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Action Theory and Scriptural Exegesis in Early
Advaita-Vedanta (3): Mandana MiSra on Ontology,
Time and Commandment”

Hugo David

The linguistic phenomenon of injunction (vidhi) gave rise to an intense theoretical
interest in medieval India, where it often stood as a prototype for non-assertive
discourse, first of all among specialists in Paninian grammar (Vyakarana) and
Vedic exegesis (Mimamsa), later on in other schools of thought which, for var-
ious reasons that still need to be cleared, developed an interest in the vidhivada,
the “discussion of injunctions/of the cause of human action.” The philosophical
and historical significance of this discussion is now widely recognised,! and a
preceding study was devoted to exploring some of its consequences for the early
evolution of Mimamsa as an exegetical theory (David 2013b). Little attention
has been paid, however, to its implications for the development of Brahmanical

* Research for the present article was started as part of the project “Language and Action
in Early Brahmanical Philosophy,” carried out at the Austrian Academy of Sciences
(Vienna) in 2013-2015 and funded by the Austrian Science Fund (FWF-project no.
P25287 — G15). My reflection on the imperative also greatly benefitted from numerous
discussions I had with Vincenzo Vergiani during my stint at the university of Cambridge
as a Newton International Fellow in 2013-2014. Earlier versions of the main argument
of this essay can be found in my recent monograph (David 2020a: vol. 1, pp. 46—48 and
vol. 2, n. 717) and in a previous article in French (David 2017). I thank Elliot M. Stern
for sharing with me, for the last decade, unpublished material regarding the Vidhiviveka
and its commentaries, Vincent Eltschinger for useful corrections on an earlier draft, and
S. L. P. Anjaneya Sarma for useful clarifications on some Sanskrit passages translated
here for the first time.

I After along break following E. Frauwallner’s pioneering study of the concept of bhavana
in the work of Kumarila Bhatta and Mandana MiSra (Frauwallner 1938), Brahmanical
theories of injunctive discourse have enjoyed some new attention in recent years. See
in particular studies by Marui (1989), Freschi (2012) (who also proposes an overview
of secondary literature [pp. 19-21]) and David (2013a and 2013b). The historical and
ideological background of these discussions is sketched in David 2015.

V. Eltschinger, B. Kellner, E. Mills, I. Ratié (eds.), A Road Less Traveled : Felicitation Volume in Honor of
John Taber. (Wiener Studien zur Tibetologie und Buddhismuskunde 100) Wien 2021, pp. 37-94.



38 Hugo David

ontology.? Still, it is remarkable that the most ancient Brahmanical treatise en-
tirely devoted to an investigation of the cause of human activity (pravrttihetu),
the Vidhiviveka (“An enquiry into the cause of human action,” henceforth ViV)
by Mandana Misra (660—7207), also offers the most elaborate argument in favour
of existence (satta) as the highest universal in early Mimamsa.? Equally signifi-
cant is that the only parallel for this discussion in Mandana’s work should pre-
cisely be a large section of the second book (kanda) of his presumably later
Brahmasiddhi (“Proof of brahman,” henceforth BS), for the most part a defence
of Vedantic exegesis against the Prabhakara hypothesis of the “commandment”
(niyoga) as the object of all linguistic utterances.* The purpose of the present study
is to attempt an explanation of what may otherwise appear as a mere coinci-
dence or a case of theoretical “digression” (prasarnga), a view further comforted
by the conspicuous absence of ontological reflection in later Brahmanical writ-
ings on injunction.’ This investigation might also allow us, it is hoped, better to

2 An important exception to this statement is the work of Wilhelm Halbfass, who first
proposed to correlate the Mimamsakas’ conceptions of being (bhava/satta) with their
linguistic analysis of Vedic injunctions. Halbfass’s sketch of the early history of the
concept of sarta in Mimamsa deserves to be quoted at length: “(...) in the field of
ontology, the different explanations of ‘being’ are associated with exegetic positions.
While Kumarila adopts and modifies the VaiSesika notion of the highest universal satta,
Prabhakara and Salikanatha explain it as pramanasambandhayogyata, ‘suitability for
being connected with valid cognition,” in order to accommodate karya, ‘the ought,” as a
reality sui generis. Mandana, who rejects Prabhakara’s karya and wants to support his
own interpretation of the nature of vidhi, ‘injunctions,” proposes vartamanatda, ‘being
present,” or vartamanakalasambandhitva, ‘connectedness with the present time.” Yet,
at the same time, these definitions are contributions to the general ontological debate.
As such they have been recognized not only within the Mimamsa, but also in the wider
arena of Indian philosophical debates” (Halbfass 1991: 33).

3 ViV(SV) 12 (S 330.2-371.1 [= G 45.2-57.1]). The ViV is quoted, for the piarvapaksa-
part, as in Elliot M. Stern’s critical edition (Stern 1988), marked S. Since this edition is still
unpublished, references to the most widespread edition by Mahaprabhu Lal Goswam,
marked G, are given in square brackets. As the two published editions of the ViV I could
access (i.e. the editio princeps, marked M, and G) generally do not provide any additional
evidence with respect to E. Stern’s critical apparatus, variant readings from these editions
are not systematically mentioned for this part of the text.

4 BS(SV) 2.29-58 (pp. 84.24-96.22). I accept the division of the BS in three books (and
not in four, as in K. Kuppuswami Sastri’s editio princeps) proposed by Diwakar Acharya
(2006). For a summary and discussion of Acharya’s arguments, see David 2013b: 281—
82, n. 32.

5> The section of the ViV including a lengthy discussion of sarta (ViV 5-14, especially
ViV 8-14), was neglected, not only by modern scholarship on Mandana (the brief
monograph by K. Natarajan [1995] devotes only a few pages [pp. 41-52] to his refutation
of the doctrine of the niyoga), but also by his medieval readers. In his metrical rendering
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understand how a reflection on forms of discourse defining what should be can
have decisive implications for our conception of what there is and, eventually, of
being as an architectonic idea allowing the understanding of reality as a unified
totality.

Between the beginning of the 6™ century and the end of the 8" Mimamsa saw
the rise of two fundamentally distinct and mutually incompatible doctrines in the
field of ontology.® The former, of which Mandana Misra was the first advocate,
is characterised by a univocal concept of existence (satta), equally applicable
to all kinds of positive entities (substances, qualities, universals, etc.).” At the
heart of this conception of being lies the equation of existence and being present
(vartamanata): for Mandana, to be essentially means to be in the present.® Past
and future entities owe their existence (or rather, their non-vacuity)’ to their

of the ViV’s pirvapaksa in the Nyayasudha 1.2.7 (pp. 26-29), Some$vara Bhatta (12
c.?), for instance, supplements his fairly trustworthy paraphrase of ViV 1-4 (k. 1-15)
by a refutation of the Prabhakara hypothesis of the “obligation” (karya) entirely based
on Salikanatha’s works (k. 16—41), with no consideration whatever of Mandana’s own
exposition. That Mandana’s objections to Prabhakara are omitted by a scholar quite
explicitly following his course of argument reveals, I believe, a shift in Brahmanical
theory of action from a wider reflection including ontological preoccupations to a purely
psychological analysis of human action, a shift that must have taken place between the
time of Mandana and that of Salikanatha.

¢ T follow here the terminological usage introduced by W. Halbfass in his fundamental
work on classical VaiSesika (Halbfass 1993), whose chapter 7 (“The conceptualization of
Being in Classical VaiSesika”) constitutes the most immediate background of this study.
See also Halbfass 1975, 1986 and 1989. Thus the word “ontology” will be used here in
the restricted sense of an “explicit conceptualisation of being” or of an explication of
what it means to say that something is, distinguished from “categoriology” understood as
the mere enumeration of “what there is.” However, I do not adopt Halbfass’s distinction
between “existence” and “reality” (respectively translating astitva and satta), since the
concept of astitva plays no role in the texts under consideration here. I consequently keep
the more literal translations “being” for sat and “existence” for satta.

7 On the exclusion of absence (abhava) from the domain of satta, see Vacaspati’s Nyaya-
kanika (NyK) ad ViV 12 (SV): na khalu prameyata satta, tadanuvrttav api sattaya abhavad
vyavrtteh; “Existing differs from being known, for even though the latter [= being known]
pertains to absence, existence does not” (S 331.6-7 [= G 45.23-24]). On the difference
between the Mimamsaka concept of sarta and that of the Vaisesika, see below n. 11.

8 See ViV 13 (SV — Introduction): vartamdanataiva hi sattvam ucyate; “For [we] maintain
that existence is nothing but being present” (S 3751-2 [G 58.1]); BS 2.35 (SV): sac ca
vartamanam ity ucyate; “And [we] maintain that being is whatever is present” (p. 8§7.18).
° In one place in the ViV, Mandana qualifies past and future objects as “indescribable
[in terms of being and non-being]” (anupakhyeya). See ViV 15 (SV): (...) jiianotpattav
ajatanivrttayor anupakhyeyatvad asamarthyat; “(...) for [an entity] that has not come
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having been formerly present, or to their being about to be present. There is
little doubt that this kind of ontology was implicitly admitted even by some of
Mandana’s predecessors in Mimamsa. The reason why it needed to be voiced and
argued in both his main exegetical works is that it had to confront a fundamentally
distinct comprehension of being, based on radically different assumptions. For
its advocates being was not a distinct property of things. Nor can it be associated
with any temporal characteristics belonging to the thing in itself, but only with
its (actual or potential) relationship to cognition (pramana).® Thus, according to
this second conception, there is no contradiction entailed in saying that an entity
is and that it is not, never has been and will never be present, as long as one can
provide a convincing epistemological basis for its distinction from non-existent
entities such as sky-flowers, hares’ horns and the like. The price to pay for this
significant extension of the realm of being to entities that do not exist in time
(strictly speaking they are timeless entities) was the dissolution of the univocal
conception of being elaborated by earlier Mimamsakas in close confrontation with
early Vaisesika,"' and the correlative dissemination of being into an irreducible

[into existence] or has ceased [to exist] does not have the capacity to produce knowledge,
since it is indescribable [in terms of being and non-being] (anupakhyeyatvat)” (S 466.1-2
[G 83.4]). For a similar usage of the adjective anupakhyeya, see for instance Bhartrhari’s
Vakyapadiya (VP) 1.26 (SV): sa caikapadanibandhanah satyasatyabhavenanupakhyeyah;
“And this [i.e. the artificially extracted word-object — apoddhdarapadartha], which depends
on a single word, is indescribable in terms of ‘real’ or ‘unreal” (p. 65.7). For another (less
explicit) occurrence of the same term, see VP 1.83a and SV (p. 149.6). Srivrsabha’s gloss
in the Sphutaksara is similar in both cases: satyo ’satya ity akhyatum asakyah (p. 66.10);
idam tad iti tasya (...) akhyatum asakyatvat (p. 149.27-8). More striking yet, in VPSV
2.24 (p. 203.19), Bhartrhari uses the similar adjective nirupakhya to qualify the two
“edges” (koti) of the “middle” (madhya) that is the present time, i.e. past and future (read
nirupakhyayoh as in Carudeva Sastri’s edition [Ed!?3% p. 20.11] instead of niriipakhyayoh
as found in Iyer’s edition [Ed'*®* p. 203.19]). This characterisation of past and present, as
far as I can see, is taken up without change in Mandana’s own theorisation of time.

10 See ViV 12 (SV): pramanagrahyata sattvalaksanam; “The defining characteristic of
existence is the fact of being grasped by a [valid] cognition” (S 330.2 [G 45.2]); BS
2.30-31 (SV — Introduction): na pramanagamyataya anya ka cana satta; “And there is
no ‘existence’ that would differ from the mere fact of being apprehended by a [valid]
cognition” (p. 85.10).

' In spite of Halbfass’s somewhat ambiguous claim that “Kumarila adopts and modifies the
Vai$esika notion of the highest universal satta” (quoted above, n. 2), the older Mimamsaka
notion of satta (“existence”) should not be confused with the VaiSesika understanding of
this concept as the highest generality (param samanyam) inherent only in substances,
qualities and movements. See Vaisesikasiitra 1.2.7-8: sad iti yato dravyagunakarmasu (7)
dravyagunakarmabhyo ‘rthantaram satta (8); “satta is the cause for [our cognition] that
substances, qualities and movements ‘exist,” [and] it is a different thing with respect to
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diversity of beings (in the plural), devoid of any common aspect (@kara) and not
governed by any common principle (if we except, of course, their purely verbal
designation as “beings,” sad iti).

The origin of this second position is not easy to trace, and we cannot even be
sure that its fully-fledged formulation predates Mandana. Vacaspati Misra as-
cribes it to Prabhakara in person,'? and the number of quotations from Prabhakara’s

substances, qualities and movements” (text: Isaacson 1995: 169). See also Padartha-
dharmasamgraha p. 81.8—14, Halbfass 1993: 143—147 and Isaacson 1995: 25-26. To this
technical use of the word sarra, Kumarila and his followers oppose the common usage
of satta as the “quality of what exists” (sadbhava), possessed indifferently by all kinds of
positive entities. This point is made particularly clear by Kumarila in the Tantravarttika
(TV) 1.3.30 [9/10]: sadbhavah satteti, na tu vaiSesikaparibhasaya yato dravyaguna-
karmasu sad iti pratitih, sa sattety evamlaksana jatih pratipattavya “Existence is the
quality of what exists (sadbhavah satta), and one should not admit a universal ‘existence’
defined, according to the technical usage of the Vaisesika, as ‘the cause for’ our cognition
‘that substances, qualities and movements ‘exist”” (vol. 2, p. 240.4—5 — Harikai [2012] has
a slightly different reading sad iti yato dravyagunakarmasu sad iti pratitih, which I am
not following here). This extension of the domain of sata beyond the first three VaiSesika
categories is reaffirmed by Mandana in BS 2.39 (SV): api ca samanyavisesasamavaya
api santa eva, na tesv aupacarikah sacchabdah, pratyayasyavailaksanyat; ‘“Moreover,
even generality (samanya), particularity (visesa) and inherence (samavaya) exist, [and]
the use of the verb Yas (‘to be, to exist’) to [denote] them is not figurative, for there is no
difference in the cognition [of their existence].” (p. 89.12—14). In his commentary on this
passage, Sankhapani quotes a half-verse I was unable to identify so far, which expresses
the same idea: jatyadisv api sadbuddheh satta taj jatisu sthita |; “Since the idea that ‘it
exists’ also applies to universals, etc., existence (satta) is also established for universals”
(Vyakhya p. 205.23-24). Thus, if it is true that the opposed Mimamsaka notion of being
as the “ability to be grasped by a valid knowledge” (pramanagrahyata) constitutes “one of
the most conspicuous challenges to the VaiSesika conception of being” (Halbfass 1993:
153), this might not have been its most immediate purpose.

12 See NyK ad ViV 12 (SV - Introduction): samprati tikakariyam matam upanyasyati;
“Now he exposes the view of the Commentator [= Prabhakara]” (S 299.3 [= G 35.23]).
The use of the word tikakara (“the Commentator”) to refer to Prabhakara, although it
occurs only once in the NyK, is not exceptional in Mimamsa literature. Salikanatha,
for instance, frequently contrasts the view of the fikakara (Prabhakara) with that of the
varttikakara, the “Author of the Varttikas” (Kumarila). See for instance Rjuvimala 1.1.1
(M, 1.16) and 1.1.5 (M, 116.10-20); see also Raja 1934: 13. Similarly, in the Vakyartha-
nirnaya (p. 89.12—-13), Parthasarathi MiSra identifies two of the main positions regarding
the object of the sentence (vakyartha) as that of the acarya (“the Teacher,” i.e. Kumarila)
and that of tikakarapadah (“the Revered Commentator”), in which we clearly recognise
Prabhakara’s anvitabhidhanavada (see also Ramanujacarya’s commentary: samprati [ ...]
gurumatam svamatam caha; “Now he states the view of the Guru [= Prabhakara] [...], as
well as his own” — Nayakaratna p. 92.1).
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work in the vreti on ViV 12-14 leaves, in fact, little doubt as to the identity
of Mandana’s main target. Still, I was unable to find in the Brhati any clear
statement confirming this attribution.* Some characteristic features of this the-
ory, beginning with the negation of satta as a universal (jati), are found in the
works of Prabhakara’s earliest commentator, Salikanatha (around 900),"* who
always betrays close dependence on Mandana’s works on that topic (the BS, in
particular), so that it is impossible to know whether he or Prabhakara himself
is the source of Salikanatha’s elaborations.!® Our earliest testimonies for the op-
position of the two ontologies outlined above are therefore Mandana Misra’s

13 See below, Section 2, for a discussion of the relevant passage of the Brhati (2.1.1).
Further evidence —admittedly negative — for Prabhakara’s relative indifference to “gen-

eral” ontology is found in the Brhati 1.1.5 (M, 158.5-159.3) and its commentary by
Salikanatha (Rjuvimala 1.1.5 — M, 159.14-160.15). In this passage, which is part of
Prabhakara’s refutation of the grammarlans sphota-theory, the author of the Brhati
rejects the existence of a universal sabdatva (“being-Sabda’) because of the absence
of any common feature between the various speech-sounds (ka, ga, etc.). However,
he does not extend the application of this criterion to other universals. Salikanitha,
on the other hand, takes this discussion as an opportunity to reject sattva (“being”)
on a similar basis: etena sattvadisamanyani pratyuktani. na hi jatigunakriyadravyesu
sadharanakaravamarso ’sti, sadadisabdanam prameyadisabdavat pravrttisambhavat;
“By this [principle], generalities such as ‘being’ are [also] rejected, for one does not
recognise (ava-Vmrs) any aspect (akara) that would be common to universals, qualities,
movements and substances; in fact, nothing prevents a word like sar (’being’) from being
used as the word prameya (‘knowable’)” (M, 159.17-19). Had there been a discussion
of satta elsewhere in the Brhat, 1 find it llkely that Salikanatha would have developed
his arguments in the corresponding section of his commentary, and not as an appendix
to the discussion of sabdatva. Thus, although one cannot exclude that a discussion of
ontological topics was carried out in Prabhakara’s presumably lost “Short Gloss” (Laghvt
or Vivarana) on Sabara’s Bhasya, this passage of the Rjuvimald, which exactly parallels
the discussion of sarta at the end of the Jatinirnaya (see following note), rather suggests
that the topic was introduced into the Prabhakara-tradition by Salikanatha himself,
possibly under Mandana’s impulse.

' See Jatinirnaya (pp. 97.1-100.4) and Rjuvimala 1.1.5 (M, 159.17-160.15).

15 As rightly pointed out by the editor of the Jatinirnaya, A. Subrahmanya Sastri (p. 98,
nn. 1-2), Salikanatha’s refutation of sarra at the end of that treatise is mostly addressed
to Mandana, disdainfully called “another, who prides himself as a scholar” (anyah pandi-
tammanya —p. 98.1).

