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Preface

The present study is based on a second-level-commentary called Dipasikha, "The peak
of light", by Salikanatha Misra who is assumed to have written his treatises in the lat-
ter eighth and early ninth century CE.! Salikanatha belonged to the Prabhakara-school
of Purvamimamsa, named after its founder Prabhakara Misra. Together with his rival
Kumarila Bhatta, founder of the Bhatta-school of Purvamimamsa, he stands for the
"golden age" of Purvamimamsa?, when adherents of these sub-schools seem to have had
vivid philosophical, exegetical debates amongst each other and with adherents of Bud-
dhist and other schools. Both, Prabhakara and Kumarlia based their commentaries on
the SBh, which is — to our knowledge — the first and only complete commentary on the
JS predating them. We know Prabhakara’s works only through the commentaries of
Salikanatha. While he wrote the Rjuvimalaparicika as a gloss on Prabhakara’s Brhati,
he comments on Prabhakara’s Laghvi in the DS. Salikanatha is the primary and most
reliable source for an understanding of the Prabhakara-school®, but his works have re-
ceived little attention within research on Purvamimamsa.

My presentation of the DS commenting on a selection of adhikaranas, "topics", from
the ninth adhyaya, "book", dealing with the modification of mantras is a first attempt
at making this commentary of Salikanatha known. While it has to remain with others
to work on further passages and/or the complete text, I hope to present the reader with
a clear edition and translation of the selected passages. To this end I edited the text,
taken from the only known existing manuscript of the DS. Most emphasis was put on
differentiating the layers of textual material included in the DS. For clarity, the three
most important levels are visually distinguishable: a) The "authentic" text of the DS

in regular font; b) Quotations from Prabhakara’s Laghvi which the former comments

! See Part II, section 3.1 (p. 40f) for more.

2 See VERPOORTEN 1984: 22, Chapter III, "The golden age of Mimamsa".

3 In his detailed analysis of the concept of niyoga in Prabhakara’s Brhat: Yoshimizu states: "Weil
Prabhakara im wortkargen, knappen Stil ohne systematische Entfaltung seine Gedanken dufert, ist es
ohne Kommentar Salikanathas sehr schwierig, der Brhat: die Auffassung Prabhakaras zu entnehmen.
Es kommt nicht selten vor, dass man ohne Salikanatha zu Rate zu ziehen nicht feststellen kann, wo der
Gegner einsetzt und wo Prabhakaras Erwiderung beginnt." (YOSHIMIZU 1997: 34.)

il
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upon in bold font; ¢) Quotations from the SBh, the JS or other third sources such a
Panini’s Astadhyayi or different Srautasutras in bold, underlined font. In the last cat-
egory are also included citations of a certain mantra or parts of an injunction included
in some samhita, the reference to which is given in the footnotes. A further visual level
distinguishes between statements belonging to the prima facie view of the opponent
(purvapaksa) represented by [P, and the correct, established view of the Purvamimamsa
(siddhanta, rarely raddhanta in the DS) represented by [S] at the beginning of a para-
graph.

For the same reasons of clarity and coherence the translation follows the visual presenta-
tion of the edition. It is not aimed at being "pleasant reading" — such is most certainly
impossible with any scholastic text of Purvamimamsa. The abundance of long compound
phrases involving abstract nouns in the ablative or instrumental and other peculiarities
of Sanskrit commentarial literature are mostly rendered by subordinate clauses. At the
same time, the translation of technical terms and some other phrases is guided more by
a one-to-one correspondence with the Sanskrit expression than by its fluidity, thereby
grasping the full scope of it. Where possible I use only one translation coherently for one
term. An example: karya literally means "something that is to be done", consequently
an "act" and also the "duty to act". Wicher, after initially using "Zutuendes" (what
is to be done), later translates it as "Pflicht".* She justifies this by arguing that the
understanding of karya out of the Vedic injunction automatically creates a reference to
oneself — according to Salikanatha.® This translation may be suitable in view of the
theory of language developed by Salikanatha in the Vakyarthamatrka. But in the con-
text of ritual activity, around which most of the discussion in the passages of the DS
revolves, Salikanatha does not refer to the individual in his usage of karya. Furthermore,
the translation with "Pflicht", duty, carries a moral connotation, which is completely

out of place in Purvamimamsa.® In my opinion the term denotes "what is to be done"

4 WICHER 1986: 8f.

5 "Die wortliche Ubersetzung "Zutuendes" erweist sich dann, wenn von seinem Erkennen als jeweils
eigenes die Rede ist, als unbrauchbar." (WICHER 1986: 33)

6 See CLOONEY 1990, expecially Chapter IV and Chapter VII.4 for the role of the individual in the
JS, and how Prabhakara remains in line with his predecessor’s view.
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in its most basic sense. However, such a translation often collides with the remaining
syntax in English, for which reason I use karya throughout. By remaining as literal as
possible in the translation, I try to preserve the technical, argumentative, often allusive
character of the text also in English.

The edition and translation of the selected adhikaranas is preceded by an introduc-
tory section, in which the issues raised by Salikanatha and Purvamimamsa in regard to
mantras and their modification are located in the scholarly discourse revolving around
mantras. 1 consider my analysis as contributing a genuine "emic" view to the ongoing
debate about the meaning and function of mantras and the characterisations of their
language and role in Vedic ritual. It is usually silently assumed that mantras are subject
to the least change in their religious applications. According to Patton "their power as
speech acts derives from this fixity".” Most works on Vedic mantras have thus focused
on diachronic changes, not so much in their form but in their application and interpre-
tation.® Although Purvamimamsa supports the view that mantras are fixed by even
claiming that a change made to one produces a "non-mantra"?, the discussions in the
ninth adhyaya, which deal with the modification of ritual details (uha) after they have
been transferred (atidesa) from an archetypal (prakrti) to an ectypal ritual (vikrti)!?,

will present a different picture:

e Mantras, as well as samans and samksaras ("embellishments" of ritual details),
may be subject to change after they have been transferred into a new ritual set-

ting. !

e Only single phrases within mantras can be subject to change, the general propo-

sition of the text remains the same.!2

7 PATTON 2005: 60.

8 See for example Patton’s diachronic analysis of the application (viniyoga) of mantras according
to the Rgveda-Samhita, the Srautasutras, the Grhya-Sutras and the vidhanas (PATTON 2005); also the
contribution by Wheelock in Alper’s Understanding Mantras (ALPER 1989: 96-122).

9 See DS, p. 316. References to the DS refer to the page number in the manuscript.

10T translate the terms prakrti and vikrti as has been most common — see JHA 1942, and CLOONEY
1990. A similar translation would be "model" and "derivative ritual".

' See SBh at JS 9.1.1: trividhascohah. mantrasamasamskaravisayah.

12 Since only single items are changed in the new wvikrti — for example the presiding deity from Agni
to Surya (see 9.1.11/12), only references in mantras to a changed item have to be considered.
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The principles and rules expounded by Purvamimamsa for structuring the Vedic
texts, specifically mantras, help the specialist to determine the proper functional

meaning of a (part of a) mantra within the ritual context.

On the basis of the functional meaning he can decide whether and how a phrase

has to be modified.

Despite the system’s emphasis on "ritual pragmatics" the statements contained in

mantras are not seen as essentially different from "worldly" counterparts.

The human aspect has to be accepted by Purvamimamsa in this context, as it is
the ritual specialist who determines the modification, ultimately led by his under-

standing of the meaning of the texts and situation at stake.

Like in other instances, the modification of mantras reflects the constant striving of
the system to bring the orthodoxy expounded in $§ruti to terms with the orthopraxis
of an assumed ritual reality. While trying to establish rules to ultimately safeguard
the unity and thus authority of the Veda, Purvamimamsa here has to admit the

human aspect into the system.
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Part 1

Introduction



1 Mantras — Meaning — Modification: An Overview

Mantras have witnessed considerable scholarly attention since the content of the Veda
was first disclosed as a valuable source of information. They have constantly bewildered
researchers in regard to their origins in pre-Vedic mythology, their language and mean-
ing, and also in regard to their multiple, often contradictory applicability in the religious
life on the Indian subcontinent. A single mantra expressing a very general idea may be
used in a variety of contexts. For Patton this ""hyperapplicability’ of mantra to ritual"
represents one end of the spectrum, while "opaque uses of mantras" form its other.!
Gonda’s attempt at listing such multiple uses points in the same direction: "A mantra
is now invocatory, then evocatory, now deprecatory, then again conservatory. It may
be beneficient or hurtful, salutary or pernicious."? Similarly difficult to understand are
mantras consisting only of syllables which do not form words or even sentences. Such
biyjamantras have added to the confusion about understanding the nature and essence of
mantras, culminating in the provocative view of Staal that they are without any mean-
ing in themselves.3

I shall return to Staal below. The present work will not consider definitions of mantras,
but will shed light on their treatment and theoretical usage according to the Purvami-
mamsa represented by Salikanatha Misra. Their usage must remain theoretical inas-
much as it is doubtful whether Vedic rituals were at any time performed in such a
way as expounded by this system. The unificatory, even apologetic character in the
Purvamimamsa’s treatment of Vedic rituals, which was directed against the growing un-
certainty about the validity of Vedic utterances and the proper execution of the rituals
contained in them, was also detached from the actual practitioners of these rituals, who
were traditionally organized in branches ($akha). Purvamimamsa thereby deducted the
raison d’étre from these Sakhas, unwillingly catering to the growing ignorance regarding
Vedic ritual. Gohler aptly states: "Das Ritual wurde zur reinen Fiktion. (...) Ein kor-

rektes "Mimamsa-Ritual" durchzufiithren, war allerdings unméglich geworden, da dieses

L ParTON 2005: 67.
2 GoNDA 1977: 245.
3 STAAL 1989. See MICHAELS 2010 for a discussion of this point.
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keine Bindung an irgendeine lebende Tradition mehr hatte. Es war lediglich ein Ritual
in der Theorie."*

However, the discussions on and systematisation of Vedic texts and rituals by the
Purvamimamsa are in no way completely detached from Vedic tradition and have pro-
vided essential insights for our understanding of it. In fact, it has been convincingly
argued by Clooney and others that the system as expounded in the Sutras of Jaimini
(JS) can be read in a continuing line with the Srautasutras.> Furthermore, I consider
Purvamimamsa similar to "idealized, artificial minds", which Lawson and McCauley
see constructed mainly by the social sciences to neutralize "the sting of intentionality
and idiosyncracy".® Purvamimamsa constantly tried to remove all doubts, discrepan-
cies, irregularities and even contradictions from the Vedic texts and the interpretative
traditions expounded in the Srautasutras. In doing so, it made its system an idealized
representation, but one nevertheless based on the more individual representations by its
predecessors. The viewpoints of such a system can thus yield valuable insights into the
tradition which we should not neglect. The status of Purvamimamsa in the philosophical
tradition on the Indian subcontinent, handed down to us in a vast number of textual
sources, can be counted as proof for the system’s authority in such matters.

Before going deeper into the tradition and the ninth adhyaya of the DS by Salikanatha
Misra, a critical overview of the scholarly discourse on mantras is in place. This discourse
can be divided into two main approaches, one being based on their use or application,
the other on their language. They overlap considerably, since the analysis of the use of
a mantra allows for conclusions on its language and wvice versa. They are thus not in
opposition, but rather represent a shift in emphasis. Furthermore, while the functional
approach was prominent in earlier works dealing with mantras, more recent publications
have focused rather on their language. Focusing on the usage of mantras scholars have
arrived at different categorisations or typologies of them, which I will present in the first

section. The second section will deal with positions regarding the language and meaning

4 GOHLER 2011: 131.
5 CLOONEY 1990: 79ff; also STAAL 1989: 121f; GOHLER 2011: 21ff.
6 LawsoN / McCAULEY 1990: 64.
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of mantras. 1 will try to connect this review of literature with the passages from the
ninth adhyaya of Salikanatha’s DS, which I will discuss in more detail in the subsequent
chapter. The concluding section of the current chapter will generally locate the concept
of modification (wha) within the system of semantics and ritual as expounded by the
Purvamimamsa, especially in reference to the transfer of details (atidesa) from archetype

(prakrti) to ectype (vikrti).

1.1 Categorisations and Analyses of mantras

The earliest systematic accounts dealing with mantras were formulated by Fay in 1890,
and by Apte in 1939-40. Both worked on the mantras contained in the Rgvedasambhita.
In his approach Fay attempted to investigate "the relation which obtains between the
mantra and the rite with which it is rubricated", being aware of the "subjective nature"
of this undertaking.” He categorised mantras according to "degrees of applicability" by
determining how well the content according to his understanding of the meaning of a
mantra represents or at least refers to the ritual context at which it is employed. The
categories Fay established ranged between the "opposing poles" of mantras with a gen-
eral applicability, i.e. employed on different ritual occasions, and mantras with a specific
applicability, i.e. employed only in one instance.®

Apte presents us with an account of "the liturgical employment of a RV. mantra"? suc-
cessively in the Brahmana, the Srauta- and the Grhyasutra of one Vedic branch (Sakha).
He thereby attempts to overcome the gap "when the original RV. setting of a mantra
fails to explain its liturgical employment"!?. His analysis aims at refuting superficial
judgements by Winternitz and others that mantras are often mistakenly employed in
rituals to whose context they do not fit. While his attempt would have met with agree-

nit

ment from Salikanatha, the category of "superficial mantras"!’ would certainly have

7 Fay 1890: 14.

® Ibid.: 17.
? APTE 1939-40: 2.
10 Thid.

H Ibid.: 4.
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been rejected. The complete discussion on the modification of mantras is only justified
through the premise that a mantra has to be denotative of the ritual setting in which it
is employed — however indirect or remote the denotation may appear to us. In opposi-
tion to the approach of Fay, Apte’s categories are not quantitative, but qualitative, thus
providing more scope for the nuances of meanings they may have.

While these early categorisations were certainly helpful in gaining a first overview and
idea of the vast textual sources labeled "mantra", they — in many ways — not even told
half of the story. They were only concerned with mantras from the Rgveda, and their
analysis did not take into account important contextual aspects, such as the full ritual
environment and the variety of settings and functions one mantra could serve. The first
and until today most exhaustive treatment of "mantra" as such was given by Gonda.!?
Rather than providing a clear definition — he attempted several preliminary ones'® — or
categorisation of mantra, Gonda surveyed all texts, concepts and practices associated
with this term on the Indian subcontinent. Contrary to his predecessors he not only
dealt with the textual sources containing the mantras, but also provided references to
traditions writing about them. An all-encompassing study like this, also taking the his-
torical perspective into account, was certainly an important step, and his study remains
the best entrance to the topic of the Indian mantra in general. While Gonda’s sorting
into Vedic and post-Vedic mantras may be taken as irrelevant, his dealing with tradi-
tions of mantra-usage was accepted and continued in later works.

Subsequent research on mantras has on the one hand focused on the concept within spe-
cific traditions, and has on the other hand looked in detail at their language and meaning
in comparison to contemporary conceptions of language. Before dealing with some of
these works in the next section, the collection of essays called Understanding Mantras
and edited by Alper deserves mentioning for its exhaustiveness and representation of
varied approaches to the study of mantras.'* The single contributors to the volume did

not attempt new categorisations of mantras, neither did Alper in the introductory part.

12 Gonpa 1977.
13 GoNDA 1977: 247, 255.
14 ALPER 1989.
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He, however, raises an interesting point. Understanding the nature of mantras is not
achieved by seeking an overall definition or providing categorisations. It is rather their
prescribed usage and meaning which helps in understanding what a specific mantra es-
sentially is.'® Alper proposed a grid reproduced in figure 1.1, on which a mantra can be
located according to these parameters. The grid opens the possibility to locate a single
mantra in several spots, if it is used in different contexts, thereby providing room for
possible changes. I believe that also a Purvamimamsaka would have generally approved

such a categorisation.

LINGUISTICALITY

Grhya ritual/Domestic mantras
VEDA

Srauta ritual/Sacrificial mantras

oM
; (pija)
QUOTIDIAN REDEMPTIVE

INTENTION Bhakt/*Theism" INTENTION

Devotional mantras

(fapa)
TANTRA
Yoga/Meditative mantras

(japa)
(Bifas) (bifas)

ALINGUISTICALITY

Figure 1.1: Grid to localize a mantra according to Alper (ALPER 1989: 7).

While the vertical range related to the usage would not have interested him much
— being concerned only with a single tradition, he would certainly not have disap-
proved of the horizontal axis. It does not indicate the suitability or applicability of
a mantra to the ritual context, but the way in which the connection comes about —
directly ("quotidian intention") or indirectly ("redemptive intention"). This resembles
Salikanatha’s treatment of propositions as direct denotative of an aspect of the ritual,

or indirectly indicative of it by — for example — praise.

15 ALPER 1989: 5ff.



1.2. Magical and Pragmatic Meaning

1.2 Magical and Pragmatic Meaning

I have consciously avoided the key term "meaninglessness" in this sections’s title. Never-
theless, no discussion on mantras in terms of their language and meaning can avoid
dealing with Staal’s claim.'® For Staal, "the meaning of a mantra is its ritual use"
— nothing more or less.!” All attempts at providing explanations, interpretations as
to a meaning beyond the functional — irrespective of the fact that they stem from a
tradition employing the mantra or others — cannot be accepted as its meaning proper,
they are rationalisations, later superimpositions.'® They are therefore also not trans-
latable. Staal bases his claim on a number of observations, to which I shall try to
provide the refutation of a Purvamimmamsaka: The priests uttering a mantra are often
not aware of any meaning except that it has to be used at a certain point. Similarly,
the learning process for mantras emphasizes the form (proper wording and pronuncia-
tion), not the meaning. In the recitation of mantras often meaningless syllables or words
are added, bijamantras even only consist of mere syllables, not words. Lastly, mantras
also do not have any intention as in communicative language, according to Austin’s
and Searle’s taxonomies of speech acts. The Purvamimamsaka understands himself
as a ritual specialist, and Salikanatha provides evidence in each selected adhikarana
from the ninth adhyaya that it is possible to provide one proper meaning for a mantra.
In addition, such a meaning is mirrored in its ritual use, but not identical with it.
Formal aspects are less of a concern in regard to mantras as they are in regard to
samans, and are not at all discussed in this respect by Purvamimamsa. The meaning of
mantras further has to be seen in the larger Vedic context in which they appear. Taken
together with the respective injunction they make man enact the ritual properly. As

such they could even be seen as intentional.!® These and more arguments will be dis-

16 His theses have impacts beyond the realm of mantras, as they extend to ritual and language in
general.

17 STAAL 1989b: 51. Staal presents his views in a number of publications. In regard to mantras,
they do not differ much from one another, and I am therefore mostly referring to his later contribution
in ALPER 1989.

18 Staal even stretches this to the point of claiming that meaningless language in the form of mere
sound-mantras constitutes the beginning of all language. See STAAL 1989a: 253ff.

19°See TABER 1989 on this issue.
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cussed below in the analysis of the selected passages from the ninth adhyaya in the DS.
Staal has been criticised by many. Most prominent are the disputes between him
and Schechner on the performance and entertainment aspects of the staging of the
agnicayana?®, which serves as the basis for Staal’s theses. More important in the present
context is the criticism raised by Penner, although it rather deals with Staal’s emphasis
on syntax and denial of semiotics. Penner convincingly shows that Staal’s comparison of
ritual and language only in terms of syntax is not tenable, since according to Saussure
language combines a sound-image with a concept. Syntax complements semiotics in
providing definite combinations in opposition to mere sign-systems, in which the com-
bination is arbitrary.?! Along similar lines the Purvamimamsa claims that the relation
between word and meaning is original (autpattika) and eternal (nitya), i.e. definite.
Mantras consist of words, like regular language does, so they have to be expressive of
some meaning.

An interesting contribution to the question, how one can determine the proper
meaning of a mantra, has been made by Patton. Objecting to tendencies to take
mantras either as meaningless or "magical spells", she traced the use of specific mantras
from the RV in different contexts to obtain a better understanding of the seman-
tics at work in mantras. At the heart of this semantics is "associative thought",
which she terms metonymy.?? Patton thereby argues against the formalism of Staal,
instead showing that the symbols in mantras created a network of associated images
very much in the sense of Gonda’s analysis of bandhus in the RV.?* Patton’s descrip-
tion of the working of such associative thought resembles a number of issues which will
figure in the ninth adhyaya?*: It works only in a set perceptual framework — for the
Purvamimamsa this would be the Veda and ordinary world. Associative thought is
guided by functional, contextual pragmatics — the terms discussed in the DS 9.1.11 are

assoiated with the sacrificer in his function of making the offering, which is the context

20 SCHECHNER 1986 and 1987, STAAL 1987.
2l PENNER 1985: Of.

22 PATTON 2005: 2.

23 GoNDA 1965.

24 See PATTON 2005: 47ff.
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of the nirvapamantra. Furthermore, associative thought often works with prototypes by
identifying only one common characteristic — this is also the case for the qualities which
can be attributed to Indra as well as Agni in the DS 9.1.15. Patton concludes that the
metonymic language in mantras establishes "imaginative linkages between poetic image
and gesture".?> A mantra ultimately becomes applied in a certain ritual context because
its language is metonymicly describing the activity taking place, or aspects of it.

Staal and Patton represent the two poles inbetween which the discourse on the meaning
and language of mantras has taken place recently. What I consider still underrepresented
in this discourse are the views and methods of the traditions which used these mantras.
Patton has shown the possibility of such an application, and in this connection mention
must also be made of a discussion by Houben of the riddle hymn RV 1.164 used at the
pravargya.?® His detailed reading of the hymn parallel to the ritual is an exemplary —
and hopefully not the last — attempt at establishing a coherent meaning of a text which
was long assumed to be a riddle. Even though Houben does not deal with the modifica-
tion of a mantra, his methodology and argumentation resembles that of Purvamimamsa.
The claim that mantras are without a meaning in themselves is difficult to be upheld in

light of his analysis.

1.3 Hermeneutics, Transfer and Modification

The starting point for all considerations according to Purvamimamsa is the authorless
Veda, which provides all knowledge in regard to dharma. However, while the collections
of Vedic mantras in the Rg-, Sama- and Yajurvedasamhita were considered as the Veda
proper by earlier thinkers, Purvamimamsa develops its interpretation of the Vedic cor-
pus from the Brahmanas. The injunctions (codana, vidhi®>") contained in them are seen

as the core of $ruti, they reveal hitherto unknown (apurva) truths by enjoining man to

25 Ibid.: 58.

26 HouBEN 2000.

27 See Clooney for a distinction between the two terms according to Jaimini’s usage of them
(CLOONEY 1990: 137f). Salikanatha seems to prefer the term widhi, for which reason no differenti-
ation in the denotation can be made.
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perform the rituals they mention. All other statements found in the Veda derive their
meaning, purpose, even raison d’étre by being subordinated to these injunctions. They
supply knowledge of the means (sadhana) and the manner (itikartavyata) for accom-
plishing the ritual, resulting in the fruit (sadhya). Thus, the correct enactment of the
Vedic rituals enjoined in the Brahmanas is the overall purpose of the Veda, dharma
not only denotes the prescription of this correct enactment, but the enactment itself,
through which the word becomes reconfirmed and the order of things upheld.

Purvamimamsa further differentiates its category "injunction" according to the position
of the enjoined act in the ritual. The overall, "primary injunction" (apurvakarmavidhi,
karmotpattivakya) prescribes the main act (pradhana), usually the giving of the prepared
substance in the sacrificial fire. Preparatory acts, such as the threshing of the rice grains,
are enjoined in "secondary injunctions" (gunavidhi). Jha mentions further distinctions
of injunctions — he calls them vakya, sentence — in relation to their content.?®

Admittedly, injunctive sentences make up only a rather small part of the Vedic texts.
Moreover, the example par excellence for an injunction in Purvamimamsa sources, "one
desiring heaven should sacrifice" (svargakamo yajeta), cannot be traced back to any
Vedic source at all.?? Purvamimamsa thus attempts to streamline its interpretation and
analysis of the remaining parts of the Veda to arrive at a coherent, unified reading of
the whole corpus. Two further categories of passages are added to that of injunctions:
explanatory, eulogistic statements (arthavada), and formulas recited or sung (mantra).
Mantras still enjoy a higher rank than arthavadas in the textual hierarchy, as they are
directly used in the ritual. Furthermore, mantras are more often seen as directly denot-
ing the ritual context, while propositions in arthavadas never directly denote a factual
meaning. They only provide additional explanations, associations or allusions for a pur-

pose beyond the mere statement of facts — often simply to motivate the sacrificer to

28 Jua 1978 (1911): 111f. Besides the karmotpattivakya and gunavakya, they are: injunctions of a
result (phalavakya), injunctions of details for a result (phalayagunavakya), injunctions of an act with
accessories (sagunakarmotpattivakya). The added value, however, for the general logic of the textual
division of Purvamimamsa can be neglected.

29 For the interpretation of this basic injunction according to the Prabhakaras see WICHER 1994;
further YosHiMIZU 1997: 149ff.
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proceed as prescribed.30

As stated before, the ultimate purpose and meaning of the Veda is to provide man with
the knowledge of dharma, constituted by the proper execution of Vedic rituals. The
consequence is that there has to be a direct relation between the Vedic word and the
ritual. Since action is the purpose, the ultimate essence of it is contained in the verbal
form of the injunction, the optative enjoining one to act accordingly. But this pure form
of the injunction has to be substantiated by a noun denoting the result. According to
the Prabhakaras only in combination can the injunction fullfil its purpose and make one
begin the ritual. Yoshimizu has analysed in depth the two steps in understanding the
directive (niyoga) in an injunction: The mentioning of the result (svargakama in the
common example) makes the man desiring the result one who is authorised (adhikarin)
to perform the ritual. Only in a second step does he also become the agent (kartr), after
he has realised the obligation to follow the directive (niyojya) he actually performs the
prescribed act.3!

The preceding remarks have already offered an insight into the parallelity between the
structure of the Veda as "text" and as "act" in the systematisation of the Purvamimamsa.
To be more explicit, every constituent, the substance (dravya), the sacrificer (yajamana),
the main act (pradhana), the subordinate act (ariga), the embellishments (samskara),
the deity (devata), etc., has its existence in the ritual grounded in some Vedic statement.
The more directly it is expressed, the less dependent it is in the sytactical-semantic struc-
ture, and the closer it is to the main injunction, the more importance it has in the ritual
and the more directly it contributes to its main act. It is therefore a major concern of
the Purvamimamsa to define in detail means to properly categorise terms denoting con-
stituents of a ritual in the syntactical semantic context. As we will see in the subsequent
analysis of the DS, localizing the proper meaning of a passage in its syntactic-semantic
context forms the basis for arriving at a decision on the modification of the detail denoted
by the phrase. The syntactical-semantic function of a phrase and its denoted meaning

are crucial for understanding ritual and mantras according to the Purvamimamsa.

30 See DS 9.1.15, p. 229.
31 YosHIMIZU 1997: 158ff.
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In this connection the Prabhakaras — and most notably Salikanatha in his Prakarana-

32 A term or phrase by itself has

pancika — have advocated the anvitabhidhanavada.
a general, universal denotation — "go" denoting "cow" in general. While the follow-
ers of Kumarila claim that the meaning of a sentence is the sum total of the mean-
ings of its words, the followers of Prabhakara hold that the meaning of a sentence is
beyond this sum total. In fact, the single terms only receive their full, specific deno-
tation through their syntactical-semantic role in the overall sentence meaning.?® The
Prabhakaras furthermore do not define "sentence" in the narrow sense as the grammari-
ans. The sentence-unit (ekavakya) consists of all statements which can be subordinated
(viniyoga) to the directive (niyoga) by their words requiring each other (akarnksa) to
complete the sentence-unit.3* A sentence is thus not a syntactical unit in the modern
sense, but one rather defined by semantics.

