long as another state of affairs is not
postulated—that first state of affairs produces the postulation of that other state of
affairs, in order to remove the doubt that affects it, and this is arthdpatii.

And this is to be preferred because of the relative strength of observation. For on
this definition, despite having been apprehended on the basis of an epistemic
instrumnent, it is the state of affairs that is thrown into doubt itself—because of the
absence of the form in which this state of affairs had been previously observed—that
generates the arthdpatti.

ComMenTs: The idea seems to be that observation (daréana) is a relatively strong
and secure epistemic instrument, especially in comparison with absence. In fact
Prabhikara and his followers deny that absence is an epistemic instrument.
Hence, in order to ensure that arthdpatti is an epistemic instrument, it must be
demonstrated that the premises from which it starts—in this case, the “trigger” of
the postulation—were also apprehended through valid epistemic instruments.
Hence some followers of Prabhakara might claim that what sets the process of
postulation in motion is not the cognition of “absence from home” itself, but
rather the cognition of Devadatta’s being alive, which has been rendered doubtful
in some way.

There is no contradiction in saying that what generates an inference is an inferential
reason that has been ascertained, whereas what generates an arthdpatti is a reason
that has been seized by doubt. In fact it is for this very reason that it is distinct from
inference. It is only when the smoke has been ascertained that it triggers the cognition
of fire. Here there is no other thing that puts the smoke in a position of not making
sense. Absence from home, by contrast, puts Devadatta’s existence into a state of not
making sense. His very existence, once it has been brought into a state of not making
sense on account of his absence from home—so long as there is no postulation of his
relation with an external place—is what causes us to postulate his own relation with
an external place.

Therefore arthdpatti is different from inference in either case. Either, as in the
previous view, it is Devadatta’s absence from home, which puts his existence into a
state of not making sense, that causes us ro postulate his being outside. Or, on this
alternative view, it is Devadatta’s existence itself, which has been pur into a state of
not making sense by his absence from home, that causes us to postulate his relation
with an external place in order for it to make sense again.

What does not make sense otherwise?

CoMMENTs: On both of the views that Salikanatha has just sketched, the cognition
which “does not make sense” in the absence of a postulation is the cognition of
Devadatta’s continued existence. He now addresses an opponent who takes the
view that what does not make sense otherwise is Devadatta’s absence from home.
Noteworthy is the fact that $alikanatha does not even discuss what we take to be
the most natural reading of Prabhakara’s views on arthdpatti, according to which
it is the cognition of Devadarta’s presence elsewhere that “does not make sense”
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otherwise, in the sense that it would never arise were it not for the cognition of
his absence from home.

There is someone, however, who believes that it is Devadatta’s absence from home
which does not make sense, and that this is what triggers the cognition of his being
outside. This is wrong, That is to say: what is it about Devadatta’s absence from
home that does not make sense otherwise?

ComMenTs: $alikanitha rejects, in sequence, two interpretations according to
which Devadatta’s absence from home can be said to “not make sense.” The first
would reduce arthdpatti to a particular kind of inference based on negative
concomitance (there is no x in the absence of ¥}, which is itself derived, by means
of arthdpatti, from a previously-established positive concomitance (where there
is y, there is x). In this first interpretation, “not making sense otherwise” means
that one thing is logically impossible without another. In the second interpretation,
which $alikanitha rejects as psychologically implausible, Devadatta’s absence
from home is said to “not make sense” in that it is subject to doubt.

If, on the one hand, it is his absence apart from a relation with an external place—
since the absence from home on the part of someone who is alive cannot occur
without that person’s relation with an external place—then what we have been
calling arthdpatti would simply be an inference from negative concomitance, which
is characterized by the absence of the inferential reason given the absence of what is
to be inferred. And a negative concomitance can only ever be understood through a
positive concomitance, which is characterized by the presence of whart is to be
inferred given the presence of the inferential reason. For it is not possible to ascertain
thar the inferential reason is necessarily absent from an infinite number of counter-
loci—thar is, instances where what is to be inferred is absent—until one ascertains
that the presence of the inferential reason has a necessary connection with the
presence of what is to be inferred. For it is only when thart is ascertained that one
may conclude, on the basis of arthdpatti, a necessary connection of the absence of
the inferential reason given the absence of what is to be inferred.

ComMmENTs: In the following paragraph Slikanatha explains how a negative
concomitance can be derived from a positive concomitance through arthdpatti: if
a state of affairs x is known to have a positive concomitance with a state of affairs
¥, such that the presence of y guarantees the presence of x, then x cannot possibly
be absent unless we postulate that y is also absent.

For there are two alternatives: either the inferential reason is present, or it is absent.
Among these two, let us first assume that the inferential reason is present. If it is then
established that the presence of the inferential reason has a necessary connection
with the presence of what is to be inferred, then it will simply never be the case that
what is to be inferred is absent. If it were not possible for what is to be inferred to
be absent on the other alternative as well, wherein the inferential reason is absent,
then it would not make sense ar all for what is inferred to be absent. Therefore, on
the assumption that the inferential reason is present, once it has been understood
thar the presence of the inferential reason is necessarily connected with the presence
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of what is to be inferred, this very necessary connection would put the absence of
what is to be inferred in a state of not making sense, so long as we do not postulate
that we are actually in the other alternative, wherein the inferential reason is absent.
And hence this very necessary connection should cause us to postulate that we are in
fact in that other alternative, wherein the inferential reason is absent. Once this is
done, however, it stands to reason that the absence of what is to be inferred has a
necessary connection with the absence of the inferential reason. Therefore the
cognition that something simply does not occur in the absence of what is to be
inferred presupposes an understanding of a necessary connection, and therefore
does not differ from inference.