16 The refutation of the universal satta became a familiar topic of later Prabhakara trea-
tises, which rely in large measure on Salikanatha’s treatment of the subject. See, for
instance, Bhavanatha MiSra’s Nayaviveka 1.1.5 (pp. 100.5-101.5 and p. 180.3—4), gen-
erally dated in the 11%/12% century (Verpoorten 1987: 44) and the presumably later
Prabhakaravijaya (pp. 62—65) by NandiSvara (13"—14% ¢.?).
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treatises, especially the earlier one, the ViV, which will thus be the main focus
of the present study.

My purpose in what follows is to highlight two related factors that must have
contributed to the crystallisation of this opposition in the ViV and, later on, in
the BS, both of which have to do with the interpretation of Vedic injunctions. The
first factor was a theoretical attempt, unknown in earlier Mimamsa, to account
for the functioning of Vedic injunctions in terms of a particular relation between
the action referred to by an injunctive verbal form and time as perceived by the
listener. The second was a particular difficulty underlying Kumarila’s theorisation
of dharma (the main object of a Vedic injunction, according to MiSu 1.1.2) as an
entity “not within the reach of the senses” (nendriyagocarah) due to its relation
to a future result,'” a difficulty that finds no clear solution in Kumarila’s works.
My contention is that Prabhakara’s theory of the “commandment” (niyoga) repre-
sented, for Mandana, the accomplishment of such an attempt to correlate in-
junction and time and thereby to provide a successful explanation for dharma’s
imperceptibility, but that the introduction of the concept of “commandment” into
Mimamsa had consequences for ontology he was unwilling to accept. In order
to avoid such consequences he had to produce his own theory of existence as
presence (vartamanatd), a theory that would remain influential and associated
with his name for many centuries to come, even when its exegetical origin would
somehow fail to be clearly recognised.

My investigation will proceed in three steps. I shall consider, firstly, three
theoretical models (all eventually rejected) found in the intermediate portion of
Mandana’s pirvapaksa (ViV 8—14), converging in the elaboration of a temporal
interpretation of imperativity. After examining the first two models separately
(Section 1), I shall show how the last, Prabhakara’s theory of the commandment,
had decisive implications for the understanding of the relation between dharma
and time, hence between existence and time (Section 2). Finally, we shall see how
Mandana, just before engaging in his siddhanta (ViV 25), proposed an alterna-
tive to Prabhakara’s theory, improving on Kumarila’s theory of dharma while
remaining compatible with his own ontological premises (Section 3).

1. A temporal interpretation of imperativity. Two hypotheses (ViV
8-11)

Within the set of verbal suffixes (lakara) introduced by Panini in sections 3.2 and

3.3 of the Astadhyayt (A) a fair number are justified by the speaker’s intention

17 Slokavarttika (codanda®) k. 14d (quoted below — Section 3).
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to express the time in which the action takes place. /ar (the affix of the present
tense), for instance, is introduced when the action referred to by the verbal base
takes place at the moment of the enunciation (vartamane lat [A 3.2.123]), lun
(aorist) when it occurred in the past (bhiite [A 3.2.84] lun [A 3.2.110]), Irt (future)
when it will occur later on (bhavisyati [A 3.3.3] Irt Sese ca [A 3.3.13]), and so on.
This, however, is not the case of “modal” suffixes such as /ot (imperative) and /irn
(optative) which, along with the suffixes used to form gerundives (krtya), are most
typical of injunctive discourse.!® These suffixes are never defined by Sanskrit
grammarians in relation to temporal characteristics of the prescribed action,”
but in reference to a set of “intentions” listed by Panini — command (vidhi), in-
vite (@amantrana), prayer (adhista), etc.”® — systematised already in Patafijali’s
Mahabhasya as the triad of “command” (Gjiia/praisa/presana), “request” (abhya-
rthanaladhyesanaladhyesana) and “permission” (anujiida/abhyanujiia), and col-
lectively referred to by Bhartrhari (5" c.) as “properties of the speaker” (pra-
yoktrdharma).*' The group of stanzas here taken into consideration (ViV 8-14)

18 These three groups of suffixes are generally gathered together under the stereotyped
phrase linadi, “lin, etc.,” freely translated here as “injunctive suffixes.”

19 As rightly pointed out by V. Vergiani, the grammatical definition of action (kriya) as
something “to be realised” (sadhya) found, for instance, at the beginning of Bhartrhari’s
Kriyasamuddesa (VP 3.8.1: [...] sadhyatvenabhidhiyate | [...] tat krivety abhidhiyate;
“[...] [that which] is expressed as something to be realised [...] is called ‘action’ [in
grammar]”) does not have any temporal implications, so that “linguistically, tense is not
an indispensable component of verb meaning” (Vergiani 2010: 391). On this distinction
and on its difference from the similar distinction current in Mimamsa, see below n. 88.

20 See especially A 3.3161 and 163.

21 On the concept of prayoktrdharma (“property of the speaker”), see David 2013b: 287—
288 and Vergiani 2014. In the pizrvapaksa of the ViV Mandana makes repeated use of the
twin expressions prayoktrdharma/purusadharma (“property of the speaker”/“property
of a person”) to designate the most immediately “perceived” (pratita/prajiidlta]) value
of injunctive suffixes in the subjective experience of Sanskrit speakers. See ViV 3
(SV = S 155.3-156.1 [G 12.9-13.1]) and ViV 5 (karika and SV — S 195.1-196.1 [G
17.6-18.3]), both translated in David 2013b: 287-288, nn. 52-53. Mandana’s debt to
Bhartrhari is, again, suggested by ViV 7, where the concept of prayoktrdharma is used to
differentiate injunctive suffixes (linadi) from the affix of the causative (nic): prajiayate
linadimam vyaiijaniya pravartana | prayoktrdharmo na nico yathaniyatakartrka || lokad dhi
Sabdarthadhigamah. tatra ca pravartana niyatadhara prayoktrsamsrayaiva linadyartho
‘vagamyate. nijarthas tu saniyatadhara. na ca nijarthaval linadyartho ’pi bhavitum arhati,
yathalokaprajiianam sabdarthavyavasthanat; ‘““[Ordinary speakers of Sanskrit] perceive
that the instigation which is to be manifested (vyasijaniya) by injunctive suffixes is a
property of the speaker (prayoktrdharma), unlike [the instigation that is characteristic]
of nic [= the affix of the causative], whose agent is variable (aniyatakartr).” Sure enough,
[our] knowledge of the meaning of speech[-units] is based on worldly usage. And there
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is therefore the earliest (and perhaps the only) testimony to an attempt by Indian
theoreticians to understand the linguistic phenomenon of imperativity on the
basis of temporal characteristics belonging to the action (kriya/bhavana) pre-
scribed, or to its most immediate product. Our main concern here is of course not
that Mandana disagreed with such an approach, but rather that it was prominent
enough in 7%-century Mimamsa to deserve a relatively detailed treatment by one
of its most eminent proponents, if only to be deemed an essential failure.

The unity of ViV 8-14 might not appear at first sight, embedded as it is in
an exhaustive and apparently homogeneous series of refutations of all kinds of
“objects” (artha) possibly aspiring to the rank of ultimate “cause of [human] ac-
tivities” (pravrttihetu), Mandana’s most obvious purpose in that section of his
purvapaksa (ViV 5-14).22 Seven distinct “objects’” are successively examined,
whose knowledge ought to be sufficient, according to some, to explain the under-
taking of any activity by a rational agent after hearing an injunction. These are:
1. the three “properties of a speaker” (prayoktrdharma) from the grammarians’

we understand that the meaning of injunctive suffixes (lindadi) is an instigation whose
subject is invariable (niyatadhara), because it is always (eva) located in the speaker
(prayoktrsamsraya). But [the instigation which is] the meaning of nic has a variable
subject (aniyatadhara). And the meaning of injunctive suffixes cannot be identical with
the meaning of nic, for the establishment of the meaning of speech[-units] should con-
form to [our] perception (prajiiana) in worldly usage” (S 268.1-269.1 [= G 26.7-27.2]).
Although such an explanation of the difference between injunctive and causative suf-
fixes is not proposed by Bhartrhari in the section of the Sadhanasamuddesa dealing
with the difference between lor and nic (VP 3.7.125-126), a very close distinction is
made by Helaraja in his commentary on VP 3.7.125 (Prakirnaprakasa pp. 328.24-329.2,
on which see Vergiani 2014). There is, of course, more than one possible explanation
of such a similarity, particularly visible in the parallel idea that injunctive suffixes
“manifest” (Vvyai;j*s) (Mandana)/“illuminate” (Vdyor**) (Helaraja) intentions of the
speaker without expressing (abhi-Vdha) them, but it is at least possible that the learned
Kashmiri commentator directly adopted from Mandana what he might have considered
a trustworthy elaboration on Bhartrhari’s views. In any case a direct filiation from
Bhartrhari to Mandana on that particular point is very likely, and is further suggested by
the quotation of another stanza from the Sadhanasamuddesa (VP 3.7.7) at the end of the
immediately preceding portion of the svavrtti on ViV 6 (S 266.2-3 [G 26.2-3]).

22 See ViV 5 (SV —Introduction): astu tarhy arthabhedah. naitad api (...); “Well then, let
[vidhi] be a certain kind of object! — This, also, is not the case (...).” (S 194.1 [G 17.5]).
This proposal is made in direct reference to the three hypotheses enumerated at the very
beginning of the treatise (ViV 2 [SV — Introduction]; S 66.1-70.1 [G 4.1-2]): vidhi (the
cause of human activities when they are the result of an injunction) could either be a
certain speech-unit (sabda), its operation (vyapara), or a certain object (artha) referred
to by injunctive suffixes. The first two hypotheses are examined in ViV 2 and ViV 34
respectively. For an overview of these passages, see David 2015: 581-585.
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psychological model of injunction (see above): command, request and permission
(k. 5); 2. “incitement” (pravartana), understood as their common objective de-
nominator (k. 5); 3. the “[expected] result” (phala) of the prescribed action (k. 6);
4. the “act” (karman) in itself (k. 7); 5. “effectuation, provided that [its] particular
[relationship to] time is not acknowledged” (bhavana [...] aparamrstakalabheda)
(k. 8); 6. “one’s own relation to the action, whose relation [with an agent] has
not yet been obtained” (apraptasambandhaya kriyayatmanah sambandhalh])
(k. 9—11); 7. “commandment” (niyoga), in the specific sense given to this term
by Prabhakara (k. 12—14).> Apart from the first and last hypotheses, clearly

2 A similar, though not entirely identical, list is found in BS 2.101-104 (SV): nanv
adhyavasayah, akitam, adya pravrttih, kalatrayaviyuktam pravrttimatram, ajiiatakri-
yakartrsambandha iti vidhivido vidhim vydcaksate; “[Objection:] but, those who know
about vidhi (the cause of human activities) characterise it as (a) the decision (adhyava-
saya), (b) the intention (akiita), (c) the nascent activity (adya pravrttih), (d) the mere
activity, detached from the three times (kalatrayaviyuktam pravrttimatram) [or as]
(e) the [hitherto] unknown relation between an action and an agent (ajiiatakriyakartr-
sambandha)” (p. 117.3—4). It is easy to recognise under (d) and (e) positions (5) and
(6) of the ViV respectively. According to Sankhapani (Vyakhya p. 241.24), position (a)
of the BS should be identified with Prabhakara’s theory of the niyoga (7 in the ViV),
but this identification is made somewhat implausible by the joint mention of positions
(a)—(c) in ViV 8 (SV — S 267.5-268.1 [G 29.5]), with no connection whatsoever to
Prabhakara’s theory. Older commentators on the ViV and BS agree in understanding
adhyavasaya as prayatna (“effort”) and akiita as iccha/cikirsa (“desire”/“desire to do”).
See NyK (S 278.4-5 [G 29.21-22]), Abhiprayaprakasika (p. 421.26) and Bhavasuddhi (p.
421.8). Only Sankhapani differs in this respect by interpreting adhyavasaya as niscaya
(“certitude”); his gloss of akiita as samkalpavisesa (“a particular wish”), on the other
hand, corresponds to that of his predecessors (Vyakhya p. 241.24-25). In any case
all commentators agree that elements (a)—(c) in the BS appear to form a system, and
constitute a rough description of the stages immediately preceding the performance of
the main action that is undertaken. This “system” can, however, be seen in various ways.
Thus Vacaspati, in the NyK, regards adhyavasaya and akiita as two subdivisions of adya
pravrttih (S 278.4-5 [G 29.21-22]), the latter preceding the former (on that point, see
also Paramesvara’s Jusadhvankarani — S 278.10-12). His conception can be summarised
as follows (the arrow marks a succession in time):

akita/cikirsa (= adya pravrttih 1) — adhyavasaya/prayatna (= adya pravrttih 2) [—
uttara pravrttih]

This, however, seems hardly compatible with the enumeration found in the BS, and it
is regrettable that the corresponding part of Vacaspati’s Tattvasamiksa is not available
to us. In any case some among the later commentators on the BS tend to interpret the
three items (a)—(c) as three successive stages in the process leading to the main action.
Saflkhapér_li (Vyakhya p. 241.24-25), for instance, understands their succession as fol-
lows, in accordance with his “cognitive” interpretation of adhyavasaya:
adhyavasaya/niscaya — akiita/samkalpavisesa — adya pravrttih [— uttarda pravrittih)
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imputable to the Paninian grammatical tradition and to Prabhakara respec-
tively, none of these positions can be attributed with any certitude to a particular
thinker or current of thought in or out of Mimamsa, and it is not impossible
that several of them were actually devised by Mandana.?* Leaving aside views
(1)—(4), I shall now concentrate on the views where temporality plays a key role.

a. Activity without time: first hypothesis (ViV 8)

Among the last three hypotheses (5—7) only the first makes an explicit mention
of the perception of time (kala) as a reason for undertaking — or rather, for not
undertaking — a certain action. It is voiced in the prose introduction to ViV 8:%

Now, some [theoreticians] observed [in Sabara’s Bhasya ways of speaking
such as] “The effort of a person (purusaprayatna) is reiterated”?® [or]
“But the operation consisting of (gata) the oblation [or] the sprinkling of
clarified butter [on the kindling sticks] (homagharagatah |...] vyaparah)
is explicitly stated,”?” [and] consider [on this basis] that the effectuation

This second interpretation of the process leading to the performance of the main action
seems to be partly confirmed by Anandapiirna, who considers that “the nascent activity
immediately follows desire” (adya pravrttir icchanantarabhavini — Bhavasuddhi p. 421.8—
9), while Citsukha apparently has no definite opinion on that particular point. However
it may be, the identification of vidhi with one or the other of those three elements does
not seem to be taken very seriously by Mandana, who briefly refutes it both in the ViV
(S 277.5-279.1 [G 29.6-9]) and in the BS (p. 117.3-6).

24 For a discussion of a possible attribution of the third hypothesis to Uddyotakara (Nyaya-
varttika 3.2.3 — p. 378.2), see Stern 1988: 20, who concludes, however, that it should not
be ascribed to any Naiyayika, but rather to “some now unidentifiable Mimamsaka.”

5 ViV 8 (SV — Introduction): yasya tv ‘evam sati purusaprayatno 'nuvadah, ‘homa-
gharagatas tu vyaparah Srutyocyata’ iti darsandt cetanakartrvyaparatmikd, itarathd va
bhavana vidhisabdaparyaya linartho ‘paramrstakalabheda, ladadisu tu sattve pi kala-
visesena vidhiriapapratibandhad apravrttihetutvat, yadyadibhir iva linabhidheyayah iti
darsanam, (...) (S 269.1-271.3 [G 27.3=7]). A much shorter allusion to this thesis is
found in BS 2.101-104 (SV), where Mandana mentions a definition of vidhi as “mere
activity, detached from the three times” (kalatrayaviyuktam pravrttimatram) (p. 117.3).

20 SBh ad MiSii 4.1.5 [3]: purusaprayatnas caivam saty anuvadah; “And this being so, the
effort of a person is reiterated” (vol. 4, p. 1200.11-12).

27 $Bh ad MiSi 2.2.16 [5] (parvapaksa): nanv agharayati, juhotiti homagharagato <°gato
em.: °mato Ed> vyaparah Sriyate, na dadhyirdhvatadisambandhah; “[Objection:] but
[in Vedic sentences such as] ‘He sprinkles with clarified butter’ [or] ‘He performs the
oblation,’ it is the operation consisting of the oblation or the sprinkling of clarified butter
that is explicitly stated, not the [simple] relation with curds [in the case of the oblation]
or with the upper direction [in the case of sprinkling]” (vol. 2, p. 501.1-2). The two ritual
acts referred to by Sabara are the sprinkling of clarified butter on the kindling sticks
during the Dar§apturnamasa-ceremony and the Agnihotra-oblation. On the wider context
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(bhavana) [itself], for which the word vidhi is a synonym and which consists
in the operation of a conscious agent (cetanakartrvyapara) or in something
similar,?® is the object of /in [= the optative suffix], so long as its particular
time is not considered (aparamrstakalabheda). On the contrary, [so they
argue,] in the case of lar [= the suffix of the present tense], even though
[the effectuation] is present, it is not the cause of an activity (pravrttihetu)
because its quality of being vidhi is hindered by the particular time
[expressed by the lar-suffix, i.e. the present time] (kalavisesa), just as it
happens for the [effectuation] expressed by /iri along with [particles] such
as yadi (“if”), etc.

The two quotes from Sabara’s Mimamsabhasya (SBh), claimed here as a tradi-
tional basis for the piirvapaksin’s argument, are borrowed from two distinct and
largely independent exegetical contexts. The first is taken from a chapter of the
fourth adhyaya establishing that the “vows [related to] Prajapati” (prajapativrata)®
such as “He should not look at the rising or setting sun” (nodyantam adityam ikse-
ta, nastam yantam)*® are observed by the sacrificer “for the sake of the person”

of this adhikarana, see Benson 2010: 382—-383 (especially n. 102).

2 As Vacaspati rightly points out in the Nyayakanika, Mandana probably alludes here
to his own definition of “effectuation” (bhavana), in the Bhavanaviveka (BhaV), as the
“cessation of apathy” (audasinyapracyutifudasinatvaviccheda), of which the “effort”
(prayatna) of a conscious being is but a particular case. See NyK ad ViV 8§ (SV — Intro-
duction): itaratha va spanddaspandasadharanyenaudasinyapracyutyupalaksyamandatma-
vyaparamadtram; “or in something similar, [for instance in] an operation in general
(vyaparamatra), whose nature is marked (upa-vlaks) by the cessation of [the agent’s] ap-
athy (auddasinyapracyuti), due to the fact that movement and absence of movement meant
the same [to him]” (S 269.8-270.3 [G 27.16—17]). Cf. BhaV 5 (SV): sakalapurusapratya-
tmavedaniya$ cetanasyatmana audasinyapracyutyupalaksyamanatma® prayatnasabda-
samvedaniyo® vyaparo bhavana; “Effectuation (bhavana) is an operation, experienced
individually by every human being, whose nature is marked by the cessation of apathy
in a conscious self, and commonly referred to by the word prayatna (‘effort’)” (R 18.1-3
[J 8.2-31). * °pracyutyupalaksyamanatma R: °pratyupalaksyamas catma J; ® prayatnasabdasamvedaniyo
R: prayatnadisabdapravedaniyo 1, BhaV 48ac: udasinatvavicchedasamanyatma tato matah |
karotyarthah (...); “Thus we consider that the object of the verbal root Vkr (karotyartha
[= bhavana]) generally consists in the suppression of apathy (uddasinatvaviccheda) (...)”
(R 168.1-2,791.5-6). Mandana’s definition of bhavand ultimately goes back to Kumarila’s
elucidation of this concept in TV 2.1.1 [1] (SV on k. 33): yad auddsinyapracyutimatrena
parispandaripam niriipyate, sa bhavana; ‘“That which is understood [in verbal forms
such as pacati or yajati] as consisting of movement [in general] (parispandariipa), due
to the mere cessation of apathy (audasinyapracyutimatrena), is [what we call] bhavana
(‘effectuation’)” (text: Kataoka 2004: 85).