To return to the means to locate a specific ritual constituent denoted in a Vedic sentence,

six such means have been identified and set in a specific hierarchy by Purvamimamsa.

1. The most immediate information is gained from the direct statement in the Veda,
called sruti. It is mostly the word in the syntactical connection that is meant
here, which results in the concrete meaning. Because the syntactical connection
is mostly determined by the case endings depending on the verb, sruti mainly

functions in regard to injunctions.

2. For mantras, however, indicative phrases (liriga) may provide information on which

occasion it should be uttered in case that no direct injunction to this end is found.

3. A third hint may be gathered by taking into consideration the complete "sentence"
(vakya). As was described above, the sentence can consist of a number of distinct
statements, which may — for example — be connected through pronomina. Because
pronomina depend on referential terms, most likely in the injunction, these con-

nected statements can specify how a constituent is to be subordinated into the

32 See JHA 1978: 62, and WICHER 1984: 14ff for more.
33 See WICHER 1987: 14ff.
34 YosHIMIZU 1997: 119.
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ritual whole. Inasmuch as the words are in mutual need (akariksa), so are the

ritual constituents.

Furthermore, apparently independent statements may be belonging to the same
larger context (prakarana).3® Again parallel to the textual relation of two distinct
sentence-units two distinct ritual acts can be related to each other by means of
context (prakarana). In a larger ritual complex, for example, a preparatory act is
laid down by a distinct injunction, which belongs in the context of the injunction of
the main ritual act (pradhana) and is thus subordinate to it. The textual context
to some degree corresponds to the complete ritual procedure (itikartavyata) in
regard to archetpyes which are fully described in the Veda. Ectypes, however,

usually lack most details of their itikartavyata.

The order or place in which constituents are expressed in a Vedic statement
(krama/sthana) also helps in determining the importance of the constituents. For
example, a sequence of mantras should be recited in the same order as they are

given in the Vedic source.

The last means is the etymological naming a ritual constituent might be given
(samakhya). The idopahvanamantra is an invitation to the ida, and is thus con-

nected by its name to the ida in the darsa- and purnamasa.’s

The final two means may appear to be incorporated in the concept of sruti in that they

bear a rather direct relation to individual text-units.

The applicability of each of these six means decreases according to the outline above:

Sruti certainly is the strongest indicator, while a mere name can be misleading. A brief

example, taken from adhikarana 9.1.11 and 12, at JS 9.1.36-39, shall illustrate this.

The nirvapamantra (TS 1.1.4.2) is recited at the darsa- and purnamasa, and contains

the terms savitr, asvin, pusan, and agni. By means of sruti, i.e. taking the terms as

directly denotative, the purvapaksin argues that all terms have to denote deities. As a

35 See for example the DS 9.3.3, p. 324.
36 See DS 9.1.13 and 14.
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mantra can only denote deities which actually are present in the ritual during which it
is recited, all these deities must be deities of the sacrifice. This argumentation, however,
only applies to the term Agni in the siddhanta. Sruti only carries weight in regard to
injunctions, and since Agni is laid down for the darsa- and purnamasa as the deity to
which the offering is directed, the mantra refers to that deity.?” The case is, however,
completely different for the other terms. There exists no sruti to the effect that also these
deities are present at the darsa- and purnamasa. As mantras cannot enjoin anything,
their denotation must lie with something else. Through the context at which the mantra
comes to be employed and due to its name, it is clear that its purpose and meaning is to
praise the offering made by the sacrificer. The terms savitr and pusan indicate (lirga)
the sacrificer, the term asvin him and his wife. While in theory a "weaker" hermeneu-
tical means only carries force in case the stronger cannot be taken into account in the
specific instance, in praxis more than one means may support the correct conclusion.
In the given example it is the ritual context of the mantra (prakarana) determining its
meaning and purpose, and this is supported by the name of the mantra itself.

To briefly summarize the above: The emphasis of the Purvamimamsa on a hermeneutical
approach towards the Veda, culminating in a strict hierarchy of its elements analysable
through a set of tools, is mirrored in the system’s construction of ritual out of distinct
constituents in a complex, but clearly hierarchically structured relational network. This
parallelity surfaces in a syntactical-semantic interpretation of the texts which corre-
sponds to the pragmatic concerns of ritual. In the following I will present more insights
into the concepts of the transfer (atidesa) and modification (uha) of ritual details.
According to Sabara the second half of adhyayas of the JSs stands in opposition to the
first half. The latter deals with issues in the context of archetypal rituals (prakrti), for
which the Veda lays down the procedure. Adhyayas seven through twelve complemen-
tarily deal with issues in the context of rituals not fully laid down in the Veda, called

vikrti.?® While early scholars of Purvamimamsa have misjudged these later adhyayas as

37 See DS 9.1.12, p. 215f.
38 Clooney has justly questioned the traditional structure of the JS based on Sabara’s division
(CLOONEY 1990: 55f). Kumarila rather draws the line between direct injunctions dealt with in the



1.3. Hermeneutics, Transfer and Modification

15

collections of unsystematically amassed examples supporting or deviating from a variety
of rules made more or less explicit in between3?, Clooney has convincingly demonstrated
the high level of systematisation, logic and consistency in argumentation also in these
sections of the JS5.40 The argumentation within textual units is often proceeding from
the most general rule to subordinate rules and subsequent exceptions to those rules. In
such manner also the seventh to twelth adhyayas step by step lead the ritual specialist
to construct the full procedure of an ectypal ritual (vikrti).

A first systematisation of the Vedic rituals according to the scheme prakrti-vikrti,
archetype-ectype or model ritual and derivative ritual, was already achieved in the
SSs.41. While the archetype is fully described in the Vedic sources, ectypes usually lack
information on the procedure (itikartavyata), but also on the material (dravya) or the
deity (devata). There may only be an injunction given to the effect that "ritual A should
be accordingly", or there may be similarity in the naming of certain constituents.*? As
a consequence ritual details have to be applied by extension or transfer (atidesa) to the
vikrti, the general rule being: The ectype has the same form as the archetype®3. It is
noteworthy that an ectype can only have a single archetype, i.e. constituents cannot
be transferred from several archetypes. In order to grasp the concept of atidesa, the
Purvamimamsa felt compelled to reiterate the hierarchical structure of complex rituals.
All constituents of such a complex ultimately relate to the apurva or karya of the main
act (pradhana) and are thus specific to this ritual. Otherwise they could apply to all
rituals without the concept of transfer. For the same reason rituals can only be related
as archetype and ectype, if they are laid down in the same context (prakarana). As is the

case for a number of concept of the Purvamimamsa, the procedure for determining the

first six, and sacrificial matters based on indirect implication dealt with in the second six adhyayas.
This, however, should not lead to the conclusion that Sabara was completely mistaken, and — in an
admittedly reductionist fashion — it is taken over for the present purpose. See also JHA 1942: 328.

39 Keith labels these sections as of "necessarily little value" (KerTH 1921: 79). Jacobi argues along
similar lines and denies these sections the status of "Philosophie im eigentlichen Sinne" (JACOBI 1929:
145).

40 CLOONEY 1990: Chapter II.

41 GOHLER 2011: 21fF.

42 JHA 1942: 328.

43 prakrtivad vikrtih kartavya (JHA 1942: 330). The SBh at JS 9.3.21 formulates: yat prakrtau tad
vikrtau kartavyam.



1.3. Hermeneutics, Transfer and Modification

16

transfer of details involves identifying similarities and parallels. A ritual constituent can
only be transferred, if it comes to be employed in the same place at the ectype as in the
archetype, thus sharing its essential function. Furthermore, it must be justified either
by the parallelity being directly declared or indicated, or by a parallelity of naming of
the ritual as such or the constituent to be transferred.

Needless to say, there would hardly be any difference between archetype and ectype(s) —
or amongst the latter, if all constituents would simply be transferred. The new, ectypal
ritual has its own karya, despite its close relation to the archetype, and thus the ritual
setting is distinct. The procedure has to do justice to this difference, therefore not all
details come to be transferred. The transfer is determined for specific conditions pre-
sented in adhyaya seven. Furthermore, transferred constituents may be adapted to the
new context by modifying them (uha), or by excluding them from the ectype altogether.
Modification (uha*?) is said to affect three kinds of constituents: mantras, samans, and
embellishments (samskara).*> This is in line with the hierarchical structure of rituals.
The ritual in its core is an interplay between a material, the act of giving it into the fire,
the deity presiding, and the sacrificer. A change in these core constituents would not be
based on a previous transfer (atidesa), which will be explained to be a mandatory pre-
condition for modification below, but would directly be enjoined for the ectype. Hence,
modification can only come into play for the three kinds of constituents subordinated to
these.

In his commentary on JS 9.1.1 Salikanatha in the DS programmatically discusses the
nature of modification in general. Considering the modification of a ritual detail (uha)
is said by him to be the natural consequence of its transfer (atidesa) from an archetype
(prakrti) to an ectype (vikrti).*6 While the transfer of a specific detail (visesatidesa) is
in some way based on direct Vedic instruction (upadesa), modification sets in when
no such reference is available anymore, i.e. the concluding part of the injunction

(vidhyanta, ibid.) is missing. It thus is defined as "logical deduction" (tarka) by Salika-

44 Jaimini rather speaks of vikara. See CLOONEY 1990: 97.

45 The DS on p. 145 quotes the SBh at JS 9.1.1 (mantrasamasamskaravisayah) only after discussing
the character and process of modification outlined below.

46 See DS, p. 135.
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natha (p. 136). But the origin of this deduction has to lie in a direct Vedic instruction
(upadesa) — there is no reasoning exclusive of the context of the Veda for Salikanatha.4”
Whether or not a specific detail transferred to an ectype has to be modified depends on
the relation of the detail to "what is to be done" (karya*®). The ectype has its own karya
through a distinct injunction, but the procedure (prayoga) thereof is not prescribed in
the Veda, it has to be deducted (tarkavagamya).*® The purvapaksin objects that the
question, by what factor details of the ritual procedure are determined, has already
been dealt with (in the seventh adhyaya) and is thus redundant. By arguing that even
the decision, whether or not a certain detail has to be modified, depends on the pri-
mary injunction because the details are prompted by its karya, the siddhantin justifies
this question to be raised yet again. For the opponent, however, the difference to simply
transferring a detail from the archetype to the ectype (atidesa) is not at all clear (p. 145).
It is essential to determine the function of a detail in view of the karya — if the function
is different in the ectypal context, the detail may have to be modified. As the karya is
expressed in an injunction, all logical deduction (tarka) regarding modification has to
be based on that injunction.

As the analysis in the following chapter will show, Salikanatha was right in emphasizing
the mental effort implied in the concept of modification. While the reference to the
Veda remains prominent in the discussion, the conclusions about the role and meaning
of statements from mantras in their ritual context are arrived at to a large part without

specific Vedic instructions (upadesa).

47 Clooney notes that "[bJoth Sabara and Kumarila [...| describe the distinction between upadesa
and atidesa as that between the pratyaksavihita and the anumanavihita (or anumanikavacanopadista)
details" (CLOONEY 1990: 121f). For them already the transfer of details involves a kind of logical
deduction. For Salikanatha, however, the mental effort seems less important in view of its source, a
direct instruction found in the Veda.

48 According to Wicher karya replaces dharma in Prabhakara’s system. The obligation and directive
to act according to the Veda is the object (artha) of the Veda —see WICHER 1987: 31. This is reiterated
by Salikanatha in the DS on p. 139.

49 DS, p. 143.



2 The modification of mantras according to the Dipasikha

In the following chapters I will present an analytical summary of some of the adhikaranas
from the ninth adhyaya of the DS which discuss the modification (uha) of mantras. My
presentation will refer back to the theoretical considerations of the previous chapter,
and will ultimately aim at establishing the genuine treatment of mantras and their

modification in the Purvamimamsa as expounded by Salikanatha.

2.1 The complexity of meaning — a selection of adhikaranas

In my analysis I will deal with a number of adhikaranas included in the subsequent
edition and translation. I mainly follow the order in which they appear in the DS, as
their sequence also represents a certain systematic approach of the Purvamimamsa’s
treatment of the topics. The further we advance into the adhyaya, the more specific
the cases become. The examples are not, however, becoming less important, but the
phrases in mantras under scrutiny denote items with an increasingly lower status in the
ritual hierarchy. The concluding adhikaranas all deal with sections of the adhrigu-praisa-
mantra employed at the agnisomiya. Although they touch upon topics presented before,
their role is to represent certain exceptions to the general guidelines for modifcation, as
is evident especially in 9.3.12. It will further be seen that Salikanatha is very familiar
with the Purvamimamsa’s "scientific method"!. He establishes cross-references between
topics not given in the SBh, widening the context for discussion.

The first mantra discussed in regard to its modification is the nirvapamantra® employed
at the darsa- and purnamasa. It is dealt with in the adhikaranas 9.1.11 and 9.1.12.
Besides discussing the same mantra, the two adhikaranas are connected by the ritual
item denoted in the propositions, i.e. certain deities. One would expect a reversed order

of these adhikaranas, as only the latter considers the main proposition in the mantra,

! The stringent methodology for the analysis of sentences is complemented by an equally stringent
system of argumentation, which is based on the creation of analogies and cross-references.

2 7S 1.1.4.2. This mantra also appears in the Satapathabrahmana 14.1.2.7 and the
Vajasaneyisamhita 37.1. However, Purvamimamsa is traditionally associated with the Krsna Yajurveda,
I therefore refer to the sources belonging to that branch throughout.

18
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agnaye justam nirvapami, in which the main deity of the ritual, Agni, is mentioned. It
seems that for the Purvamimamsaka the case is rather clear: At the ectypal saurya, in
which the main deity is not Agni but Surya, the term denotative of the deity in the
mantra has to be modified to suryaya. Only the preceding discussion on the further
phrases included in the proposition motivate the purvapaksin to argue against this
straightforward case in analogy to the siddhanta in 9.1.11.

The main question raised in both adhikaranas then is: What do the terms under scrutiny
denote in view of the ritual context in which the mantra is employed? The mantra —
as its name already suggests — accompanies the main offering, in which the sacrificer
gives the offering substance away into the fire for the deity. Although Purvamimamsa
does not consider deities as essential or instrumental for the success of a ritual3, they are
nevertheless one basic item in the setting of a ritual. It is argued by the siddhantin that
the dative case in agnaye is not mainly due to its connection with the past participle
justa, but because Agni is the object of the act of offering (p. 214). The mantra thus
echoes the assumed extended injunction for the ritual, in which the deity would also
figure in the dative case (p. 217): svargakamo darsapurnamasenagnaye yajeta.

The opponent does not accept this meaning to be expressed in the statement. For him
agnaye depends solely on the past participle justa, and he claims that in the reading of
the siddhantin the mantra would be contradicting the ritual reality: "I offer what has
been enjoyed (justa) by Agni" (p. 215), while the offering is only taking place with the
recitation of the mantra. Therefore, the term Agni in the mantra cannot directly denote
the main deity of the darsa- and purnamasa, it has to indicate something else.

This conclusion was reached in adhikarana 9.1.11 in regard to the terms savitr, pusan
and asvin.* For the purvapaksin it was obvious that these terms denote deities. And
since the mantra mentions the deities, they have to appear in the context of the darsa-
and purnamasa, only such a "seen meaning" (drstartha) can justify their mentioning

(p. 209). Either each deity is part of the ritual, or the terms are all expressive of the

3 See CLOONEY 1997.
4 These appear in the first half of the proposition: devasya tva savituh prasave ’Svinor bahubhyam
pusno hastabhyam agnaye justam nirvapami (TS 1.1.4.2).



2.1. The complexity of meaning — a selection of adhikaranas

20

main deity, Agni. In any case the proposition would be split into distinct statements
(p. 211f), as in the case of the mantra beginning with syonam te’, which was discussed
in the context of JS 3.3.14. For the purvapaksin his claim is further substantiated by
the subordination (viniyoga) of the mantra to the karya, the syntactical connection of
the terms (anvaya) suggests the deities to be offered to (p. 211).

The siddhantin rejects the opponent’s assumption of such a karya as not based on any
proper means of knowledge (p. 212). The karya can only be enjoined by the injunction,
not by a mantra. Furthermore, the seen meaning of a mantra is praise — here of the
act of offering. The meaning of the proposition is praising the offering by motivating
the sacrificer, denoted by the terms apparently referring to deities (p. 213). The terms
savitr and pusan thus indicate the sacrificer, asvin the sacrificer and his wife, assisting
him in the offering. Their motivation is clearly subordinated to the overall meaning of
praise, which remains the same in the ectypal sattra with several sacrificers. Therefore,
the correct conclusion is that these terms do not require any modification in the ectype.
Returning to adhikarana 9.1.12, the view of the purvapaksin following the line of the
siddhanta in 9.1.11 is refuted by two main arguments. The use of the dative case in
agnaye mirrors the injunction for the offering, as was mentioned above. Furthermore,
the term justa does not necessarily express an already accomplished act. Salikanatha
refers to Panini, Astadhyay: 3.3.132, declaring that in case of an expectation the suffix
-kta can also indicate an act in the present or future tense (p. 219). The correct meaning
of the proposition, therefore, is: "I offer what will have been enjoyed by Agni."

This adhikarana has an optional reading, in which the term dhanya appearing in a
mantra® for the preparation of the oblation at the darsa- and purnamasa (p. 219ff) is
under scrutiny. The purvapaksin claims that the term has to be modified, as it denotes
paddy, the unhusked rice, while the ritual act involves husked rice (vrihi). He thus again
sees an analogy to the treatment of the term agnaye in the nirvapamantra. 1t is inter-

esting that neither Salikanatha nor Sabara argue with the obvious here, as elsewhere:

> MSS 1.2.6.19-22.

¢ TB 3.2.3.6.

" In 9.3.4 it is explicitly stated that the mantra has to be employed without modification at the
archetype, because it is validly enjoined there.
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Modification concerns ectypal ritual settings, not archetypes. Different to the case of
the nirvapamantra, the siddhantin has to concede that dhanya includes the husked rice
through indication (laksana) and thus is not modified. A comparison to worldly uses
of languages shows that expressions using totum pro parte are commonly accepted, i.e.
"eating paddy" actually means "eating rice" (p. 221). Husked rice being a product
obtained from unhusked rice, the term dhanya is accepted as denotative of the ritual
situation and is not changed. It is noteworthy in this respect that even the possibility
of modifying a mantra in an archetypal setting is seriously considered. However, neither
Sabara nor Salikanatha mention this. The former only adds that in the ectypal sakya-
namayanam the term has to be modified to mamsam, as the offering is made of meat
there.®

Important aspects are already revealed by these first two adhikaranas. The main propo-
sition of a mantra has a direct connection to the ritual activity at which it is recited, it
thus has to "fit" in the sense that its wording should be directly denotative rather than
only indicative. One of the main purposes of a mantra is praise. The proposition thus
does not have a factual meaning, but praises the act and thereby motivates the sacri-
ficer to perform it accordingly (p. 213). The act being primary, the remaining parts
of the proposition denote secondary aspects and can be read in terms of indication or
metonymy — very much in the sense of Patton.? Secondary meaning based on indication
certainly is less prone to modification in a new, ectypal context.

From the deities and the offering-substance attention shifts to the sacrificer, the priests,
and the fruit of the sacrifice in the following two adhikaranas, 9.1.13 and 9.1.14. The
discussion revolves around the idopahvanamantra'®, with which the priests are sum-
moned to partake in the eating of the ida, a portion made from the sacrificial cake
(purodasa) in the darsa- and purnamasa. The question is, which role the sacrificer plays
in the mantra according to the meaning of the term yajnapati in its proposition. The

general meaning is accepted by both, purvapaksa and siddhanta, to be that the sacrificer

8 SBh at JS 9.1.39, second interpretation.
9 PaTTON 2005.
1975 2.6.7.4.
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will obtain prosperity through the performance of the ida with the help of the invited
priests. But what is the core proposition? The prosperity as a promise to motivate the
sacrificer? Or the prosperity as the fruit of the ida, to which the priests are summoned?
The latter view represents the siddhanta. Salikanatha again — as in 9.1.11 — lets the
purvapaksin adduce the example of the mantra beginning with syonam te, consisting
of several distinct statements (vakyabheda), to argue that the idopahvana also consists
of two distinct propositions (p. 223). The one concerning the sacrificer promises him
the desired fruit in the form of prosperity through the verb vrdh, the other invites the
priests.

For the siddhantin, however, the mentioned prosperity is only a subordinate aspect of the
main proposition that the priests are summoned to the ida. For this purpose the mantra
has been enjoined, this represents the karya (p. 224). The premise of ekavakyatva, that
this passage forms a single, coherent sentence, can easily be upheld by remembering the
respective injunction. Indeed it is together with this injunction that the mantra forms
a single statement (ekavakya). The prosperity, which is assumed by the opponent as
the main aspect, is nowhere remembered to be mentioned as to be effected, and can
thus not be the main aspect. In Salikanatha’s argumentation the referentiality to the
injunction is not made as explicit as in the SBh on this topic. Though I cannot adduce
clear evidence, it seems to me that Salikanatha wants to give more weight to the implicit
argument that the proposition as such, even without the injunction as reference, does
not have the meaning of promising the fruit for the sacrificer. After all, this is only men-
tioned in a subordinate relative clause, while the main clause expresses the summoning
and praising of the priests. The prosperity is inferred (anumana, p. 223f) as resulting
from the ida, which the proposition expresses. Since the prosperity of the sacrificer aims
at summoning the priests, no modification is required at the ectypal sattra at which
there are several sacrificers.

The following adhikarana 9.1.14 again discusses a mantra, namely the suktavaka-

mantra', which is recited by the hotr towards the conclusion of the darsa- and purna-

1 TB 3.5.10.4.
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masa when the sacrificial seat (prastara) is disposed of in the fire. The mantra praises
heaven and earth, and then mentions the sacrificer and his expected fruit, longevity
(ayus). According to the purvapaksin, the term "sacrificer" (yajamana) in the mantra
is subordinated to the fruit mentioned in the same, namely longevity. The fruit is the
primary meaning of the proposition, and the sacrificer is only secondary to it. Also in the
ritual setting the sacrificer only renders assistance to the offering of the grass-bedding,
for which longevity is the fruit (p. 224). The sacrificer’s connection to the ritual and
the fruit is not directly denoted, and the mantra can be employed at a ritual involving
many sacrificers without modification.

The siddhantin concedes to his opponent that the sacrificer is subordinated to the fruit
(p. 225). However, in contrast to the idopahvanamantra the fruit forms the main aspect
of the proposition, it is mentioned without referring to something else — such as the
summoning of the priests. According to Salikanatha the fruit is directly connected to
the individual sacrificer, its mentioning is an appeal to his desire to obtain the fruit
(p. 225). In the systematisation of the Prabhakaras, the mentioning of the fruit is
necessary for the individual sacrificer to consider himself authorised (adhikarin) and
compelled (niyojya) to execute the injunction.!? The fruit provides the sadhya for the
sacrificer (p. 225). Salikanatha further argues, that the desire to obtain the fruit is
a quality of the specific sacrificer, and that it is independent of the role in the overall
ritual.!3 The meaning of the suktavakamantra clearly emphasizes the fruit in direct con-
nection to the sacrificer. The term yajamana, therefore, has to be changed at an ectype
according to the number of sacrificers involved.

The discussion in the adhikaranas 9.1.13 and 9.1.14 yields a further interesting issue.
Some have claimed that the argumentation advanced by the Purvamimamsa — but
already made by the Brahmanas — to provide a mantra with a clear meaning is super-

imposed on the text from the ritual context.!* The chain of causality has to be viewed

12 yosuimizu 1997: 161fF.

13 The offering of the grass-bedding is only a secondary act (ariga) included in the darsa- and
purnamasa, its fruit is thus also secondary. However, the same argument would apply to the main fruit
(p- 226).

14 Staal speaks of the meaning of a mantra solely resting "in its ritual use", with all other explanations
being mere "rationalisations" (STAAL 1998: 51f.). Thompson supports this claim in a modified form
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in a different light in my opinion: The meaning of a mantra has to align to the ritual
context. But for the Purvamimamsa it does so by its own meaning. It is no superimpo-
sition that the fruit for the sacrificer is directly meant in the suktavakamantra, while it
is mentioned for a different purpose in the idopahvana. Ritual context and meaning of
a mantra are per se univocal, the former does not cause the latter to be read as such.
Salikanatha commences the following adhikarana 9.1.15 with the siddhantin citing the
position of the purvapaksa in direct opposition to the correct view. While thus far
denotations of deities, persons involved in the sacrifice — sacrificer, wife, priest — and of
the fruit were scrutinized, the present adhikarana shifts attention to attributions made
in the subrahmanyanigada'®. This mantra is recited at the jyotistoma to invite Indra to
preside over the ritual. The same mantra will be employed at the ectypal agnistut, with
the term Indra being replaced by Agni in analogy to the conclusion in adhikarana 9.1.12
— though this is not made explicit. The question arises, whether the stated attributes
mean specific qualities of Indra, or whether they mean qualities which the deity of the
sacrifice possesses. In the former case, advocated by the purvapaksin, the qualities would
have to be modified to be suitable to Agni in the ectype, while the siddhantin argues
for the latter conclusion, in which case the same qualities remain applicable for Agni at
the ectype.

Again, rather than the conclusion the argumentation is of interest on both sides. Very
explicitly in this adhikarana reference is made to examples and knowledge outside the
Vedic realm. The purvapaksin claims that the qualities are well-known to belong to
Indra, which the siddhantin denies to be the case (p. 227f). The purvapaksin further
compares the attribution in the mantra to the general attribution in: "the earth contain-
ing fragrance" (gandhavaty prthvi, p. 228). But for the siddhantin such an attribution
points to something beyond the actual earth and is thus not comparable to the case at
hand. Rather, as it is not known that the mentioned attributes are genuinely those of
Indra, it can already be deducted that they are attributions for the deity of the sacri-

fice, whichever that may be. The opponent subsequently aims at beating the siddhantin

(THOMPSON 1997: 574f.).
15 TA 1.12.34.
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with his own weapons. He adduces a further indicative text, directly attributing the
said qualities to Indra and providing justifications of these attributions in the form of
stories and the like. Referring to a further passage to support one’s argument is a
very legitimate instrument for the Purvamimamsa, specifically in view of its striving
for ekavakyatva in its broadest sense.'® However, the siddhantin proves his opponent
wrong in this instance. The adduced passage is part of an arthavada. Such passages only
provide knowledge in the context of the relevant injunction, but not factual knowledge.
The apparent attribution of the qualities to Indra in the arthavada in fact supports
the correct claim that they are not well-known qualities of that deity (p. 229f). The
arthavada eulogizes the deity by the attributes to justify its presence in the ritual, and
this applies to another deity as well. Salikanatha briefly provides one further argument
in favour of the meaning "qualities of the deity of the sacrifice" (p. 230): If the qualities
were genuinely those of Indra, they would apply in all cases where he is present, and as
such the subrahmanyanigada would have to be used whenever Indra is the main deity of
a ritual.