If, on the other hand, Devadatta’s absence from home does not make sense so long
as his relation to an external place is not postulated means that it is actually doubted,
then it could never be said to “not make sense.”!” For there is no reason at all why his
absence from home would be subject to doubt. We have said, by contrast, that what
is rendered doubtful is actually his being alive, since that has always been observed to
be related to his home, and what renders it doubtful is his absence from home.

Qur position, therefore, is that arthdpatts, literally “a sudden occurrence (3paiti)
related to a state of affairs (artha),” is either the state of affairs that renders another
one doubtful, or alternatively the state of affairs that is rendered doubtful by it.

Arthapatti on the basis of what is heard

On the topic of arthdpatti, some say that the sentence “stout Devadatta does not eat
during the day” causes us to postulate the very sentence “he eats at night,” since the
eating, understood in relation to Devadatta, that is negated in relation to the day and
inferred from his being stout, does not make sense.

That, too, is incorrect, because in this case, as well, it is only appropriate to
postulate a state of affairs, which in this case is a meaning. For something is
understood through arthdpatti when it would not make sense if that thing were not
postulated, and in this case it is Devadatta’s eating which does not make sense so
long as its connection with the night is not supposed. For it does not make sense
because it does not have a relation to another time. And it is precisely a relation with
that other time that its not making sense allows us to postulate.

CoMMENTs: Compare the following objection to Kumarila’s Explanation in Verse,
arthdpatti section, verse 78ab (see p. 81 in this volume}, as well as the verses that
Salikanatha had quoted in his Straightforward and Lucid Gloss (see above,
p. 100), probably from Kumirila's Long Remarks.

OsjecTiON: We agree that arthdpatti starts out in order to postulate a state of affairs.
But because that state of affairs is to be known from a conceptual cognition, and
because conceptual cognitions are preceded by linguistic expressions, the postulation
actually culminates in the preceding linguistic expression, and that linguistic
expression, in turn, establishes its proper meaning. And we need not doubt that

' Reading anupapattiy instead of anupapatter.
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every conceptual cognition,
whether inferential or perceptual,
culminates in a linguistic expression by this principle.!!

Since the sense-faculties and an inferential reason are observed to be capable of
producing awareness of a state of affairs at the non-conceptual stage, we assume
that, in the conceptual stage as well, they operate with respect to precisely the same
object, namely, a state of affairs. Any awareness based on arthdpatti on the basis of
what is heard, however, cannot possibly be non-conceptual, because it presupposes
language acquisition. For only a person who has acquired language, having
understood the meaning of a sentence, would ever want to cognize another meaning
when the previously-cognized meaning rurns out not to make sense,

One might object as follows. In the case of arthdpatti on the basis of what is
observed, arthdpatti is an epistemic instrument for a state of affairs, and hence it
ought ta be an epistemic instrument for a state of affairs, that is, a meaning, in the
case of arthdpatti on the basis of what is heard as well. But that is not the case.
Arthdpatti is an epistemic instrument for that upon the understanding of which a
condition of not making sense is removed. And in this case, the condition of not
making sense is indeed removed as soon as a linguistic expression is understood, so
it is not unreasonable for it to be an epistemic instrument for a linguistic expression.

Response: The condition of not making sense lasts as long as the connection between
eating and the night-time remains uncognized. Even if the mere form of the linguistic
expression were understood, the condition of not making sense would not subside
until it was understood, on the basis of that linguistic expression, that eating has a
relation with night. For if one has not learned the meanings of the expressions “take
meals” and “after dark,” then the condition of not making sense related to the
meaning of the sentence “stout Devadatta does not eat during the day” will not be
resolved just by the mere utterance of the phrase “he takes his meals after dark.”

Therefore it is a state of affairs that directly causes the original expression to
make sense, and not a linguistic expression. And we have already understood
arthdpatti to have, as its object, a state of affairs that causes something else to make
sense in the case of arthdpatti on the basis of what is seen. Hence in no case is it ever
an epistemic instrument for a linguistic expression which would, in turn, cause
something else to make sense.

What's more, we must accept that a linguistic expression in any other conceptual
cognition is the object of memory, and if this is so, then in this case, too, the linguistic
expression ought to be the object of memory; it is certainly not the object of an
epistemic instrument. Our position, therefore, is that no epistemic instrument—and
not even arthdpatti on the basis of what is heard—causes us to grasp a linguistic
expression, but rather, what it causes us to grasp is a state of affairs that causes
something else to make sense.

"' We read this quotation as a (corrupt) §loka in support of the objectot’s position, possibly from Kumdrila's
Long Remarks. Reconstruct as follows: laingikam aindriyakam <a sarvam eva vikalpakam fabda etena
nydyena paryavasyet (maybe it/ sthitam at the end).
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CommENTs: We follow Ramanujicirya in his Secret of the System (Tantra-rahasya)
in explaining this brief and difficult passage. The idea seems to be that the
followers of Prabhakara do not accept that linguistic expressions in themselves
can be valid epistemic instruments, since they are merely provided to us on the
basis of associative memories formed from past cognitions, and therefore it does
not help the of arthdpatti to say thar it results in the cognition of a linguistic
expression.
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