¥ On the prajapativratas, see Kane 1974: 24 (especially n. 42).

30 Quoted in SBh ad MiSi 4.1.3 (vol. 4, p- 1198.8-9). For possible Vedic sources see
Benson 2010: 134.
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(purusartha) — that is, for his own sake — and not for the sake of the sacrifice
(kratvartha) (SBh ad MiSi 4.1.3-6). The second belongs to a section of the Bha-
sya stating that Vedic injunctions like “He sprinkles clarified butter upwards”
(itrdhvam agharayati) or “He performs the oblation with curds” (dadhna juhoti)
merely teach the subsidiary nature of the mentioned elements (the upper direction
for sprinkling ghee, curds as a substance for oblation in the Agnihotra rite), and
do not prescribe a distinct ritual operation (SBh ad MiSii 2.2.16).3' This whole
exegetical context appears, however, of little relevance to the pitrvapaksin’s argu-
ment. It is more likely that both quotes were chosen simply because they state in a
relatively unambiguous way that injunctive suffixes primarily denote the “effort”
(prayatna) or the “operation” (vyapara) of a sentient being, two terms understood
as rigorous synonyms of “effectuation” (bhavana).

Mandana builds here on the theory of bhavana he propounded in the Bha-
vanaviveka (BhaV), according to which “effectuation” — consistently understood
in his work as a synonym for Kumarila’s “objective effectuation” (Grthijarthatmika
bhavana) — is the object of all verbal suffixes.* He also presupposes his own
definition of effectuation, in the same treatise, as the “suppression of apathy”
(udasinatvapracyutifaudasinyaviccheda),® itself twofold: “effort” (prayatna) in
the case of a conscious agent (cetana) or self (arman), “movement” (parispanda)
in the case of inanimate substances like chariots, etc. (rathadi).** On this basis
Mandana circumscribes the function of injunctive suffixes in an entirely negative
way. Two verbal forms such as the imperative gaccha (“Go!”) and the present
gacchati (“He goes”), for instance, have in common that the verbal suffix (re-
spectively lot and lat, in Paninian terms) denotes an effort on the part of a con-
scious agent. The difference between them lies in the fact that the latter does so
by relating it to the present time (vartamana), while the former simply refers to
the effort without any perceivable reference to time. In other words, following this
hypothesis, the use of the imperative (or one of its equivalents: the optative, etc.)

31 The gist of Sabara’s argument is summarised in the following lines of the Bhasya:
urdhvam agharayati, dadhna juhotiti ca naitad uktam bhavati: ‘agharah kartavyo, ‘homah
kartavyah’ iti, kim tarhy drdhvatagharasambandhah kartavyo, dadhihomasambandhah
kartavya iti; “In [Vedic sentences such as] ‘He sprinkles upwards’ or ‘He makes the
oblation with curds’ it is not said that the sprinkling or the oblation [in themselves]
should be done, but rather that one should carry out the relationship between the clarified
butter and the upper direction, or the relationship between curds and the oblation”
(vol. 2, p. 500.9-12).

32 On Mandana’s extension of Kumarila’s concept of (arthi/arthatmika) bhavana to all
verbal suffixes, see Frauwallner 1938: 233-36.

33 On this definition see above n. 28.
3 See BhaV 48 (SV =R 170.1, J 91.7-9) and Frauwallner 1938: 238-39.
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does not add any semantic value with respect to non-imperative verbal forms. The
imperative rather represents the “primary” form of the verb* — the simple mention
of an activity being in itself, as it were, an incitement to perform it —, to which
assertive values such as the description of a present state of affairs or the narration
of past events are simply added. In this last case the “natural” imperative value
of the verb undergoes a process of dissimulation or, as Mandana puts it, of “hin-
drance” (pratibandha) through the establishment of a relation between the action
and a certain point of time in which it takes place, took place or will take place.*

b. Validation by a future action: second hypothesis (ViV 9-11)

The obvious weakness of such a position, which is not taken up in later literature
on injunction,’ is that it assumes a necessary causal link between activity and
the absence of consciousness of time without being able rationally to account for
it. Why, after all, should an agent start walking when the idea of walking is sug-
gested to him without relation to time? As Mandana points out:*

For sure, cognition of the mere form of a thing (vasturapamatra) is not [in
itself] the cause of an activity: when one grasps an object from [a single
word like] “pot,” one does not [necessarily] act towards such an [object]!

3 This “primacy” of the imperative and associated verbal forms is, of course, not to be
understood in an historical, but in a semantic or derivative sense.

3 Tt is hard not to be reminded, at that point, of the structural description of the impera-
tive made by E. Benveniste in his famous article on the distinction between imperative
and performative: “L’impératif n’est pas un temps verbal; il ne comporte ni marque
temporelle ni référence personnelle. C’est le sémanteme nu employé comme forme jussive
avec une intonation spécifique” (Benveniste 1966: 274). The main point of divergence
between Benveniste’s linguistic description of the imperative and the ViV’s analysis is,
I believe, the stress laid by the former on the “specific intonation” thanks to which the
“bare” verbal stem acquires its pragmatic value. Understandably such an extra-linguistic
device plays no role in the present theory, which is meant to account also for “impersonal”
injunctions such as those found in the Veda. Still, there is every reason to think that the
external aspect of verbs in the imperative (which, in Sanskrit as in most Indo-European
languages, have no visible termination in the third person singular) played a significant
role in the elaboration of such a view.

37 Although I was unable to find a later formulation of this hypothesis in a Mimamsa text,
an echo of this (or a similar) theory may be found in the sixth chapter of the Abhinava-
bharati (10™/11'" ¢.), Abhinavagupta’s commentary on the Natyasastra. See David [2014]
2016.

B ViV 8 (SV): na hi vasturipamdtrapratitih pravrttinimittam. na hi ghata iti pratipadya
tato ’rtham tavaty eva tasmin pravartate (S 275.1-2 [G 28.9-10]).
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It is therefore hardly surprising that the next hypothesis (6), discussed in ViV
9-11, should be centred precisely on the establishment of a relation (sambandha)
between the agent and his proposed activity:*

Now some people judge that the activity results from the cognition of one’s
relation with the action [expressed by the verbal root] (kriyayatmanah
sambandhalh]), whose relation [with an agent] has not [yet] been obtained
(aprapta). For instance, in worldly usage, [we often hear] “This is your task
(karman) for today.”* [Objection:] even so (atrapi), a [verb] in the future

¥ ViV 9 (SV — Introduction): yad api samarthanam: apraptasambandhaya kriyayatma-
nah sambandhasya pratitya pravrttih, yathdadya tavedam karmeti loke. atrapi lrdante
Srotuh pramanantarenanadhigatam artham avagamayati vidhitvaprasangah! — na nimitta-
ntaraprapte tasya tadabhidhanam, tatra nimittantarapraptasyaiva bhavisyattvenabhidha-
ubhayavidhapraptipratisedhenapraptakriyakartrsambandho vidhir iti vidhividam udgarah
(S 279.3-282.2 [G 30.1-7]). Cf. BS 2.101-104 (SV): (...) ajiatakriyakartrsambandhah
iti vidhivido vidhim vyacaste; ‘“‘People who know about vidhi define it as (...), [or] as a
[hitherto] unknown relation between an action and an agent” (p. 117.3-4).

40 The relation (sambandha) which, on the present hypothesis, constitutes the specif-
ic import of the injunction is expressed in the example by the genitive tava (“your”).
Vacaspati’s explanations might not be out of place here: svamina hi yada bhrtyam praty
ucyate ‘caitra! adya tava nagaragamanam karma’ iti, tada khalv ayam caitra datmano
nagaragamanasambandham svamivacanad anyato 'nadhigatam avagamya gamane prava-
rtate. tathehapi svargakamdader yagadikriyasambandham linader anyato ‘nadhigatam
avagamya svargakamasya yagadau pravrttir ity apraptakriyakartrsambandha eva vidhir
ity arthah; “When a master says to his servant ‘Caitra! Your task for today is to go to the
city,” Caitra understands the relation [established] between him and the action of going
to the city, which he could not have understood without the master’s statement, and acts
accordingly. In the same way, here [= in the Veda], one first understands from lin, etc.
the relation between someone who desires Heaven, for instance, and actions such as
sacrificing, which cannot be understood without the injunction; then, one who desires
Heaven undertakes the activity, e.g. a sacrifice. Thus vidhi [= the cause of an activity]
is nothing but the relation between an action and an agent, which has not been obtained
[before hearing the injunction]” (NyK ad ViV 9 [SV — Introduction] — S 279.13-280.6
[= G 30.12-16]). It is not impossible that the idea that the function of an injunction is
newly to establish a relation between an action and an agent echoes Patajali’s reflections
on the distinction between the imperative (lof) and the causative (nic) in the Mahabhasya
ad A 3.1.26 (vt. 2 — vol. 2, p. 33.9-17). See also Helaraja’s insightful remarks on the
same topic in the Prakirnaprakasa ad VP 3.7.125 (pp. 327.19-328.25). The specific con-
tribution of the grammarians is to show that, unlike other verbal suffixes, which rely
on an independent relation of action and agent, the imperative establishes an entirely
new agency (navam eva [...] kartrtvam — Prakirnaprakdsa ad VP 3.7.125, p. 328.22) in a
person who is not yet “possessed with action” (sakriya — VP 3.7126¢), “for,” as Helaraja
says, “an order is given [with the thought] ‘become the agent of that action!,” not when
the agent is already there!” (kriyayam karta bhaveti hi presyate, na tu kartaiva san —
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tense (/rdanta) [also] communicates an object which is not apprehended
by any other means of [valid] cognition, so the undesired consequence [of
your hypothesis] is that [the future affix /rz] should also be [referred to as]
vidhi! — It [= Irt] (tasya) does not express this [relation] (tadabhidhanam)
as something which has not been obtained by any other cause (nimi-
ttantaraprapte),* for in the case of [a verb in the future tense] (tatra)*
the object (artha) expressed as future is already (eva) obtained by another
cause (nimittantaraprapta).* On the contrary, [suffixes] such as /in express
a [relationship] of this kind [i.e. that is not obtained by any other cause].*
And that is the reason why people who know about vidhi repeatedly urge
(udgara) that vidhi is a relation [established] between an action and an
agent that has not been obtained (apraptakriyakartrsambandho vidhih), a
twofold “obtaining” (prapti) being [thus] excluded: [an injunction] teaches
what is not known (ajiiatajiiapana) and puts into motion someone who is
not in motion (apravrttapravartana).¥

That this second analysis should involve a particular relationship between action
and time is not immediately evident from the preceding explanation, where vidhi
is simply defined as a kind of relation (sambandha) instituted by the injunctive
sentence (“John, wash your hands!”) between its addressee (John) and a certain
type of action (washing his hands), whose knowledge is considered sufficient to

Prakirnaprakasa ad VP 3.7.125, p. 328.22-23).

4 See NyK: pariharati codakah — na nimittantaraprapte kriyakartrsambandhe tasya
Irdades* tadabhidhanam sambandhabhidhanam; “The opponent replies: it (tasya), i.e.
Irt, etc. does not express this, i.e. the relation when it, i.e. the relation between the
action and the agent is not obtained by any other cause.” (S 280.13-281.3 [G 30.19-20/
M 41.12-13]). 2 lrdades S: lindades var. (S) G M.

4 See NyK: tatra Irdadau (S 281.4 [= G 30.20]).

4 By this we should understand that the hearer’s activity is not provoked by the sentence
itself, but may be due to any other motive or cause (nimitta). For instance, a statement like
“John will come tomorrow” expresses the relation between John and his future coming,
but is not the cause of John’s coming, unlike a corresponding imperative statement like
“John, come tomorrow!”

4 See NyK: tathabhidhanam nimittantarapraptatayabhidhanam (S 281.5-6 [= G 30.21—
22]).

4 The classical definition of vidhi/vidhana as the “conveying of what is not known”
(ajiatasya jiiapanam) goes back to Sabara (SBh ad MiSi 2.3.4 [3] — vol. 2, p. 593.4-5
— see Stern 1988: 667), and one finds the definition of vidhi as the “putting into motion
of someone who is not in motion” (apravrttapravartana) in Prabhakara’s Brhatt 6.1.1
(M, 25.2 — see Stern 1988: 667). The joint mention of both conditions, however, might
be Mandana’s own contribution. Cf. BS 2.97cd-98a: ajiiatajiiapanam ato ’thapravrtta-
pravartanam || vidhim dacaksate dhirah; “The sages call vidhi the conveying of what is
not known and the putting into motion of someone who is not in motion” (p. 114.1-3).
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provoke the agent’s activity. A closer look at the theoretical consequences of this
hypothesis reveals, however, that the association of the action with a certain point
of time (in that particular case, with the future) in the hearer’s consciousness is
not less vital to this position than the absence of such an association was to the
preceding one.

As Mandana makes clear at the end of the passage, the institution of the action/
agent relationship at stake here implies that the action satisfies simultaneously
two kinds of “non-obtaining” (aprapti) or indeterminacy. The first is what we
may call an epistemological indeterminacy: so that we can speak of the sentence
as a “means of [valid] cognition” (pramana), the hearer must have no clear idea
of what is conveyed by the injunction before hearing it; in our example, John
must still be unaware of his relation with the prescribed action. This should be
distinguished from another kind of indeterminacy we could call ontological: the
sentence should be the only cause (nimitta) of John’s subsequent effort. Thus,
in order to be distinguished from the prediction of a soothsayer for instance
(“Now, John will go and wash his hands!”),* which, after all, also fulfils the
first of these two conditions, an injunction must constitute in itself, one could
say, the whole of the agent’s motivational complex. But how can the knowledge
of a relation in itself constitute a motive? Where, in other words, should the ad-
dressee’s compliance (anurodha) with an impersonal prescriptive speech-unit
(Sabda) come from?%’

It is not my purpose here to analyse in detail the various attempts to an-
swer these questions examined by Mandana in ViV 9-11 and the corresponding
svavrtti. What is of interest to the present investigation is the opponent’s recourse
to an argument based on the validity (pramanya) of injunctive sentences: were
the action not to take place at any time, the injunction would simply lose its va-
lidity — strictly speaking, it would be “false” (mrsa) —, because the relationship
between the action and a potential agent, which is supposedly its specific import,
would never exist! Thus the mere consideration that the sentence is true should

4 The example of the soothsayer — more precisely, the expert in palmistry (samudra-
vid) — is traditional in Indian discussions on action. See for instance Salikanatha’s
Vakyarthamatrka 2.4cd (SV) p. 427.6—7 and Gangesa’s Tattvacintamani (vidhi®) vol. 4.2,
p. 170.4. The example may actually have been used for the first time by Mandana (see
ViV 11 [SV] S 298.2 [G 35.5]), who does not mention it, however, in that particular point
of the discussion.

47 See ViV 9 (SV): nanv ihapi Sabdanurodht pravartsyati. — na Sabdanurodhe kim cana
nimittam; “[Objection:] but even here [= in the case of an impersonal sentence, such as a
Vedic injunction], he who complies with speech (Sabdanurodhin) usually acts! — There is
no reason [for the hearer] to comply with speech [in itself].” (S 284.2-3 [= G 31.4-5]).
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be enough to explain the agent’s activity. In fact no act of obedience is possible
without at least a certain amount of confidence in the prescription, either based
on personal charisma or on its belonging to an authoritative textual corpus.*® In
the pirvapaksin’s own words:*
Still, [an injunction] has validity (pramanya), and this [validity] is sanc-
tioned (samarthita) by [the hearer’s] activity (pravrtti), for otherwise [i.e.
if the hearer did not act] it would simply be false (mrsa)! [Objection:]
how? — Since there is no past or present relationship [between the hearer
and the action], if [that] person was not going to act at least in the future
(bhavisyaty api), [the sentence] would have no [validity at all], so it would,
alas, be false.

It would be all too easy to be ironical about the obvious circularity of such an
argument (for why should anybody care to ensure the validity of the command
that is given to him?%°). I find it more interesting to see how it presupposes a
particular conception of the validity of injunctions, based not so much on the
prescribed actions’ being known or felt as mandatory as on their being actually
performed, and relies on the existence of the action at a certain time.’! In other
words, in the view reflected by this pirvapaksa, the action/agent relationship
glossed by the phrase “This is your task for today” (adya tavedam karma) should

48 That the authority of an injunction should depend, at least in part, on its epistemic
validation (pramanikarana) is by no means characteristic of the present hypothesis, and
one can only subscribe to E. Freschi’s observation that, for most Mimamsakas, “the Veda
is a deontic authority only insofar as it is an epistemic one. It pertains to the sphere of
what must be done, but it derives its authority from the fact that it is the only instrument
that enables us to know about this sphere” (Freschi 2012: 62).

Y ViV 9 (SV): pramanyam nanv asti, tac ca pravrttau samarthitam bhavati, anyatha
mrsatvapatat. katham? — bhitavartamanayoh sambandhayor abhavat bhavisyaty api na
cet purusah pravarteta, na tat syad iti mrsatvapatah (S 284.4-285.4 [G 31.5-7]).

50 This is, in substance, Mandana’s counterargument in the following lines of the svavriti:
kamam bhavatu mrsa! kimartho 'yam asya Sabdapramanikaranaprayasah? bahutaram
ca tasyaivam ayasitavyam apatati sakalamithyajianapramanikaranat; “Well then, let it
be false! Why should this [person] make an effort to make this speech into a means of
[valid] cognition? And he will have to make a good effort indeed, should he make every
false cognition into a valid one!” (S 286.1-3 [= G 31.8-32.1]).

5! This is indeed, as far as I can see, one of the only passages in Mimamsa literature
which clearly asks whether injunctions should be validated by the actual performance
of the prescribed action or rather constitute statements “modally distinct from the
statements of facts, and (...) hence valid in a different way” (Freschi 2012: 62). Although
the overwhelming majority of Mimamsakas, no doubt, subscribe to the second view,
and consider that the authority of the Veda has nothing to do with the people’s actually
performing Vedic rituals, the present discussion suggests, nonetheless, that the alternative
possibility was taken seriously by at least some early theoreticians.