This adhikarana has an optional interpretation in the course of which again reference
is made to "common sense". The heifer at the archetypal jyotistoma is brought to the
sacrificial arena with a mantra'” attributing the typical products of a cow to it, such as
milk (p. 230). At the ectypal sadyaskra, a calf replaces the heifer. For the purvapaksin
it is common sense that the female heifer is attributed with the products of the cow,
since it will one day become one and provide the mentioned products. The male calf,
however, will not do so, and thus the attributions do not apply at the ectype — the
mantra has to be changed. The siddhantin, like in the primary interpretation of the
adhikarana, corrects the opponent’s "common sense". In some future time everything
is possible: On the one hand the heifer could become a barren cow, on the other hand
the calf could beget a heifer which then would yield the products of a cow (p. 231).
What is understood by common sense is the situation at hand, and neither heifer nor

calf produce milk etc. The attributions, therefore, praise the animal and are applicable

16 See YosHIMIZU 1997: 101ff, and McCREA 2000: 433fF for more.
17 8B 3.3.3.1-2.



2.1. The complexity of meaning — a selection of adhikaranas

26

at archetype and ectype.

The outlined discussion clearly shows that Salikanatha aims at a "middle path". He
does still frequently rely on references to the ritual and textual context in which the
respective mantra is employed. But he also wants to show that the resulting meaning
of a mantra essentially does not differ from the meaning of ordinary, worldly statements
and situations. Furthermore, by directly connecting the mantra-passage with worldly
assumptions he situates their meaning somewhere between one derived from ritual prag-
matism and one understood independently out of the passage as such.

After adhikarana 9.1.16 the discussion of the modification of mantras is left, turning to
the modification of samans in the second pada. It is taken up again at the beginning of
the third pada.

Adhikaranas 9.3.4 and 9.3.5 discuss one of the rare instances in which the Purva-
mimamsa cannot accommodate a contradiction within srut: itself, and has to accept
an option. At the agnisomiya a mantra is enjoined accompanying the tying of the
animal to the sacrificial post with a noose. This mantra exists in two recensions. MS
1.2.15 mentions the noose (pasa) in the singular, while 7'S 3.1.4.4 mentions it in the
plural. As was the case already in the presentation of adhikaranas 9.1.11 and 9.1.12,
the treatment of these two versions is discussed first — in 9.3.4 — in regard to an ectypal
context in which two animals are tied to the post, and only in the subsequent adhikarana
in the context of the archetype. The correct procedure for the ectype is rather obvious.
The mantra is meant to accompany the tying of the two distinct animals. Neither the
singular noose in MS 1.2.15, nor the plural nooses in 7S 3.1.4.4 do justice to the ritual
setting, thus both have to be modified into the dual form (p. 325).

While Sabara spends a considerable part of the discussion on expounding the three differ-
ent suggestions of the purvapaksa, Salikanatha only briefly introduces the various views
(p. 324f) and rather deals with the core problem. In the DS the purvapaksin clearly
alludes to the conclusion arrived at in 9.3.5, that both versions of the mantra are mean-
ingful at the archetype with just one noose. How can the siddhantin claim that the plural

form is not applicable for the two nooses in the ectype, when he will claim it to be applica-
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ble for the one noose at the archetype in  adhikarana  9.3.5
(p. 327f)? The purvapaksin seems justified to question this contradiction. The justi-
fication is straightforward, it does not rely on common sense or grammatical rules, but
solely on the premise that a direct Vedic instruction (upadesa) cannot be questioned
(ibid.). The mantra is enjoined for the agnisomiya, so both versions per se have to
express the desired meaning. Only in the progressing discussion the siddhantin adduces
other supportive arguments. For him the plural is seen in worldly matters to apply to
singular, not, however, to dual items. Therefore, also in the Vedic context the plural
could denote the singular but not the dual (p. 329). In answer to this the opponent
tries to claim that the karya is denoted by the mantra, which remains the same in the
ectype as it was in the archetype. But the karya can only be brought about by the
respective injunction which is distinct for the ectype. In consequence, also the karya is
distinct and supports the claim that modification is necessary. Salikanatha concludes
adhikarana 9.3.4 by stating that grammatical agreement between the denotation in the
mantra and the ritual context at the ectype requires modification (p. 331).

In the subsequent adhikarana 9.3.5 the purvapaksin undertakes a new attempt at claim-
ing that the version of the mantra containing the plural form cannot be used at the
archetype with just one noose. He argues that the version with the plural is enjoined for
such ectypes where there are several nooses. However, the mantra appears in proximity
to the injunction for the agnisomiya and is thus directly instructed (upadista) for it
(p. 331) — this was already stated in adhikarana 9.3.4. The siddhantin supports this
premise along grammatical lines, claiming that the form does not denote the grammat-
ical number, but only the basic form (pratipadika) and the case ending (p. 332f). The
plural ending thus becomes irrelevant, nevertheless retaining its inherent meaning.

The argumentation of the siddhantin appears to be more an apologetics than proper

reasoning.'® The reference to common sense proving that a plural form can be employed

18 In comparison, adhikaranas 9.3.12-14, deal with a similar case in the adhrigupraisamantra (MS
4.13.4; TB 3.6.6.1). The term medhapati is enjoined in the singular and dual form respectively in the
two recensions. It denotes the two deities, Agni and Soma, which are considered as a group at the
archetype. Thus both forms, the singular and the dual, are directly expressive of the ritual situation.
The reference to worldly custom taking several items as one coherent unit appears more plausible than
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for a single object is not presented as a strong point, the only real support is gained
from both versions of the mantra being there in sruti and consequently being appli-
cable. Salikanatha at least manages to refer to a rule established by Panini, that the
case-endings can be changed in the Veda (p. 334).Y

To conclude my analysis, I shall now compare a further set of two adhikaranas, 9.4.3.
and 9.4.5. Although an unrelated adhikarana is placed inbetween them??, their topics
and the argumentation contained in them resemble each other. Salikanatha has the
purvapaksin refer to this apparent analogy in 9.4.5 (p. 364f). The adhrigupraisamantra
is enjoined for the killing and cutting up of the sacrificial animal at the archetypal
agnisomiya. 1t directs the priest to properly perform his duty of preparing the animal.
One passage warns the the priest not to cut the rectum, "thinking it to be wuruka"?'.
Does the term mean an object of comparison in the form of an owl (uluka), or does it
denote a part of the animal’s body, the fat (p. 357f)7 If the former is the case, then
the term would not have to be modified in an ectype in which more than one animal
is offered, while in the latter case it would, because the body part is distinct for each
animal.

The purvapaksin argues for the meaning "owl", the syntactical connection with the
participle manyamana and the prohibition of cutting the rectum only leave room for
an object of comparison. Furthermore, reading the term as a compound phrase con-
sisting of uru ("large") and ka(sa) ("marrow"), which the siddhantin argues, involves
several flaws. The major problem in this view is the splitting of the word, which should
be avoided. Even worse, it would necessitate the assumption that syllables have been
dropped in the second part of the compound phrase (p. 360). For the purvapaksin,
therefore, the statement in the mantra creates the apprehension in the priest that the

rectum resembles an owl and should not be cut into pieces — this would be the most

the reference in the current adhikarana.

19T assume this to refer to Astadhyay: 3.1.85.

20 Tt is not related in regard to the kind of phrase under discussion. However, it shares with the
surrounding topics the overall meaning of the passage: Certain parts of the animal’s body are meant
to be cut out in their entirety.

21 MS 4.13.4; TS 3.6.6.3-4.
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obvious meaning (p. 359f).

For the siddhantin, however, the opponent’s understanding would involve the assump-
tion of an unseen object of the statement, as an owl does not form part of the sacrificial
context (p. 358). Furthermore, the consequence of the interpretation would be a general
prohibition of every cutting of the rectum. This would contradict a later declaration to
the effect that the rectum should actually be cut out as well. The adhrigupraisamantra
guides the priest through the killing and preparation of the animal step-by-step, so the
prohibition can only be valid temporarily. The proper view is based on the percep-
tion that the rectum resembles a large piece of fat — anyone who has once prepared a
Christmas goose will agree to this. The current task of the priest is to remove the fat
from the animal in order to subsequently cut out the important parts?? one-by-one. The
prohibition is thus tied to the context of cutting the fat and warns the priest to work
precisely (p. 360), thus yielding a seen object (drstartha). At the end of the adhikarana
Salikanatha’s siddhantin claims the support of etymology for splitting the term, and of
grammar for forming the proper instruction from the splitted term (p. 361).

In adhikarana 9.4.5 we are presented with a number of statements in the adhrigupraisa-
mantra with a parallel form. They are not a prohibition or warning, but a certain
resemblance between a part of the animal’s body and an object of comparison is stated.
The purvapaksin thus transfers the right conclusion from adhikarana 9.4.3 to the present
instance. The resemblance has to be created, i.e. each body part is instructed to be cut
in a given form. The chest of the animal shall be cut in the form of a hawk, only in this
way the mantra’s passage would have a seen object (p. 365). The decisive difference
is yet again obtained through proper perception. While the rectum is not preceived as
resembling an owl, the body parts mentioned here in fact have the form of the objects
with which the are identified. This perception corroborates the mantra’s ritual purpose.
Because the body part has the form of the object it is compared with, the meaning is

to cut out the entire part — this is the correct procedure for the priest.??

22 For example the "arms", better front legs, of the animal in 9.4.4, or the chest in 9.4.5.
23 This functional meaning, to cut out the complete body part mentioned, also forms the basis of
argumentation in the series of adhikaranas dealing with the adhriguraisamantra, 9.4.1 through to the
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A last note of comparison is in place here. That the entire part of the body should be cut
is already mentioned in 9.3.11 as denoted by the term ekadha in the context of cutting
the skin of the animal. There, like in the present adhikarana 9.4.5, the mantra provides
the manner of performance (itikartavyata) for the priest. Despite the parallelity, the
term ekadha has to be modified by repetition (p. 342), while the terms of comparison
remain the same. Why this difference? The term ekadha as an adverbial phrase directly
expresses the manner of cutting the skin. The direct expression refers to the specfic skin
of the animal, so that it would not be applicable to several skins at the ectype. The
hawk and further terms, on the other hand, are terms of comparison without a direct
reference to the individual chest etc. Independent of the number of animals involved

these terms indicate the proper procedure.

2.2  Mantras — Meaning — Modification: A Re-Evaluation

Salikanatha’s gloss in the DS on the relevant adhikaranas deviates only in minor
aspects from the presentation in the SBh. In fact, in several instances we need to refer
to Sabara’s commentary to understand the full scope of the argument. This is partly in
line with the general picture we have of the Prabhakaras: In comparison to their rivals
they are more conservative and traditional in their interpretation of the JS, and mostly
follow the arguments of Sabara.2¢ The Bhattas, on the other hand, were more open to
the trends of their times and readily engaged in discussions beyond the usual scope of
Purvamimamsa topics.

Furthermore, Prabhakara’s Laghvi is said to be the shorter of his two known commen-
taries, and Salikanatha’s gloss seems to support this assumption. His greatest achieve-
ment probably remains the Prakaranapancika, in which he presents his own, independent
discussion of major topics of Purvamimamsa. However, a combined reading of the DS
with the Rjuvimalapancika might prove to be a fruitful endeavor in terms of a better

understanding of Salikanatha and the school his guru founded. Given the facts that the

presently discussed 9.4.5. See also CLOONEY 1990: 58f.
24 JHA 1978: 12.
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Rjuvimalapancika continues where the Brhati stops in the sixth adhyaya, and that the
DS might become readable also in the adhyayas seven and eight parallel to that text, a
more coherent picture of Salikanatha’s contributions to the discussions of his time may
be possible. Certainly, a more complete manuscript of the DS would facilitate such an
endeavor.

The analysis of Salikanatha’s treatment of the modification of mantras has revealed
a number of interesting points. It is obvious that Salikanatha would have never sub-
scribed to Staal’s claim that mantras are ultimately without meaning. Neither would
he have agreed that mantras have to be treated differently than statements of ordinary
language. While the transfer (atidesa) of a mantra from an archetype (prakrti) to an
ectype (vikrti) is mainly based on §ruti — either by the general rule that the ectype has
to be performed like its archetype, or by a specific injunction or mentioning/naming to
the effect that the mantra has to be transferred to the ectype?® — and does not require
an understanding of the mantra itself, the question of modification (uha) can only be
decided by grasping the full meaning and function of the propositions of the mantra in
the archetypal and ectypal contexts.

Taber has convincingly analysed how language — including that of mantras — was seen by
the Purvamimamsa in terms similar to the modern theory of speech acts. As part of the
procedure of ritual (itikartavyata), mantras are included in the network of constitutive
rules framing the ritual.? However, Taber has repeatedly argued that the meaningful-
ness of mantras for the Purvamimamsa only carries as far as necessary, it is bound to the
question of the use of mantras in the ritual: "Indeed, it would seem that the Mimamsa
is not really interested in explaining mantras at all but only in eliminating them as a
potential source of doubt about the rationality of the Veda."?” Taber even claims that

mantras are only part of the larger system of references, which is the Veda.?®

25 See JHA 1942: 331. Jha includes the general rule in the category of an inferred injunction.

26 TABER 1989: 154.

27 Ibid. 151.

28 Tbid. 159: "|[The Mimamsaka] is not hoping to restore the literal or symbolic significance of the
Veda. Indeed, he is nearly doing the opposite, reducing the text to a series of mere references." Gohler
apparently is of a similar opinion: "Auch wenn die Semantik, wie sie Jaimini entwirft, fiir die damalige
Zeit auf einem hohen theoretischen Niveau steht und iiber erstaunliche innere Konsistenz verfiigt, ist
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Based on the material presented in this work, I argue that Taber’s conclusion is too
narrow. It is true that the ritual context as delineated in the relevant Vedic passages
serves as the fix-point for determining the meaning of a mantra, i.e. that its meaning has
a high degree of ritual pragmatism to it. Mantras are, after all, part of the procedure
of a ritual. But the system tries to argue for the correct meaning of a proposition not
exclusively through its ritual usage. The term uruka in adhikarana 9.4.3 does not denote
"owl", because this understanding is supported a) neither by etymological derivation,
b) nor by common knowledge of the rectum resembling that animal, ¢) nor by the con-
textual knowledge that at the moment of recitation the fat is being cut. The purvapaksa
is shown to apply an incorrect etymology and an invalid reference to common knowledge.
Purvamimamsa thus strives hard to provide arguments based on "common sense" in sup-
port of its conclusions. Nevertheless, the "stain" of an apologetic aspect in the system
cannot be removed completely. The Vedic word still is paramount to all other means
of knowledge, and sometimes supportive arguments are streamlined in regard to that
Vedic word — see adhikarana 9.3.5.

It is furthermore noteworthy that Salikanatha apparently saw less need than Sabara
for extensively dealing with the actual mode of modifying a mantra. The question
how a phrase has to be modified is certainly of secondary importance to the question
whether modification is required at all — which in turn depends on the meaning of the
phrase. While the last sentences of an adhikarana in the SBh regularly provide the reader
with brief information on where and how modification would apply, this information is
often missing in the DS. This is not only due to the brevity of Salikanatha’s gloss in my
opinion. I rather consider this omission as the logical consequence of the detailed ana-
lysis of the meaning of a mantra leading to its modification. Once the ritual specialist
in adhikarana 9.3.12 has understood that the forms of medhapati appearing in the two
versions of the adhrigupraisamantra® both refer to the deity of the sacrifice — with the
dual form directly denoting Agni and Soma at the archetypal agnisomiya, and the sin-

gular form indirectly denoting them as one group — it is rather clear that the dual form

sie vor allem aus pragmatischen Griinden entworfen worden." (GOHLER 2011: 61.)
29 MS 4.13.4 and TB 3.6.6.1.
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has to be modified in all ectypes involving a number of deities other than two®?, and that
the singular form only has to be modified at ectypes involving two or more deities which
do not form a group3'. The case is similar in adhikarana 9.3.11: Once it is concluded
that the term ekadha denotes the "entirety" of the animal’s skin that is to be cut, only
a modification through repetition of the term can carry the same meaning in the ectype
with several animals.3?

The modification of mantras has limits which are, however, not made explicit by Salika-
natha or any other Purvamimamsaka to my knowledge. Changes are only discussed for
single phrases, never for a whole proposition. In adhikarana 9.1.12 it is argued that the
name of the deity in the nirvapamantra®® has to name the main deity of the respective
ritual. At the archetypal darsa- and purnamasa the mantra is laid down with the form
agnaye, which has to be modified to suryaya at the ectypal saurya. The presiding deity
forms one major part in the ritual and is included in the direct proposition of the mantra
as the one to which the offering is dedicated. The situation is, however, in contrast to
the example adduced in adhikarana 9.1.13, the idopahvanamantra3*. The mantra men-
tions the sacrificer, who — as the deity — is one of the central elements in any ritual.
Unlike was the case in 9.1.12, the sacrificer here is not part of the main proposition of
the mantra, he merely appears as the object of a relative clause. The mantra therefore
does not denote the sacrificer’s prosperity — thereby encouraging him to undertake the
offering, but it praises the ida-offering as worth being attended to by the mentioned
priests. Here — like in all other instances — the proposition made in the mantra reflects
the ritual situation, in which the sacrificer has already started to undertake the ritual
and the priests are being asked to partake in it.

One level below in the hierarchy are phrases of attribution, in adhikarana 9.1.15 those

mentioned for the main deity Indra in the subrahmanyanigada at the jyotistoma. These

30 See adhikarana 9.3.13.

31 See adhikarana 9.3.14.

32 Note that the meaning "sameness of time" assumed by the purvapaksa is also refuted on the basis
of common sense. A single skin at the archetype cannot be cut "simultaneously" (ekadha).

3378 1.1.4.2.

378 2.6.7.4.
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attributes have to be understood as belonging to the deity in that ritual, not the men-
tioned deity as such.?® Their meaning does not change essentially with a new deity,
rather the deity coming in at the ectype takes over the role of Indra at the archetype.
Such a general attribution, however, does not imply that it is not meant or real. The
image created is that Indra as well as Agni manifest these attributes in the respective
ritual. This point becomes even clearer in the interpolated passage in adhikarana 9.3.2.,
where the kuSa-grass strewn is qualified in the mantra as "green" (harita). At the ectype
lotus-grass is strewn. As it is known that kusa-grass is green, the specific mentioning of
the quality in the mantra is taken to deliberately denote the "green substance for strew-
ing". Accordingly the qualification has to be changed to "red" (lalita) for the ectypal
lotus-grass.

The understanding of meaning therefore heavily depends on understanding the semantic
structure of language and of ritual. The intricate relation between Vedic word and act
in the systematization of Purvamimamsa has frequently been observed.?¢ In almost all
discussions I am aware of, however, scholars have considered the system’s approach
rather limited in its basic argumentation: Since the Veda enjoins ritual, its sentences have
to express that. The semantic considerations and methodology of text interpretation
resembling methods of contemporary hermeneutics have been acknowledged, but usually
only in the limited scope of Vedic language and ritual. Gohler recently wrote: "Sie geht
von einem idealen, widerspruchsfreien Opfersystem aus, fiir das sie ein eigenes System
der Interpretation entwirft."3” To me this appears to be not even half the truth, definitely
not the rule, as Staal has argued.3® While the main point of references for Salikanatha’s
considerations remains Vedic ritual, he constantly refers to "common sense" or worldly
perception for determining the proper meaning of a mantra-passage. Furthermore, the

context is also a factor framing ordinary, worldly statements.?? In this sense Wheelock

35 The argumentation, again, is not solely based on ritual context, but also on "common sense" that
Indra is not known to possess the stated qualities as such!

36 See for example CLOONEY 1990: Chapter I; BENSON 2010: 27f; GOHLER 2011: 26.

37 GOHLER 2011: 26.

38 STAAL 1989: 51.

39 See the statements adduced on p. 323: "I desire the houses of this Devadatta. Summon him!
He, indeed, is rich in animals." While at face value the single sentences are unrelated, they appear in
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seems right in viewing mantras as "situative speech" .40

A further limitation for the modification of mantras is only briefly discussed explicitly
by Salikanatha in adhikarana 9.3.1. A change in the wording of a mantra ultimately
destroys its character of "mantra". Mantras are included in $ruti, the author- and begin-
ningless Veda. A change adds a new, human component to it, and conservative tradition
does not consider it a mantra proper anymore.*! Salikanatha supports this view without
laying too much emphasis on it. He may have been aware of the problem this premise
poses for the whole discussion on the modification of mantras. It is also made obvious
that modification was to be avoided wherever possible. In at least as many cases the
decision is made against modification as it is made in favour.

Nevertheless, modification is necessary — maybe more often than the Purvamimamsakas
liked it to be. They thus had to admit deviations from $ruti as essential elements in their
ritual system. Salikanatha even goes one step further. He clearly states in 9.1.1 that the
question of modification is to be decided by logical deduction (tarka). It remains the
task of the ritual specialist to undertake this mental effort, but this effort is considered
a source for flaws in the ritual procedure. The authority of the Veda can hardly be
upheld at this point, the human — decentered at an earlier point in the discussion?? —
has come back into the equation. It is noteworthy that Salikanatha stresses this issue.
He does so in contrast to the preceding discussion of the transfer of a detail from an
archetype to an ectype (atidesa) in the adhyayas seven and eight. In the case of atidesa
the point of departure is always a direct Vedic instruction (updesa), not so in the case
of modification (uha). Of course, the ritual context for the Purvamimamsa is mainly
constructed through a structured reading of the Veda. Nevertheless, especially in regard
to a mantra, understanding its meaning is essential in properly situating it in the ritual

context. Again, Salikanatha’s explanations foster the conclusion that it is not the ritual

proximity to each other, thus forming a singular unit of meaning.

40 WHEELOCK 1989: 99.

41 Gonda, in reference to the Nirukta, writes: "It was taught that the fixed combination of words
marked by a definite and rigid syntactical order did not allow any alteration whatsoever." (GONDA
1963: 270.)

42 CLOONEY 1990, Chapter V: The "Decentering" of the Human.
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context governing the meaning of the mantra. It may be difficult to claim the complete
opposite, i.e. that the meaning governs the ritual context. However, for Purvamimamsa
text and performance at least run parallel to each other, the former makes men acting
out the latter. Viewed from the standpoint of Salikanatha attempts at reconstructing
the meaning of mantras in a manner as Patton*3 and Houben** have done seems the
best way to really understand them. The meaning might often be difficult to arrive at
for outsiders of the tradition, nevertheless Salikanatha has advocated the possibility to
understand it as directly denoted or indirectly implied within the framework of meto-
nymic linkages.

An interesting starting point for a further study in this field may be a comparison of
the modification of mantras with that of samans. It seems from my understanding of
the passages — mainly the second pada of the ninth adhyaya — that the modification
of a saman is usually based on a direct instruction, and thus relies less on the mental
effort of a person. I therefore believe that the process of modifying a mantra may be the
most delicate point in the ritual system proclaimed by the Purvamimamsa. It is here
that the system has to deviate the farthest from its constant point of return, the Veda.
Despite trying to constantly connect the deductive process (tarka) to $ruti, a natural,
"worldly" understanding of propositions appears to be equally necessary and applicable
to determine the proper meaning of Vedic mantras.

Further insights for the internal development from the JS via the SBh to the texts of the
Prabhakaras may be gained by comparing the texts in regard to their changing termi-
nology. Clooney has convincingly shown how Sabara’s comments, which had long been
taken as the reliable interpretation of Jaimini’s aphorisms, disagree at certain points
with the premises established by Jaimini. Focusing more on ritual activity Jaimini
apparently preferred the term vikara, while Sabara gives wha as the topic of the ninth
adhyaya. Furthermore, the actual discussion at the beginning of the adhyaya revolves

around prayojana, the specific purpose of a ritual element in the complete ritual struc-

43 PATTON 2005.
44 HouBEN 2000.
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ture.45 Salikanatha, on the other hand, follows Sabara in his usage of the term wha, but
seems to disagree with both, Jaimini and Sabara, in introducing the topic as a logical
consequence of atidesa and as a process of logical deduction (tarka). I would assume
that a careful linguistic, comparative analysis of these texts, which could not be done

for the present study, would produce further interesting results.

45 CLOONEY 1990: 56ff.



Part 11

Text and Translation

38



3 Salikanatha Misra and the Dipasikha

Before presenting the edition and translation of those passages from the ninth adhyaya
of the DS which discuss the modification of mantras, I will introduce Salikanatha and

the DS as well as important secondary sources at hand.

3.1 Salikanatha Migra, his life and works

As is common with most authors of Sanskrit works written before 1000 CE, hardly any
facts regarding Salikanatha’s life and environment can be gathered without doubt. His
works present the most important account of the school of Purvamimamsa! founded by
Prabhakara, in his Prakaranapancika he speaks of Prabhakara as "guru". Jha? reads
this mentioning of "students of the guru, Prabhakara" as proving that Salikanatha was
a direct disciple of Prabhakara. It is, however, more reasonable to follow Yoshimizu3,
who interprets this passage to indicate other direct disciples of Prabhakara. In fact, in
the Prakaranapancika Salikanatha further mentions certain ekadesins, but no evidence
on such predecessors is available to us.

Salikanatha might not have known Prabhakara directly, a relative chronology, however,
may begin with the founder of the Prabhakara-school and his opponent, Kumarila.
They are assumed to have been more or less contemporaries. Jha* has tried to con-
clusively argue against the legend that Prabhakara was the best student of Kumarila,
ultimately defeating his teacher during debate in class. He adduces a number of quota-
tions from Kumarila’s works, in which he appears to directly criticise views expounded
by Prabhakara. Yoshimizu provides a more substantial analysis of relevant passages
from Kumarila’s works and Prabhakara’s Brhati to conclude that they must have been
more or less contemporaries.® It might be true, however, that Kumarila became familiar

with his opponent’s views, as his later works, the Tantravarttika and Tuptika, seem

1 See YosHiMIzU 1997: 34; also VERPOORTEN 1987: 40.
2 Jua 1978 (1911): 12.

3 YosHiMIzu 1997: 33, footnote 5.

4 Jua 1978 (1911): 13ff.

> YOSHIMIZU 1997: 49.
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to refer to them on a number of occasions. Prabhakara, on the other hand, does not
directly deal with positions of his opponent. Still, some critical remarks in Prabhakara’s
Brhati lead Yoshimizu to the conclusion that he knew of Kumarila also.6 Since Mandana
Misra, who is supposed to have worked between 660 and 720 CE, already criticises the
Prabhakara-school, Prabhakara must have been active in the first half of the seventh
century, and must have been a (younger) contemporary of Kumarila.”

As already mentioned above, Salikanatha was not a direct disciple of Prabhakara. He
quotes Mandana Misra several times, and is himself quoted by Vacaspati Misra (mid-
tenth century CE) and the Buddhist writer Prajnakaragupta (750-810 CE).® According
to these "cornerstones" Salikanatha should have written his treatises in the latter half
of the eigth and/or the first half of the ninth century CE.

Even more obscure than his dates is Salikanatha’s location on the Indian subcontinent.
Like his guru he is supposed to have lived and worked in South India, the area compris-
ing the modern states of Karnataka and Kerala. The spread of manuscripts from the
Prabhakara-school supports this assumption, while the texts of the rival Bhattas promi-
nently figure in the northern parts of the subcontinent. The same "north-south-divide"
is still found amongst contemporary experts of Purvamimamsa in India.