Action Theory and Scriptural Exegesis in Early Advaita-Vedanta (3) 55

not be understood on the mode of an ought, but rather as something that neces-
sarily will be (in the future), with the notable restriction that it will be only in
virtue of its being verbalised (“John, you will wash your hands!”). By apparently
circumscribing the validity of injunctions in terms of “true” or “false” (rather
than “trustworthy” or “delusive”), Mandana’s piirvapaksin reduces prescriptions
to a particular case of description of future actions, in a way that recalls the def-
inition of the imperative in the initial section of Elizabeth Anscombe’s famous
essay on Intention:>

An imperative will be a description of some future action, addressed to
the prospective agent, and cast in a form whose point in the language is
to make the person do what is described. I say that this is its point in the
language, rather than that it is the purpose of the speaker, partly because
the speaker might of course give an order with some purpose quite other
than that it should be executed (e.g. so that it should not be executed),
without detriment to its being an order.

2. An ontology of commandment? Third hypothesis (ViV 12-14)

Now, in spite of their intrinsic interest, the two hypotheses discussed above appear
as nothing but a preliminary to Mandana’s real piéce de résistance in that section
of his pirvapaksa, namely his confrontation with Prabhakara’s theory of the
commandment. Again the centrality of time is striking, especially in comparison
with its almost total disappearance in subsequent writings on injunction.> Let us
first consider Mandana’s general rendering of Prabhakara’s theory:>

32 Anscombe 1963: 3. Equally relevant to the present discussion is Anscombe’s remark
that “execution-conditions for commands correspond to truth-conditions for proposi-
tions” (p. 3), an order being called “sound” or “unsound” rather than “true” or “false” (as
an assertion) due to what she calls a “dispensable usage” (p. 3), in other words to a mere
linguistic habit. By ascribing the distinction between commands and (other types of)
prediction to a fact of “superficial grammar” (p. 4), she nonetheless seems to go one
step beyond what would be acceptable to an Indian theoretician, in so far as the second
condition of “non-obtaining” (aprapti) which characterises injunctive suffixes (the in-
junction being the unique cause of the agent’s activity) should be enough, in the present
case, to justify the intuitive distinction between the use of the future tense and of the
various injunctive suffixes, simply reflected by grammatical formalisation.

33 Among the few later works regarding temporality as a key dimension of Prabhakara’s
theory of niyoga, the S‘abdanirnaya (SN) by the Vedantin Prakasatman (950-1000) stands
out for its extensive treatment of the topic. See in particular SN 5657 (SV — pp. 233234
[= G 53.10-54.3]). As I have shown elsewhere (David 2020a: 495-98), Prakasatman
borrows most of his arguments from the ViV, with which he shows a deep familiarity.

ViV 12 (SV — Introduction): yad api darSanam — pramanantaragocarah sabdamatra-
lambano niyukto ’smiti pratyatmavedaniyah sukhadivad aparamrstakalatrayo lindadinam
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According to another view (yad api darsanam), vidhi, the object of in-
junctive suffixes, lies beyond the domain of other [= non-Vedic] means of
[valid] cognition, [and it is therefore] exclusively dependent on [Vedic]
speech (pramanantaragocarah sabdamatralambanah);> it is experienced
individually, just like pleasure and similar [feelings], [in the cognition]
“I am bound [to this task]” (niyukto ’smiti), [and] its [relationship to the]
three times is not acknowledged (aparamrstakalatraya).

In this crucial passage Mandana defines the entity soon to be named ‘“command-
ment” (niyoga),’® and thus addresses one of the key concepts of Prabhakara’s
Vedic hermeneutics, to which he will devote a full chapter of the BS, the so-called
“Chapter on Commandment” (Niyogakanda).>” The introduction of this concept

artho vidhir iti (S 298.5-299.2 [= G 35.7-9]).

3 1 follow Vacaspati’s interpretation of the compound Sabdamatralambana. See NyK:
Sabdamatralambanah. sabdamatram alambanam asrayah pratipadakataya yasya sa
tathoktah; “Exclusively dependent on [Vedic] speech. This is said of an [entity] whose
alambana (‘base’) — that is, its ‘support’ (asraya) — is [Vedic] speech, and nothing else
(Sabdamatra), inasmuch as [speech] is what conveys it” (S 299.5-6 [= G 35.24-25]).
For a different interpretation of the same compound as a tatpurusa (with a masculine
alambanah?), see Yoshimizu 1997: 244, who considers that alambana refers to the
“object of words” (“Gegenstand der Worte”), not to the cause of our knowledge of the
niyoga.

% The first occurrence of the term niyoga, which becomes recurrent in the subsequent
part of the text, is found in ViV 12 (SV) S 301.1-2 (different text in G 36.6-37.1).

57 The only extensive study of Prabhakara’s concept of niyoga available to date is Yoshimizu
1997. On Mandana’s critique of this theory, see also Yoshimizu 1989 (in Japanese).
It is impossible to render with a single English word all the nuances of this Sanskrit
term, which covers a wide semantic field ranging from “command” or similar intentions
to “duty,” understood as that which is to be fulfilled by the action (see, for instance, the
examples given in Apte, Dictionary [s.v.]). For a discussion of the translation of ni-
yoga into German, see Yoshimizu 1997: 10 (n. 1), who chooses the German “Weisung,”
more or less equivalent to the English “directive.” A literal translation of ni-Vyuj as “to
appoint” (as when we say, for instance, that somebody is “appointed” to a certain office
or task, with “appointment” and “appointee” respectively translating niyoga and niyojya)
would be possible and generally quite faithful, but sounds awkward in English in many
contexts. It seems, besides, necessary to distinguish between (at least) two usages of the
term niyoga, which are closely related and are both present in Prabhakara’s work. 1. In a
first sense, niyoga is the “command(ment)” of an authoritative person or text, understood
as a particular speech-act or sentence whose content is an obligation (karya). This more
common sense of niyoga is still found, for instance, in the Brhati 1.1.25 [7]: tatas ca
karyabhidhayita loke niyogasyavagata, ‘acaryacoditah karomi’ iti hi darsanam; “And
therefore we understand from worldly usage that a commandment (niyoga) expresses an
obligation (karya), for we hear [statements such as] ‘I am doing (karomi) what the master
ordered me to do™ (M, 386.2-387.1). See also Brhati2.1.1 [1] (M, 303.2), translated below,
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in the ViV constitutes an important move in Mandana’s argument, since all hy-
potheses considered so far were meant to account for both “worldly” and rit-
ual action, while the domain of application of the concept of niyoga is strictly
restricted to the analysis of Vedic injunctions. As it is generally interpreted by
Prabhakara and his followers, the niyoga is a specific object (artha) conveyed
by an injunctive verbal suffix (and by no other means), which is “to be realised”
(karya) by the action referred to by the verbal root.*® It is therefore distinct both

and ViV 14 (SV) S 325.1 (G 62.2), where “the master’s command(ment)” (@caryaniyoga)
is put into equation with “the king’s decree” (r@jasasana). 2. In a second, more frequent
sense, the niyoga is what “binds” (ni-Vyuj) a certain person to a certain task; it is therefore
on the side of the object (artha), not on the side of speech (sabda). See for instance
Brhatt 1.1.25 [7]: pravartakatvam tu Sabdarthah, sarvatraparitydagat. — ato niyogabhi-
dhanam idam; “[Objection:] but the incitement (pravartakatva) must be the object of
[injunctive] speech[-units], for it is never absent [when they are uttered]. — Then, it is
[a case of] expression of a commandment (niyoga)!” (M, 388.2-3). These two senses of
the word niyoga might have been confused, to a certain degree, in common Sanskrit par-
lance due to the relative polyvalence of the primary suffix -a (ghai, according to Panini’s
grammar) with which it is formed. A specialisation of the term is seen, however, in the
practice of later Prabhakara authors. Only the second, “objective” signification of niyoga
is commonly found, for instance, in the work of Salikanatha, who technically defines
niyoga in the Vakyarthamatrka (2.26) as “that which, being an obligation (karya), incites
the [person] to whom the commandment is given (niyojya) to its own [undertaking]”
(karyatvena niyojyam |[...] svatmani prerayan — p. 441.7). He therefore considers niyoga
as a synonym of karya (“obligation”) and apirva (“the Unprecedented”), and this ex-
clusively in a Vedic context (as far as I know, the “worldly” obligation, identical with the
action to be done, is never called niyoga by Salikanatha). On the equivalence between
niyoga and apiirva for Salikanatha see for instance Rjuvimala 11.25 [7]: niyogasabdena
kriyavyatiriktam apirvam (...) ucyate; “The word niyoga refers to the Unprecedented
(apiirva), distinct from the action [referred to by the verbal root] (...)” (M, 387.18). This
last, technical usage being an adaptation, for technical purposes, of the more common
sense of the word, I prefer to keep trace of this origin by giving a uniform translation
of ni-Vyuj as “to command” and of niyoga as “commandment,” without trying to render
the etymology. It seems, besides, that Mandana was still thinking of the niyoga as a form
of commandment emanating from an authoritative person, as appears from some of
his arguments in the ViV, which simply would not make sense in the context of the
Prabhakara theory as canonised by Salikanatha. See for instance ViV 12 (SV): api ca
niyoktrvyaparo niyogo na niyoktur vinavakalpate. na casya sambhavah, apauruseyatvac
chabdasya pratisedhat; “Moreover, a commandment, which is the operation of [a person]
who commands, cannot be conceived in the absence of [a person] who commands. And
such a [person] does not exist [in the case of the Veda], for it has been denied for [Vedic]
speech, since it lacks a personal [author]” (S 326.2-27.1 [G 43.2-44.1]).

8 See Brhati 1.1.2 [2]: (...) karya eva carthe vedasya pramanyam (...). na ca pramand-
ntaravagamyo 'yam arthah; “The Veda is a means of [valid] cognition only with respect
to an object that is to be realised (...). And this object cannot be known by any other
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from the action (kriya) and from its various factors (karaka).” Accordingly,
Prabhakara can say that the action is at the same time its content (visaya) — I am
commanded 7o perform a certain action — and its instrument (karana) — I am “ac-
complishing” the commandment through the action.®® Following this analysis, in a
Vedic (or pseudo-Vedic) injunction like svargakamo yajeta (“Let him who desires
Heaven sacrifice!”), the optative verbal form yajeta states that a certain “com-
mandment” is to be accomplished (karya) by the sacrificer (yajamana) through
the sacrifice (yaga) referred to by the verbal root ¥yaj (“to perform a sacrifice”).
The sacrificial act is therefore at the same time what the sacrificer is commanded
to do (the content of the commandment) and that through which this command-
ment reaches its fulfilment (its instrument).

Later expositions of Prabhakara’s theory tend to lay exclusive stress on the
privilege of the Veda as an epistemic source for knowing the commandment,
the niyoga being at the same time something known only through the Vedic
speech and the only object specifically conveyed by the Veda. Compare, for
instance, Mandana’s presentation of Prabhakara’s theory with that of a later
(Bhatta-)Mimamsaka, Parthasarathi MiSra (1050-11207?)" at the beginning of
his Vidhinirnaya (I underline the elements directly borrowed from the ViV):®?

Vidhi is the commandment (niyoga), which lies beyond the domain of other
means of [valid] cognition [and is therefore] exclusively dependent on
speech[-units] such as /in, etc. Its nature is that it has to be accomplished
(karyatman) [and] its content is a process [= an action] such as the sacrifice;
it incites the [person] to whom the commandment is given (niyojya), [for
instance] he who desires Heaven, to its own [undertaking].

means” (M, 23.5-7).

% The distinction between the niyoga and the action expressed by the verbal root in a Vedic
injunction is made by Salikanatha in the Vakyarthamatrka 2.23bd: (...) vidhivacibhih ()
karyam kalantarasthayi kriyato bhinnam ucyate; “(...) [Speech-units] that are expressive
of vidhi convey an obligation persisting in a later time [and] distinct from the action
[expressed by the verbal root] (kriyato bhinnam)” (p. 436.2); Vakyarthamatrka 2.25ab:
kriyadibhinnam yat karyam vedyam manantarair na tat; “This obligation, which is dis-
tinct from the action and [its factors] cannot be known by any other means [than the
Vedic injunction]” (p. 441.3—4). See also Rjuvimala 1.1.25 (quoted above n. 57). I see no
good reason to think that Salikanatha is unfaithful to Prabhakara on this particular point.
 On these two aspects of Prabhakara’s concept of niyoga see Yoshimizu 1997: 79-82.
1 On Parthasarathi’s date, see Verpoorten 1987: 41.

2 Vidhinirnaya 1 (SV): pramanantaragocaro linadisabdamatralambanah karyatma yaga-
dibhavarthagocarah svargakamadiniyojyam atmani prerayan niyogo vidhir iti (p. 63.3-5).
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We can see how Parthasarathi draws heavily on the ViV but, at the same time,
considerably reduces its scope. In fact such a presentation, without being properly
unfaithful, significantly underplays at least two central elements in Mandana’s
understanding of Prabhakara’s theory: the nature of the experience of the com-
mandment, first of all, namely the certitude of being “bound” (niyukta) to a cer-
tain task, a certitude whose vividness and immediacy make it comparable with
the experience of pleasure and other feelings;** secondly, the absence of its re-
lation to time (kala): the commandment being essentially known as something
“to be accomplished” (karya), this excludes all relationships to past and present
time, but also, according to Mandana’s piirvapaksin at least, relation to a future
course of events.*

 The “intimate” or “inward” (antara) nature of both pleasure and the commandment is
well underlined by Vacaspati, who also insists that pleasure is experienced only through
the mind (manomatrapravedaniya)—hence through a single epistemic source — a point that
plays no obvious role in Mandana’s use of the comparison. See NyK ad ViV 12 (SV): yatha
hi samtapadhiinas candananulepananantaram antaram api manomatrapravedaniyam
amilitalocanah sukhabhedam ananyapramanakam anubhavati, evam niyogam api
linadivakyasravananantaram ity arthah; “Just as someone who is afflicted by a burning
heat, after smearing [his body with] sandal paste, feels with his eyes closed a great
pleasure, most intimate, experienced only through the mind and inaccessible to other
means of knowledge, so does one [feel] the commandment after hearing a sentence
[with] an injunctive suffix” (S 299.9-12 [G 35.27-30]). The subordination of the last two
properties of the niyoga to the first — its radical inaccessibility to non-Vedic pramanas —
is characteristic of Vacaspati’s reading of this passage of the ViV and does not directly
result from Mandana’s explanation.

 As in the case of the niyoga’s inwardness (antara[tva], see preceding note), Vacaspati
interprets this last characteristic as a reason (hetu) justifying the idea of the command-
ment’s inaccessibility to all non-Vedic pramanas. See NyK ad ViV 12 (SV): prama-
nantaragocaratve hetum aha; “He states the reason for [the commandment’s] inacces-
sibility to other means of [valid] cognition” (S 299.9-300.8 [= G 35.30]). Unlike in the
preceding case, this interpretation seems to be confirmed by Mandana later on in the
same discussion. See ViV 12 (SV): vad api pramanantaranam kalaviparivrttyartha-
visayatvat kurv iti tadaparamarsad ananyagocaratvam...; “Now if someone says that
the other means of [valid] cognition are about things [subject to] the passing of time
(kalaviparivrtti) so that, inasmuch as one does not acknowledge it [= time] when one
hears ‘Do it!,” [the commandment] is inaccessible to other [means of valid cognition],
[we answer...]” (S 327.1-2 — The text in G [44.2] is fragmentary).
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This last point, which allows Mandana to pick up the thread of the discussion
started in ViV 8, might be made in direct reference to a short, but crucial, passage
of Prabhakara’s Brhati (2.1.1 [1]),% which reads as follows:®

And therefore,” only the number (samkhya) pertaining to the agent or to
the object is expressed, in a finite verb (akhyate), by the [grammatical]
number (vacana).®® The agent and other [factors of action] are not, for they
can be known through other means of [valid] cognition: either through the
[Vedic] commandment® or through perception and the like. And therefore,

% Yoshimizu (1997: 244, n. 55) regards as “probable” the identification of this passage
as Mandana’s direct source. This conclusion is corroborated by Vacaspati’s commentary,
where Prabhakara’s most significant statement (karakavyaparo hi kalatrayavacchedyo
nadhikarah) is quoted and discussed. See NyK ad ViV 12 (SV) (S 330.3-4 [G 45.9]).

% Brhati 2.1.1 [1]: ata eva cakhyate* kartrkarmagata samkhyocyate vacanaih, na punah
kartradayah. pramanantaravagamyd hi te, niyogatah pratyaksadibhir va. ata eva ca® ni-
yogah karye 'py arthe na bhavisyantam artham avagamayati. karakavyaparo hi kalatraya-
vacchedyah, nadhikarah (M, 303.1-4). * akhyate Ms: akhyatarthe Ed; ® ca Ms corr. (Yoshimizu):
m Ed. Readings from the only known manuscript of the Brhati, kept at the Asiatic Soci-
ety of Bengal (Calcutta) and marked “Ms,” are borrowed from Yoshimizu 1997: 243-44
and 409, who also provides the only existing translation of the passage (into German).

% The justification for the next statement is Prabhakara’s view that a verbal ending
(tinvibhakti — Rjuvimala M, 303.6) does not express the relation (sambandha) between
the action expressed by the finite verb (akhyata) and its various factors (the agent, etc.),
a point on which Prabhakara claims the authority of Panini: akhyatam na sambandhe
smarati paninih; “Panini does not teach that a finite verb [refers] to a relation” (Brhatt
2.11-M, 302.2). See also Salikanatha’s comments in the Rjuvimala (M, 302.22-303.7 -
translation: Yoshimizu 1997: 243, n. 146).

% T adopt the reading akhyate (instead of akhyatarthe, as in the Madras edition) from the
Calcutta manuscript of the Brhat7 (see Yoshimizu 1997: 243, n. 149 and above n. 66),
although K. Yoshimizu prefers to keep the reading akhyatarthe found in Salikanatha’s
commentary (M, 303.6). He accordingly translates the sentence as follows: “Durch die
Personalendungen (vacana) wird eben deshalb nur die Zahl, die zum Agens bzw. dem
Ziel des Gegenstands des Verbums (d. h. der Handlung) gehort, ausgedriickt” (p. 243).
This choice, however, makes the syntactical construction of the sentence unnecessarily
complicated, in my opinion. The identification Yoshimizu proposes of vacana with
tinvibhakti (“personal ending”) on the basis of Salikanatha’s use of the term finvibhakti
in the Rjuvimala (M, 303.7-9 — see also Yoshimizu 1997: 143, n. 146) is possible, but
not absolutely compelling. I find it equally plausible that Salikanatha simply uses a more
generic term, even while understanding vacana in Prabhakara’s text in its usual sense of
“[grammatical] number.”

% On this point see Rjuvimala: vede niyogatah kartur avagamah. yasya niyojyatvam,
tasyaiva kartrtvam. tena niyogatah kartur avagamah; “In the Veda, the agent is known
through the [Vedic] commandment: the [person] to whom the commandment is addressed
(niyojya) becomes, precisely, the agent. Therefore, the agent is known through the [Vedic]
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the [Vedic] commandment,”” although it [refers to] an object [that is] to be
done (karya), does not convey a future object (na bhavisyantam artham
avagamayati), for [only] the operation of a factor of action is to be delimited
be the three times (kalatrayavacchedya), not the duty [to perform the rite]
(adhikara).!