It has been noted before that Salikanatha is the most important source in regard to
his predecessor Prabhakara. Not only do we know the latter’s work only through the
former’s, it is also Salikanatha’s systematisation of Prabhakara’s positions which makes
them understandable.® Salikanatha wrote one commentary on each of Prabhakara’s
treatises, namely the Rjuvimalapancika on the Brhati (also known as Nibandhana),
and the Dipasikha (DS’ ) on the Laghvi. While the Rjuvimalapancika has been edited
together with the Brhati by Sastri'® and has been translated in parts by Yoshimizu!l,

6 Ibid.

7 Besides Yoshimizu, Thrasher also argues for this chronology (THRASHER 1979: 119).
8 VERPOORTEN 1987: 38; YOSHIMIZU 1997: 33, footnote 5.

9 See YOSHIMIZU 1997: 40; also VERPOORTEN 1987: 40.

10 SASTRI 1934-67.

Y osHIMIZU 1997: 227-405.
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the DS has not been subject to research at all.12

Besides these commentaries, Salikanatha also wrote an independent treatise, structured
according to the major topics of Purvamimamsa, called Prakaranapancika'3. Included
in Sastri’s edition of the Rjuvimalapancika is a brief commentary on the first adhikarana
in the JS, the Tarkapada. This is called Bhasyaparisista and attributed to Salikanatha.
Prabhakara’s works, as they are available to us, provide comments on the SBh in a
highly condensed, often cryptical language. The arguments are mostly impossible to
follow without the help of Salikanatha’s explanations. Salikanatha is, furthermore, cred-
ited with the proper systematisation of the positions held by the Prabhakara-school
on the basis of his topically arranged account in the Prakaranapancika. Despite his
status as the commentator of Prabhakara, Salikanatha seems to have tried to open
the Prabhakara-school to the wider philosophical discourse of his time, especially in
exchange with the Buddhists. It is, among other factors, mainly due to the intense
discussions the Bhattas had with their Buddhist opponents on philosophical rather than
ritualistic issues, that Kumarila and his followers have been relatively much more influ-
ential until today. Prabhakara, instead of engaging in these philosophical discussions,
put his focus on ritualistic correctness and the validity of the relation between Vedic
word, its capacity to make man undertake ritual activity, and the effect of that activity
for Vedic word and man. In this respect Salikanatha adds important aspects to the
system of his guru, in his Prakaranapancika he argues against the Buddhist Dharma-
kirti and develops his anvitabhidhanavada.'* If we thus impute to Salikanatha that he
wanted to make the Prabhakara-school a participant of philosophical discourse coequal

to the Buddhists — also to the Vedantins and Naiyayikas — and mainly to the Bhattas,

12 Tt is noteworthy in this context that Wicher completely neglects the existence of the DS in her work
on the Prakaranaparicika (WICHER 1987). Also Verpoorten only dedicates a footnote to its existence
(VERPOORTEN 1987: 38, footnote 208).

13 SAsTRI 1961.

14 The "theory (deriving) the denotation (of a word) from it being interlinked (with other words in a
sentence)" of the Prabhakaras stands in opposition to Kumarila’s understanding of sentence meaning.
According to him the meanings of the individual words together effect the meaning of a sentence
(abhihitanvayavada). For Prabhakara and Salikanatha the word meaning can only be understood as
derived from the meaning of the sentence in which the word is employed. Verpoorten claims that
Salikanatha "seems more at ease with the philosophical problems (e.g. the theory of knowledge) than
with the ritual ones". (VERPOORTEN 1987: 40)
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we have to state his failure. References are made to positions of the Prabhakaras,
but never at the same level as the discourse of the other schools presents itself in the
primary sources.

The "shadowy existence" of Prabhakara and Salikanatha is mirrored even nowadays in
academic works, where Kumarila’s treatises have received most attention in studies on
Purvamimamsa. A few exceptions shall briefly be discussed.

Already the early "pioneer" in the study of Purvamimamsa, Ganganatha Jha, saw
the importance of the Prabhakara-school for understanding the development of Purva-
mimamsa in the context of the six darsanas and heterodox schools of thought.
Besides his two best known works, Purvamimamsa in its sources' and the translation
of the SBh in three volumes'®, he wrote a monograph on The Prabhakara School of
Purva Mimamsa'”. In it Jha presents the first — and until now only — complete overview
over Purvamimamsa as represented in the Brhat: and the Rjuvimalapancika. Frequent
references are made to Kumarila and also Sabara in instances where the view of the
Prabhakaras stands out.

As it was and still is the case with studies on the SBh and works of Kumarila, so
also in regard to Prabhakara and his followers primary interest of scholars has been
directed towards the philosophical aspects of the schools, mainly their philosophy of
language.'® An example for this focus is Wicher’s unpublished doctoral dissertation
titled Vakya und Vidhi. Salikanatha’s Vakyarthamatrka®. Wicher discusses and trans-
lates the eleventh chapter of Salikanatha’s Prakaranapaticika, in which he develops his
arguments in favour of the anwvitabhidhanavada as the basis for understanding "what is
to be done" (karya) from the Veda.

Three years later than Wicher, Sarma published a further study on the Prakarana-

pancika. His Verbal Knowledge in Prabhakara-Mimamsa®®, again, focuses on the chap-

15 JHA 1942.

16 JHA 1936.

17 JHA 1978 (1911).

18 While, as stated above, this emphasis is there in the works of Kumarila, it is not so prominent in
those of Prabhakara and Salikanatha.

19 WicHER 1987.

20 SARMA 1990.
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ter called Vakyarthamatrka, and is "unusual as the usual chapterwise division is not
maintained"?! in his work. Sarma instead presents an elaborate commentary in English
on the chapter.

Yoshimizu delivered one of the most elaborate studies on Prabhakara-Mimamsa, titled
Der "Organismus” des urheberlosen Veda. FEine Studie der Niyoga-Lehre Prabhakaras
mit ausgewdihlten Ubersetzungen der Brhati?2. His detailed study is a very fine example
of close textual scrutiny combined with an analytical representation of the content, which
is located at the intersection between purely linguistic, textual topics of Purvamimamsa
and their ritualistic implementations. Yoshimizu thus presents an account of the textual-
ritual framework in which Prabhakara and his followers positioned themselves.

Finally, Freschi has recently published her detailed discussion of Ramanujacarya’s Tantra-
rahasya under the title Duty, Language and Fxegesis in Prabhakara Mimamsa. She
has edited and translated the section called Sastraprameyapariccheda of the Tantra-
rahasya together with an extensive analysis of Ramanujacarya’s comprehensive presen-
tation of the viewpoints of the Prabhakara’s in opposition to the Bhattas of his time. As
Ramanujacarya bases his points to a large extend on the works of Salikanatha, Freschi’s
contribution indicates the major importance of the latter for Prabhakara Mimamsa and
our knowledge of the same.

There are some more recent studies on Salikanatha from Japan, which could not be

taken into consideration for the present work.??

3.2 The Dipasikha

Only one manuscript of the DS is known to date, which is kept in the Adyar Library in

Chennai.?* Tt is inventoried in two bound volumes under the number 54.A.32.

21 SARMA 1990: vii.

22 YosHIMIZU 1997.

23 T am grateful to Birgit Kellner for making me aware of this.

24 Also during the extensive research conducted for the new edition and extension of Aufrecht’s
Catalogus Catalogorum no further manuscript was found. This was confirmed by Siniruddha Dash in a
meeting in Chennai in March 2006.
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Figure 3.1: Front page of the second volume of the Dipasikha.

The front page to the first volume reads:

dipasikha
Vol. 1
by
Salika nathamaisrah

pages 1-to-472.
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The front page of the second volume corresponds to that of the first volume — see figure
3.1.
The manuscript’s colophon on p. 923 is signed by V. Narayanasamy Sastri on October

12th, 1937. The scribe’s colophon reads as follows:

Dr. c. kunjganrajnah nikatad agatam keralalipyatmakam $ritalapatrakosam
drstva likhitam idam pustakam adayarpustakasalayah.

"When a palm-leaf manuscript in the script of Kerala, brought from far by
Dr. C. Kunjan Raja, was found, this manuscript was written for the Adyar

Library."

| _ 923,
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Figure 3.2: The scribe’s colophon on p. 923 of the Dipasikha.

As can be seen from the calculation of the pages on the title page of Volume II, 24 pages
have been added after the end of the twelfth adhyaya on p. 923 and the colophon on
p. 924. At the end of this addition one reads: "Copied by V. Narayanasamy Sastri
16/10/1937". According to the Descriptive Catalogue of Sanskrit Manuscripts in the
Adyar Library, Vol.IX, Mimamsa and Advaita Vedanta 2 the addition is the continua-
tion of the text breaking off on p. 249. The scribe has added a remark pointing in the

same direction: "It is inferred that the manuscript breaks off" (granthapata ity uhyate).

25 KRISHNAMACHARYA 1952: 19.
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Upon close reading, however, the text already is inconsistent on p. 244. In the fourth line
the subject-matter suddenly changes from adhikarana 9.1.18, the yajnayajniyasaman
employed at the jyotistoma, to the nirmanthya-fire, which is enjoined for baking the
bricks for the fire-piling (agnicayana). It continues further until the text completely
breaks off on p. 249. There is a comparable inconsistency in the appended 24 pages.
Contrary to the scribe’s comment ("see page 249") these pages represent a mixture of
short and longer passages from the seventh adhyaya on pp. 1-8, and from the ninth
adhyaya on the remaining pages.? It is further worth mentioning that the numbering in
the marginalia underlines the confusing character of these sections. While the last num-
ber of the regular manuscript is "37/B" on p. 240, immediately preceding the assumed
break on p. 244 we find "38/A", continuing with "38/B" on p. 257 and "39/A" on
p. 250. The appended pages begin with "37/A" right at the beginning, and immedi-
ately preceding the remaining part from 9.1.18 we read "38/A", which is continued by
"38/B" on p. 12. On p. 17, again, where a clear separation of the passages is indicated
by the pagebreak, also the numbering leaps to "56/A", and is continued by "56/B" on
p- 20.

If we believe the scribe’s colophon, the manuscript is a copy of an original manuscript in
Keralese script, which was in the possession of C. Kunjan Raja. The copy was commis-
sioned by the Adyar Library and carried out by the scribe in the first half of October
1937. Unfortunately, the fate of the original manuscript is not known. It is probable
that it remained with C. Kunjan Raja, and after his death passed over to his son K.
Kunjunni Raja, who as his father was a Sanskrit scholar.

In March 2006, during a visit to Chennai and the Adyar Library, I tried to find traces of
the original with the help of Siniruddha Dash, unfortunately without success. With the

passing away of K. Kunjunni Raja the tradition of Sanskrit learning in his

26 Tn more detail, pp. 1-2 appear to include a passage from 7.3.3, pp. 2-5 a passage from 7.3.4, pp. 5-7
one from 7.3.6, and p. 7 and the beginning of p. 8 a passage from 7.3.7. This last passage mentions the
nirmanthya-fire, which also had been there in the corrupt passage on p. 244 of the regular manuscript.
The collection is continued with the following passages from the ninth adhyaya: The remaining part of
9.1.18 on pp. 8-11; 9.2.1 and part of 9.2.2 on pp. 12-16; an unidentifiyable section, followed by a verbal
repetition of 9.4.14 (pp. 376/7) on pp. 17/8, which is concluded by another passage which I cannot
identify.
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family also vanished. Some of the family’s possessions, which appeared to have some
(indological) value, were given to relatives and acquaintances in Kerala, but some of
them were probably thrown away. It might well be that the original manuscript was
among the first group — being in Keralese script after all, but no traces of it could be
found.

The manuscript in the Adyar Library is a paper manuscript, written in blue ink, and
bound in two hardback volumes. A sample page of the manuscript is reproduced in
figure 3.3. Pages measure 16.5 cm in width?” and 20 cm in height. Margins are drawn
on all four sides of a page with a double line. The margins’ width is 1.3 cm at the top,
2.5 cm at the bottom, and 1.3 - 2 cm at the in- and outside of each page, thus pro-
viding a text field of 12 ¢cm in width and 16.5 cm in height. Regular pages have fifteen
lines at a distance of 1 cm from each other. The first line on each page is reserved for
the page number (in Arabic numbers) in the outside corner, the text is written on the
remaining fourteen lines. Except for the scribe’s signature, the manuscript is written
in Devanagar: in a clear, mostly uniform handwriting. Each aksara measures 0.5 cm in
width and height, diacritics above and beneath add further 0.3 - 0.5 cm to an aksara.
There are occasional marginalia, both on the in- and outside, and often the writing
crosses the margin-lines. Marginalia consist mostly of corrections, sometimes question-
marks for uncertain parts, and — most importantly — increasing numbers with an added
"A" or "B" after a slash. The numbering starts with a simple "A" (p. 1), continuing
with "B" (p. 3), "l/A" (p. 6), and again "B" (p. 8). After this initial inconsistent
sequence they systematically increase, "2/A", "2/B", "3/A", "3/B" and so on. The
final number is "129/B" on p. 919. Most certainly these numbers refer to the folios
of the original palm-leaf manuscript consisting of 129 folios inscribed recto ("A") and
verso ("B"). On average three and a half pages of the present manuscript make up one

side of a folio of the original manuscript.

27 All measurements in this and the following paragraphs are approximations and/or averages.
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Figure 3.3: A typical page of the manuscript of the Dipasikha.

The manuscript begins its commentary with the seventh adhyaya and continues it up

to the end, the twelfth adhyaya. Due to a large number of lacunae and missing parts,

the adhyayas seven and eight are impossible to be read and understood. Only the

latter half of adhyayas are presented in a form which facilitates a thorough reading. The

DS is Salikanatha’s gloss on the Laghuvi, the shorter one of Prabhakara’s works. The

DS appears to be rather independent in its treatment of the JSs, some adhikaranas are
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dealt with rather in depth, while others are done with in a single sentence or two.?8
Furthermore, Salikanatha regularly emphasizes a different line of argumentation and
adduces other examples than Sabara. However, the general brevity of the text compli-
cates reading and understanding it — one is often forced to obtain further information

from the SBh.

3.3 Notes on the Edition and Translation

As noted before the manuscript contains a number of lacunae to the extent that a
comprehensive reading of the seventh and eighth adhyayas is impossible. Question-
able passages and lacunae also appear in adhyaya nine, nevertheless it can be read and
understood in full. While in general I have tried to remain as close to the manuscript
— in the edition as well as in the translation, certain emendations and additions were
necessary in order to present the reader with an understandable text in Sanskrit and
English.

The manuscript presents the DS with some structure and punctuation. Presumably
both have their source in the scribe’s understanding of the original palm-leaf manuscript
at his disposal?. The knowledge of the scribe, however, seems to be rather limited
— one proof being his obvious misunderstanding of the content of the appended pages
explained in 3.2. Further, even the style of punctuation provides room for doubt: While
a full stop is generally indicated after the first part of a relative clause, there is generally
no punctuation after the term wuttaram, which I translate as introducing a subsequent
answer in the form "The answer is: ...". The end of a paragraph is usually marked by a
double-danda, often rather representing inverted commas, within each paragraph some
sentences seem to be finished by a single-danda, although they sometimes could also be
read as comma. Furthermore, appendices to single sentences, such as abstract nouns in
the ablative, providing additional reasoning to the issues raised before, are often sepa-

rated from the sentence to which they belong by a full stop.

28 Such an example being 9.3.8.
29 See the scribe’s colophon discussed in 3.2.
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I shall proceed from the general structure to the details. Each adhyaya and each pada is
introduced by the auspicious form $rh, and is concluded by a colophon. This reads, for
example, at the end of the fourth pada of the ninth adhyaya: iti dipasikhayam navama-
sya caturthah padahi.

At the beginning of each adhikarana a part or the whole first word or phrase of the
first sutra of the JS is quoted by Salikanatha. A single adhikarana may have two or
more interpretations already presented in the SBh, the alternatives are usually intro-
duced by the phrase evam wva, also in the DS. In my edition and translation, I have
represented the structural elements outlined so far rather directly. An adhikarana
is further divided into several paragraphs, although not in all instances does such a
division appear plausible according to the meaning. While I have added the number of
the adhikarana before the quotation of the respective beginning of the JS, I have not
directly taken over the division of paragraphs given in the manuscript. Instead, I have
structured the text according to my understanding of the arguments between the pro-
pounder of the purvapaksa and the propounder of the siddhanta, each change in point
of view being represented by a new paragraph.

Generally, the first line of argument in an adhikarana is presented by the purvapaksin.3°
This is the opponent of the proper view of the siddhanta, i.e. the prima facie opinion3!,
or superficial, preliminary view. Salikanatha regularly declares a statement to be one of
either side®?, and often one paragraph in an adhikarana is begun with: raddhantas tu ...,
using the synonym for siddhanta. A further structuring phrase is nanu, or nanu va, both
often taken by the scribe to indicate a new paragraph. These phrases in fact introduce
an objection — and are translated by me as such, but can belong to both, purvapaksin
and siddhantin. Most of the time, however, they are used at the beginning of a rejoinder

by the opponent against a first siddhanta.

30 Regularly, also an introductory statement or a critical question as to the purpose of the discussion
commences an adhikarana. These preliminary statements, sometimes even objections, can be made by
both sides.

31 Jha favours this translation (JHA 1933-36).

32 Regular phrases for the purvapaksa are: ... iti purvapaksavadi manyate, or ... iti manvanasya
purvah paksah.
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While the explicit mentioning of purvapaksa and siddhanta helps in understanding the
argumentation to a certain limit, there is a frequent back and forth between arguments
on both sides, which one can only arrive at by a close reading of the text. A helpful
indicator are questions raised by the opposing side towards positions put forth by the
other side. Such questions are often brief or have to be supplemented.3? To facilitate
an understanding of the selected passages, I have started a new paragraph whenever the
side changes, and have added |P| for the purvapaksa, and [S| for the siddhanta.

The same individual reading is, of course, given in my separation of sentences. As
mentioned above, the punctuation inserted by the scribe can hardly be counted as
reliable support. Rather, I have relied on some stylistic and phonetic indicators. The
first and most important one concerns the obvious negligence of sandhi. To continue an
example already mentioned, Salikanatha frequently uses the phrase uttaram to introduce
the answer to a preceding question. In most cases, the phrase is not followed by any
punctuation, but sandhi is neither applied. According to my reading this indicates that
the subsequent statement is a quotation, or at least a proposition worth being specifi-
cally introduced by this kind of hiatus. Similar instances of obvious neglect of sandhi
can be found when Salikanatha concludes a quotation from Prabhakara and begins his
gloss on the same.34 Furthermore, Salikanatha tends to add statements of reasoning at
the end of his sentences, which are then often overseen by the scribe and separated from
the sentence. The same holds true for the term yatah suffixed to a sentence.

Most emendations and corrections, though, have been made according to the context of
the statement and larger paragraph, also by a parallel reading of the SBh, from which
Salikanatha regularly quotes. I have presented the text as it appears in the manuscript,
and have provided my own reading in the footnotes. The translation is based on my
emendated, corrected reading.

A major task in editing this manuscript was the distinction of textual levels. While

quotations from the JS and the SBh could be identified rather straightforwardly, and

33 A frequently used interjective question is: tathapi kim. Sometimes Salikanatha only uses (iti) cet
without providing the latter part of the sentence, which can then be rendered as "what if one assumes
that ...".

34 The relation between such quotations and the gloss will be elaborated below.
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their sources are provided in the footnotes, identifying the textual layers from Prabha-
kara’s Laghvi had to be solely based on the manuscript itself. I therefore relied on the
structural indicators I have already described to decide, which statement could be a
quotation, and which a gloss. Regularly Salikanatha uses phrases such as ity (atra) aha,
which I have taken throughout to introduce a quotation of Prabhakara. Another common
introduction of a quotation from the Laghvi —in most cases belonging to the siddhanta
— is pariharati, which 1 translate as "he resolves". Furthermore, some statements are
concluded by ity ucyate. While the formulation seems to indicate the conclusion of a
quotation — and it sometimes is, for example of a passage from the SBh, often it seems
rather to introduce a statement of general truth.

In the ninth adhyaya of the DS, from which all passages discussed in this study are
taken, Salikanatha only twice mentions Sabara as the source for a quotation. He refers
to him as the bhasyakara on p. 135 and p. 364. Once, on p. 329, he apparently directly
refers to Prabhakara as the vivaranakara — Vivarana being another name for the Laghu.
In my presentation of the Sanskrit text and the English translation, I use the following

features to distinguish textual layers:

Regular text The passage is assumed to be one composed by
Salikanatha, it is a genuine part of the DS.

Bold text The passage is assumed to be a quotation from the
Laghvt by Prabhakara.

Bold, underlined text The passage is a quotation from a third source

— mostly the SBh or the JS, but it also includes
citations of mantras, samans or arthavadas. In
two instances Panini is the source. The references

are provided in the footnotes.
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Text in italics

While a regular full stop in my edition represents the same punctuation in the manuscript,

All Sanskrit terms, which I leave untranslated or

which I add to my translation, are italicised.

I additionally make use of the following sigla and conventions:

(Sanskrit term)

[Text|

In regular brackets I add the Sanskrit term to my
translation for clarification.

Text I add, which is not as such found in the
manuscript, is given in square brackets.

In the edition this indicates one missing aksara.
The number of aksaras missing in one part is based
on the length of the missing part in the manuscript,
and the average space of one aksara.?®

This represents a single danda in the manuscript.
This represents a double danda in the manuscript.
This represents the end of a sentence according
to my reading, with no punctuation given in the
manuscript.

The number in a box represents the page number

of the manuscript.



4 Text

4.1 Ninth adhyaya, first pada

[11.] arthabhi.!

[P] nanu s$rutya savitradisv abhidhiyamanesu katham laksanaya devatatvenabhi-
dhanasamkety

[S] atraham?¢ darsapurnamasasambandhitaya ’bhidhanam mantranam iti sthi-

tam? [209 | phaladevatayo$ ce’ty atradhikarane( idam idanim cintyate. kim ete

'pi darsapurnamasasambandhitayabhidhiyante yathagnyadayah( uta nirvapa-
stutyartha esam anvaya iti¢

[P] tatra purvapaksavadi manyate. krtsnasya mantrasya samavetarthatopapanna
bhavatiti nadrstakalpanaprasanga iti¢ asamavetarthabhidhane savitradisabdanam
adrstarthata samavetarthabhidhane tu drstartheti¢

[S] tatra drstarthatvaya laksanam apy asritya samavetarthabhidhanam eva
nyayya(m)> manyate purvapaksavadi I

[P] nanv [S] agnyadidevatake karmani devatabhidhanena katham savitradi-
sabdanam drstarthatety [P] asankyopasamharann aha — tasmad vaikalpikam
vagner abhidhanam astu. devatantaram va kalpyatam. asyarthah¢ sthite sam-
avetarthabhidhane yathakathamcit® gaunya laksanikya va vrttya Saktyantara-
kalpanaya va samavetasyagner evabhidhanam savitradisabdeh kriyatam.  tesam
caikakaryataya vikalpo ’stu. yadi va mantravarnikyo nyaya eva devatah savitradayah
kalpyantam. tasam ca vikalpo 'stu.

nanu vibhaktisrutibhir ekavakyatavagamyamanamuxaixvotsrjyate | asyarthah¢

sarvani savitradisabdani nirvapati naikavakyatapannani vibhaktisrutibalena¢

L JS 9.1.36: arthabhidhanasamyogan mantresu Sesabhavah syat tatracoditam apraptam
coditabhidhanat.

2 corr: atraha. This is the usual phrase used by Salikanatha to introduce Prabhakara as the speaker
of the following statement.

3 corr: sthitam.

*JS 9.14.

5 The scribe adds the anusvara suggesting the correct form, which is adopted here.

6 corr: yathakimcid.

54
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[S] atah katham devatabhidhayakatvam devatabhidhane hi vikalpah¢
[P] vikalpe ca vakyabhedo vina karanenapadyata iti pariharatii karyarthatad”
viniyogasya yathakaryam viniyogo yuktah¢ viniyogah padarthantaranvayah¢ sa

karyarthah¢ karyarthas cet tada tadanusarena varnaniyah| yatha prayajasesene®ty

evam adisu{ avadharite hi dravyapratipattyarthatve ’bhigharanasya prayajasesam
havissu ksarayatiti viniyogo varnyate{ evam ihapi savitradisabdanam devatabhidhane
karye niscite tadanugunyena vaikalpiko viniyogo varnaniya iti yukta eva
vakyabhedah |

[S] evam aprapte 'bhidhiyate. natraikavakyata vihantum sakyate.

[P] kasmad ity

[S] aha — na hi viniyogantaram prthag asti. savitradinam ye- na sakanksa-
tve ’pi vakyabhedah syat. yadi hi viniyogavasena savitradinam karyabhedo ’'va-
gamyeta. tatadvakyabhedah? saty api sakanksatve padanam yatha syonantal® ity atra
na ca savitradipadanam prthag viniyogantaram asti 1

[P] nanv ekavakyatve drstakalpana3?prasanga ity uktam 1 viniyogantare karanam.

[S] uttaram!!'¢ nedam karanam.  stutyarthatve ’'pi padanvayasya drstarthatvat
stutir api drstarthaivety uktam. arthavadadhikarane karyavirodhad dhi prayaja-
Sesadisu karyanuguno vibhaktyartho varnitah! iha punah karyanugunye sati
karyantarakalpana nispramanika. devasya tve!?ti nirvapatiti yad idam nirvapa-
laksanam karyam tadanu- gunye 'pi sati vibhaktyarthanyathatvakalpane nasti

pramanam'?¢ prayajasesadi tu pratitaprayajasesapratipattilaksanakaryavirodhad

T corr: karyarthatvad.

8 This refers to SBh 4.1.14, where the following statement from SatSS 2.2.32 is discussed:
prayajasesena havimsy abhigharayati.

9 corr: tada vakyabhedah. The given reading is not possible as such. Assuming that the technical
term vakyabheda is correct, and given that the previous sentence provides a condition, the present clause
deals with the consequence. The correlative clause is regularly introduced by Salikanatha with tada or
tatah instead of tarhi.

10 MSS 1.2.6.19-22: syonam te sadanam krnomi ghrtasya dharaya susevam kalpayami. tasmin
stdamrte pratitistha vrihinam medhah sumanasyamanah.

ocorr: uttaram.

1278 1.1.4.2: devasya tva savituh prasave ’svinor bahubhyam pusno hastabhyam agnaye justam nir-
vapami. This is the nirvapamantra, which is the subject-matter of the adhikarana. However, Salikanatha
only here directly refers to it.

13 corr: pramanam.
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viniyogabhanga iti caturthe darsitam sthite stutyarthatve nimittadvayakalpanayam
savitréabdena yajamana ucyate. tasya prasave 'nujiayam nirvapami'*. yadi va
savitur evadityasya prasamtvapa upadaye nirvapamity evam rupayam yajamana-
paresu nimittesu ya uhadanka dvibahuyajamanake karmani sa sambandhyabhi-
dhanartha¢ yajamanasambandhi prasavabhidhananibandhana yajamanasambandhi cet
prasava ucyate |

[P] tada yajamanadvitve yajamanabahutve ca vacanoho nyayya iti¢

[S] pararthye tu sambandhimatratayo- papatter anuha ity arthah| natra
manasambandh1’® prasavasvarthaprakasyate'¢ | tasyadhvaryunananusthiyamanatvat.

kimtu nirvapavisesanarthatvena parartham tasya Kkirtanam pararthe canuho

yajnapatisabdavad ity uktam bhasye i

[12.] guna.'’

[P] purvadhikaranopajivanena purvapaksam aha — yadi savitradayo nirvapartha
evam tac ca niSabdo!® ’pi nirvapaguna eva pratipattavyam 1

[S] nanv agnyarthatvan nirvapasya na gunatayagnih sakyate ’vagantum. agny-
artha evayam nirvapah¢ atah pradhanabhutasyagneh!? na parartham abhidhanam iti
na gunatayagnih sakyate 'vagantum.

[P] saivatv agnyartha- ta nirvapasya na pratiyata iti?° ayam abhiprayah
yadyapi vastusthitya nirvapasyagnyarthata tathapi nasman mantravakyad agnyarthata
nirvapasya pratiyate.

[S] kutah¢

[P] uttaram?'¢ justasabdasravanat{ etad eva vivrnoti. justam?? iti bhutam ava-

14 This is the final phrase of the nirvapamantra (TS 1.1.4.2) under disussion here.

15 corr: yajamanasambandhi. The correction is in accordance with other phrases in this paragraph.

16 corr: prasavasvarthah prakasyate.

1778 9.1.37: gunasabdas tatheti cet.

18 corr: cagnisabdo. The given reading does not provide any meaning. According to the context — the
adhikarana deals with the final statement in the nirvapamantra (TS 1.1.4.2 agnaye justam nirvapamsi)
— the word under discussion here can only be agni.

19 corr: pradhanabhutasyagner.

20 corr: ity

2L corr: uttaram

22 7S 1.1.4.2.
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gamayati |

[S] tathapi kim ity

[P] aha — bhavyataya cayam nirvapah sruyate asyarthah! ya ca nirvapo bhavya-
taya Sruyate nirvape ca sati vrihayo josisyante. atah prannirvapat?? vrihayo yena
justah?* tasmat stutyarthatayaivanvayopapattih 1

nanu stutivelayam api katham agnaye justam iti vyapadesah | prannirvapad ajusta-

tvad ity

[S] atraha — tadarthye tu pararthyam? Sabdasya nanyayyam?S yatah¢
asyarthah | tutyarthatve?” justasabdasya pararthyam ajuste ’pi¢ vartamanatvam
anyayyam na bhavatiti¢ gaunam apy alamba iti padanam nyayya evety arthah |
[P] yada tu na stutyarthata tada mukhya eva $abdartha ity ajuste justasabdanupa-
pattih¢ tasman nirvapabhidhananistha evahyam mantra iti purvapaksavadi
manyate |

34

S| raddhantas tu — yatha justam = bhavati tadartho nirvapa iti mantrartho
. 0 A

varnaniyah. na punar justam nirvapamiti prannirvapad agnaye justam nir-

vapamity evam mantrartho na varnaniyah! kimtu yathagnaye justam bhavati
tadartham nirvapamiti asasyate hi josanam?®¢ ato bhavisyaty api bhutapratyaya
upapadyata iti bhavah |

[P] kim punar atra bhutatvadi(ti?)kramena?® nisthavarnane karanam3°¢

[S] uttaram3!¢) caturthito devatatvena ca sravanam agneh3? yatah¢ asyarthah¢

agnisabdat tavac caturthi para sSruyate. tenagnim prati tadarthyam jyosanasyava-

23
24
25

corr: prannirvapad.
corr: justas.
corr: pararthyam. This is an incorrect form, as vrddhi is used for derivative nouns. The correct
form also appears in the following sentence.
26 corr: nanyayyam.
2T corr: stutyarthatve. The reading is clearly incorrect. The context and similar phrases in this
passage suggest the corrected reading.
28 corr: josanam.
29 corr: bhutadikramena. The scribe doubts the given reading and suggests the correction adopted
here.
30 corr: karanam.
31 corr: uttaram.
32 corr: agner.
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gamyate3?.  na ca tadasambhavah agner3* devatatvena $ravanat.  tasman na
tadarthyam apanetum $akyate! etad evopapadayitum codayati

[P] nanu ca¢ yatha caturth1 tadarthyad apanetum yukta. tatha nisthapratyayasyapi
bhutarthatvam apanetum na yuktam?3®¢

[S] pariharati¢ yuktam nisthapratyayasya bhutarthatvam apanetums3°¢

[P] kasmad ity

[S] aha — nirvapasyanyayyam agnyartha-[218jtam viruddhyat?” yatah¢ nistha-
pratyayasya hi bhutarthatva adriyamane prag eva3® nirvapad agnisambandhe
nirvapasyagnyarthata nyayyapi®® sati viruddhyeta. agnisambandhitanni(tamni)-
rupyamananam?®® vrihimam apadayan nirvapo ’gnyartho bhaveti prak tv agnaye
justanam nispanne ’‘gnisambandhe na nirvapasya tatsambandhapata(da)katvam?!
astity agnyarthata nirvapasya viruddhyeta. atas tadarthyabhutarthayor anyatarapaneye
drstarthatvena  nirvapasya pradhanyam evagneh*? yuktam avagantum na
punar bhuta upasarjanatvam(** agnyarthatam apadayan nirvapo drstartho bha-

vati. anyatha drstartha iti tadanugunyena pradhanyam eva josane 'gneh?* yuktam

33 corr: josanasyavagamyate. The form appearing in this context is josana, denoting the act, while

the given form would represent an unknown derivative of the same. See also SBh at JS 9.1.39.

34 corr: tadasambhavo ‘gner.

35 corr: yuktam

36 corr: apanetum.

37 corr: viruddhyad.

38 corr: praca eva. The only meaningful connection the term can have is with the following nirvapat.
The correct corresponding form — without the application of sandhi — is pracah. In the previous
instances of these phrases appearing together (p. 215), they were combined into the compound phrase
prannirvapa. However, such a compound phrase could not include the term eva set in between in the
present instance.

39 corr: nirvapasyagnyarthatanyayyapi. The same phrases appear in the statement before, to which
this is a gloss. The concessive construction, used by Salikanatha here, indicates that something is
expressed which actually is not the position of the siddhantin, i.e. that Agni is not the object of
enjoyment.

40 corr: agnisambandhitamnirupyamananam. The scribe doubts the given reading and suggests the
correction which is adopted here.

4L corr: tatsambandhapadakatvam. Again, the scribe doubts the reading and suggests the correction
adopted here.

42 corr: evagner.

43 According to the ligation in the manuscript, the construction would continue. Nevertheless, all
other options of separating the sentences appear to be more constructed. In the whole passage, a
conclusion is presented with a following half-sentence, in which the alternative is dismissed. According
to this scheme, the sentence has to stop here.

44 corr: “gner.
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avagantum na puna- 219 r bhute josana upasarjanatvam. tasmad asamsayam kto varna-

niyah¢ bhavisyaty eva josane( asamsayam bhutavac ce? 'ty anena sutrena kta-

pratyayo ’yam iti varnaniyo vartamanartho va kto varnaniyah| yathaiva hy agnaye
vrihinam nirupyamanata saiva tesam tasmai josyamanatety anusthananusarena

vartamane 'rthe ktapratyayo varnaniyah

evam va.6

[P] dhanyasabdo*” ’yam tandulebhyo ’rthantarasya vacana ity adhyupyamana-
tandulanabhidhanad asamavetarthabhidhano ’yam mantra iti purvapaksayati 1
[S|] nanu laksanayapi samavetarthabhidhanasiddheh*® nadrstarthata man-
trasya yukta kalpayitum. dhanyasabdasyasamaveta-|220rthatve krtsnasyaiva man-
trasyadrstarthata( na punah{ nirvapamantranyayena drstarthata{ tatas ca varam
laksanaya dhanyasabdasya tandularthatvam asritya samavetarthatvam asriyatamiti¢
[P| pariharati¢ drstasamarthyasya prayojanakalpana$ na punah prayojan-
antah?’ samarthyakalpana bhavitum arhati. atiprasangat{ asyarthah: laksa-
naiva nama vede na yukteti manvanam® purvapaksayatii 33 tatha hi kim laksani(ni)ke®!
'rthe $abdasya samarthyam asti va na va. asti cet sama(sa)mrthyam®? tada vacyatva-
prasangah( vacyatve ca vrddhavyavaharapeksa{ na ca laksanike®® ’rthe vyavahara-

sambhavah | asamarthye tu na caksaniko®® ’rthah Sakyate ’vagantum. tatas ca

45 Astadhyayr 3.3.132.

46 SBh at JS 9.1.38, second interpretation.

4T This refers to the mantra given in TB 3.2.6.3: dhanyam asi dhinuhi devan ity aha. It is used in
the context of the darsa- and purpamasa.

48 corr: samavetarthabhidhanasiddher.

49 corr: prayojanatah. The scribe doubts the given reading. As this part of the sentence is introduced
as a reverse argument by na punah, the ablative ending seems plausible here as it takes up the term
from the previous sentence.

50 corr: manvanah. This reading is incorrect in combination with the following verb. The correction
is based on the complete phrase, iti manvanah purvapaksayati, being used by Salikanatha througout
the DS.

5L corr: laksanike. The scribe doubts the given reading and suggest the correction which is adopted
here.

52 corr: samarthyam. Again, the correction suggested by the scribe fits the context well and is,
therefore, adopted here.

53 corr: laksanike. See footnote above.

5 corr: laksaniko.
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dhanyasa{221]bdasya  laksanikatvanupapatteh®  mantrasyadrstarthatvam  eva
nyayyam. yasya hi yatra samarthyam drstam. tadanusarena prayojanam kalpayitum
nyayyam. na punah prayojanavasena samarthyakalpane ’sti®®. tasmad asamavetartha-
taiva nyayyeti.

[S] evam prapte 'bhidhiyate. nasamavetarthata laksanayapy arthavagamat i

[P] nanu laksanaiva nispramanikety uktam

[S| pariharati. na nispramanika laksana¢ loke 'rthavagamahetutvena siddhatval
laksanayah¢ Salayo bhujyante ’nudinam asmadgrha ity evam adisu lokesu
vyavaharesu siddham abhidheyavinabhavaparyupasthapite 'pi Sabdanam tat-
paryam astiti. tatas ca laksanayam vina Saktyantarakalpanaya nyayya prati-
pattih 1 tasmal laksanaya samavetarthatve mantrasya sambhavati. nadrstakalpana pra-

manam asti Il

[13.] codite.®”

[S] atra sandihyate. kim yajnapatitvena yajnam prati pradhanatvena yajnapati-
sabdo yajnapatim abhidhatte! utanyarthataya rtvigupalaksanibhutavrddhi-
visesanatayeti¢

[P] katham punar atra yajnapatitvenabhidhiyate | katham vanyarthataya¢

[S] uttaram®®¢ yadi vrddhir yajnapatyartha. yadi vrddhivisisto yajnapatir ucy-
ate tada patitvenabhidhanam®?( atha tv idaya sambadhyate | rtvigupalaksana vrddhi-
visesanadvarena( tatah patitvam upalaksanayaiva kevalam vrddhivisesanartham©®

[P] tatra purvapaksavadi yajnapativrddhim prakasyabhutam [223] protsahana-
prayojanikam idopahvanat prayojanantaram manvano yajuso vibhagam aha —

[S] kiyata vibhagena yajnapativrddhih prakasyate.

55
56

corr: laksanikatvanupapatteh.
corr: samarthyakalpana ’sti. The dual form here does neither fit the syntax with the copula asti,
nor the context. Therefore, the singular form seems to be correct here.

57 JS 9.1.40: codite tu pararthatvad vidhivad avikarah syat.

58 corr: uttaram.

59 corr: patitvenabhidhanam.

0 corr: vrddhivisesanartham.
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[P] yathapi cedopahvanam iti prakasya bhedat syonanta®! iti vadyajuso vibhaga iti
manyate purvapaksavadi I

[S] raddhantas tu¢ na viyogad®® rte prayojanantarakalpana nyayya. yady
ubhayatra viniyogah syat tada prayojanadvayam yuktam kalpayitum. tanni-
bandhanas ca yajuso vibhaga iti 1

% |P] nanv ayamanavrddhau®® mantrasya viniyogo ’sti.  katham punar vini-
yogantaram nasti |

[S] uttaram%¢ karyatvena vrddher anu-[224manat( yadi vrddhir anustheya
syat tada nasmrtanusthatum sakyata iti{ tatsmaranarthataya mantrasya viniyogo
yujyate. mna casau® anustheyaphalatvat. mna ca protsahanaya tatprakasanam iti
yujyate kalpayitum. saksad anustheyodopahvanenaikavakyataya® anu-
stheyarthatvasambhavat( tasman napoddhare pramanam astiti(t1)dartha®”

evayam nigada iti yuktam

[14.] vikara.®®

[P] atrapi phalacodanan nastiti manvanah kratupakaratayaiva yagacodanay-
opapatter yajamanasabdah parartha iti purvapaksayati. asyarthah¢ prastara-
praharanartho yagah¢{ kratupakarakatayaivasyayura- dikam phalam. atah phala-
sambandhitaya yajamanasya neha kirtanam iti¢ parartho yajamanasabda iti purvah
paksah

[S|] raddhantas tu{ satyam kratupakarakataya itthambhavopanipatitaya®

61 MSS 1.2.6.19-22: syonam te sadanam krnomi ghrtasya dharaya susevam kalpayami. tasmin
sidamyte pratitistha vrihinam medhah sumanasyamanah. See also 9.1.11.

62 corr: wviniyogad. The correction is based on the following sentence.

63 corr: yajamanavrddhau. The scribe doubts the given reading. The purvapaksin repeats his
claim, that the main object of the mantra is to denote the prosperity of the sacrificer (yajamana), thus
encouraging him to sacrifice.

64 corr: uttaram.

5 corr: casav.

66 corr: anustheyedopahvanenaikavakyataya. As the invitation to the ida is the subject-matter, the
correction seems likely. The sandhi between the present and the following phrase has not been applied,
probably due to readability.

7 corr: astitidartha. The correction suggested by the scribe is adopted here.

68 JS 9.1.41: vikaras tatpradhane syat.

59 corr: kratupakarakatayetthambhavopanipatitaya.
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yagasya prayojanam.

[P] ka(ta?)thapi(vi?)krtim™ ity

[S] amsSopanipatitayayuradinam abhidhanam upapadyate. asasanayogat(
asasyamanataya hi suktavakanigada ayuradinam abhidhanata¢ na caphala-
syasasanam upapadyata ity ayuradinam sadhyatvenanvayah | tatsadhyatve ca yadi
kratu-

phalataya sadhyatvam. tathapi pradhanyam yajamanasya na vihanyate. yadi
vangabhutat prastaraharanad eva kratupakarakad ayuradiphalam nispadyate. yadi
va darSapurnamasakrato(tau)”™ praharanangayuktad idam phalam nispadyate. tathapi
yajamanasya phalasambandhat pradhanyam. tasmad apararthatvat™ bahukarnake tad-

abhidhanayogyatayohah kartavya iti suktam 1

[15.] asamyo.™

[S] atra bhasyakarena raddhanta evoktam | na harivattadaya ucyeran. harivattadi-

bhih so ’sya gum laksyateiti.™ evam ca bruvanenedam uktam.

[P] purvapakse harivattadayo guna indrasya guna ity abhidhiyante iti vacana-
vyaktih |

[S|] siddhante harivattadaya (e)veti™

[P] tatranayor vacanavyaktyor visesamava(pa)Syan’® prcchati. katham punar hari-
vattadayo guna indrasya guna ity abhidhiyante %kathar_n va harivatt-
adaya eveti¢

[S] uttaram 1

[P] nanu va yam eva visesam’’ ya etebhyo ’ksarebhyah pratiyate |

70 corr: tathapi kim. The correction suggested by the scribe remains somewhat unclear: Does he

read tathavikrtim? If so, I do not see what the phrase could mean. Rather, I assume this to be a brief
interjection by the purvapaksin, as it occurs quite frequently.

" corr: darsapurnamasakratau. The correction suggested by the scribe is adopted here.

"2 corr: apararthatvad.

73 JS 9.1.42: asamyogat tadarthesu tadvisistam pratiyate.

™ corr: guno laksyata iti. See SBh at JS 9.1.42. The corrections are based on the reading in the
original.

™ corr: harivattadaya eveti. The correction suggested by the scribe is adopted here.

6 corr: visesam apasyan. The correction suggested by the scribe is adopted here.

T corr: nanu vayam eva viseso. Due to the following relative clause, the correlate terms can only
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[S] pratyuttaram | ayam eva viseso na bhavatiti¢

[P] ubhayathapindrasabdasyaparityagat( indrasambandhitayabhidhanat samartha-
yitottaram aha — a(ya)m™ asti viSesah| etasmin paksa evamgunayukta indra
iti vakyarthah

[S] itarasmin punar indra ebhir gunair gunavan iti.

Y

[P] yadyapi nigadasyendrasabdasyaparityagad indranvayo ’sti tathapy ekasmin
pakse prasiddhaharivattadigunasambandhasrayanena tadguno™ upalaksita eva
vakyarthah |

[S] itarasmin punah pakse prasiddhaharivattadisambandha indrasyocyata iti etad evoda-
haranadvaye na yathakramam prapancayati.

[P] yatha Suklah pata iti¢ patagunatayaiva Suklasya purvasiddhasya pato laksana-
rtham® abhidhanam patasuklagunaka iti¢

[S] guna eva patasambandhitayocyate | purvaprasiddhah¢

[P] tatrayam purvapaksavadino ’bhiprayah! indragunatayapy abhidhane matv-
arthasya® sambhavat®? gandhavati prthivitivat( arthavadac ca tadgunava-
gates tadiya ity abhidhanam iti harivattadigunayuktendropalaksanaparatve 'py ayam
arthah |

[S| sambhavaty evayatha prthivi svarupopalaksanapare gandhavati prthivity

atra( na ca pragasiddhau harivattadisambandha indrasya yenanupaksanam®? syat.

be ayam and wisesah. The correction is corroborated by the almost verbal repetition of this statement
in the following rejoinder.

™8 corr: ayam. The corrections suggested by the scribe is adopted here.

™ corr: tadguna.

80 corr: patopalaksanartham. Since sandhi is applied to patah, the given reading would have the
cloth (pata) as the subject. In that case, abhidhanam would have to be the object with a proper verb
missing. It is difficult, however, to construe a useful meaning in: "The cloth (does something) to the
direct denotation." For this reason pa must have been dropped here.

8L corr: saty arthasya. The given reading does not provide a proper meaning. I cannot adduce any
external proof that my suggested correction is plausible, though.

82 corr: sambhavad.

83 corr: yenanupalaksanam. The correction is corroborated by similar phrases in the present passage.
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[P] arthavadat purvottarapaksau indrasya hariva® ity evam ades tadgunavagateh®

ta- 229 smad indropalaksanartham eva harivattadinam abhidhanam. evam cagnir api
tair gune®S upalaksaniya iti

[S] raddhantas tu¢ pramanantarato 'navagamadidravyasambandhasya®’ svartha-
bhidhanenaivendrasambandhitavagamyata iti nyayyam. asyarthah! prama-
nantarena harivattadinam indrasambandhasyanavagaman na tadupalaksanartham tesam
abhidhanam. kimtu nigadagataharivattader indrasambandhita harivattadibhih
sabdaih srutyaivavagamyata iti nyayyam

[P] nanv arthavadat tadgatagunavagatir ity uktam ity

[S] asankyaha — arthavadavacanam tv anyaparatvan na sambandhitam ava-
gamayi-[ 230 tum ksamam.

[P] athanyaparatvam eva nesyate

[S] 'traha — harivattadinam vidhav anekarthavidhanaprasangad vakyabheda-
patteh( nigadasyapi sarvatra vidhanat. atah stutyaivarthapadanam®® anvaya iti
yuktam | tasmad agnav api yathartham abhidhanam. tatrapi %harivattédisam—

bandhabhidhanasyavirodhad iti sthitih

evam va.®
[P] atrapi svasamavayitaya kalantare sambhavam manvanah purvapaksayati.

asyarthah |  kalantarasambhavitaya pramanantaraprasiddhaikahayanisambandhaih

84 corr: purvottarapaksau va indrasya hart (without sandhi at the end). Also the SBh, at JS 9.1.44,

refers to an arthavada from SadB 1.1.13, reading: purvapaksaparapaksau tav indrasya hari. The similar
beginning of the passage suggests this arthavada to be indicated here, especially as the given reading
at the end does not provide a correct statement.

85 corr: tadgunavagates.

86 corr: gunair. It appears that sandhi was incorrectly applied, as gunaih is the only form congruing
with the remaining sentence.

87 corr: ‘navagamad indrasambandhasya. The given reading does not provide a coherent meaning,
and is corrected according to the following explanation of this statement.

88 corr: stutyaivarthavadanam. The confusion of pa and wva is not unusal, and obvious here. Also
the incorrect form of the genitive plural is obvious.

89 Even though the optional interpretation of JS 9.1.42-44 is introduced by Salikanatha with the
regular phrase also appearing in the SBh, the present adhikarana is introduced by Sabara with: athedam
anyad udahriyate.
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srutadibhir?® ekahayany evopalaksyate. na $Srutadimam® abhidhanam svartham
eveti{ sandopalaksanartham api tulya guna vaktavya iti purvah paksah

231

[S] raddhantas tu¢ kalantaravipaksaya®? cet sambandhe hetuh | adharantare ’pi
tulyaniyamabhavat. asyarthah({ prayogakale tavad ekahayinyam api naiva
$rutadmmi®® pramanantaraprasiddhaniti harivattaditulyata. atha kalantarabhiprayena
sambandhapravrttir asriyate. sa sande 'pi tulya niyamabhavat({ kalantarasambhava
ekahayanyam eva na sanda iti niyamo nasti. yatah sandad api ya dhenur jayate sa

mugdhavaty apiti sambhavyata eva. tasmad yathartham eva prayoga iti suktam 1

[16.] li'ngat.?

[P] atra samanavidhipakse ’pi pasutvasya coditatvat pumvi-[232]sayena Sab-
dena

tasyapy? abhidhanat sarasvatyam apy adhriguh prapta eveti purvapaksayati|
[S] na¢ kevalam tavad agnisomiyarthatve dharmanam codakah sarasvatyam
adhriguh prapnoti |

[P] kimtu samanavidhipakse 'pi sarasvatyam mesyam adhriguh prapnoty eva I

[S] nanu lingaviniyojyatvad adhrigoh prasma® ity atra pumlinganirdesan na
sarasvatya viniyoga upapadyate! ucyate mesapratipadikarthasya mesatvasya ca
pasusabdabhidheyasya viniyogasesatvat( pumvisayena ca Sabdena tasyapy abhidhanal

lingavirodhad yukta eva. tasyam api viniyogah 1

9 corr: $rtadibhir. In this and the following sentence a form of sruta is given by mistake in place

of §rta. What is mentioned by the mantra as connected (sambandha) to the one-year old heifer are the
products of the cow, boiled milk ($rta) and others (-adi).

9 corr: $rtadinam. See preceding footnote.

92 corr: kalantaravivaksaya. The given phrase does not provide a proper meaning here. As the
future time (kalantara) is assumed to be considered here by the purvapaksin, 1 believe the term vivaksa
suitable to express this assumed, intended meaning.

93 corr: $rtadini. See preceding page of the MS.

9 corr: linga. JS 9.1.45: lingavisesanirdesat samanavidhanesv aprapta sarasvati stritvat.

9 corr: tasya apy. The feminine gender should be used here, as the pronoun refers to the female
ewe dedicated to Sarasvati (sarasvati).

96 This is part of the adhrigupraisamantra, which is the subject-matter of this adhikarana. The part
under consideration here is: prasma agnim bharate (MS 4.13.4; TB 3.6.6.2).
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[P] nanupadanasesatve linga-[ 233 |syavisesatoditaiva. asyarthah. yatha $esatvam?’
viniyogasesabhutam mantrena prakasyate! tatha stritvam apy upadanasesabhutam iti
tad aprakasaniyam eva.

[S] na ca pumvisayena tac chakyata iti katham mesya lingaviniyogah¢

[P] pariharati. satyam udita lingasyopadanasesata. ayam tv abhiprayah purva-
paksinah¢{ viniyogasesabhidhanenaivopadanasesatavagaman na viSeso vVi-
vaksita iti¢ asyarthah! sarvam Sesabhutam mantrenaiva prakaSaniyam. iha ca vini-
yogasesibhutamesatvabhidhanenaiva lingasyapy avagaman na lingaviseso ’'pi man-
trenaiva viksata“® iti I

[S] nanv ayuktam idam uttaram.

[P] nayuktam samanyava(pa)gamad® eva visesavagamasiddheh¢ B tadvivaksa
nispramanika yatah —

[S] raddhantas tu — sannidhanamatrapeksitvat sarvanamapadanam!'®’ arthas ca
viSesanidher!® na samanyabhidhanakalpanapramanam astii samanyabhi-
dhana iva viSesasya( asyarthah | yadi hi parasma iti sarvanamapratipadikam prakrti-
bhutam tatsannihitabhidhayi'®? arthena ca sannidhanad viSesa eva sannihita na
samanyam | tata$ ca visesa eva sarvanamnam abhidhanam. te ca visesa lingavisesa-
vanta iti thataiva tesam abhidhanam. tatas ca yadi mesyam api sarvanamaprati-
padikam vartate. tasyah stritvat stripratyayapattau pumlinganirdeso viruddhyeta.

viesa-{ 235 phidhane ca samanyabhidhanakalpana pramanam nasti. yatha sama-

9 corr: mesatvam. The given reading would involve a tautology, namely that "the secondary

character is revealed as a secondary element ...". The correction is based on the explanation below on
this page of the DS, clearly speaking of the character of being a ram (mesyatva) in opposition to the
specification of the gender (lirngavisesa).

98 corr: vivaksita. In analogy to the same phrase appearing in this context, the given reading cannot
be correct.

99T do not follow the suggestion of the scribe to read apagama, as I do not see any reason for doing so.
Rather, the argument made is that only through understanding the general category can the particular
individual instance of that category be understood.

100 corr: sarvanamapadanam. This clearly is an instance of accidental switching of vowels, as pronoun
words (sarvanamasabda or sarvanamapada) are meant here.

0L corr: wisesanirdesan. The given reading does not provide a proper meaning in this context. I
assume that the term nirdesa, which appears at the beginning of this adhikarana and also in JS 9.1.45,
is correct here.

102 corp: tatsannihitabhidhayy. It maybe the case that sandhi was not applied here on purpose, as it
would make the reading rather difficult to follow.



4.1. Ninth adhyaya, first pada 67

nyabhidhana upadeyavakyesu viSesabhidhanakalpanayam tasman na lingasyavi-
vakseti sakyate vaktum. viSesabhidhananisthatvat( sarvanamnah( viSesasya tu
lingavisesavatvad visesabhidhananisthatvat( sannidhanaviSesat tadabhidhane
'pi ca mantrasya Sesatvasambhavac ca( yady asya viniyuktatvad yukteh Sesata
nasti. tathapi tasyah karmopayogitvat tadabhidhane 'pi mantrasya Sesatopapadyata
eva Il

[P] nanu pasusabdaprayoge 'pi tarhi strilingasyarthasya pumvisayena $abdena nirdeso
nopapadyata ity

[S] atraha — pasusabdaprayoge punah samanyasya ca vivaksitatvat tasya
ca strilingatvabhavan na vivaksalingasyeti yuktam

[P] visesavagatis tarhi kuta ity

[S] atraha — samanyato visesavagamasiddhir iti¢ tasmal lingavisesanirdesad aprapta

sarasvatyadhriguvacanam!%? iti suktam.