Prabhakara’s most important statement for our purpose is, of course, his final
claim that the object “to be done” (karya) — here called adhikara (“duty”) or
niyogartha (“the object of the commandment” — Rjuvimala), but referred to as
niyoga (“commandment”) elsewhere in the Brhati and in Mandana’s rephrasing of
the theory’? — escapes the delimitation by the three times (kalatrayavacched|a)):
past, present and future. This statement, however, leaves space for at least two
interpretations, both of which can claim support in the later tradition, as we shall
see. According to a “weaker” interpretation of Prabhakara’s statement, there is
no absolute ontological difference between the niyoga’ and other entities existing
in time. A relation of the niyoga to future time does exist, but it is not perceived

commandment” (M, 303.11-12 — equivalent German translation in Yoshimizu 1997:
244, n. 151; see also Yoshimizu’s very useful explanations in the same note). Unlike
for the second occurrence of the term (see following note), Salikanatha does not make
clear whether he understands niyoga here as an individual speech unit (/in, etc.) or as the
injunctive statement taken as a whole.

0 Although Salikanatha (Rjuvimala — M, 303.14) identifies the commandment with
“a speech[-unit] such as lin” (linadisabda), 1 see no real benefit in this “technicisation”
of the term niyoga, which could simply refer, in its two occurrences in this passage of
the Brhatt, to the injunctive sentence taken as a whole. Yoshimizu (1997: 244) follows
Salikanatha and translates the word niyoga as “der (Wortteil fiir die Bezeichnung) der
Weisung (d. h. die Optativendung u. &.).”

L On the interpretation of the word adhikara, see Rjuvimala: nadhikaro na niyogartha
ity arthah; “not the entitlement; the meaning is: not the object of the commandment”
(M, 303.18).

2 The equation of the three concepts of adhikara (“duty”), niyoga (“commandment”)
and karya (“obligation”) in this context is made by Vacaspati while commenting
Prabhakara’s statement in the NyK. See NyK ad ViV 12 (SV): avyaparatmatayadhikaro
niyogah karyam na kalatrayasambhinnah; “Since it is not an operation (vyapara), duty,
[i.e.] commandment or obligation, is not mixed up with [any of] the three times” (S 330.5
[= G 45.10]).

7 In order to avoid confusion between post-Prabhakara nomenclature and Prabhakara’s
own terminological habits, I shall use from now on the word niyoga to refer exclusively
to the commandment in its objective dimension (= duty, appointment, etc.), i.e. as a
synonym for Prabhakara’s “entitlement” (adhikara), thus not in the sense it had in the
above passage of the Brhati, where it stood for the commandment in its linguistic di-
mension (= order, injunction, etc.). On the distinction between these two meanings of
niyoga in Prabhakara’s work see above n. 57.
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by the listener due to the particular mode of expression of the commandment
(the imperative, etc.), which leaves it unnoticed. By contrast, a “stronger” inter-
pretation of the theory would claim that the niyoga’s separation from the three
times is not a mere fact of language, but characterises its very mode of existence:
the commandment exists, objectively, without any relation to past, present or fu-
ture. Following this second interpretation, which alone has bearing on ontology,
we must say that the commandment as understood by Prabhakara literally is
“without time” (kalavivikta).”*

The most uncompromising supporter of the first, “weaker” interpretation of
Prabhakara’s view is no doubt his faithful commentator Salikanatha, who makes
it absolutely clear in the Rjuvimala that, for him, to be known (verbally) without
relation to time does not by any means imply that the thing is without time:’

Although the quality of being an obligation (karyatd) concerns something
[that will happen] in the future (bhavisyat), its being future is not understood
by the word (pada) [= the injunctive suffix].

Such an interpretation is certainly allowed by Prabhakara’s formulation and even,
one may say, by Mandana’s general rendering of the theory in the ViV: provided
one interprets the verb pard-yYmrs in Mandana’s expression aparamrstakalatraya
in a cognitive sense (“‘to acknowledge,” as in our translation of the passage above),
even his description of Prabhakara’s theory does not, strictly speaking, imply that
a relation of the prescribed action to time does not exist, but only that it is not
recognised when we hear an injunction.’

As to the second, “‘stronger” interpretation of Prabhakara’s statement, we find
one of its earliest formulations after Mandana in a short passage of the second
ahnika of Jayanta Bhatta’s Nyayamarfijari (NM) dealing with the perception of
Yogis, a text to which attention was drawn for the first time by John Taber.”

7 See ViV 12cd: kalaviviktam ca khapuspavat (S 300.3 [= G 36.3] — translated below).
5 See Rjuvimala 2.1.1: bhavisyadvisayayam api karyatayam na padena bhavisyattva-
vagamasiddhih? (1\/[2 303.15-16). * bhavisyattva® em.: bhavisyarva® Ed. German translation in
Yoshimizu 1997: 244.

76 Recall that the same verb para-a-vmrs is already used in Mandana’s formulation of
the first hypothesis (see above, Section 1a) in the introduction to ViV 8.

7 NM, 270.11-271.8; partial translation in Taber 2005: 178, n. 18. I find it very plapsible
that Jayanta borrowed this interpretation from Umbeka’s commentary on the Sloka-
varttika (pratyaksa®) k. 34, which will be dealt with later on (Section 3). Umbeka might,
then, be considered the earliest advocate of the “stronger” interpretation of Prabhakara’s
statement after Mandana. The connection of his argument to the ViV is, however, less
evident than in the case of Jayanta.
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These lines, sometimes mistaken for a restatement of Kumarila’s views,”® de-
serve special attention in the present context as Jayanta here unambiguously
considers the hypothesis of an objectively “timeless” object of the Veda. In a
skilful adaptation of Mandana’s pirvapaksa to the debate on the perception of
Yogis,” the 9"-century Kashmiri philosopher refers polemically to the difficulty
Yogis have in perceiving dharma if it is “devoid of contact with the three times”
(trikalasparsavarjita — NM, 270.11), in other words if it is “not delimited by the
three times” (trikalanavacchinna — NM, 271.3). In so doing, Jayanta implicitly
proposes a different interpretation of the verb para-Vmrs in the compound apa-
ramrstakalatraya of the ViV, not as “to acknowledge” but as “to touch,” “to be
in contact with” the three times. It is clear that Jayanta is not speaking here of a
property of our verbal knowledge of dharma from Vedic injunctions which, ob-
viously, is not what is at stake in the case of Yogis, but of an intrinsic character-
istic of dharma making it radically imperceptible even to Yogis.

That Mandana himself took this second possibility very seriously appears
from his refutation of Prabhakara’s hypothesis in ViV 12 and the corresponding
svavrtti. In fact the flaw in Prabhakara’s conception of action as resulting from
cognition of the commandment is not that it would be incapable of accounting
for human action, as was the case in the two preceding hypotheses, but rather the
“absolute non-existence” (atyantasatta) of its object. For how could anything that
lacks a position in time be said to “exist”? Is it not rather an appropriate definition
of absolute non-existence of a thing — hares’ horns and the like — that it does not
appear at any time?% As Mandana states in his usual pithy style: “what has no
[position in] time (...) is like a sky-flower” (kalaviviktam [...] khapuspavat).’!

8 See for instance K. S. Varadacarya’s note in the Mysore edition of the Nyayamarijari
(NM, 270.25-26), where k. 13 of the codana-section of the Slokavarttika is quoted.

7 See in particular the beginning of the prose portion (NM1 271.3—4), which unmistakably
recalls the wording of ViV 12 (SV) S 298.5-299.2.

80 See ViV 12cd (SV): atharthatah, atyantasattvam khapuspadivat, tallaksanatvad atya-
ntasattayah; “If this [= the fact that time is not acknowledged when hearing an injunction]
is due to the object[’s having no actual position in time], [then this object] is entirely
inexistent (atyantasat), like a sky-flower, for this is [precisely] the mark of absolute non-
existence” (S 328.1-3 [G 44.3—4]). See also Vacaspati’s explanation in NyK ad ViV
12c¢d (SV): yatha khapuspadayo nabhuvan na bhavanti na bhavisyanti, tatha cen niyogo
'pi, nasya tebhyo visesah. na hy atyantasattaya anyal laksanam atah kalatrayavivekad,
“A sky-flower and [similar objects] never were, are not and will never be. If this is also
the case with the commandment, there will be no difference between them. For there
is no other mark of absolute non-existence than being separate from the three times
(kalatrayaviveka)” (S 328.8—11 [= G 44.15-17)).

81 ViV 12cd (S 300.3 [= G 36.3)).
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Later theoreticians diverge on the plausibility of this second interpretation
of Prabhakara’s views, although all agree in attributing it to Mandana. Jayanta
Bhatta’s careful consideration of Prabhakara’s hypothesis of dharma’s being
“without time” may be in sharp contrast to the scepticism displayed, for instance,
by Salikanatha, who scornfully discounts Mandana’s arguments as “the refutation
of [an hypothesis] that never came forth” (asambhavidiisana).®* One fact remains,
though: whenever the hypothesis of an objectively “timeless” niyoga is discussed
by later authors it is always in reference to the ViV’s claims against the author
of the Brhatt.

Still, even from Mandana’s point of view, an exception to this apparently ob-
vious equation between “existing” and “existing in time” is not as unlikely as it
seems. As was pointed out more or less at the same time by Sucarita MiSra, the
10"-century commentator on Kumarila’s Slokavarttika®* and by the Kashmirian
Saivasiddhantin Ramakantha II (950-1000)3 quoting ViV 12cd in the chapter
on time of his Matangaparamesvaravrtti, the Mimamsaka theory of time as an
eternal (nitya), (all-)pervading (vyapaka) substance presupposes at least one such
exception, namely time itself. For otherwise how could one determine “when”
time exists — that is, at which point of time — without entering a vicious circle?%

82 Rjuvimala ad Brhati 2.1.1 [1]: tena paropadhikaiva bhavisyatta. karakavyaparavyatire-
kena canyesam api na kalasambandhah. tena yad ucyate “kalatrayaviyuktam ca khapuspa-
vat” iti, tat khapuspavad evasambhavidiisanam; “Therefore, [the commandment’s] being
future is conditioned by something else (paropddhika). Besides, even other [entities
denoted by the words of a sentence] have no relation to time without the operation of a
factor of action. Therefore, [the statement that] ‘[an entity] having no [position in] time
is like a sky-flower’ (= ViV 12cd) is indeed very much like a sky-flower, [for it is] the
refutation of [something] that never came forth!” (M, 303.18-20). Salikanatha mi ght not
be so categorical everywhere in his work. In fact the distinction between an action to
be realised (karya) and an event expected in the future (bhavisyat) is well marked in his
critique of Mandana’s theory of the “means for realising a desired [end]” (istasadhana)
in the Vakyarthamatrkavrtti: kriyaphalayoh sadhyasdadhanatavagame ’pi na pravrttir
upapadyate, trptihetau bhojane ’tite vartamane vapravrtteh, bhavisyaty api tatsadhane
samudravidakhyata ivanusthanabhavat; “In order to justify the activity [of a rational
agent], it is not enough to say that he understood the action and its expected result to
be [respectively] the means and what is realised [by this means]. For no activity [is de-
voted] to [the action of] eating, the cause of satiety, if it already [took place] (atita) or if
it is currently [taking place] (vartamana). Even if this means [of realisation] was still to
come (bhavisyat), nobody would act [to make it happen], just as in the case of [the event]
predicted by an expert in palmistry” (2.4cd [SV] p. 257.5-7).

% On Sucarita’s date, see Kataoka 2011,: 20.

8 On Ramakantha II’s date, see Goodall 1998: xiii—xviii.

% See Kasika, ad Slokavarttika (autpattika®) 15 (discourse of a Prabhakara pirvapaksin):
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Mandana’s rendering of Prabhakara’s ideas follows a similar line of argument:
why, after all, should we take for granted that “being” and “being in time” are
coextensive? Could there not be an alternative explanation to our consistent
usage of the word “being” (saf)? The conception of being as “being graspable by
a means of [valid] cognition” (pramanagrahyatva), discussed in the remaining
part of the vrtti on ViV 12, constitutes precisely such an alternative. In order
to support his critique of Prabhakara’s theory of niyoga as a “timeless” entity
Mandana therefore needed to resort to a clear and uncontroversial concept of
existence, which earlier Mimamsaka tradition was unable to provide.

It is now manifest that, in spite of its apparent dispersion, Mandana’s reflec-
tion on time in ViV 8-14 is a fairly systematic investigation of a limited set of
philosophical and exegetical options, which forms the immediate background
of his investigation of existence. All are related to the central hypothesis of an
intimate relationship between the activity (pravrtti) of a rational agent and his
perception of time (kala), conceived in three ways following two alternatives:
1. whether the matter at issue is the temporality of the action/effectuation or that
of the commandment, distinct from the action; 2. whether the agent’s incentive is
the consideration of the future or the absence of a perception of time. The three
hypotheses (H1-3) might be rearranged along these two lines, as follows:

yady evam asat karyam kalatrayaparamarsat sasavisanavad apadyate. — na, kalenaneka-
ntat. kalo hi na tavat kalantaraparicchinnah. na ca nasti kalah! kalantaravacchede tv
anavasthapatah; “[Objection:] but if it is so, the obligation (karya) becomes inexistent,
for its [position in any one of the] three times is not acknowledged, as it happens for a
hare’s horn. — No, for this [reasoning] knows [at least] one exception, [namely] time
itself. For time, first of all, cannot be delimited (paricchinna) by another time. Nor
is it true that time does not exist! But if it is delimited by another time, an infinite
regress ensues” (p. 9.8—-10); Matarngaparamesvaravrtti (Vidyapada) 12.19: yad vastu, tat
kalaviviktam. “kalaviviktam ca khapuspavat.” vastu catmadi. atas tato ’vivekasiddhya
kalasya nityatvavyapakatvasiddhir iti mandanamisrah. tasya kalenanaikantiko ’yam hetur
iti nanena kalasya nityatvam sidhyati; “An [existing] thing cannot be devoid of [position
in] time, [as it is said] ‘and an [entity] having no [position in] time is like a sky-flower’
(ViV 12cd). And the Self and similar entities are [existing] things. So, since it is proved
that [time] is not separate from such [things], it is [also] proved that it is eternal (nitya)
and [all-]pervasive (vyapaka). This is [the view of] Mandana MiSra. But this [inferential]
reason of his has [at least] one exception, [namely] time [itself]. Therefore, it cannot
prove the eternity of time.” (345.28-346.2). I have not been able to trace this argument
back to any Mimamsaka source prior to Ramakantha, but Vacaspati, who does not
try to solve this problem, appears to be aware of it, since he repeatedly states that the
equivalence between “being” and “being in time” is valid for all entities “except time”
(kalavyatirikta). See NyK ad ViV 12c¢d (SV) S 328.12/15 (G 44.18/21).
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Action/effectuation Commandment
Without time H1 H3
Future H2

Table 1. Three hypotheses regarding action and time.

But by introducing H3 Mandana not only pursues the logic of this investigation;
he also operates a shift from the field of linguistics and psychology of action,
where it had developed so far, to that of ontology. The appropriate response to
the challenge posed by the theory of niyoga would therefore not be an alternative
theory of action — that Mandana would propose only much later — but a new the-
ory of being.

One point remains to be clarified: in introducing the concept of niyoga as an
entity “without” time, Prabhakara not only aimed to provide a successful expla-
nation of action as resulting from an immediate “you must;” he also accounted
for the radical cognitive “otherness” of the object of the Veda. By bringing back
religious duty, in the form of the “means to a desired end” (istasadhanata),?® in
the realm of “presence” (vartamanata), did Mandana not run the risk of making
dharma an object among others, and thereby undermine the specificity of Mi-
mamsa as an enquiry into a field inaccessible to human faculties?

3. Dharma and time. Another concept of duty?

The question of time in Mimamsa is not confined to the field of action the-
ory and the linguistics of verbal modes. Indeed, it lies at the very heart of one
of the school’s most essential hermeneutic presuppositions, namely the radical
“otherness” of the object of the Veda.!” According to one of Mimamsa’s most
fundamental dogmas, dharma (the “ritual function”) is known through Vedic in-
junctions (codanalaksana — MiSu 1.1.2), and through them alone, in virtue of its
being an entity “to be accomplished/to be produced” (sadhya/utpadya), as dis-
tinct from “accomplished/produced” (siddha/utpanna) entities like the pot in
front of our eyes or the cooking taking place in the nearby kitchen. The aim of
Scripture as Mimamsakas conceive it is therefore not to teach us what there is
— be it something as unfathomable as the origin of the universe, the existence of

86 On Mandana’s theory of istasadhanata, and for some preliminary hypotheses regarding
its hermeneutic background, see David 2013b.

87 The last section of this essay can be read as a free — though hopefully faithful! — elab-
oration on John Taber’s enlightening remarks on verses 17-18 of the pratyaksa-section
of Kumarila’s Slokavarttika. See Taber 2005: 51-52 and 178, n. 18.
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heavens or hells, etc. — but to provide instructions on practical matters, ways of
acting ritually that cannot be learned from mere experience.

This distinction of siddha and sadhya as traced by early Mimamsakas is truly
ontological as much as it is epistemological.®® For a “non-accomplished” entity —
the Agnihotra which is to be performed tomorrow morning, for instance — is as
different from a future event (for example, the result of the next election) as it is
from a past event (like the result of last year’s election). Past and future events
differ according to the point in time where they take place and to the knower’s
own position in time, and the way they are known (by perception, inference, etc.)
also differs accordingly. What makes ritual duties ‘“non-accomplished,” however,
is precisely that they are not events; it is not, strictly speaking, that they have
not taken place yet, rather they exist in a different mode, that of an “ought” (to
borrow John Taber’s felicitous expression), radically distinct from the mode of
existence of all, even future events.

It is significant that, in spite of that, whenever early Mimamsakas were driven
to explain what they meant exactly by this “ought,” they did so, once again, by
having recourse to temporal categories. From the earliest stages in the develop-
ment of the school, the fundamental distinction between what is “accomplished”
and what is “non-accomplished” or “to be accomplished” (both can be expressed
indifferently by the same gerundive sadhya), and between the faculties capable
of grasping them, was interpreted in terms of a relation to distinct points of time
or, alternatively, of certain limitations (or absence of limitations) with respect to
time. Consider, for instance, Sabara’s seminal characterisation of the object of
Scripture in contrast to that of perception and other “worldly” sources of knowl-
edge in the Mimamsabhasya:¥

8 Note that this distinction, cardinal in classical Mimamsa (though rarely explicated
by Mimamsakas themselves), differs from the well-known siddha/sadhya distinction at
work in Paninian grammar, which rather has the sense of an opposition between the pro-
cessual (sadhya, which is the object of finite verbs), and the non-processual (siddha, as
the object of nominal and participial forms). Thus past action as denoted by a finite verb
like the aorist apaksit (“He cooked”), for instance, though sa@dhya in the grammatical
sense of the term (because it is described as a process, though the latter took place in
the past), will be considered siddha according to the Mimamsaka distinction. For an at-
tempt at theorising this distinction from the point of view of Vyakarana see for instance
Helaraja’s comments on the first verse of Bhartrhari’s Kriyasamuddesa (Vakyapadiya
vol. 2, k. 3.8.1).