103 GBh at JS 9.1.49.
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4.2 Ninth adhyaya, third pada

313

srih

[1. - 3.] prakrtau.l

[S] nanu ca karmangataya mantrena prakrtau devatabhidhiyata ity uktam.
katham atra purvah paksah avikarena hi prayoge 'gnyadinam abhidhanam. na ca
tesam aprakrtakarmangatasti¢ karmangataya ca mantrena prakrtau devatabhidhiyata

iti phaladevatayor!? ity atroktam. atah karmangabhutadevataprakasanasamartham

suryadipadam evohitavyam samavetartham ca tat suryadi ucyate.

[P] satyam karmanga®tvenabhidhanam mantranama(m)'% samavetarthata ca
suryadipadanam tathapi karyato 'nuham eva purvapaksavadi manyate. prakrtakarya-
loca-[314nayanuha eva yuktah.

[S] katham!97¢

[P] uttaram!'®®¢ mantrena smrtam kartavyam iti prakrtav arthah.  na punar
amantrencha® pakse ca prayogo namantrena kriyate. uhasyamantratvat{ tasmad
vikrtav apy ayatharthato ’bhidhanam mantrapadanam smrtaye kalpaniyam.
gunad vabhidhanam kathamcit¢ na punar arsam badhaniyam. agnipado
yatharthatah'%¢ laukikam atikramya suryabhidhanam kalpaniyam. laukikarthasraya-
nena va kathancit!''? gaunyavrtyeti narsam badhaniyam.

[S] evam prapte ’bhidhiyate. satyam amantrasya prayogo na prapnoti. codakato

10478 9.3.1:  prakrtau yathotpattivacanam arthanam tathottarasyam tatau tatprakrtitvad arthe
cakaryatvat. Sabara takes JS 9.3.1 and 2 as the first adhikarana of the third pada. JS 9.3.3 rep-
resents an interpolation of the adhikarana, which is then continued by a parallel interpretation of JS
9.3.2 and 3, continuing through JS 9.3.8, which Sabara takes as the third adhikarana. Salikanatha
discusses the complete part as one adhikarana.

105 The beginning of JS 9.1.4 reads: phaladevatayos ca.

106 corr: mantranam. The correction suggested by the scribe is adopted here.

07 corr: katham.

108 corr: uttaram.

109 corr: yatharthah. The given reading would contradict the sense expressed above, namely that
despite the term agni not corresponding to the new ritual setting in the ectype, in which Surya is the
deity, it has to remain the same. Therefore some other meaning of the term has to be come up with in
order for the mantra to express what is actually happening.

1O corr: kathancid.
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mantrasyaiva prapteh. kimtu!!'! ayatharthatvam api mantrapadanam gunad vabhi-
dhanam ity api naiva $akyate kalpayitum pramanabhavat

[P] nanu vacanat kalpyata evaindrivat(

[S] maivam mantrasya(!!? na vikrtau vacanam asti. praptir eva kevala
karyatah!'!® bhavatu¢

[P] praptir eva kevala ma bhut. vacanam!'4¢

[S] tathapi kim ity

[P] aha¢ praptau satyam abhidhanam eva prakrtivad iti¢ bhavati nayathartha-
kalpana( anyarthah!!®| karyato mantrapraptau yatha prakrtau tena mantrakaryam
krtam tathapi krtav!'® api tena kartavyam iti Sastrartho bhavati|

[S] prakrtau ca mukhyaya vrtyabhidhanam krtam. na tasya gaunakalpana bhavati. na ca
saktikalpanapi yukta. klptasaktikapadantara-316 jpraksepenaiva karyasiddher avighatat
[

[P] nanu ca namantrasya prakrtau prayoga ity

[S] uktam pariharati. kena voktam amantrasya prayoga iti¢ vikrtav api tasyaiva
mantrasya prayogah 1

[P] nanu cohe saty amantratvasya prasangam''” ¢

[S] pariharati¢ satyam nimittatayohyamanasyamantratvam!'®¢ yat padam
nimittatayohyate. tasya satyam amantratvam!''9) na punarabhidhane 'pi{) vakye 'pi
Sakyate mantratvam avagantum mantrarthavagamat( mantrarthe 'py avagamyamane
tad evedam vakyam iti samudayapannam padajatam pratyabhijnayate. kevalam pada-

matrasya hy anyatvam.

B corr: kimtu.

112 The following two and a half lines have been crossed out by the scribe. From what can still be
deciphered, they repeated the last lines from the previous page of the MS.

U3 corr: karyato.

14 corr: vacanam.

15 corr: asyarthah. Even though the given reading is not incorrect as such, it is rather likely that
Salikanatha introduces an extensive gloss on a passage from the Laghvi here as he usually does.

Y6 corr: tatha vikrtav. Because of the preceding yatha, 1 believe the given reading to be incorrect.
The correction provides a clear argument of parallelity between archetype (prakrti) and ectype (vikrti).

U7 corr: prasangam.

U8 corr: nimittatayohyamanasyamantratvam.

19 corr: amantratvam.
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[P] tad aha¢ nimittamatram hy atranyatvenavagamyate. na punar
mantrah( tasmat prakrtivad iti¢

[S] padantarapraksepa evasriyate. nayatharthatvam!?® padasya kasmad ity

[P] aha — anyatah smrtiprasangat¢

[S| katham punar ayatharthatve saty anyatah smrtiprasanga ity

[P] atraha — na hy anyato ’rtham anavagamyayatharthatvam sSakyate varna-
yitum. yatah pramanantarenartham avagamya tatparatam buddhva yatharthatva-
kalpana sambhavati.

[S] karanantaram na cet so 'rtho ’'vagatah! tada mantrena smrtam kartavyam iti
Sastrartho nanupalitah tasman mantrena smrtam iti Sastrartham anupalayata'?! uho ’sya

nimittasyety asrayaniyah. atra bhasyakarena li'ngadarsanaj jatinimittam yatha-

sthanam'?? ity ekaprayojanayaikavakyataya ’pi Bsutrarthavagamah (ma)na-
drtyantaragarbhinyupanyasas!'?® tu yah krtah sa gunapadanam api samavetarthabhi-
dhayinam na gunamatrabhidhanam nyayyam iti darsayitum!?4¢

[P] kim punah karanam gunamatrarthabhidhayitayapi vakyarthopapatteh¢

[S] guniparata nimittasya grhyate.

P] kim iti¢

[S] $rutiparityagena laksanasriyata ity arthah |

[P] svata eva drstarthatve sambhavati.

[S] na parato yuktam. drstagatasyadrstasyapariharyatvat{ gunamatraparatve guni-
padasya gunipadanimittanibandhanam yat!'?® gunyabhidhanam drstam tad asritam

adrstam avasyam vaktavyam. na ca svata eva drstarthatve sambhavati¢ tadyukta!?6

120 corr: nayatharthatve. The construction in the nomintive or accusative does not provide a coherent

meaning with the remaining sentence. See translation.

21 corr: anupalayataya. The reading is not clear here. It seems as if the scribe has indicated a lacuna,
which is supported by the syntax of this statement. From the meaning of the preceding sentence and
the syntax the instrumental case seems plausbile.

122 78 9.3.2 and 3: liigadarsanacca (2) and jatinaimittikam yathasthanam (3).

123 corr: sutrarthavagamanadrtyantaragarbhinyupanyasas. 1 follow the suggestion of the scribe as-
suming a long compound phrase.

124 corr: darsayitum.

125 corr: yad.

126 corpr: tadyuktya. The given reading with an obvious feminine nominative singular has no congru-
ence with the remaining sentence.
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tasmad varam laksanaya guniparam gunaparasyabhidhanam sambhavatiti |319
suktam. idanim ekaprayojanatayaiva sutrartho varnitah.

[P] kim lingadarsanam!27¢

[S] darsayata athahy asranam!?® ity evam adinam prayogavacanena vidhane sambhavaty
adrstarthatvaprasanga iti vadata bhasyakarena¢ yadyapy usranam!?? ity evam adinam
prayogavacanena vidhanam sambhavati. tathapy anuhapakse
drstarthatvaprasangam®°¢ uhapakse tu drstarthataivam!3!¢

[P] kim punah karanam uhenaivapraptanam!3? usradipadanam punaramnanam ity

[S] asankya mantratvasampattyartham iti¢ parivrtam mantratvam yatha syad ity
evamartham svadhyaye( pathavyavasthartho vacananirdesa iti¢ yady ekam

yupam upasprsed!3? iti yo 'yam ekatvadinam nirdesam!* savyavasthartha anyathaika-

yupopasparsana eva sarvamantrah syur iti na mantrabhedah.

[P] atradhikarantarakalpana ma bhud iti vaidike naimittikanirupana¢ yadi laukika-
yupopasparsanimittakam idam bhavet tada svatantradhikarakalpana syat. sa ma bhud
iti vaidike yupopasparsane naimittikam etad iti nirupitam. tatha hi sati prakrtadhi-
karanupravesan nadhikarantarakalpanavakasah i

[S] raddhantas tu — istasabdabhisambandhan na karmana yoga upapadyate.

dosasrutes ca yupo vai yajnasya duristam amuncatal® iti vakyasese sruyate.

tenastasabdabhisambandhad!3¢ iste sati yad yupopasparSanam tatra naimittikam ity
avagamad vaidikasya yupopasparsanasyestottarakalabhavitvasambhavat tat tavad iha

ni- 321 jmittam na bhavati. yatha dosasrutes ca dosavad upasparSanam nimittam ity

127
128

corr: lingadarsanam.
corr: usranam. The correction is based on the phrase appearing in the subsequent sentences.

129 See preceding footnote.

139 corr: anuhapakse “drstarthatvaprasarigah. In combination with the subsequent sentence introduced
with tu the view denying the need for modification has to result in an unseen meaning, as the (correct)
view demanding modification provides a seen meaning.

L corr: drstarthataivam.

132 corr: uhenaivapraptanam.

133 MS 3.9.4, continuing: yadi dvav etau te vayu iti yadi bahun ete te vayavah.

134 corr: nirdesah. The given reading does not fit the syntax of the remaining sentence.

135 MS 3.9.4.

136 corr: tenestasabdabhisambandhad. The given reading clearly is incorrect, as the term ista, appear-
ing in the passage referred to, is the subject-matter here. The present form does not provide a proper
meaning.
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upagamyate. na ca vaidikakarmangabhute dosavattopapadyate. tad aha na ca
karmangatve dosavattopapadyate yatah. tena na vaidikanimittam iti¢ na
vaidikena karmanam'7 sahangangibhava upapadyate. ato laukikayupopasparsana-
nimittatvad adhikarantarakalpanopapannaiva.

[P] katham punah stutiparadanaikavakyabhu-%tam!*® drstantam yupopa-
sparsanavidhanavisesanam bhavitum arhati. yupo(pa)spa(rsa)ne!3® naimittikasya
vidhanam tatra{ nimittaviSesanam nisthantam!4% katham bhavati. stutipadenaikavakya-
bhutatvad ity arthah |

[S] uttaram!# ¢ bhavati visesanam apeksatah sannidhanac ca{ kasyam dasayam
yupopaspa- 322 rSane naimittikam etad ity apeksitatvad istasabdasannidhanac ca
yuktam eva visesanam I

[P] nanu canyaparoccarane dvayam apy etad atantrapurusantaragatasyeva
padasya{ purusantaragatena vakyena tatra hi samnihitasyapy ekavakyatvam na
bhavati. arthantaraparoccaranavagamat( istapadam etat stutipadam avagamyate.
saksat stutipadaikavakyatvavagamat tasya vidhyuddesena saha satyam apy
akanksayam samnihitasyapi sambandho nopapadyate!  purusantaragatasyeva
padasya purusantaragatena vakyena tatrapi hy asambandhe 'nyaparoccaranavagama eva
hetuh |

[S] atrocyate¢ bhavati yogyatayanyaparasyapi sambandhah¢ pradarsitam

idam prahara Sighram!#? iti¢ yatha ramaniyo dando manoharas cety atra sam-

bandho dandah satyam akanksayam prahara sighram ity anena yogyataya sam-

badhyate. tathehapi yukta evam sambandhah 1

[P] nanu tad evayuktam ity ucyate. anyarthasyanyena sambandho na bhava-

137
138

corr: karmana. The given reading with the genitive plural does not provide a proper meaning.
corr: stutipadenaikavakyabhutam. The scribe’s doubt is justified, as the given form does not exist
as such. The correction is based on the same phrase appearing in the following gloss of the passage by
Salikanatha.

139 The insertions of the scribe are correct.

140 corr: drstantam. The correction is based on the previous statement to which it is a gloss.

L corr: uttaram.

142 SBh at JS 9.2.9 for this and the following quotations, which form a single statement: dando
manoharo ramaniyasca prahara $ighram.
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titi sthite( yad idam pradarsitam prahara §ri($1)ghram!? iti tad evayuktam iti

[S] pariharati. nayuktam vakyantaragatenapi sannidhanan nairakanksyam
manvana'¥ vakyantaram wuccarayanto laukika upalabhyante. yatah!4°¢
icchamy asya devadattasya grhani¢) amantrayasvainam adhyo vai pasurupa iti¢

[P] yatha bhavatv evam tathapi kim ity

[S] aha — laukikavyavaharapurvakas ca vaidikasabdartha ity uktam. puru-
santaragatenapi drsyata eva sambandhe laukike 'pi paksavagame sati prasnottaradisu
ko ’yam yatiti prasne devadatta ity uttare yatiti prasnagatasya sambandhadarsanat¢
vivaksa vasavartini ca¢ laukikah Sabdo vyavahara iti{ yatha vivaksam sam-
bandhas casambandhas ca{ tasmat stutigatasyapistasabdasya vidhyuddesena sam-

bandhalaukikal46 upaspa xx prayascittam!*7 iti suktam 1

[4.] anyayas tu —148

[S] caturthapakse dvayor apy uhitayoh pravrttir iti vavaranat'¥? gamyate. tena
dvitiyapaksena saha paunaruktyam nasti.  dvitiye hi paksa ekavacanantasyahe-
(325 nal®® pravrttih | bahuvacanantasya sarvathaiva nirvrttih

[P] nanu yady anuhitabhiprayena bahuvacanantasya nivrttir ity ucyate. evam tarhy
ekavacanantasyapi kim iti nocyate.

[S] tatraha — dvitve ’py ekatvam astiti¢ bahuvacananto nivartata ity uktam. dvi-

vacanohe krte 'py ekavacananto nivartata iti na Sakyate %Vaktum.

143 corr: sighram. The correction suggested by the scribe and corresponding to the previous quotation

from the SBh is adopted here.

144 corr: manvano. 1 am not certain about this correction. However, the given reading would connect
the participle manvana in the active voice with the main verb in the passive voice, upalabhyante. This
does not provide a coherent meaning.

Y5 corr: upalabhyante yatah.

16 corr: sambandhal laukika. The given reading does not provide any coherent meaning. The long a
in the middle of the compound phrase hints at the ablative, which is supported by the meaning of the
statement.

Y17 em: upasparsana prayascittam. The emendation is rather clear, as the subject-matter of this part
is the touching of the sacrificial post, which makes the expiatory rite necessary.

148 78 9.3.10: anyayas tv avikarenadrstapratighatitvad avisesac ca tenasya.

149 corr: vivaranad. Though the correction cannot be supported by external evidence, it fits the
context.

1509 corr: ekavacanantasyohena. It seems as if the scribe forgot the diacritical mark here.
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[P] ekatvasya tadarthasya sambhavat!5! bahutvam!®2(

[S] bahuvacanasyartho nastiti. bahuvacananta eva nivartal!s? ity uktam.

[P] tatra purvapaksam aha¢ asamavetarthatvat!®® bahuvacanantaram arsanu-
grahaya pravartata ity ekah paksah| dvayor adar$anat!'®> dvibahuvacananta-
syaikavacananta eva uhe-326 na'®% pravartata iti dvitiyah paksah! bahuvaca-
nantasya tavad yathartham dvayoh pasayoh prayogo nopapadyate. prakrtau bahu-
vacanantasya dvite dar§anat!®”() param samavetartha ekavacananta eva uhe nal®® pra-
vartatam iti dvitiyah paksah| dvayor api praptir avisista( pasabhidhayitvat!'®®
bahuvacanantasya tasya ca dvitve ’pi sambhavat( tasmat!%° dvayor api pra-
krtav iva vikrtav api prayogo yuktah ekasyaikavacanantasyohena vacanaviprati-
pattya anyasya tu prakrtav iva vikrtav apy adhikareneti trtiyah paksah

[S] idam tadvivaranam vaksyamanam caturthapaksopanyase yathartham dvi-

vacanam uhitavyam. bahuvacanam ekavacanam ca nivartatetam!6! iti¢

[P] kim punah karanam.

[S] samavetartham api bahuvacanam prakrtau vikrtav uhate! yavata hari-
padadivad anuha eva praptah | sa eva Sakyate dvayor adrstatvat(

[P] bahuvacanaprayogasyasadhutvaprasangad uha iti cet'6? dusayat1'63¢ ekasminn api
loke bahuvacanasyadarsanad abhidhanavipratipattir avisista¢ anyatha sam-
pratipattir eva syat. tatra yatha loke drstasyapy ekasmin bahuvacanantasyasadhor

api prayogah | tatha dvitve 'pi kim na syad iti bhavah

151
152
153
154
155
156
157
158

corr: sambhavad.
corr: bahutvam.
corr: niwvartata. This is a clear mistake, the same sentence has appeared before.
corr: asamavetarthatvad.
corr: adarsanad.
corr: evohena.
corr: dvitve ‘darsanat.
corr: evohena. The negation is not correct, as the second purvapaksa specifically argues for the
mantra containing the singular form to be used at the ectype. Furthermore, the locative case in uhe
would be difficult to be construed with the remaining sentence.
159 corr: pasabhidhayitvad.
160 corr: tasmad.
161 corr: nivarteyatam. The present reading involves a form not existent as such. As this represents
a direct quotation from the SBh at JS 9.3.13, the correction is assumed in accordance to that.
162 corr: ced.
163 corr: dusayati.
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[S] punar asankate. atha tatra mantropadesad vipratipattav api prayoga ity
ucyate.

[P] dusayati¢ atrapi prakrtivat praptir mantrasya( kena paryate I

nanu prakrtav upadesatah praptih. iha karyata iti visesah |

[S] tatraha — karyato ’pi praptir abhidhanavipratipattir naiva varayitum ksama.
prakrtivat pasapratipatter avyaghatad varasamve!%*(¢ bahuvacanantasyapi
mantrasya prayogat

[P] punar apy asankate. loke prayogasyadarsanad iti cet!6® dusayati. ekasminn apy
adarsanad eva vipratipattir eva¢

atrocyate — na prakrtau pasaikatve bahuvacanantasyadarsanam iti Sakyate vak-
tum. mantropadesad eva vaidikam api prayogadarsanam!%®( darsanam eva.
tena yatha laukikaprayogadarsanat sadhutvavagamat tatha vaidikaprayogadarsanad api
dvitve punah'®” Rlaukikam vaidikam va prayogadarsanam nasti. atas tatrasadhutvat!'®®
bahuvacanasyoha eva yuktah.

[P] yady ekasmin bahuvacanasya vaidikaprayogadarsanat sadhutvam katham tarhi
vipratipattih I sampratipattir eveyam prapnoti.

[S] uttaram'69¢ prayogam angikrtyaitad ucyate. loke ca pasaikatve bahuvacanad viprati-
pattir eveyam ucyate Ii

paramarthatas tu sampratipattir eveyam!™¢ evam ca bruvanasya vivaranakara-
syedam matam pratiyate. vikrtav api¢ pasaikatve bahuvacanantasyavikarenaiva
prayoga iti. iha tu pasadvitvena laukikah prayogo napi vaidiko napi laksanatah prap-
noti. urvadisv iva 1

[P] nanu karyato mantrapraptau vaidika evayam prayoga iti prakrtav iva

bhavitu-[330 m arhati.

164 T am unable to provide a suitable emendation here.
165 corr: ced.

166 corr: prayogadarsanam.

167 corr: punar.

168 corr: tatrasadhutvat.

Y69 corr: uttaram.

170

corr: eveyam.
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[S] pariharati na karyato ’bhidhanaprayogah Sakyate vaktum. atra na karyopa-
desat!™ dvivacanakarye bahuvacanam prayoktavyam ity evamvidhopadesat( vyati-
rekena karyato ’bhidhanaprayogo ’bhidhayakasabdaprayogo na Sakyate ’vagantum
mantrasyabhidhanantarapraksepenapi karyakaratvasambhavat( prakrtau punah!7
mantropadesat tathabhutasyaiva prayogad ekasmin bahuvacanapravrttiniscayad
abhidhana vipratipattih 1 na ca tadeva dar$anam anyatrapi sadhutavagamayati.
visistavisayatvad upadesanam yo ’sav upadesah prakrtau sa vikrtav api tavan na sam-
bhavati. pratikaranam upadesavyavasthanat( napi prakrtav ekatve drstam vikrtav api
dvitve drstam bhavati bhinnatvat( ta{331]smat!™ laksanata evayam prayogavagatir iti
suktam. yata eva laksananusarenohah kartavyah. xx nata!™ evohah( prayojanam
vyakaranasyeti varnitam. tadvasena vyakaranavasenohyamanaprayoganir-

nayat I

[5.] vipratipattau.'™

[P] atra lingad utkarsam manvanasya purvah paksah | bahuvacanalingat!7 bahu-
vacanantasya pasonmocanamantrasya bahupasake karmany utkarsa iti purvah
paksah

[S] raddhantas tu{ prakaranena viSesa upadistasya pratipadikarthasambhave
notkarso bhavitum arhati. grahakasannidhanalaksanena prakaranena bahuvaca-
nantasyapi mantrasyagnisomiyapurvavisesal’’( upadistatvat pratipadikarthasya
sambhavac ca notkarso bhavitum arhati| pratipadikarthatvenaiva( pratipadikartha-
prakasakatvenaiva bahuvacanantamantropadesavagamat. vacanarthata tu bahutvaprati-

padanarthata tu mantrasya naivavagamyate bahutvasya karmany adarsanat. tena prati-

71 corr: karyopadesad.
172

corr: punar.
173 corr: tasmad.

174 T am unable to suggest a proper emendation here. The only suitable form ending in -nata can be
a past participle, such as snata or (a-)mnata. However, none of these fits the meaning of the remaining
sentence.

17578 9.3.15: wipratipattau vikalpah syat samatvad gune tv anyayakalpanaikadesatvat.

176 corr: bahuvacanalinigad.

Y77 corr: mantrasyagnisomiyapurvavisesah.
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padikarthamatraprakasanaparatvan mantrasya catra sambhavat!™ bahutvasyaman-
trarthatvad anutkarsah! amantrarthata ca viniyogavasena mantrarthavagamat pra-
karanena caikapasakapurvagrhitatvat() tatra viniyogavagaman na bahutvam
mantrarthah |

2 |P] evam tavat pratipadikamatram samavetartham bahuvacanam asamavetartham
ity uktam. na casamavetartho vacanaprayoga iti $akyate vaktum. karakarthasya vidya-
manatvat¢

[S] karmatvapratipattya samavetartham bahu- 333 vacanam!'™¢ bahutvabhavad
asamavaya iti cet pariharati. asamavaye viprayuktir na Sakyate varayitum. kara-
karthatayapi dvarasya sambhavat(

[P] bhavatu prayuktis tathapi kim ity

[S] aha — prayuktasya ca samavetarthatvam avagamyate. na punah samavayat
prayuktir anyatra karyaprayogat. karye yah prayogo laukikah¢ tadvyatiriktasu!8°
autpattikesu prayogesu prayuktasya satah samavetarthatvam ity avagamyate. na punah
samavayamalocya prayuktih. tena prayukte ’smin mantre saty api bahuvacanarthe
karmatvabhiprayena bahuvacanam samavetartham ity evam gamyate. yata eva pasa-
mantrasya bahuvacanantasyapy ekasminn eva pase prayogah. ata eva bhagavatah pani-
ner vibhaktivyatyayanusasanam upapannam. tasmad anutkarsa iti suktam.

yuvam hi stha svah pati'®! ity adibhir vaisamyam!®?¢ ekayajamanaparatvena pra-

yoganavagamat. iha tv ekapasaparatvena prayoganiscayat I

[6.] apu.!®

[P] atra samavetasamavetabhidhanam ekasya na sambhavatiti dvayor bahusu

178
179
180

corr: sambhavad.
corr: bahuvacanam.
corr: vyatiriktesv. This is clearly a spelling mistake.
181 corr: stha svah pate. RV 9.19.2. In the SBh at JS 3.3.17 the statement continues: iti dvayor
yajamanayoh pratipadam kuryat. This extended version appears in SV 2.351.
182 corr: vaisamyam.
183 78 9.3.20: apurve tv adhikaro ’pradesat pradiyate.
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coham manyate.!8  purvapaksavadi) patnun samnahye!85ty ckavacanam eka-

patnike{ dvipatnike bahupatnike ca yady avikarena prayujyeta. tatah samavetan sama-
vetarthatvam!®® syat. na caika(ta)d!8" ekasya yuktam. tasmad ekapatnike vikarenaiva
prayogah!®® dvayoh patnyo(h)'® bahvisu ca{ dvivacanabahuvacanohah kartavya
iti purvah paksah

[S] raddhantas tu — viniyogavasan mantranam arthanirupanam na svatantryena
335

[P] ekatas cayam viniyogah¢ trayanam api krte katham eko viniyoga ity

[S] atraha — aviSistapatnyarthas tisrsv api¢ tadvasenaiva viniyogas tisrsv api¢
mantrasya tasman na vibhagah Sakyate vacanat!'®’ ekavacanat kalpayitum 1

[P] nanv ekapatnike samavetasamavetatve na Sakyate ’pahnotum.!®' vaca-
nasyag

[S] pariharati. satyam na Sakyate( na punar dvayor bahusu ca prayoganivrttih
Sakyate va na kalpayitum!?. pratipadikalingavacanabhyam viniyogasambhavad eka-
vacananurodhena  viniyogasamkocanupapatteh'®  bhavatu  mantrasya  sarva-
prayogah |

[P] tathapi kim ity

[S| aha — prayuktasya ca samavetasamavetatvam nirupanam ity uktam. pra-

184 Fven though the full stop is clearly indicated here, it is incorrect. The subject corresponding
with the verb manyate is the following term purvapaksavadi, which could, otherwise, not properly be
connected to the subsequent sentence.

185 TR 3.2.9.14. The complete mantra reads: proksanirasadaya idhmabarhir upasadaya sruvam ca
sruca$ca samrddhi patnim samnahyajyenodehi. ("Fetch the water for besprinkling, pile up the burning
fuel, bring together the small and large ladle, dress up the wife, come forth with clarified butter.")

186 corr: samavetasamavetarthatvam. The given reading does not provide a proper meaning. I assume
that Salikanatha reiterates the phrase from the quotation of the Laghvi given at the beginning of this
adhikarana.

187 corr: caitad. The scribe’s suggested correction is adopted here.

188 corr: prayogo.

189 corr: patnyor. The scribe’s suggested correction does not include the correct application of sandhi.

190 corr: vacanad.

91 T consider this punctuation to be incorrect, as the following genitive form wvacanasya cannot be
connected with the subsequent verb pariharati. Furthermore, Salikanatha usually uses pariharati by
itself to introduce a reply, or together with a conditional sentence involving (iti) cet.

192 corr: Sakyate kalpayitum. The scribe is correct in indicating his doubt about the given reading.
This forms the basic statement of the siddhantin against his opponent, namely that the mantra applies
also in instances of sacrificers with more than one wife.