$ SBh ad MiSu 1.1.2: codana hi bhiitam bhavantam bhavisyantam sitksmam vyavahitam
viprakrstam ityevamjatiyakam artham Saknoty avagamayitum, nanyat kim canendriyam
(text: Frauwallner 1968: 16.12—14).
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A [Vedic] injunction (codana) is able to convey an object of all sorts: past,
present, future, subtle, hidden, distant and so forth. No other faculty can
do that!

As rightly pointed out by Kumarila, Sabara’s remark does not seem to be specif-
ically about “injunctions” — though the word codana is, no doubt, used in that
sense and in direct reference to MiSu 1.1.2 —, but about language in general.”
Unlike perception, language is not riveted to the present and reaches as far in the
past or future as one can conceive. The epistemic capacity of Vedic injunctions,
then, is nothing but an instance of that extraordinary capacity of language to go
beyond the immediate preoccupations of the knowing subject through narra-
tion, fantasy, prophecy, etc. and it is precisely that capacity, according to Sabara,
which allows the Veda to become a means (nimitta) to knowledge of dharma. By
contrast, the connection of perception to the present time (vidyamana, an exact
synonym of vartamana in the present context) is established by Jaimini in MiSu
1.1.4, and taken up by Sabara as an argument against the capacity of the senses
to convey religious duty:’!

[MiSu:] perception (pratyaksa) is the birth of an idea for a person whose
senses are in contact [with an object, and] it is not ameans [to know dharmal,
for it grasps something present (vidyamana). [Sabara’s comment:] (...) but
that object (i.e. dharma), being future (bhavisyat), does not exist at the
time of cognition, while this (i.e. perception) is the grasping of something
that exists (sant), not of something that does not exist (asant). Therefore,
perception is not a means [to know dharmal.

Sabara’s commentary leaves no space for doubt: according to him, religious
duties are sadhya, and thereby inaccessible to perception and the like, because
they relate to something future (bhavisyat), indeed because they are something
future.”” What, then, allows us to distinguish dharma from other kinds of future

% See Slokavarttika (codana®) k. 7ab: codanety abravic catra Sabdamatravivaksaya |; “And
here, [Sabara] speaks of a ‘[Vedic] injunction’ having in mind language in general.”
Text: Kataoka 2011 : 2. Translation: Kataoka 2011,: 201 (modified).

9 MiSt 1.1.4, and Sabara’s Bhasya thereon: [MiSt:] satsamprayoge purusasyendriyanam
buddhijanma tat pratyaksam animittam, vidyamanopalambhanatvat. [SBh:] (...) bhavi-
syams caiso 'rtho na jiianakale ’sti. satas caitad upalambhanam, nasatah. atah pratyaksam
animittam (text: Frauwallner 1968: 22.9-15).

%2 There is, no doubt, some degree of ambiguity in Sabara’s way of putting things, and it is
indeed tempting to read Kumarila’s theory (see below) as a welcome clarification of the
old Mimamsaka’s views. Are we to understand that dharma — identified in the same sec-
tion with the sacrifice (yaga — see below and n. 112) — is “future” because we are speak-
ing of sacrifices that still need to be accomplished, not of past ones? Or is it because
dharma is to be interpreted here as “the result of dharma,” i.e. “the expected fruit of the
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events, some of which may well be known by inference? For how could any
action take place without one’s at least being able to predict, with a degree of
certainty, the results that may be expected from that action? No answer to these
questions is to be found in the work of Sabara, who rather seems content with
the broad division of the two realms of perception and Scripture as respectively
dealing with what “exists [at present]” (saf), and what “does not [yet] exist” (asaz).

Still, the idea that dharma is inaccessible to perception, etc. because it relates
to something future (if not because it is something future) safely made its way
into classical Mimamsa, and indeed, became the typical position of the followers
of Kumarila, who elaborates on Sabara’s remark in a considerably subtler way in
the codana-section of his Slokavarttika (ad MiSi 1.1.2):

It will be established later on that the substance [for oblation], the action
[= the sacrifice], qualities [of the substance], etc. are dharmas.®* Although
they are [possible] objects of the senses, they are not dharmas under that
aspect. For the fact that they are means to realising the Supreme Good
(Sreyahsadhanata) can only be known through the Veda, and it is under
that aspect that they are dharmas, therefore [dharma] is not an object for
the senses.

What do we learn from a Vedic injunction like svargakamo yajeta (“He who
desires Heaven should sacrifice!”), if not the holding of a relation (sambandha)
between an action — the sacrifice (yaga) — and its expected result, namely the
obtaining of Heaven (svarga)? Should one object that sacrifices are actually not
beyond perception, for one does observe sacrifices, at least, when they are per-
formed by others? Kumarila answers that it is not the sacrifice as such that can be
qualified as (a) dharma, but only the sacrifice inasmuch as it produces a result in
the future. Precisely such a capacity of the rite (and its auxiliaries) with respect
to a future result — technically called its “being a means to accomplishing the

sacrifice”? I think both options can be defended, although the second is certainly more in
line with later interpretations of Sabara’s text.

93 Slokavarttika (codana®) k. 13—14: dravyakriyagunadinam dharmatvam sthapayisyate |
tesam aindriyakatve "pi na tadriipyena dharmata | 13 || Sreyahsadhanata hy esam nityam
vedat pratiyate | tadriipyena ca dharmatvam tasman nendriyagocarah || 14 || (text: Kataoka
2011 : 3; translation: Kataoka 2011,: 206-209 [slightly modified]).

% Kumarila refers here to a later passage in the same codanda-section (k. 190-200),
where the signification of the word dharma will be topically considered. Several views
are refuted in that passage, on which see Kataoka 2011,: 440-454. On the word dharma’s
referring not only to the main sacrifice but also to its subsidiaries, see Kataoka 2011,:
206-207 n. 118. On Kumarila’s use of the plural dharmas (instead of the more common
singular dharma) see David 2012: 405, n. 20 and 2015: 569, n. 6.
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Supreme Good” (sreyahsadhanata) — is taught by the Veda, nor is it accessible to
any other, non-Vedic means of knowledge. As Kumarila states again later on in
the pratyaksa-section of the same work:*

Dharma is perceptible neither prior to its execution nor after it has been
carried out, since it does not exist at that time as a means of bringing about
its result.

Results such as Heaven are expected beyond the life of the sacrificer, so the im-
possibility of observing their relation to any action performed in the present life
is not incidental; it is a form of radical imperceptibility due to the impossibility
of perceptually establishing a relation whose two correlates are never present
at the same time, and that can never be brought back to any form of “natural”
causality.”

If Kumarila’s “relational” interpretation of the imperceptibility of dharma
enjoyed wide success in later Mimamsa, this did not prevent it from undergoing
a sustained critique, sometimes stemming from the Master’s own ranks. The ear-
liest and perhaps the most important of such critiques is certainly Mandana’s: in
Kumarila’s view, as we have seen, what we know by a Vedic injunction is a cer-
tain relation, in other words a capacity of the sacrifice (sakti, in Mandana’s re-
formulation; see below) to produce an expected result in the future, for instance,

9 Slokavarttika (pratyaksa®) k. 34: pratyaksah prag anusthanan na dharmo "nusthito "pi
va | phalasadhanariipena tadanim yena nasty asau || (text: Taber 2005: 152; translation:
Taber 2005: 56).

% On the relation of dharmaf(s) to time in Kumarila’s view see in particular Slokavarttika
(codana®) k. 7cd: na hi bhitadivisayah kas cid asti vidhayakah; “For there is no enjoining
[speech] about [an action] that is past or [present]” (text: Kataoka 2011,: 2; translation:
Kataoka 2011,: 201 [modified]); Slokavarttika (pratyaksa®) k. 18: pratyaksam yaj jane
siddham tasyaivamdharmakatvatah | vidyamanopalambhatvam tena dharme ‘nimittata |;
“Since perception, which is well known to ordinary people, has such a property, it is
the apprehension of that which is present. Therefore, it is not a basis of knowledge of
Dharma” (text: Taber 2005: 152; translation: Taber 2005: 51). Although neither of these
two passages explicitly states that dharma should be understood as something future
(bhavisyat), or relating to the future, this is nonetheless the most natural consequence
of Kumarila’s statements, which were generally interpreted in this way both by modern
interpreters (Taber 2005: 51, Kataoka 2011,: 201, n. 107) an/d by his medieval com-
mentators. See, for instance, Sucarita Misra’s commentary on Slokavarttika (pratyaksa®)
k. 18: tatas ca bhavisyaty avidyamane dharme ’‘nimittata; ‘“Therefore, it is not a means
of [valid] cognition concerning dharma [Taber: ‘it is not a basis of knowledge of
Dharma’], because it is future (bhavisyat), [hence] not present (avidyamana)” (Kasika,
p. 209.20). Sucarita’s idea that dharma not only relates to the future but is future is,
I think, to be traced back to Sabara.
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the capacity of the New and Full Moon sacrifice to produce Heaven (svarga).”” It
is that capacity, connecting a present, ephemeral event like the sacrifice with its
result in a remote future that makes a dharma, strictly speaking, imperceptible.
Now, such a capacity, Mandana argues, though relating to something future, is not
in itself something future (unlike Heaven, for instance), but something present
at the time of the sacrifice, which could in principle be observed in a sacrifice
taking place in front of us, and consequently become the basis of a teaching about
religious duty. Our “de facto” incapacity to perceive such a subtle quality is,
then, not essential, but only relative to our current perceptual faculties which,
as far as logic is concerned, could be indefinitely improved. How, then, can one
maintain the idea of a radical imperceptibility of the object of the Veda? This
objection is voiced at the very end of Mandana’s piirvapaksa, in the prose intro-
duction to ViV 25, and most certainly addresses directly Kumarila’s conception
of dharma:*®

Even [a sacrifice] which is [already] produced (utpanna) is not a dharma
as such (svariipena), but only inasmuch as it is the means for realising the
Supreme Good (Sreyahsadhana); and this [property of being a means] is
beyond the reach of the senses.” [Objection:] but, what is this [property]?
If, first of all, you argue that it is a capacity (Sakti) [of the sacrifice], and
that it is beyond the reach of the senses, then [your idea that] the senses
are not limited in their object (visayaniyama) either by measure or [the
object’s] nature is well-established indeed!'™ [One proposes:] but [this

7 Tt is noteworthy that Kumarila, in all passages quoted so far, never speaks of a “capacity”
of the sacrifice to produce its fruit. The (apparently harmless) introduction of the concept
of “power/capacity” (Sakti, samarthya) in the present context is thus Mandana’s own
contribution, and it is cardinal to his discussion of the problem of dharma’s impercep-
tibility. This might however have been made on the basis of Kumarila’s own account of
the “Unprecedented” (apiirva) as a “capacity” of the sacrifice, as we shall see.

% ViV 25 (SV —Introduction): utpannam api na svariipena dharmah, sreyahsadhanatvena
tu, tac catindriyam. kim punar idam? yadi tavac chaktih, sa catindriyety uktam atra
nendriyanam parimanato va svaripato va visayaniyamah suniriipita iti. atha taddsattvat,
kalantarabhavitvac chreyasah. — tatsadhanatvam tv atiSayo yagadisamavetas tatkalah,
anyatha dharmatvahaneh. tasmad yada tada bhavatu Sreyah, tatsadhanatvam tu varta-
manam iti naksanam avisayah (S 736.1-738.2 [G 162.2—-163.1]).

% This, of course, is nothing but a very close paraphrase of Kumarila’s verses quoted
above (codana® k. 13—14), where tadriipyena (“as such,” i.e. as object of the senses) is
benignly replaced by svariipena (“as such,” i.e. in its very nature as a sacrifice, regardless
of its result).

100 Mandana alludes here, through the words of his opponent, to his own idea that per-
ception cannot be limited by any factor other than time (kala), advanced earlier in ViV
15 while refuting the idea of the Buddha’s omniscience. See ViV 15 (SV) S 461.2-468.1
(G 82.6—84.3); translation: David 2020b: § 3.2. In Mandana’s view perceptive abilities
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is not the case], because [this capacity] does not exist by then [= at the
time of the sacrifice], since the Supreme Good will only take place at
a later time. [Answer from the opponent:] well, the property of being a
means [to realise it] is inherent in the sacrifice, etc. (yagadisamaveta) as
a supplement (atisaya), [thus] it is contemporaneous with that [sacrifice]
(tatkala), otherwise the latter’s being a dharma would have to be abandoned.
Therefore, let the Supreme Good occur when it pleases you; the property
of being a means to realise it, in turn, is there at present (vartamana), so
nothing prevents it from being an object of the senses.

Mandana’s reduction of the relation (sambandha) with the Supreme Good to a
capacity (Sakti) inherent in the sacrifice sheds light on an essential weakness of
Kumarila’s argument for the imperceptibility of dharma. A relation of the sac-
rifice to an object placed in an “absolute” future may well exempt it from being
perceived by ordinary observers of a rite. Still, when we speak of a “relation” —
no matter how remote this relation may be — we are still talking about a certain
state of facts (namely a present action, its future result and their connection).
How could such a fact account for the modally distinct cognition resulting from
a Vedic injunction, in the form of an “ought”? Surely what is taught by the in-
junction is not a fact, but something that should be. Such considerations — or
similar ones — therefore called for another, more radical interpretation of the
imperceptibility of dharma, one that would entirely withdraw it from the realm
of “things” by denying it their most immediate feature: their relation to time
(kala). Prabhakara’s theory of the commandment as an entity known exclusively
through the Veda and without connection to time provided precisely such a robust
theoretical alternative, definitively placing dharma out of reach of perception,
be it the super-sensory perception of Yogins.'”! Being entirely “without time”
(kalavivikta), the commandment is not a fact, not a “thing;” it exists, for sure, but
on a different modality, that of the imperative.

Additional evidence for the connection we postulate between Prabhakara’s
theory of the commandment and the problem of the imperceptibility of dharma is

can be extended indefinitely in terms of the object’s dimension (parimana), distance in
space (desa), etc., but can never extend beyond the present time. In other words an in-
dividual may become capable of perceiving atoms, or far away galaxies, but never what
happened the day before or will happen the next, let alone his past or future lives, as
Buddhists claim. The same idea is alluded to earlier on in the same portion of the SV
on ViV 25 (S 734.1-2: na hi riapatas caksuradinam visayaniyamo nirapyata ity uktam,
translated below).

101 In this respect, I find it significant that Jayanta Bhatta, as we have seen (above, Section
2), introduces Prabhakara’s theory of the niyoga, not as a hypothesis regarding injunctions,
but as an objection to the possibility of a super-sensory perception of dharma by Yogins.
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provided by Umbeka (8" century), the earliest commentator on the Slokavarttika,
but also on Mandana’s Bhavanaviveka, and a great name of early Mimamsa. Quite
astonishingly, when commenting on k. 34 of the pratyaksa-section of Kumarila’s
work (quoted above) — as we have seen, one of Kumarila’s key statements on the
problem of the imperceptibility of dharma — Umbeka chooses not to comment
on the stanza itself, but to refute Kumarila’s position in terms clearly recalling
Prabhakara’s niyoga-theory; of course, the question of time plays, once again, the
crucial role:'®

This [i.e. Kumarila’s statement in k. 34] cannot be justified (tad anupa-
pannam). For, as is well known, the fact that substances, actions and
qualities are dharmas is equivalent to their being means for accomplishing
the Supreme Good (sreyahsadhanatvam dharmatvam). And that [prop-
erty] surely does exist both before and after the performance [of the
sacrifice], for who would undertake [to perform an act] which is not the
means of accomplishing the Supreme Good either before or after the
performance, hence [an act] that would be totally fruitless (nisphala)?'®
And [the sacrifice] also does not acquire this quality at the time when the
expected result comes into existence (bhavana), for at that time the means
(sadhana, i.e. the sacrifice) has ceased to exist! (...) Therefore, the follow-
ing explanation should be given: here [= in the Veda], an injunction con-
veys that the effectuation (bhavana)'®* is an obligation (karya). And that
[obligation] is not touched by the three times (kalatrayasamsrsta), and it is
as such (tadripyena)'® that the effectuation is said to be a dharma. There-
fore, dharma is not the object of perception, which is the apprehension of
something present; this is the meaning. Thus, one shows in this manner
that perception and injunction have distinct objects, and there is no fault.

192 Tatparyatika (pratyaksa®) k. 34: tad anupapannam. dravyakriyagunadinam Sreyahsa-
dhanatvam nama dharmatvam. tac canusthanat prag uttarakalam ca vidyata eva. yo hy
anusthanat prag uttarakalam ca Sreyahsadhanam na, kas tatra nisphale pravartate? na ca
phalabhavanakale sreyahsdadhanateti, tadanim sadhanasya vinastatvat (...). tasmad evam
vyakhyeyam: vidhir tha bhavandayah karyatvam avagamayati. tac ca kalatrayasamsprstam,
tadriipyena ca saiva bhavana dharma ity ucyate. tasmad vidyamanopalambhanasya pra-
tyaksasydagocaro dharma ity arthah. tad anena prakarena vidhyasamandarthatam pratya-
ksasya darsayatity anavadyam (p. 128.9-16).

103 Despite a slightly different wording, one can easily recognise here Mandana’s objection
to Kumarila’s theory of the imperceptibility of dharma(s) in ViV 25 (see above). This in
itself is not surprising considering Umbeka commented on the ViV’s “twin” treatise. It is,
then, all the more noteworthy that Mandana’s response to that objection finds no place
whatsoever in Umbeka’s discussion.

104 Understand: the action (kriya) that is the sacrifice.

105 Umbeka’s use of the expression tadriipyena is of course an iconoclast — but perfectly
recognisable — imitation of Kumarila’s own use of that expression in k. 13—14 of the
codanda-section.
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I find it remarkable that Umbeka, even while commenting on Kumarila’s work,
clearly states the superiority of Prabhakara’s solution of the problem at issue.
This passage is also quite extraordinary in that it is the only text in the whole
tradition, to the best of my knowledge, mentioning the idea of an object “without
time” as a solution to the problem of dharma’s imperceptibility without any in-
tention of refuting it.1%

Another, perhaps less compelling clue to the inference that the main aim of
Prabhakara’s theory — at least as it is interpreted by Mandana — was precisely to
account for the impossibility of a “Knower of dharma’ (dharmajiia) is its reap-
pearance in the introduction to ViV 25, some ten stanzas after its final refutation
in ViV 12—14 (I underline the obvious reference to Prabhakara’s theory):!%’

[Objection:] very well then, let no Omniscient (sarvajiia) be the author
of the commandment (niyokta);'®® but let us accept [at least] a Knower
of dharma (dharmajiia) [as its author]! For, as you said, no limitation of
the object (visayaniyama) of the eye and other [senses] in terms of form
(ripatas) is observed.” Now, if[, as you claim,] they are limited with

106 Interestingly, neither of the later commentators on Kumarila’s verse, even while ac-
knowledging the problem raised by Mandana of a possible perception of the “capacity”
(Sakti) of the sacrifice to produce its result, follows in Umbeka’s steps, and both evacuate
it in a similar (and equally laconic) manner on the basis of the general imperceptibility
of Saktis. Sucarita: Saktis tu sarvabhavanam nityaparoksaiva, tena na tadvisisto dharmah
pratyakso bhavatiti; “The capacity (sakti) of all things is perpetually beyond perception;
therefore, dharma qualified by that [capacity] can never be perceived” (Kasika, p. 220.18—
19); Parthasarathi: yo 'pi yagasyapiarvam phalam va prati saktih, sa yady api yagakale
vidyate, tathapi na pratyaksa, sarvasaktinam atindriyatvat; “As for the capacity (Sakti) of
the sacrifice to [produce] the Unprecedented or the expected result, even if it exists at the
time of the sacrifice, it is not perceived [at that time], for all capacities are beyond the
reach of the senses” (Nyayaratnakara p. 144.8-10).

07 ViV 25 (SV - Introduction): nanu ma bhiit sarvajiio niyokta, dharmajiias tv isyatam)
na hi ripatas caksuradinam visayaniyamo niriipita ity uktam. kalatas tu niyame yada
vartamanatvam, tadatisayavaccaksuradivisayabhavo "viruddhah. atyantike cavartamana-
tve ‘atyantasattvam khapuspadivat’ ity uktam. na ca kurv ity artho dharmah, yagader
visayasya dharmatvenopagamat (S 733.4 —735.3 [G 161.162.1]).

108 For the general context of Mandana’s discussion of omniscience (sarvajiiatva), a
debate that reaches back as far as ViV 15 and extends practically up to the end of the
purvapaksa, see David 2020b: § 2.1. Despite the mention of an “author of the com-
mandment” (niyoktr), the discussion of omniscience is very loosely connected to the
consideration of Prabhakara’s niyoga-theory in ViV 12-14.

1% On Mandana’s position on perception, referred to here by the opponent, see above,
n. 100. The mention of “form” is a short designation of a list of four potentially limiting
factors enumerated earlier on in the treatise: form (ritpa), acuity/feebleness (patumandata),
distance in space (desa) and dimension (parimana). See David 2020b: § 3.2.
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respect to time (kalatas), then if [dharmal is present (vartamana), there is
no difficulty in its being an object for the eye, etc. when the latter possesses
a special excellence (atisayavant). As for something that would absolutely
not be present (aryantike [...] avartamanatve),''° we have said before that
“it is entirely non-existent, like a sky-flower, etc.”''' And it is not the case
that dharma is an object [having the form] “do!” (kuru), for [Mimamsakas]

maintain that objects such as the sacrifice (yagadi) are dharmas.!'?

Precisely because such a solution was unacceptable to him on ontological grounds,
Mandana had to find another alternative to Kumarila’s view, one that, unlike
Umbeka’s, would not fall into the trap of sky-flower-like “timeless” entities. Be-
fore considering his own original answer to this problem in ViV 25, let us sum up
all positions available in his time to account for the imperceptibility of dharma:

Nature of dharma(s) Cause of imperceptibility

Sabara Sacrifice (yaga) Existence in the future (bhavisyat):
Of the sacrifice
Of the results of the sacrifice

Kumarila Sacrifice (yaga/karman) | Relation (sambandha) to something
Substance (dravya) future (bhavisyat)
Qualities (guna) = being a means for the Supreme Good
(Sreyahsadhanta)
Prabhakara Commandment (niyoga) | Absence of connection to time
(kalatrayaparamarsa, kalatrayasparsa,
kalaviveka)

Table 2. Three views on dharma and its imperceptibility.

The tenor of Mandana’s response in ViV 25 is not always easy to grasp, and led
to surprising hypotheses as to the identification of the various opponents in that
section of the pirvapaksa. E. Stern (1988: 43) identifies Mandana’s main oppo-
nent as “a Bauddhah who accepts, at least for the sake of this argument, certain
Mimamsa constructs and theories,” and the target of his attacks as “evidently

110 Understand: something that is not and can never become present.
UViV 12 (SV): atyantasattvam khapuspadivat (S 328.2 [= G 44.3-4]).

112 $Bh ad MiSi 1.1.2: yajatiSabdavacyam eva dharmam samamananti <em.:. samananti
Ed>; “They teach that dharma is none but what is expressed by the root yaj- (‘to
sacrifice’)” (text: Frauwallner 1968: 20.11; full context quoted in Stern 1988: 1575);
according to Kumarila’s commentary on this passage (Slokavarttika [codana®] k. 191),
this includes, besides the ritual act (karman) itself, also the sacrificial substance (dravya)
and its qualities (guna), presumably referred to here by °adi in yagadi.
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a Naiyayika” (ibid.). But, as we have just seen, the argument Stern attributes
to Nyaya (dharma is imperceptible due to its being a means to producing the
Supreme Good) is almost certainly Kumarila’s, and I find it also very unlikely
that the critique addressed to him should be ascribed to a Buddhist (although
the hypothesis of a sarvajiia who is also a dharmajiia admittedly has some Bud-
dhist flavour).!'® Rather, it seems we are dealing here with a solution devised by
Mandana himself to a difficulty he sees in the views of his illustrious predecessor
in the field of Mimamsa."* It is, in fact, a clear token of Mandana’s dialectical skill
that he was able to introduce an alternative view on such a crucial topic without
leaving the aporetic framework characteristic of his so-called “pirvapaksa.”

Mandana’s solution to our main problem consists in simply dissociating the
“capacity” (Sakti, samarthya) of the sacrifice to produce a result from the ritual act
(karman) itself, by having recourse to Kumarila’s theory of the “Unprecedented”
(apiirva). His main statement in ViV 25 and the corresponding svavrtti reads as
follows:!>

[Ka:] “[In order to account] for a result [taking place] after a long period
of time (cirakala), they postulate a capacity (samarthya)''® of the rite, [in

13 As I have remarked elsewhere (David 2020b), Mandana generally does not proceed
by directly refuting “schools” of thought but dialectically, by inserting the various the-
oreticians’ arguments within a homogeneous (and most of the time anonymous) course
of argumentation. It is also clear that Buddhism does not have for him the prominence
it had, for instance, in Kumarila’s critique of omniscience. On this last point, see David
2020b: § 1.3.

114 This strategy of discreetly improving on Kumarila’s views on a given topic is by no
means exceptional in Mandana’s work, though it is not always easy to detect. For similar
cases, see Frauwallner 1938 and David 2020b: § 2.1-2.5.

S ViV 25 (SV): [ka:] atulyakalam samarthyam karmanah ksanabhanginah | cira-
kalaphalayahur na tad adhyaksam iksyate || [SV:] asutaravinasitvat karmanah prali-
yamanakarmalabdhopajanah parvaparangopapaditavasthantaro desSakaladyapeksasadi-
taparinatibheda anantaryam api karmano tivartamanah ko ’py atisayah kartari nitya-
tmani karmanas cirabhavinah phalasya sadhanam kathyate vrddhaih. tad asau na
karmakale vartamanah, svakale vartamano ’pi karmano nivrttatvan na karmasamba-
ndhitayadhyaksam tksyate. tad uktam: ‘phalasadhanariipena tadanim yena nasty asau’
iti. karmakale tasya bhavitvam, tatkdle ca karmano ’bhavah. katham tarhi karmanah
sadhanatvam tadanyasamavayi? — tadahitatvat. na hi svasamavayy eva sadhanatvam iti
kas cin niyamah. karyanumeyam tad yatra karydayalam tatraiva yuktam, tadahitatvac ca
tasya Saktih. na cettham aupacarikah karmanah sadhanabhavah, kasthadisu tathaiva
siddheh (S 740.2=745.2 [G 163.6-165.1]).

116 The two words Sakti, used in the opponent’s discourse (introduction to ViV 25, quoted
above), and samarthya are, of course, rigorous synonyms in the present context.
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itself] momentary (ksanabhangin), [to produce the expected result], [a ca-
pacity] which is not contemporaneous [with the sacrifice] (atulyakala);
that [capacity] is not seen to be perceived.” [SV:] Since the rite disappears
immediately [after being performed], the Elders (vrddha) postulate a certain
supplement (atisaya)''” born from the rite as it vanishes, of which a different
stage is produced by the former and latter members [of the sacrifice],!'®
and whose particular transformation (parinatibheda) is established in
dependence on space, time and other [conditions].'"” [That supplement,]
which goes even beyond the immediate subsequence (anantarya) to [the
sacrifice],” is [inherent] in the agent, whose Self is permanent (nityatmani
kartari), and it is the means (sadhana) of accomplishing the expected result
of the rite, which takes place only after a long period of time. Therefore,
that [supplement] is not present at the time of the rite (na karmakale

17" As confirmed by Vacaspati (NyK S 742.7 [G 164.15]), this “supplement” identified
with the “capacity” (samarthya) of the rite is none but the “Unprecedented” (apiirva)
linking, according to Kumarila, the ritual act to a result taking place only much later.
Note that Mandana’s opponent in the introduction to ViV 25 already spoke of the ca-
pacity (sakti) of the sacrifice to produce a result as a “‘supplement” (atisaya) inherent in
that sacrifice.

18 The interpretation of the compound pirvaparangopapaditavasthantara is difficult, and

Vacaspati’s commentary is not of much help here, nor is E. Stern’s rather loose para-
phrase (“The succession of subsidiary actions assume a new condition in it[, which is a
particular evolute, etc.]”’). The main question is whether this ‘“different stage” (avasthantara)
is assumed by the sacrifice or by the supplement itself, i.e. the Unprecedented (apiirva),
both options being, I think, possible. I choose here the second solution, which seems
grammatically more natural, though the fact of speaking of the various “intermediary”
apiirvas and of the “final” apiirva as different “stages” (avastha) is unfamiliar to me. On
the “former and latter members [of the sacrifice],” see NyK: piarvaparangagnyanvadha-
nadibrahmanatarpananta...; “the former and latter members [of the sacrifice],
beginning with the reinstallation of the fire, up to the feeding of the Brahmins” (S 741.6—
7 [G 134.9]).

191 take it that the word parinati is not another name of the “supplement” (atisaya), as
suggested by E. Stern’s paraphrase (“a particular evolute arising with regard to space,
time, and so on” — Stern 1988: 44), but rather refers to the “maturation” (= paripaka)
of the apiirva enabling it to bear its fruit in a certain time and place, and under various
circumstances. I thank S. L. P. Anjaneya Sarma for suggesting this interpretation of that
difficult compound.

120 This remark, in itself not very explicit, could be a form of a fortiori reasoning, as
suggested by Vacaspati: karmanantaryam api tasya ndasti, kim anga punas tatkalata?,
“That [supplement] does not even [take place] immediately after the rite, how could it
[take place] at the same time?” (NyK S 741.5-6 [= G 163.28]); kim punah samanakalata?,;
“How could it [take place] at the same time?” (NyK S 741.10 [G 164.10-11]). Nor is it
impossible that Mandana tries to avoid the kind of temporal proximity that would allow
the establishment of a “natural” causal relation between the rite (karman) and the apiirva.
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vartamanah); even though it is present in its own time (svakale vartamano
'pi),!?! since [at that time] the rite has disappeared, it is never seen to be
perceived as something which is connected to the rite. As [Kumarila]
says: “(...) since it (asau)'* does not exist by then (tadanim), for it is the
means to accomplishing the result [of the sacrifice]” (Slokavarttika 1.1.4,
k. 34). At the time of the rite, it is future; in its own time, the rite does
not exist [anymore]. [Objection:] but then, how can the property of being
a means (sadhanatva), [belonging to] the rite, be inherent in something
else? [Answer:] because it is placed [in the Self of the sacrificer] by the
[rite]. In fact, there is no rule stating that the property of being a means
(sadhanatva) should be inherent precisely in that [means]. It is [rather]
correct [to think] that the [property of being a means], inferred from the
effect, is there wherever it is sufficient to [produce] that effect, and it is the
capacity of whatever placed it [there]. And we do not say that the rite is the
means for accomplishing [the expected result] in a figurative way, for this

is established in the case of the pieces of firewood (kastha).*

Reading this crucial passage of the ViV one cannot help wondering how much
of it actually differs from Kumarila’s views. Two points need to be considered:
the appeal to Kumarila’s theory of the apiirva, and the quote from the perception
chapter of the Slokavarttika (k. 34). Regarding the second point, first of all, the
new inflection given by Mandana to this half-verse is noticeable. In the con-
text of the Slokavarttika the pronoun asau can only refer to dharma, that is, in
Kumarila’s interpretation, to the ritual action (kriya), the substance (dravya) or
its qualities (guna).!** Even though the verse could, in principle, be read in the
same way when quoted in the ViV, the flow of Mandana’s discourse, especially
the use of the same pronoun asau (“this”) in the preceding sentence to denote the
“supplement” (atisaya) that is the apiirva and the constant designation of the act
by the neuter karman, clearly invites the reader to interpret asau in Kumarila’s

12 As rightly pointed out by Vacaspati, this remark is probably meant to prevent an
understanding of the apiirva as a “timeless” entity, as in Prabhakara’s theory: that sup-
plement is present (hence existent) in its own time, only this time does not coincide
with that of the sacrifice. See NyK: atha sarvadaiva kim avartamanah? tatha ca gagana-
kamalakalpah prasajyeta!; “Or is [that supplement] never present? Then it is, alas, similar
to a sky-lotus!” (S 742.11-13 [G 164.18-19]).

122 On the interpretation of the demonstrative asau, see our remarks below.

123 On the example of the pieces of firewood (kastha), which Mandana almost surely
borrows from the Tantravarttika, see below and n. 129.

124 See above and n. 94. All commentators agree on this point: asau refers, according to
Umbeka, to “substance, action, qualities, etc.” (dravyakriyagunadi — Tatparyatika p. 128.9),
according to Sucarita to “substance and the like” (dravyadi — Kasika, p. 22013), according
to Parthasarathi to “sacrifice and the like” (yagadi — Nyayaratnakara — p. 143.23).
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verse as referring, again, to the apiirva. Following this interpretation, the half-
verse should not be translated as

since it [=the sacrifice] does not exist at that time [=the time of performance]
as a means of bringing about its result (Taber’s translation, quoted above)

but as

since it [= the apiirva] does not exist at that time [= at the time of the
performance], for it is the means of bringing about the result [of the
sacrifice]. (My translation, in the context of the ViV.)

The reason for this inflection is clear: being perishable and momentary (asuvindsin,
ksanabhangin, etc.), the sacrifice is not, strictly speaking, the means to realising
any result as long as it does not have a “supplement” (atisaya) — the apiirva — that
helps build a continuity between the ephemeral performance of the rite and the
production of its fruit. If we now examine the theory of apiirva mobilised in this
section by Mandana, we see that there is in fact very little in it that does not have
an equivalent in the Apirvadhikarana, the “Chapter on the Unprecedented” of
the Tantravarttika (2.1.5). The idea of the apiirva as an “ability” (yogyata) per-
taining to the sacrifice or the sacrificers, first of all, is part of Kumarila’s very
definition of the Unprecedented.'” The apiirva is also often called by Kumarila
a “capacity” (sakti),'** in most ways similar to the capacity of worldly actions
“like agriculture, drinking butter (?) or study” (krsighrtapandadhyayanaprabhrti —
p- 395.5) which, like the sacrifice, cannot bear their fruit immediately!?” Similarly,

125 See in particular TV, 2.1.5: karmabhyah prag ayogyasya karmana purusasya va |
yogyata Sastragamyd ya para sapirvam isyate |; “That ability (yogyata) of a rite or a
person that did not have any ability before [the undertaking of] the rite, which is dif-
ferent [from the rite] and which is grasped by Scripture is called the ‘Unprecedented™
(p- 394.6-7); saiva ca purusagata kratugata va yogyatda Sastre 'sminn apiirvam ity apadi-
Syate; “And that ability pertaining to (gafa) the person or the rite is called ‘Unprecedented’
in the present discipline” (p. 394.10-11).

120 See TV, 2.1.5: yada darsapiirnamasas tadavayavo va kam cid puruse Saktim and-
dhayaiva vinasyet...; “If the New and Full Moon sacrifices or their parts vanished
without laying down a certain capacity (Sakti) in the person [who performs them]...” (p.
394.23-24); apurvakhyah saktayah; “the capacities called ‘Unprecedented” (p. 394.29);
vagad eva phalam tad dhi Saktidvarena sidhyati |; “For the expected result arises from
the sacrifice through its capacity (Sakti)” (p. 395.11); yagahitaya tu Saktya sadhya-
manam yagenaiva sadhitam bhavati; “That which is produced by the capacity laid
down [in the person] by the sacrifice is produced by the sacrifice, and by nothing else”
(p- 39513-14). The idea of the Unprecedented as a ““ capacity” (Sakti) of the sacrifice
is already expressed in k. 199 of the codand-section of the Slokavarttika. See Kataoka
2011,: 158, 452 and n. 588 and Yoshimizu 2000: 154-155.

21TV, 2.1.5: laukikam capi yat karma phale kalantarodgatau | tatrapi Saktir evaste na tv
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the idea of the Self of the agent as the locus of inherence of the apiirva is fully
kumarilan,'?® as is the example of the pieces of firewood (kastha) used to explain
how the production of a thing from another may suppose the operation of an
unexpressed causal link.””” Even the apiirva’s keeping away from perception is
occasionally underlined by the author of the Tantravarttika, though on slightly
different grounds.** Only one major difference is noticeable, as far as I can see:
if Kumarila accepts, as does Mandana, that the apiirva, although a capacity of the
sacrifice, may inhere in something else, he is less categorical than the author of
the ViV on the possibility, for the apiirva, first to inhere in the act itself, before it
vanishes, as can be seen from the following verse:'!

Although we accept that the capacity of [ritual] acts is inherent in [the acts]
themselves (svasamaveta), it will not be [inherent in that way] after they
have perished; but since it is present [i.e. inherent] in the agent (kartrstha),
it does not perish.

Such a distinction is, of course, entirely unacceptable to Mandana, for whom the
idea of the act’s capacity to produce a fruit being inherent in the act itself (svasama-
veta) immediately involves its being perceptible. For him, the capacity of the rite
must be inherent in something else; for Kumarila it can be inherent in something
else, although it is, at first, inherent in that entity to which it pertains as a sak#i.!*

apiirvam ihesyate |; “A capacity is there even in worldly actions, aiming at a result that
will arise only much later, only it is not called the ‘Unprecedented” (p. 395.3—4).

"% See TV, 2.1.5: atmaiva casrayas tasya kriyapy atraiva ca sthita
none but the Self, and the action also stands there” (p. 397.29).
2TV, 2.1.5: kasthaih paktavyam ity ukte nirdista jvalanakriya |; “When we say ‘This
should be cooked by means of firewood,” we also designate [implicitly] the action of
burning [pertaining to the pieces of firewood]” (p. 395.20).

; “And its support is

% See TV, 2.1.5: pratyaksena tavan navagamyate, ripadyandatmakatvena caksuradibhir
asambandhat; “[The Unprecedented], first of all, is not grasped by perception, for
not being a colour, etc., it cannot be connected with the eye and other [sense-organs]”
(p- 390.14-15).