193 corr: winiyogasamkocanupapatter.
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yuktasya sato mantrasya kim samavetartha utasame(ma)veta(ka?)rtha!® iti ni-
rupatyate!® | ayam ca mantrah sarvatra prayuktah¢ tatraikavacanam dvayor bahuva-
canam ekartham na sambhavati. ata %ekasminn api tad ekatvapratipattiparam na
bhavati. karmatvapratipattyartham eva prayogasadhubhutam iti vyapakataya kalpy-
ate. tad aha¢ dvayor bahusu caikatvabhidhanam na sambhavatity ekasmin na
hy atatprayuktam eva tat. tasmat tatrapi prayogo ngam evety aviruddham!®® dvayor

bahusu caikabhidhanam.

[7.] vikrtau.!¥”

[P] tatra purvapaksavadi( visistavisayatvad upade$asya prakrtav eva dvayor
bahusu cayam sadhur na vikrtav api karyatvat prayogasya. asyarthah. patnim
samnahye!%ti prayogasadhubhutam ekavacanam prakrtav eva tatraiva mantrasyo-| 337
padistatvat) mna vikrtau tatranupadistatvat() prayogasya karyatvad yatha
laksanam eva pasamantravat( prayogah karya iti purvapaksayati I

[S] raddhantas tu — satyam visistavisaya upadesah prakrtav eva casau¢ tathapi
dvayor bahusu cayam ekavacanantah sadhur iti tatravagatam. tad evedam
dvitvam bahutvam ca vikrtav api¢ atas tatra sadhutvavagamat!®® na karyah prayoga
iti¢ yathartham eva prayogah. pasadvitve punah?® bahuvacanasya dvayor adarsanat
tatra prayoge kalpye laksanam anusaraniyam iti yuktam. iha punar dvitvabahutvayor
api siddhatvat prayogasya karyakanksa nastiti¢ kidrSsah prayogah kriya-
tam ity apeksaiva nastiti¢ na laksa{338nasya vyaparah. tasmad vikrtad vikrtav

api tadvacanad?’! iti suktam.

194 corr: utasamavetartha. The first correction suggested by the scribe is plausible, but the second

does not provide any meaning. Rather, as in the phrase samavetasamavetartha appearing before in this
adhikarana, the opposition here is between samavetartha and asamavetartha.

195 corr: nirupyate.

196 corr: aviruddham.

197 78 9.3.21: wikrtau capi tadvacanat.

198 TR 3.2.9.14. See preceding adhikarana.

199 corr: sadhutvavagaman.

200 corr: punar.

201 corr: tasmad vikrtav capi tadvacanad. The latter part is a direct quotation of JS 9.3.21 (see
beginning of this adhikarana), with the initial ce missing. The given sentence framing this quotation,
tasmad vikrtad ... suktam, does not provide a proper meaning. Rather, it should read: tasmad ...
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[8.] adhriguh.2"2
[S]  yogantarakaranam  pasvadhikaranapurvapaksabhutasamanavidhanaprayojana-

kathanartham.

9] prati.2s

[P] atra nivaresu vrihisabda yavesv ivavacakam manvanah purvapaksayati |

[S] raddhantas tu — satyam syad avacako yadi nivaradravyako ’yam prayogah
vrihitvalaksitavayavasamanyasampattyartham tu mnivaradravyanam upa-
danam iti darS§itam.?** sasthe( vrihitvena yal laksitam tasyaivavayavasama-
nyad iti¢

[P] katham namopadiyantam ity

[S] evam artham vrihyapacare mnivaranam upadanam na dravyantaratayeti
darsitam sasthe 1

[P] nanv evam upattas tavan nivarah¢ na ca tesam vrihisabdo vacaka ity uho yuktah.

[S] tatraha¢ viesanistha$ ca samskaresu jatiSabda iti sthitam. yatra samskara
vidhiyante. tatra visesanistho jatiSabda iti sthitam. mantrenapi ca yad abhidhanam
tad api samskara eveti( tatrapi visesanistha eva jatiSabdah¢ tasmad visesapra-
yuktatvat?%® jatisabdasyavikarena prayoga iti suktam

[P] nanu mivaravyaktir na vrihivyaktir iti katham vrihisabdenocyate.

[S] ayam abhiprayah! yad upadanena vrihijateh sadhanatvam avagatam anu-
grhyate tatpratipadanaya vrihisabda iti¢ atrapi tad avisistam i-340lti vrihisabda

eva prayoktavyah

suktam.

202 7S 9.3.22:  adhrigav savanwesu tadvat samanavidhanas cet. The obvious beginning of this
adhikarana was not recognized by the scribe, as he continues it in line with the preceding adhikarana.
This may also be due to the shortness of it — one brief sentence.

20378 9.3.23: pratinidhau cavikarat.

204 T assume this punctuation to be incorrect, as the following sasthe should rather be read together
with darsitam than with the subsequent sentence.

205 corr: visesaprayuktatvad.
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[10.] samsargisu.26
[P] pasunibandhano bhedah prakrtau vivaksita iti manvanah purvapaksayati.
yadyapi prakrtav ivadhisthanasyanupadanat %tannibandhano bhedo vivaksitah I evam

api suryam asya caksur?’’ ity atrasyasabdena pasoh pratinirdesad asmat pasubhede

tattejas1 bhinne iti yathartham uho yuktah
[S] raddhantas tu — na bhedavivaksayam pramanam asti. tejasa ekatvavagamat
na hi pasubhede 'pi samsargitejo bhidyate. tasmad anisthanabahutvam?’® eva vikrtav

api gamyate.??? na tejaso bheda ity anuhah 1

[11.] ekadha.?!0
[P] sahayoge ’py eva-|341 m artha upapadyata evety anuham manyate. ekadha

asya tvacam acchyatad?!! iti yo 'yam ekadhasabdasyarthas sa x hayoge?'? 'py upa-

padyata eva{ sahayoge 'py ekadhety anenabhidhanat( tasmadvipasvadisv?!® ekadha-
Sabdasyabhyaso na kartavya iti manyate. kimtu?!* asyasabda eva vacanohah
kartavyah

[S] raddhantas tu — ekatvan mantropadesasya tadanurodhi ca mantrartha ity
ekatvat pasSor na prakrtau sahartha upapadyate! tasmad vikrtav apy
arthantarakalpanety uha eva( asyarthah. prakrtau tavad ekatvat pasor na sahartha
ekadhopapadyate. tena vidhartha eva grahyah! yadrso hy asya prakrtau man-
trasyarthah?!® vikrtav api tadrsa eva¢) vikrtau mantrasyopadesantarabhavat karya-

ta eva prapteh| upadesantare hi kadacid arthantaram api varnyeta. karyatas tu pra-

206 7§ 9.3.27: samsargisu carthasyasthitaparimanatvat.

207 MS 4.13.4; TB 3.6.6.2. Both sources, however, do not contain the term asya.

208 corr: adhisthanabahutvam. The correction has been made in analogy to the statement of the
purvapaksa above, and the terminology in the SBh at JS 9.3.27.

209 T do not follow this punctuation in my translation. Rather, I consider the two clauses to have a
kind of relative relation.

21078 9.3.29: ekadhety ekasamyogad abhyasenabhidhanam syat.

211 MS 4.13.4; TB 3.6.6.2. The original sources apply the proper sandhi: ekadhasya ... .

212 em: sah sahayoge. The emendation is based on the statement quoted before from the Laghvi. The
missing part seems to be the beginning of the correlative clause.

213 corr: tasmad dvipasvadisv. This is clearly a spelling mistake, as the dissolution of the sandhi in
the given reading would result in non-existing terms.

24 corr: kimtv.

215 corr: mantrasyartho.
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vrttau narthantarakalpanavakaso ’sti nirmitarthasyaiva prapteh( ata ekadhasabdasya

vikrtav api vidhartha evartha ity uha eva yuktah 1

[12.] medhaviti.?!¢

[P] atra nimittarthasya medhapatipadarthasya svamini devatayam cavisesad
ubhayaparatam manyate. svamivacanatam devatavacanatam ca manyate. padanta-
rasambandhe visesadarsanan?'7( medhasabdena sambandhe svamivacanata( upa-
nayatasabdasambandhe ca devataparateti visesadarsanad ubhayarthatvam na
sambhavati

nanu kevalasyavi$esad ubhayarthatvam bhavisyatity atraha — anvitabhidhanena ca
nimittatopapatteh?!® na padarthantarasambandhinirapeksasya padarthasya-
bhidhanam. anvitabhidhanena padarthanam vakyarthanimittatvat{ tatraikarthatve
sthita ~ ubhayo$§  canukarsad?!?  yajamanadampatyabhiprayena  svamiparateti
paksantaram??°¢ ekavacanantasya yajamanabhiprayenanutkarsahi dvivacanantasya
dampatyabhiprayena( devataparatve tu dvivacanantasyaiva samavayah syat. eka-
vacananta utkarsyeta. tasmad ubhayanutkarsat svamiparateti paksantaram??!¢

|S] svamiparatayam asamsananvaya-[344|2virodhat. svamina medhasya
praptatvat. apraptivisayatvac casamsaya??? svamiparatayam asamsanartha-
virodhad devatapara eveti raddhantah I anutkarsa$ ca svamivad eva vyava-
sthaya??® pratipadikarthabhiprayena dvivacanantasya karakabhiprayena

caikavacanantasyety uktam

216 corr: medhapati. JS 9.3.32: medhapatitvam svamidevatasya samavayat sarvatra ca prayuktatvat

tasya canyayanigadatvat sarvatraivavikarah syat.

27 corr: wvisesadarsanat. As the same meaning is again expressed in the following phrases, I take this
to be a quotation from the Laghvi. See the translation for more.

218 corr: namittatopapatter.

219 corr: canutkarsad. The given reading is incorrect, as the term anutkarsa is repeated further down,
its meaning fitting the context.

20 corr: paksantaram.

22 corr: paksantaram.

222 corr: casamsayah. As no application of sandhi is possible here, the given reading does not
represent an existing form. The genitive seems to be the best option.

223 corr: wyavasthaya.
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[13.] niyamah.??4

[P] adhastyanyayasya??® prayojanam idam cintyate. devataparatve katham bahu-
devatake prayoktavyo mantra iti¢ anenavantarasamgatim laksanasamgatim
caha —2??6 tatra purvapaksavadi{ dvivacanantasya prakrtau samavetarthataya vikrtav
uhena prayoge sambhavati. tenaiva karyasiddher naikavacana-| 345 ntasyadrstasya bahu-
sv ekasmim§ ca prayogo yukta iti nivrttim manyatei ekavacananto hy ayam dvayoh
prayogasadhur iti na bahusv ekasmims ca prayoktavyah 1227

[S] atra bhasyakarena 11?28 nanu prakrtau dvitvasyavivaksitatvad avikarena pra-

yogah prapnoti.??® paricodana krta{ tasyah prayojanam varnayati. paricodana

punar atra bhasyakarena ya dvivacanasyavivakseti krta sa¢{ vivaksabhave

svarthabhidhanenanvayo na sambhavatiti ma mam $ankam nivartayitum?3°¢
atra codayati —?! nanu naiveyam $Sankanivartayitum sSakyate( vivaksayam
asatyam svarthabhidhanenanvayo 'nupapanna eva. ata iyam asanka ni-
vartayitum na Sakyate.

[P] kuta ity

[S] aha — vivaksa hi vaktum iccha.

[P] tatah kim ity

[S] aha — vacanam cabhidhanam. tena vivaksito bhidhatum istah. avivaksitah
punar mantrena nabhidhatum istah

[P] punar api tatah kim ity

224 JS 9.3.41: niyamah bahudevate vikarah syat.

225 T am unable to provide a suitable correction here.

226 T do not accept this punctuation. Although it is frequently used after the term aha to introduce
a longer quotation from the Laghwvi, in the present case this reading does not apply. The sentence
continues with tatra purvapaksavadi, which cannot be connected to the sentence following it.

227 T do not follow the separation of paragraphs in the manuscript here. The following sentence
introduces the subsequent quotation from the SBh and cannot be separated from it. In fact, I read
it together with paricodana krta following the quotation, which seems to be embedded in this framing
statement. The scribe obviously considered the initial nanu in the quotation to indicate a distinct
objection.

228 In my reading of this section this punctuation is wrong.

229 SBh at JS 9.3.41.

0 corr: nivartayitum.

231 Again, I do not follow the separation of paragraphs made in the manuscript. The given phrase
introduces a quotation und is as such connected with the following statements.
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[S|] aha — abhidheyataya canistam abhihitam iti durbhanam. yuktyantaram
caha — istartha$ cautpattikesu niyogabhipraya iti yuktam. tena yad akanksitam
niyogena tad vivaksitam?32( yac capi vivaksitam na tan niyogenakanksitam?33¢{ yac
canakanksitam na tat tadanvayi¢ yac catadanvayi nasav abhihita iti Sakyate vaktum.
vyutpattivirahat{ atrocyate — aviksasabdo?** ’tranimdaparabhiprayo drastavyah¢
etad uktam bhavati. dvitvam api vivaksitam?*( dvitva-[347 Jparo ’yam mantro
na bhavatiyti tena tatparyabhiprayenavivaksitatvam ucyate. na punar abhidhatum
ani{sta}tvena?36¢( anyatha ditvavagatir mithyety abhyupagatam bhavet. dvitvatvan-
abhihitatvat( tasmat?3” dvipavacanantena dvitvam abhidhiyata eva kimtu tatparyam
nasti. anyata eva dvitvava(pa)gamat?38 i

[P] nanv evam tatparyam abhidhanam ca bhinnavisayam abhyupagatam bhavati. tatas
canyatrapi yatrabhidhanam tatra tatparyam na sya-22d i(ty)?

[S] atraha — na ca tatparyavagatir anvayavagatya vihanyate. tadapeksam eva
tataparyam yatah?!( anvayavagamapurvakam eva tatparyam. anvitavagatesv?4!
eva hi kasmimscit tatparyam bhavati. nanyathabhute( tasmad atatparye 'pi dvi-
vacanam anvitartham evety uharham 1

[S] raddhantas tu — yuktam dvivacanam uhena pravartata iti¢ ekavacanam api
pravartata eva. ekavacananto 'py avikarena pravartata ity arthah u

[P] nanv ekatra bahusu ca drstatvad?#? ayuktah prayoga ity uktam. kimtu pasavad-

232
233

corr: vivaksitam.
corr: niyogenanakanksitam. The given reading would contradict the preceding as well as the
following statement. Before, it was said that what is required is also intended. In the present sentence,
the counter-conclusion is stated, i.e. that when something is not intended, it is also not required. This
is extended in the following sentence: What is not required is not syntactically connected.

24 corr: avivaksasabdo. Clearly, the given reading is not correct, as the intention (vivaksa) is discussed
throughout this section.

25 corr: vivaksitam.

236 The missing ligature is written on the inside margin.

7 corr: tasmad.

238 The correction suggested by the scribe is accepted here.

239 The correction suggested by the scribe is accepted here.

240 corp: tatparyam yatah. As is often the case, the ablative subjunction yatas is added at the end of
a statement of reason. This is clear from the missing application of sandhi with the following sentence.

241 corr: anvitavagate tv. The given reading does not correspond to the following kasmimscit, to
which it should belong. Therefore, the particle tu is assumed here.

242 corr: cadrstatvad. The given reading would provide no proper meaning: Why should the form
not be correct (a-yukta), if it is found in instances of many items?
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vikarenaiva prayogo yuktah |

[S] uttaram?¥3¢) anvaruhyavacanam idam?¥{ apurvasminn?¥ adhikarane( eka-

vacanam samavetartham iti gaunabhiprayena samavetarthatvasya varnitatvat( evam
ca bruvanasya ganibhyo 'nyo gano ’stity upadhyayasyabhiprayo laksyate. tasmad
anuhita- 349 syaikavacanantasya prayogahi bahusv apy ekasya ganarthasya
vidyamanatvat patnisabdavad ity anuhitaprayogamatrataya drstantah

[P] tatra hy ekavacanasya prayogasadhutvam. iha tv abhidhanasadhutvam eva. atra
bhasyakarenaikavacanantasya nivrttir ity uktam?6¢

[S] tadaksipati —247 nanv adrstasyapi bahusv ekasmims§ caikavacanantasya pra-
vrttir ity uktam. atra cadhikarane yad idam uktam. ekavacanantasyaikasminn
adarsanam iti tadvaidikaprayogabhiprayeneti mantavyam. samadhatte( anuhitabhi-
prayam drastavyam. anuhitapravrttim icchato raddhantinah pratipaksabhutam an-
uhitasyaikavacanantasya nivrttir iti¢

[P] tenatra dvayor apy uhitayoh pravrttir iti purvah paksah |

[S]  dvi{3s0vacanantasyaivohah(  ekavacanantasyavikarenaiva  pravrttir  iti

raddhantah

[14] artha.?

[S] atra samsargabhavan naikavacanantasya yatharthah prayoga upapadyate
yadi hy agnisomayoh samsrstayor devatatvam. tada 'tra syat. tada yathartham ekavaca-
nam tasya prayoga upapadyate. na catra samsrstanam devatatvam?¥°¢( atra bhasya

karenaikavannigadah kim avikarena pravarteta. nivarteteti?’® siddhantavacana-

243 corr: uttaram.

244 SBh at JS 9.3.40.

245 corr: purvasminn. The given reading of the manuscript continues without separating the previous
quotation from the following phrases. This, however, cannot be correct, as this quotation from the
preceding (purva) adhikarana is referred to.

6 corr: uktam.

247 1 do not follow the indication of the beginning of a new paragraph here in the manuscript, as the
preceding statement appears to be the introduction of the subsequent one.

248 1§ 9.3.43: arthantare vikarah syad devataprthaktvad ekabhisamavayat syat.

29 corr: devatatvam.

250 SBh at JS 9.3.43. In the original, uta is added between the two verbs, making the alternative
clear.
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vyaktitayaikavacanantasya nivrttir ukta.

[P] tasyartham avagantukamah prcchati. kim nivartata vacanto?>! mantrah¢

[S] uttaram?2¢) nivartate. devataparatvat tasya$ catrabhavat({ ekavacanantas tu
na prayujyate. bahutvadarsanad?? ekavacanantasya bahuvacanam uhyate | an-

uhitabhiprayenaiva purvavad atrapi nivrttir ukta u

iti dipasikhayam navamasya trtiyah padah 1

251
252
253

corr: ekavacananto. This clearly is a spelling mistake.

corr: uttaram.

corr: bahutvadarsanad. The given reading would mean that the singular ending is found in regard
to plurality. But in that case, there would be no justification for modifying it to the plural.
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[1.] sadvimsatih.?**

[S] paksacatustayam apy etat siddhéntabhﬁtasamasyavacanapratipaksatayo5—jpany—
astam.?® na pa(ra)sparapratipaksataya®>6¢ tatra bhavatu vamkripradhanyam¢ apa-
kraya?®” eva ganyantam Ii

[P] tathapi sadvimsatipadabhyasena tasam gananam astv iti kascin manyate. kascit tv
asyapadabhyasena( dvivacanabahuvacanohena kascit ¢ karanatvenaviniyogad
vamkriganaparatvam api nastiti manyate.?>® kascit sarve hy ete samasyavacanam na
yuktam iti manyante. tatra sadvimsatipadabhyaso 'syapadabhyasa$ ca pasoh pradhany-
apattyaiva(

[S] nirakrtam. paksadvaye ’py asmin pasoh pradhanyam apadyate. tac ca
na yuktam prakrtau vamkripradhanatvan matrarthasya¢ yadi paksadvaye 'py
etasmin pasupradhanyapattih. kimartham tarhi bhedenopanyasah¢

[P] asyapadabhyasasya viSesanatayapy upapattim manyatel sasthyantenasya-
padena pasupatinirdeSakena vamkraya eva viSesyante. tena tasam pra-
dhanyam upapadyata evety asya padabhyasavadi manyate. katham tarhi pasupra-
dhanyapattyasya ca paksasya nirakriya¢

[S] tatraha — anyatas tu pradhanyavagamad viSesanavagater nirakriya¢ sabdat

pradhanyavagateh karanantarena visesanantaravagatir vaktavya{ na ca $abdat pra-

254 7S 9.4.1: sadvimsatir abhyasena pasugane tatprakrtitvad gunasya pravibhaktvad avikare hi tasam
akartsnyenabhisambandho vikaranna samasah syad asamyogac ca sarvabhih.

255 T do not follow this punctuation in the translation, as I take the following negated instrumental
phrase to be included in the sentence as the counter-statement.

256 The suggestion of the scribe is followed here.

27 corr: vamkraya. 1 believe that the halanta in vamkripradhanyam and the anusvara got lost in
the copying process. As a conseqence the terms got read together, resulting in an impossible form. The
change from va to pa is a common phonetic and lexical shift.

258 T do not follow this punctuation in my translation, as I consider the following kascit to belong to
the present sentence. This assumption is based on the parallel construction in the previous sentences.



4.3. Ninth adhyaya, fourth pada

88

dhanyavagamad anyato visesanavagatir vaktavyety arthah | na ca karanantara- 354 |m
apy astity asya padabhyasanirakriya¢

[P] yatharthapaksas tu karanatvena?>® arthaprakasanakaranatvenaviniyogam man-
vanasya( lingad api karanaviniyogo nasti.

[S] tathapi lingad api viniyogo ’pi niyoga eveti(?% yatharthapaksanirakriya-
vacanohas tu sankhyapradhanyapatteh nirakrtah! tasmat samasyavacanam eveti

sthitam

[2.] asvasya.26!
[S] padapratisedhasankanirakaranartham idam adhikaranam.

[P] na catustrimsad iti bruyad?? iti srutya padamatram pratisidhyate. na

punar rt?63 laksanaprasangad iti

[S] purvapaksasankam nirakriyate.

[P] katham ity

[S] aha — padamatrasyaviniyogat tadvacanasyapraptatvat praptipurvaka-
tvac ca pratisedhasya( mantravacanasyapraptatvat mantrasyaivayam pratisedha iti
padapratisedho nirakrtah |

[P] tad idam aksipati. tad ayuktam iti manyante. irapade na giragireti bruyad?*

iti girapadamatrasya nivrttidarsanat¢

[S] samadhatte. atra vaisamyam abhidadhati. tatrerapadavidhanat stotrartho-
padanesu hrtpadesu girapadasya sthane( irapadaniyamat tasyaivopadanat(
tenaiva karyasya krtatvat({ girapadam nivartata iti yuktam.

[P] bhavatv evam. ka(ta)thapi?® kim ity

259 There should apply sandhi here.

260 A line has been crossed out here by the scribe, which appears at the beginning of the next
adhikarana.

261 7§ 9.4.17: asvasya catustrimsat tasya vacanad vaisesikam.

262 SBh at JS 9.4.18. The original source is untraced.

263 corr: rg. This clearly is a spelling mistake. The opposition between the purvapaksa and the
siddhanta is that the former takes the prohibition to apply to the word only, while the latter takes it
to apply to the complete verse (rk).

264 The quote is based on TaB 8.6.9-10, and refers to 9.1.17 (SBh at JS 9.1.45 - 49).

265 The reading suggested by the scribe is adopted here.
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[S] aha — na giragire?$ti pratisedhanuvada iti darsitam. dharmasyarthakrta-
tvad ity atra tenanuvadasya pramanantarasa- 356 vyapeksatvat padamatrasya nivrtti-
prapteh?” tadanu?3vado nayuktah. iha punah padantarasyavidhanam?5®¢

[P] katham avidhane¢

[S| evasabdasambandhad iti darsitam. evasabdasambandhaddhi yathapraptava-
gamyate. yathapraptasya ca vidhanam.

[P] athah kim nibandhana padamatravrttir anudyate.

[S] na catustrimsad iti pratisedha eva nanuvada iti.

[P] kim ato yady evam?%9¢)

[S] uttara?™¢ etad ato bhavati. na viniyogah({ padamatrasya prayuktir avasiya-
te. yathopadanatah( yathopadanat padamatrasya praptir avasiyate. tathaviniyoga-
tah?™" mantrasyaiva viniyogat praptyaveksas ca pratisedha iti¢ mantrasyaivayam prati-
sedha iti suktam. padantaravidhane 'pi¢ yadyapi padantara vidhiyate |357
tathapi catustrimsatpadakaryasya sadvimsatipadena kartum asakyatvan na catustrim-
satpadasya nivrttih prapta. ato nayam anuvadah?™ iti¢ mantrapratisedha
evayam padantaravidhane "pi kimuta pratisedhavidhane( tasmad vihitapratisiddhatvad

vaikalpiko mantra iti suktam 1

[3.] vanisthah.?™
[S] atra mantrarthavadharanam karyanugrahavasena darsayitum idam adhi-
karanam?™( yasmin mantrarthe svikriyamane ’gnisomiyapurvakaryanugrahah sa

mantrartha iti darayitum idam adhikaranam.

266 See preceding footnote.
267 corr: nivrttiprapter.
268 corr: padantarasyavidhanam.
269 corr: evam.
270 corr: uttaram. This clearly is a spelling mistake, as this represents the usual introduction of the
answer to the previous question.
2T corr: tathaviniyogato.
212 corr: anuvada.
273 corr: vanisthu. JS 9.4.22: vanisthusamnidhanad urukena vapabhidhanam.
214 corr: adhikaranam.
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[P] tatra purvapaksavadi mantrapadarthanvayavasena yo ’'rthah pratiyate.  tam
artham karyaupayikataya manvanah purvapaksayati |

[S] kah punar asau mantranvayavasena yo 'rtha ity

[P] aha — uru(ru)kasabdas?*® cayam ekam padam ulukartha iti yuktam.
padabhede hy arthantarakalpanaprasangat. lokaprasiddho vapalaksanortha uruka-
Sabdasyarthah kalpayitavyah sa cayuktah| atah padapratyabhijnanaivartho®” yukto
mantranam tasya ca tathabhutasya prayogaupayikatvakalpana yukta.

[S] na punah prayogopayikatvakalpana| evam prapte 'bhidhiyate. karyato ’rthanir-
nayo yuktah. niyogatah pramanyabhidhanat({ niyogapratipadakataya sarvasya
pramanyabhidhanat{ tadvasenaiva yo 'rtho ’vagamyate sa eva mantrartho yuktah¢
tata$ cet pramanyam na yogavasena?’’ cet pramanyam tannispattau drste 'rthe sam-
bhavati nadrstakalpana pramanam asti. vistirnavapa- 359 Jbhidhane ca drstarthah¢
ulukavacanatve tv adrstarthata. tasmat padabhedakalpanaiva jyayasi 1

[P] nanu prayajadivatvamantrasyaiva?™® kimity angata na bhavatity

[S] atraha — bhavarthebhyah kriyapratiyatel angapurvotpattidvarena hi pra-
yajadinam angatvam. na ca tatra dravyad apurvotpattih| tato na prayajadivad anga-
tvam?™¢ purvapaksadusanam aha — ulukasadr$apakse ca yadi tavad vanisthum
anudyaiva tan ma lavistaity?®" evarthah parigrhyate. tato vihitavanisthu-
lapanapratisedhad viruddho mantrarthah |

[P] atholukasadrséam manyamana?®! ma lavisteti?®? kalpyate. ulukasadrsabuddhir

vanisthol?®3 lapana-[360 kalena kartavyety eva mantrarthah kalpyate. tato drsta-

275 The correction suggested by the scribe is adopted here.

276 The given reading appears to be a compound phrase including the particle eva. Alternatively, one
could assume an incorrect reading, the correction being: padapratyabhijnana evartho.

27T corr: niyogavasena. The negative particle does not provide a proper meaning in the statement.
Furthermore, the directive (niyoga) was also referred to in the same context in the preceding sentence.