BTV, 2.1.5: yadi svasamavetaiva Saktir isyeta karmanam | tadvinase tato na syat kartrstha

tu na nasyati || (p. 398.4-5).

132 That Mandana had this particular passage in mind while elaborating his theory appears
clearly from a comparison of the last lines of the passage of the ViV quoted above
with the immediately following verse in the Tantravarttika: Saktih karyanumeyatvad
yadgataivopayujyate | tadgataivabhyupetavya svasrayanasrayapi va ||; “Since a capacity
is to be inferred from its effect, it will be assumed to pertain (°gata) to that [entity] per-
taining to which it is useful, regardless of whether [that entity] is its own substratum
(svasraya) or not” (TV, 2.1.5 — p. 398.8-9).
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What is new, then, in Mandana’s treatment of the topic is the slight adapta-
tion of Kumarila’s theory of the apiirva to the question of the imperceptibility
of dharma. So understood, the theory of the “Unprecedented” could solve two
difficulties: the “inherence” (samavaya) of the capacity to produce a result in the
sacrifice, and its being (therefore) “contemporaneous” (tatkala) with the rite.

To represent this difference graphically we may explain Kumarila’s account
of dharma’s inaccessibility to perception in two steps:'*?

T1 T2 (future)
sadhanatd
yaga phala

Figure 1. Kumarila’s two-step model of dharma’s imperceptibility.

Mandana’s version of the theory simply denies, on the basis of Kumarila’s own
theory of the apiirva, that the property of “being a means” can be inherent in
the sacrifice, and also that it can take place at the same time. By temporally dis-
sociating the sacrifice from its capacity to produce a result, Mandana therefore
substitutes for Kumarila’s two-step model a three-step structure, where the act
and its causal power simply cannot be grasped together:

T1 T2 T3 (future)

sadhanata = atisaya

/

yaga phala

|
atman

Figure 2. Mandana’s three-step model of dharma’s imperceptibility.

What makes the teaching of the Veda inaccessible to perception is therefore not
that its object would entirely escape the constraints of time, but that its two compo-
nents, the sacrifice and its property of being a means, though “present” (vartamana)
each in its own time (svakale), are never found together at the same time. From
the standpoint of the act efficiency towards the goal is always something “to be

133 This graphic representation of Kumarila’s theory is loosely inspired by Kataoka 2011,:
116 and 158.



82 Hugo David

done” (sadhya), that cannot come into existence unless the corresponding act dis-
appears altogether. That an object is sadhya thus does not mean, for Mandana,
that it is not present, but that it is essentially a composite whose members do not
share a single point in time. This discrepancy, that clings to all ritual acts (but
not to others), allows Mandana to account for the specificity of a Vedic teaching
on sadhya objects without having to dissolve the intimate connection of being
(sa?) to the present time. The defence of a strict definition of being as presence
and the interpretation of the injunctive “ought” as (temporal) non-coincidence of
the act and its capacity are thus correlative theses, and indeed the two sides of
the same coin.

Conclusion

It appears from what precedes that Mandana’s reflection on injunction — culmi-
nating in his identification of “being a means to accomplishing what is desired”
(istasadhanatd) as the object of all injunctive suffixes in ViV 26-28 — and his
investigation of dharma’s imperceptibility as (temporal) non-coincidence of that
property with the ritual act, are essentially part of the same theoretical complex,
whose epicentre is his conception of existence as presence (vartamanata). It is
because being is equivalent to being present that a temporal interpretation of
imperativity was bound to fail, and it is for the same reason that the Vedic
“you must” had to be distilled to a mere non-coincidence of a property and its
possessor. The opposite view, which I still hesitate to attribute to Prabhakara in
person, is not less coherent, and explains, under the premise of an equivocal
conception of being as “being cognised,” both, linguistically, the functioning
of injunctive discourse and, hermeneutically, the specificity of the object of
the Veda. This second position, piecing together views on being, language and
action, can therefore properly be called an “ontology of commandment,” if |
may borrow this expression coined by G. Agamben. Not quite illegitimately, it
seems to me, for it is precisely as a result of a brilliant reflection on liturgy and
the imperative in the Western tradition that the author of Homo Sacer proposes
to distinguish an ontology “of operativity” (as he also calls it), “at work in the the
juridical and religious sphere” from the ontology developed by the philosophical
and scientific tradition, “which speaks in the indicative.”** Mandana’s thesis of
being as presence, which marks the irruption of Mimamsa in the philosophical
arena of debate on “existence” (satta), can only be understood in reaction to such
an attempt to inscribe in ontology “the contraction of what is and what ought
to be” (Agamben 2012: 136). That attempt, however, did not have all the con-

134 Agamben 2012: 135-138 (I translate from the Italian).
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sequences one might have expected for the history of Brahmanical reflection on
being. Already Salikanatha, followed in that by the later Prabhakara tradition,
loses sight of the ritual background of the two ontologies. For him sarta is just a
particular case of pseudo-universal, a fictitious entity comparable with universals
of caste (“being a Brahmin,” brahmanatva) or sound (Sabdatva). Mandana’s de-
finition of being as presence, on the other hand, is alluded to in texts as diverse
as the Buddhist Prajiakaragupta’s Pramanavarttikalarkara (around 800)'* and
Vyomasiva’s Vyomavati (9"—10" century), a work on Vaisesika,'*® though entirely
severed from its original exegetical background. And indeed this might be the
natural destiny of an ontology of commandment that it should always remain
in the margins of a metaphysical reflection essentially devoted to what there is,
not to what ought to be. By cutting off their reflection on being from its exegeti-
cal roots, and the thought of commandment from its ramifications in ontology,
Mimamsakas thus certainly facilitated the inscription of their discipline as a
“philosophical view” among others; but they also renounced what was perhaps
one of their most adventurous attempts: rationally to account for being when it is
modally distinct, hence without common measure, with objects as we normally
experience them.

Appendix: niyoga as an independent category (padartha)?

One of the most intriguing aspects of Prabhakara’s theory of the niyoga — but
one for which our sources are scarce — is the hypothesis of the commandment as
a separate ontological category (padartha). Could consequences of Prabhakara’s
understanding of injunctions on ontology have led some among his followers
to recognise niyoga as a separate kind of entity? Without drawing any final con-
clusion, this appendix gathers the evidence available so far for an independent
investigation in the field of categoriology among early advocates of the school.

The enumeration and definition of “entities” or “categories” (padartha) is not
a common topic in early Mimamsa, and Prabhakara-Mimamsa is no exception to

135 See Pramanavarttikalankara: nanu vartamanakalasambandho ’stitvam, na saksatka-
ranam; “But, existence is the connection with the present time, not direct perception”
(p. 112.7).

136 Vyomavati 36.12: ato 'rthakriyakaritvena sattvam iti Sakyda manyante. vartamanakala-
sambandhitvenety apare; “The Buddhists believe that ‘existence’ [can be explained]
by ‘practical efficiency’ (arthakriya). Others (apare) [take it] in the sense of ‘having a
connection with the present time”” (translation: Halbfass 1986: 77 [modified]); Vyomavatt
37.15: etena vartamanakalasambandhitvena sattvam pratyuktam; “With this [argumen-
tation] the theory that ‘existence’ is due to a ‘connection with the present time’ is also
refuted” (translation: Halbfass 1986: 77 [modified]).
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this rule. This, of course, is not to say that the reality and independence of some
of the entities isolated as “categories” by early VaiSesika (for instance, absences
or universals) is not discussed at length in Prabhakara treatises. However, it does
not seem possible, from the extant Prabhakara literature from its beginnings to
the time of Bhavanatha (11" ¢.?), to draw any univocal list of categories that
would have been accepted by all theoreticians belonging to that tradition.!’

Such a list is found at a much later probable date in two anonymous Prabhakara
tracts retrieved from Kerala at the beginning of the last century and published
in Trivandrum under the (fabricated) titles Gurusammatapadarthah (GSP) and
Gurusammatapadarthasamksepa(h) (GSPS).!* Although neither text can be dated
with any precision, their proximity to the second section (Prameyapariccheda)
of Ramanujacarya’s Tantrarahasya (TR) (15"-17" ¢.7)13? suggests they might be-
long to the last stages in the history of the Prabhakara school. The GSP, GSPS
and TR all agree in advocating the same list of eight kinds of entities (list A):
substance (dravya), quality (guna), movement (karman), universal/generality
(jati/samanya), potentiality (Sakti), inherence (samavdaya), number (samkhya) and
similarity (sadrsya)."*® The same list is also found in two treatises ascribed to
Salikanatha: the Pramanaparayana (included in all printed editions of Salika-
natha’s “Prakaranapaiicika”) and the lost Prameyaparayana, known only through

137 Lists of entities are occasionally found in older literature. See for instance Rjuvimala
L15 (M, 15916-18), where Salikanatha denies the existence of any common aspect
in “universals, qualities, movements and substances” (jatigunakriyadravyesu). There is,
however, no way to decide whether Salikanatha regarded such a list as exhaustive.

138 As the editors in the Trivandrum Sanskrit Series themselves point out (GSP — Intro-
duction, p. 1; GSPS — Introduction, p. 1), the edition is based in each case on a single
manuscript with neither title nor final rubric. The two titles have been artificially ex-
tracted by the editors on the basis of the first stanza of each treatise. See GSP: (...)
itime ’stau padartha gurusammatah (p. 1); GSPS: (...) astau padartha atha tan vibhajya
samksipya vaksyami guror matena (p. 1).

139 For a discussion of Ramanujacarya’s date, see Freschi 2012: 9—10.

140 See TR 2: dravyagunakarmasamanyasamavayasaktisamkhyasadrsyany astau pada-
rthah; “There are eight [kinds of] entities: substance, quality, movement, generality,
inherence, potentiality, number and similarity” (p. 20.4); GSP 1: dravyajatigunah karma
samkhyasadrsyasaktayah | samavaya itime ’stau padartha gurusammatah || 1 ||; “The eight
[kinds of] entities accepted by the Guru [= Prabhakara] are: substance, universal, quality,
movement, number, similarity, potentiality and inherence” (p. 1); GSPS: dravyam gu-
nah karma ca jatisaktt sadrsyasamkhye samavaya ete | astau padartha atha tan vibhajya
samksipya vaksyami guror matena || 1 |; “The eight [kinds of] entities are: substance,
quality, action, universal, potentiality, similarity, number and inherence. I will [first] dis-
tinguish them [from one another], and [then] explain them briefly according to the view
of the Guru [= Prabhakara]” (p. 1).
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brief mentions in the Pramanaparayana and in late Nyaya works.!*! The authen-
ticity of both treatises is doubtful, and it is impossible, on the basis of current
research, to get a clear idea of their date.

However, as M. Hiriyanna already pointed out a century ago in an important
article (Hiriyanna 1972, first published in Madras in 1930), other sources suggest
the existence, at an earlier date, of another list of eight kinds of entities (list B),
excluding the last three of the above list and including particularity (visesa), de-
pendence (paratantrya)'** and the commandment (niyoga) as independent cate-
gories. If the inclusion of visesa can be interpreted as a concession to the VaiSesika
doctrine of categories, the distinction of the niyoga as a kind of entity per se is
significant for the present enquiry as it testifies to an attempt, on the part of at
least some Prabhakaras, at theorising the commandment not only in linguistic or
psychological terms, but also in relation to other entities existing in the world.

Unfortunately, the earliest occurrences of this second list are quite late and,
what is even more disturbing, do not include any Prabhakara work. Reference
to this second list is mostly found in Vedantic texts. We come across list B for
the first time in a doxographic passage of the Paficapadikavivarana by the Ve-
dantin Prakasatman (950-1000),'** in which various lists of entities developed

Y Pramanaparayana (upamana®): kim punar idam sadrsyam? nedam dravyaguna-
karmasamanyasamavayavisesanam anyatamam (...). atah padarthantaram evedam,
Saktivat samkhyavac ceti prameyapdrayana evoktam; “But what is it [that you call] ‘sim-
ilarity’ (sadrsya)? It is not counted among the following [kinds of entities]: substance,
quality, movement, generality, inherence, particularity (...). Therefore it must be a different
[kind of] entity, just like potentiality or number, as is explained in the Prameyaparayana”
(pp. 167.4-168.13). In the same passage, the author of the Pramanaparayana makes it clear
that particularity (visesa), which is not included in list A, is mentioned here for the sake of
argument, not because it would be recognised as an independent kind of entity, for “those
who are conversant with the means of [valid] cognition do not accept [the existence] of an
entity called ‘particularity” (visesakhyam [...] padartham pramanavadino nanumanyante
—p. 268.7-8). The passage of the Prameyaparayana referred to here may correspond to
a fragment of this work quoted in Mallinatha’s commentary on Varadaraja’s Tarkika-
raksa (around the 15" c.?): dravyagunakarmasamanyasaktisamkhyasadrsyasamavaya
astau padarthah; “The eight [kinds of] entities are: substance, quality, movement, gener-
ality, potentiality, number, similarity and inherence” (quoted in Hiriyanna 1972: 50, n. 6).

142 Some authors argue that dependence (paratantrya) is equivalent to inherence (sa-
mavaya) in this context. See Tatparyadipika (Citsukha): paratantryam samavayah;
“Dependence is [nothing but] inherence” (p. 644.22); Tattvadipana (Akhandananda):
paratantryam samavayah (p. 628.18). Note, however, that Madhava, who often closely
relies on Citsukha, does not give such an explanation in the corresponding passage of the
Vivaranaprameyasamgraha (quoted below).

143 On this date see David 2020a.
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in the philosophical schools of his time are discussed.* Later Vedantic tradition
from Citsukha (13™ ¢.) and Madhava (14" c.) onwards then distinguishes (pos-
sibly on the sole authority of Prakasatman’s text) between “ancient Prabhakaras”
(cirantanaprabhakara) upholding list B, and ‘“contemporary [Prabhakaras]”
(adhunikal-prabhakara]) advocating list A.* The “older” listis the only one found
in a later Vedantic work, Ramananda Sarasvati’s Vivaranopanyasa (16™ c.), but
Ramananda’s neglect of the “new” list is more likely to be a sign of his exclusive
reliance on Prakasatman’s Vivarana (of which his work is a paraphrase) than of
a persistence of list B in later Prabhakara tradition.

The two lists can better be compared in the following chart (the list of six
categories commonly accepted in early VaiSesika sources is added for reference):

List A List B VaiSesika
“new’”’ Prabhakaras) (“older” Prabhakaras)

Al. dravya B1. dravya V1. dravya
A2. guna B2. guna V2. guna
A3. karman B3. karman V3. karman
A4. samanyafjati B4. samanya V4. samanya

Y4 Paijicapadikavivarana (5™ varnaka): dravyagunakarmasamanyavisesasaktiparata-
ntryaniyoga astav iti prabhakarah; “According to Prabhakaras, there are eight [kinds
of entities]: substance, quality, movement, generality, particularity, potentiality, depen-
dance and commandment” (pp. 643—44). Prakasatman examines the lists of entities
established by eight schools of thought (the number of categories is indicated in brackets):
Vedantins (3), Bhatta-Mimamsaka (varttikakartyah) (4), Saivas (5), VaiSesikas (6), Jains
(ksapanakah) (7), Prabhakaras (8), Naiyayikas (16) and Samkhyas (25). This account
is certainly eclectic and over-systematic, but it is nevertheless generally faithful to the
various doctrines taken individually, so there is no reason to think that Prakasatman’s
description of the Prabhakara doctrine of categories would have been made up.

% Tatparyadipika (Citsukha): idam tu cirantanaprabhakaramatam. dravyagunakarma-
samanyasamavayasaktisamkhyasadrsyanity astapadartha adhunikamatena; “This [= the
view exposed by PrakaSatman] is the view of the ancient Prabhakaras. According to
the opinion of contemporary [Prabhakaras], the eight [kinds of] entities are: substance,
quality, movement, generality, inherence, potentiality, number and similarity” (p. 644.22—
24); Vivaranaprameyasamgraha (Madhava): dravyagunakarmasamanyavisesaparatantrya-
Saktiniyoga astav iti cirantanah prabhakarah. dravyagunakarmasamanyasamavayasakti-
samkhyasadrsyany astav ity adhunikah; “According to the ancient Prabhakaras, the eight
[kinds of entities] are substance, quality, movement, generality, particularity, dependence,
potentiality and commandment; according to contemporary [Prabhakaras], the eight
[kinds of entities] are substance, quality, movement, generality, inherence, potentiality,
number and similarity” (p. 201.5-7).
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AS. Sakti BS. sakti V5. visesa (= B7)
A6. samavaya B6. paratantrya V6. samavaya (= A6)
A7. samkhya B7. visesa

A8. sadrsya BS. niyoga

Table 3. Categories (padartha) according to “old” and “new” Prabhakaras, compared with VaiSesika.

Since all dated sources concerning both lists are later than 950, it is impossible to
draw definite conclusions on the evolution of the Prabhakara doctrine of categories
before that date!“® Prakasatman may of course be wrong when he ascribes the
doctrine of the commandment as a separate category to some Prabhakara thinkers
(if not to “Prabhakaras” taken as a single homogenous group), but there is no
decisive reason to think so. All we can say for the moment is that an interpretation
of Prabhakara’s niyoga as an independent entity might have been available at
some point before the 10™ century, and that the abandonment of commandment
as a category somewhat coincides with the evolution of philosophical ideas on
ontology, time and the imperative as it is outlined in the present article.

146 M. Hiriyanna’s 1930 (1972) article is ground-breaking, and also presents a much more
nuanced opinion than that put forward by A. B. Keith (1921), who did not hesitate to
ascribe list A to... Prabhakara himself (p. 52)! Still, one might not be ready to follow his
reasoning in all its consequences. Taking at face value Madhava’s (in reality, Citsukha’s)
distinction between “ancient” and “contemporary” Prabhakaras, Hiriyanna first argues
that this really refers to “an ‘old’ and a ‘new’ school among the Prabhakaras themselves”
(p- 49). The fragment of the lost Prameyaparayana mentioned earlier is then considered
sufficient ground to identify the latter with “the school of thought as represented (sic) by
Salikanatha” (p- 50). The older list is in turn ascribed to Prabhakara himself or to one of
his immediate followers. Leaving aside the serious doubts one might entertain regarding
Salikanatha’s authorship of the Pramana® and Prameyaparayana, it seems rather unlikely
that Prakasatman, certainly one of Salikanatha’s most acute readers in his time, would
have had no knowledge whatsoever of his doctrine of categories. It would be equally
surprising that Citsukha and Madhava, writing in the 13" and 14" century respectively,
should still refer to Salikanatha’s opinion as that of a “contemporary” (adhunika). Thus,
even admitting there really was an evolution between an “old” and a “new” doctrine
of categories in the Prabhakara tradition (which, again, is anything but certain), the
available evidence rather suggests that this modification took place in the period between
the 10™ and the 13™ century, a period in which the twin (pseudo-?)salikanathan treatises
Pramana® and Prameyaparayana could also have come to light.
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