218 corr: prayajadivattvamantrasyaiva. The meaning I gather from this compound phrase is the
following: The mantra has a character (-tva) of being comparable (-vat) to the fore-sacrifices and
others (prayajadi). Based on this understanding, the ligature is not written correctly.

219 corr: angatvam.

280 corr: ravistety. TB 3.6.6.3-4; MS 4.13.4. The common exchange of ra and la need not be
mentioned. However, the sandhi between ravista and it clearly is incorrect.

2L corr: manyamano. The feminine singular does not fit into the structure of the sentence. The only
possible reading is the masculine singular of the nominative.

282 corr: ravisteti.

283 corr: vanisthor.
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kalpana.

S| na hi tadbuddhipratise®!dhasya drsto ’rthah | asakyarthata ca( ausadha-
pane Sakhamrgasmaranapratisedhavad ulukasadrsabuddhir vanisthau na
kartavyety evam artham anusandadhata eva tadbuddheh¢ tasmad urukam vistirnam
vapam manyamana vapabuddhy avacalavane vanisthum?®4¢ ma ravistety asamkirna-
lavanaya mantrartha asrayaniyam

[P] nanv asmin pakse padabhedevi(pi)varnalopadikalpana?®> paradyadhika¢

[S] pariharati karyato 'rthavagame varnalopadiparikalpanatmako ’yam doso na
bhavati. yata eva ca karyavasenaivamvidhaparikalpana. ata eva bhaga-
vanto nairukta varnavagamad vyacaksate vaiyyakaranas ca varnova(pa)jana-

nanusasanam?286 |

[4.] prasasa.?87

[S] karyata eva purvapaksottarapaksopanyasah | purvapaksa uttarapakse ca karyavaya-
vasya tulyatvat¢

[P] tatra purvapaksam aha — bahuprasamsabhimano drstarthata prapnotiti¢
bhinnavibhaktika evayam nirde$o yuktahi bahusabdena ca?®® dvitiyadvivacanam.
prasamsasabde ca trtiyaikavacanam iti varnana yukta. anena prasamsa bahu kartavyau
utkartavyav ity arthah. kartitavyav iti noyoktam?®. anityatvad idagamasya¢

[S] kasmad ayam mantrartha ity

284
285

corr: vanisthum.
corr: padabhede ’pi varnalopadikalpana. The correction suggested by the scribe does not include
the necessary avagraha.

286 The correction suggested by the scribe is adopted here.

287 ]S 9.4.23: prasasasyabhidhanam.

288 corr: bahusabde ca. Neither the instrumental ending nor the negative particle would provide a
proper meaning in the given sentence. Rather, parallel to the construction in the subsequent sentence,
it should be the locative singular with ca.

289 corr: nayuktam. 1 read this as an additional statement to the previous instruction how the
sentence is to be correctly read. this addition is expressed by a double negation.
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[P] atraha — drstarthopapatteh. sa sadha-362noddharanaprakasanat sasasabdanni-
karsat?? tasya casipratipadakatvad asmad api Sabdad asyarthavagamat?®! prasasa
asinety arthah 1

[S] nanu svadhitividhanad aser uddharanasadhanatvabhavad asyartho nopa-
padyate(

[P] pariharati. svadhitina saha mantravarnikasyases tulyakaryatve ’pi vaikalpi-
katvat( pakse sarasabhavad upapadyata evasyarthah??¢ drstarthas ca bhavati.
utkartanasadhanatvat 1

[S] nanu svadhitir eva gaunya vrtya prasasasabdenocyatam??3¢)

[P] tatraha — na paroksavrttih({ param mantravarnad vikalpo mantrarthasya¢ bahu-
prasamsapakse ca dosam aha — prasSastyam punar ucyamanam adrstartham
acoditam ca stutibhagitaya devatatvam bahvor utpadayati( tasmad ati
neti?** mantrarthah |

[S] evam prapte ’bhidhiyate. bahu$abdena samanadhikaranye sambhavatiti
bhinnavibhaktinirdeso na yuktah¢ avayaviprakarsat??® samanadhikaranye sanni-
krsto'nvayah¢ vaiyyadhikaranye viprakrsto 'nvayah¢{ na ca bahvoh prasastyam ucya-
manam adrstartham kartsnyenoddharanavagatih?? tato 'vasiyate 1297 yatah(

[P] katham punah prasamsatah kartsnyenoddharanam avasiyate.

290 corpr: Sasasabdasannikarsat. The scribe seems to have suggested the correction, but has crossed it

out again. There are two more additions above the line, which have also been crossed out and are not
properly readable.

21 corr: asyarthavagamat. Rather than having two forms of the pronoun adas in one sentence
referring to different items, I prefer to read the term asi, "sword", here, which also appears in the same
compound phrase asyartha again in the subsequent sentence.

292 The doubt of the scribe regarding this reading is not justified, as again we have the compound
phrase of asi and artha.

293 corr: prasasasabdenocyatam.

294 corr: asineti. This clearly is a spelling mistake. The purvapaksin argues that the meaning of the
form prasasa in the mantra means "by means of a sword" (asina).

295 corr: anvayaviprakarsat. This is a spelling mistake, as is clear by the repeated use of the term
anvaya in the subsequent gloss.

296 corr: kartsnyenoddharanavagatis.

297 T do not follow this punctuation in my translation, as I read the subsequent yatah as belonging to
the present statement.
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[S] uttaram??®( kartsnyena hi prasastabhidhanam karyakaratvat{ yo ’bhy-
akrtsnah nasau karyakarah¢ yas ca karyakaro?® na sa prasastah | atah karyakarataya
prasastabhidhanam apy angasya ca karyakarateti kartsnyam ava-{364 siyate. yau
prasastau bahu tav uddhakaranakaryakarau30¢ apy angau ca prasastau karyakarau ca¢

tasmad apy angav uddharatety uktam bhavati. tad idam uktam. na ca prasastau3’!(

tabhyam hi pasur gacchanti?"?. avanamayya samikarireva3®® bhaksayati¢

[P] kim anena bhasyakara ahety

[S] atraha — karyatah %prééastyam upadarsayan nu vaikalpyaparatam man-
trasya darsayati —3% evam ca prasamsasabdasya3’ svadhitau paroksavrttih
kalpita na bhavisyati' napi svadhitina sahanyayyo vikalpo ’ngikrto bhavati.
[P] katham punar anyayyatvam svadhiteh¢

[S] saksad eva vidhanad asasve3°® sabdabalena kalpitatvat I

[5.] $yenakah.307
[P] punar urukam ity a-[365nena visesah.
[Preliminary objection agains the purvapaksa| sadréye hy adrstarthatodikaiva3®®

tatrapi¢ ulukasadr§ye adrstarthateti3"® tatroktam eva.  tadvad ihapi Syenadi-

298
299

corr: uttaram.
corr: cakaryakaro. A negation is missing in this part of the relative clause, as otherwise the
preceding statement would be contradicted.

300 corr: uddharanakaryakarau. As in previous instances the taking out (uddharana) of the arms is
meant here.

301 corr: na ca na prasastau. This is the beginning of a longer quotation from the SBh at JS 9.4.24,
which is partly incomplete and incorrect. All corrections are based on the reading in the SBh.

302 corr: gacchati.

303 corr: avanamya Samikariram. There is an alternative reading: Samikarire.

304 T am not sure why this punctuation is given — as if another quotation were started here. However,
I take it to indicate the continuation of the quotation.

305 corr: prasasasabdasya. The word being discussed is prasasa appearing in the mantra.

306 The given reading is clearly incorrect. I am, however, at a loss regarding an emendation.

307 corr: Syenaka. JS  9.4.24: Syenasalakasyapakavasasrekaparnesv  akrtivacanam
prasiddhasamnidhanat.

308 corr: adrstarthatoditaiva. The correction is corroborated by the same construction being repeated
in the following lines. I do not follow the punctuation indicated here, as the subsequent tatrapi appears
to belong to the present sentence.

309 corr: “drstarthateti. The scribe — or the manuscript at his disposal — represents this and subsequent
readings rather inconsistently. As the whole passage refers to adhikarana 9.4.3, and the claim that the
mentioning of similarity would have no visible object, I read all inconsistent passages in light of this
reference.
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sadrsyo drstarthatvam?!9. atah punaruktam adadhikaranam3'!¢

[P] pariharatii satyam sadr$yo drstarthatodita®?¢ iha kr (tu)3!® Syenabhi-
dhanam eva sadrs§yam antarena nopapadyate. yatha tatra padabhedavistirna-
vapabhidhanam?!* iti manvanasya purvah paksah 1

raddhantas tu — krtsnoddharane ’pi tadakaradar$anabhidhanopapatteh3!®

nadrstakalpana pramanam asti. §yenam asya paksah?'® krnutad ity asyayam

arthatarapaksam3!'” krnuta. yatha $yenasadréam bhavati. kartsnyoddharane ca
Syenasadrsata bhavatity anaya bhangya kartsnyenoddharanam evopadiSyata iti¢

tasmat kartsnyoddharanartho mantra iti suktam u

310
311
312
313
314

corr: Syenadisadrsye ‘drstarthatvam.

corr: punaruktam idam adhikaranam.

corr: sadrsye ’drstarthatodita.

corr: tu. The correction suggested by the scribe is adopted here.

corr: padabhedad vistirnavapabhidhanam. In adhikarana 9.4.3, which is referred to here, the
meaning of the term uruka, "large piece of fat", was correctly determined on the basis of reading the term
as a compound phrase consisting of uru ("large") and ka(sa) ("marrow"). This correct understanding
is based on splitting (bheda) the compound phrase into its componend parts. The ablative ending
therefore seems to be plausible here.

315 corr: tadakaradarsanabhidhanopapatter.

316 corr: vaksah. See TB 3.6.6.2, and MS 4.13.4. Even though the exchange of va and pa is common,
it changes the meaning considerably in the present instance — paksa denoting the flank or wing of an
animal, vaksas denoting the chest.

31T corr: asyarthah{) tathavaksah. The given reading does not provide any meaning. As a gloss on the
statement found in the mantra is presented, I assume the common introduction used by Salikanatha
to be meant here. Furthermore, there seems to be a correlative construction to be intended, as is clear
from the subsequent sentence beginning with yatha.



5 Translation

5.1 Ninth adhyaya, first pada

[11.] arthabhi.

[P] Objection: As Savitr and the other |deities|! are directly denoted by sruti, how
then [can| the direct denotation, [based on| them being deities (devatvena), be doubted
through [them]| indicating [something else| (laksana)??

[S| Here he states: It has been established here in the adhikarana [whose first
sutra reads] phaladevatayos$ ca?®, that direct denotation belongs to the

mantras through [their] connection to the darsa- and purnamasa. The fol-
lowing is now considered: Are also these [deities mentioned in the mantra]
directly denoted through [their] connection to the darsa- and purnamasa,
just as [it is the case with] Agni and the others? Or are they syntactically

connected (anvaya?) in regard to the object [of mantras|, which is praising

! The reference, here, is to the nirvapamantra (TS 1.1.4.2), laid down in the context of the darsa-
and purnamasa. It reads: devasya tva savituh prasave ‘Svinor bahubhyam pusno hastabhyam agnaye
justam nirvapami. The main deity, also mentioned in the mantra, is Agni. The other deities besides
Savitr are the two Asvins and Pusan.

2 As the mantra contains the terms for the three above mentioned deities, the question in this
adhikarana is whether these terms are also applicable in an ectype where the deities differ. Underlying
this question is another one: Do these terms denote the deities directly — in which case they will have
to be part of the darsa- and purnamasa at which the mantra is employed? Or are they indirectly
denotative of something else, which is part of the sacrifice? By claiming the mantra as $ruti here, the
purvapaksin insists on the terms being directly denotative of the deities. In consequence they have to
be deities of the darsa- and purnamasa.

3 This is JS 9.1.4, representing the purvapaksa. In the preceding adhikarana it had been established
for certain details that they are all prompted by the apurva. Against this conclusion, the opponent
there claims, that also the deity and the fruit of a sacrifice can prompt certain details. In the examples,
these are heaven (svarga) and Agni, the fruit and the deity at the darsa- and purnamasa. Both are
mentioned in mantras accompanying the sacrifice, so they are assumed by the purvapaksin to be the
prompter for the mantras. But in fact, the terms there do not refer to "heaven" and "Agni", but to
"the fruit" and "the deity of the darsa- and purnamasa". As a consequence, they are prompted by
the apurva of that sacrifice. It is this connection of the terms to the sacrifice, which is referred to
here again. This is further discussed in the following adhikarana where the main deity of the sacrifice,
Agni, is expressed in the same nirvapamantra. As in that case the term denotes the deity enjoined for
the sacrifice, the term will have to be changed in the ectype, where the deity is different (Surya, for
example, in the case of the ectypal saurya).

4 Wicher shows that anvaya refers to the concrete syntactical connection at work in a sentence. She
defines the meaning of the term in Salikanatha’s system with the following words: "(...) das konkrete,
flir jeden einzelnen Satz spezifische Zusammenwirken einer begrenzten, definierten Gruppe von Worten

95
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(stuti) the act of offering?®

[P] There, the propounder of the purvapaksa ponders over [the following issues|: The
fact that the meaning of the whole mantra is inherent [in its words] (samaveta)
has been obtained. Thus, there is no occasion for assuming something un-
seen. In the case that a meaning would be directly denoted which is not inherent,
the words savitr and the others would have an unseen object.® But in the case that a
meaning would be directly denoted which is inherent, they would have a seen object.”
[S] There, the propounder of the purvapaksa also relies on [them| indicating [something
else| (laksana) in order to obtain a seen object, and considers it to be correct that a
meaning [of the mantra] is directly denoted, indeed, which is inherent.®

[P]? Objection: [S] In case that the [sacrificial] act has Agni and others as |its]
deities, how do words such as savitr and the others have a seen object through
them being directly denoted as [those| deities? [P| Thus expressing the doubt,
[Pk| states by way of summary: Therefore, either the direct denotation of
Agni has to be optional'?, or another deity has to be assumed. The meaning of
this is: As it has been established that an object is directly denoted which is inherent,
somehow or the other — either by secondary or indirect application, or by assuming

a different expressive force (Sakti)!' — Agni, being inherent indeed, has to be directly

bzw. durch sie vermittelten Inhalten, nicht etwa eine allgemeine Fahigkeit der Worte in Verbindung
aufzutreten." (WICHER 1986: 19)

® In order to express the general purpose of the mantra, i.e. praising the act of offering, the terms
need not be directly denotative.

6 This would be the case, if the terms were taken to denote neither the deities with these names
nor Agni, the main deity of the sacrifice.

" I.e. the words would refer to the deities they denote.

8 Even though the standpoint of the purvapaksin is expressed here, I take the statement to be that
of the siddhantin. It shows the logical inconsistency involved in the purvapaksin’s argumentation: He
argues that only the direct denotation of the words under consideration yields a visible object, but in
fact — according to the siddhantin — taking the terms as denoting Agni also involves indication (laksana).

9 The first sentence of this part is a doubt from the siddhantin to which the purvapaksin replies.

10 This point is explained in detail below. The different terms denoting deities could be taken as all
referring to the main deity, Agni. As such, the terms would indicate distinct statements, each of which
would be an alternative to the final statement agnaye justam nirvapami. The other solution, given in
the second half of the present sentence, would be to take each term as denoting the specific deity. This,
in consequence, would mean that each deity has to be offered to during the darsa- and purnamasa. See
SBh at JS 9.1.36 for the full elaboration of this point.

1 1t is a fact for the purvapaksin that the terms under consideration have to denote Agni and other
deities laid down for the darsa- and purnamasa. How this meaning is arrived at he leaves open: Either
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denoted of the words savitr and the others. And there must be an option between them?!?
by the fact that there is [only one| karya.'3 Or, if by rule (nyaye), indeed, the deities,
Savitr and the others, have to be assumed as expressed by the words in the mantra,
there has to be an option between them, also.!*

Objection: The fact that [these words form| one single sentence, which is
being understood by directly hearing ($ruti) the case endings'’, is dismissed
(xxx)6. The meaning of this is: He makes the offering [using| all [words|'", savitr and
the others. They are not obtained on the basis of them forming one single sentence by
force of the case endings being directly heard.

[S| Hence, how can [the words| directly denote the deities?

[P] There can be an option only in case the deities are directly denoted.
And in case there is an option, a split in the sentence occurs without any
reason, thus he resolves. Since subordination (viniyoga) has the karya as its

object, the subordination in accordance to the karya is correct.'® Subordination

this denotation already belongs to those terms as a secondary function, or through the context this
expressive force has to be assumed of them.

12 T.e. the words sawvitr, etc.

13 The mantra refers to only one sacrificial act, so only one statement in the mantra should express
that.

14 As will be explained in more detail below, the distinct terms expressing the deities are taken by
the purvapaksin as indicators for splitting the mantra into separate statements for each deity. This
procedure is applied to either interpretation of the terms — if they denote Agni and the other deities of
the sacrifice, or if they denote "new" deities, Savitr etc., thus laying down offerings to them.

15 The term $ruti, here, does not refer to the Vedic revelation, but in combination with the
term wibhakti it refers to the direct expressiveness of a word through its case ending. This applies
specifically in the context of subordination (viniyoga) of ritual elements to one another, which is ad-
duced by Salikanatha in the following argumentation. Yoshimizu writes: "Wenn aber insbesondere
von dem Zusammenhang zwischen einem Untergeordneten und dessen Ubergeordnetem die Rede ist,
wird mit dem Terminus "$ruti" die Kasusendung (vibhakti) bezeichnet, die in der Vorschrift einem
Nominalstamm (pratipadika) hinzugefiigt ist und einen Handlungsfaktor (karaka) direkt ausdriickt."
(YosHmizu 1997: 112)

16 ekavakyatavagamyamanamu x ai x votsrjyate. 1 take ekavakyata as the subject, qualified by
avagamyamana. 1 am, however, at a loss how to emendate the missing part.

17T am not sure why Salikanatha uses the neuter plural here.

18 Subordination (viniyoga) is defined by Yoshimizu as the function of the six criteria — direct
expression ($ruti), indication (lirga), syntactical connection (vakya), context (prakarana), sequence
(krama), etymology of the name (samakhya), according to which parts of sentences, but also whole
statements, are hierarchically ordered in regard to one another. The textual hierarchy reflects the
order of ritual elements expressed by their textual equivalent. Subordination, thus, structures the ritual
whole into relationary primary (mukhya, pradhana) and secondary elements (Sesa, guna, anga). See
YOsHIMIZU 1997: 109-130; also CLOONEY 1990: 98-100; PATTON 2005: chapter 3.
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is the internal syntactical connection (antaranvaya) between wordmeanings. It has the
karya as its object. And if it has the karya as its object, then it must be explained

in accordance with that. Just as in such [statements]| as: with the remains

from the fore-sacrifice (prayaja).'® As the fact that the sprinkling has the object of

disposing of the substance [ghee, still sticking to the juhu from the fore-sacrifices|, has
been ascertained, indeed, the subordination is explained [in the form| that he pours the
remains from the fore-sacrifice into the oblations. In the same way also here, since it
has been determined that words such as savitr and the others directly denote deities in
regard to the karya, the subordination has to be explained as optional in analogy to that
[direct denotation of several deities|. Thus, a split in the sentence is correct, indeed.?°
[S] As it is not obtained as such, it is explained: The fact that [the statement in the
mantra represents| a single sentence cannot be denied here.

[P] Why?

[S] To this he states: Indeed, another subordination, by which there would be
a split in the sentence, even in the case that [the words] require each other
(akarnksa?'), is not distinct for [words such as| savitr and the others.?? If,
indeed, a split in the karya would be understood by force of the subordination of [the

words| savitr and the others, then there would be a split in the sentence, even if the

19 See SBh at JS 4.1.33-39, where the statement prayajasesena havemsy abhigharayati is said to
enjoin the disposal of the remainder into the oblation, not the preparation of the oblation by way
of sprinkling. This interpretation is said by the siddhantin to be based on taking the instrumental
(prayajasesena) as an accusative, and the accusative (havimsi) as a locative. For Salikanatha this
interpretation of the cases is based on the karya expressed by the statement. The fore-sacrifices are
laid down for the darsa- and purnamasa in TS 2.6.1.1-3.

20 With this the purvapaksin justifies to take each deity separately to be construed with the final
phrase justam nirvapami of the mantra.

21 The term akarksa represents an essential precondition for understanding a sentence. It is "the
mutual relation of expectancy of words and their meanings in a sentence" (OBERHAMMER 1984: 82,
my translation.). Words in a sentence cannot convey their proper meaning without being related to the
other words in the sentence, and this mutual requirement among the words is also felt in the perceiver
of a statement. Pandeya ultimately ascribes akarksa to the perceiver, and sakariksa to the word or the
meaning, which is lacking its proper use in a sentence (PANDEYA 1963: 158). See also WICHER 1987:
20-22.

22 T do not follow the punctuation of the manuscript here, which concludes the sentence with prthag
asti. In the gloss of this statement by Salikanatha, the sentence is almost verbally repeated at the end
of this paragraph, including savitradipadanam.



5.1. Ninth adhyaya, first pada

99

words would mutually require each other, as [in the mantra| syonam te.?> And here,
another subordination is not distinct for the words savitr and the others.

[P] Objection: It has been stated that assuming a seen [object] follows in case that [they
represent| a single sentence. |This| is the cause for another subordination.

[S] The answer is: This is not the cause. Since, even in the case that praise is the
object, the syntactical connection between the words provides a seen object, the praise,
also, has a seen object, indeed. This has been stated. In the adhikarana dealing with
arthavada®*, the object of the case endings has been explained in accordance with the
karya in regard to such cases as [the mantra beginning with| "the remains from the
fore-sacrifices (prayaja)", since [otherwise the meaning] would be in contradiction to the
karya. Here, again, as there is an analogy to the karya, assuming a different
karya is not based on any proper means of knowledge.?> He makes the offering
[with the mantra| devasya tva?s. Thus, even if the assumption that the object of the
case endings is different is in accordance to that karya, which is defined as the act
of offering, [the other karya] is not [based on| a proper means of knowledge. But [for]
the case of the remains from the fore-sacrifices etc. in the fourth [adhyayal it has been
shown that there is a split in the subordination®?, since [otherwise| there would be a
contradiction to the karya, defined as the disposing of the remains from the [already]
concluded fore-sacrifices. As it has been established in regard to the assumption for both

causes (nimitta)?® that praise is the object, the sacrificer is expressed by the word savitr.

23 This is the beginning of a mantra (MSS 1.2.6.19-22) recited at the darsa- and purnamasa, before
the oblation-cake is baked in a pan with ghee. In SBh at JS 3.3.14, where the hierarchy in the means
to determine subordination is discussed, this mantra serves as the example. It is arrived at that by
indirect indication, which is stronger here than syntactical connection, the mantra consists of two
statements, each of which should be recited along the corresponding act. This reasoning is transferred
to the present case, i.e. even though the mutual requiring of the terms suggests that they form a single
sentence, through subordination the sentence would be split.

24 See SBh at JS 1.2.1-18. The adhikarana establishes arthavadas to have a seen object in praising
or commending certain aspects of the sacrifice. They are, thus, to be considered as "one sentence"
(ekavakya) together with the injunction.

25 The analogy will be explained by the siddhantin subsequently: The terms do not denote deities
which do not figure in the karya, but the sacrificer.

26 Te. the nirvapamantra (TS 1.1.4.2). See first footnote of this adhikarana.

2T As explained above, the case endings were taken to express the meaning of other cases in that
instance, thereby subordinating the meanings within the sentence differently as directly expressed.

28 I believe this to refer to the two options the purvapaksin had suggested, i.e. that either the terms
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I make the offering in view of his prasawva, i.e. permission.?® (...)30 As thus the causes

are beyond the sacrificer in such a form, the doubt concerning modification, which arises
in regard to a sacrificial act involving two or more sacrificers®!, that [doubt| has the
direct denotation of the connected [meaning| as its object.3? The connected |meaning],
namely [that it is| the sacrificer, is based on the direct denotation of prasave.

[P] If the connected [meaning|, namely [that it is| the sacrificer, is expressed [in the term]|
prasave, then modification of the number is correct in case of two sacrificers and in case
of many sacrificers.

[S| But in case that it has an object beyond itself (pararthya)33, there is no
modification, since it is obtained by the fact that it is only the con-
nected [meaning], thus the object [of discussion in the present adhikaranal. Here the
connected [meaning|, namely [that it is| the sacrificer, is not shown to have prasava as
its own object, since it is not to be employed by the adhvaryu. But the mentioning of
that [prasava| has an object beyond itself by the fact that its object is specifying the act
of offering. And as it has an object beyond itself, there is no modification containing

the word "sacrificer", this has been stated in the commentary.34

directly denote the deities, which are there at the sacrifice, or that they all denote Agni, the primary
deity. Against these two causes for taking the terms to denote deities, the siddhantin takes the terms
to be subject to the overall object of the mantra, which is praising the act of offering.

29 This and the following sentence remain cryptic to me. This may be due to uncertain readings,
indicated by the scribe, giving room for also doubting other parts of the sentences. I assume that this
part glosses the discussion at the end of the SBh at JS 9.1.36, specifically the answer of the siddhantin
against his opponent’s assumption that there has to be modification in the case of several sacrificers. The
siddhantin differentiates between two possible meanings of the mantra in the ectype: The permitting
(anugnapana) of the priests to be the sacrificers at the sattra, or the worshipping (josana) of them. The
second is correct. The first statement here seems to represent the first interpretation, so the second
sentence may refer to the alternative. However, I am unable to give a proper translation of the second
sentence and therefore leave it untranslated.

30 yadi va savitur evadityasya prasamtvapa upadaye nirvapamity ...

31 The example alluded to here, and stated in SBh at JS 9.1.36, is the sattra, were several priests
have been appointed as the sacrificers.

32 The term sambandhin appearing here seems to refer to the second level of meaning: The terms in
the mantra do not directly denote the deities, but refer to the sacrificer. But because they appear in
a mantra, their reference to the sacrificer is not direct, but serves the ultimate purpose of the mantra,
which is praising the act of offering.

33 The term refers to the sacrificer, but its object is to praise the act of offering.

34 This is not a direct quotation from SBh, even though the formulation by Salikanatha here seems
to suggest this.
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[12.] guna.

[P] He states the purvapaksa by deriving it from the previous adhikarana:3® If savitr
and the other [words]?¢ have the act of offering as their object as such, then
the word agni also is a quality of the act of offering, indeed. [That] has to
be assumed.

[S] Objection: Since Agni is the object of the act of offering, [the word] agni
cannot be understood by the fact of it [denoting] a quality.3” This act of offering,
indeed, has Agni as its object. Hence, the direct denotation of Agni, who is an element
of the primary aspect®®, does not have an object beyond itself. Thus, [the word| agni
cannot be understood by the fact of it [denoting| a quality.

[P] But indeed, this fact that Agni is the object of the act of offering is
not understood. This is the [correct] opinion. Although in reality Agni is the object
of the act of offering, nevertheless on the basis of the present sentence from the mantra
the fact is not understood that Agni is the object of the act of offering.

[S] Why?

[P] The answer is: Since the word "enjoyed" (justa), [contained in the final part of
the nirvapamantra| is handed down by $ruti ($ravanat). This, indeed, he explains:

[The term] justam provides understanding of something that has [already]

35 The example remains the statement found in the nirvapamantra (TS 1.1.4.2), which formed the
subject matter of the preceding adhikarana. Now, the concluding part of the statement is considered:
agnaye justam nirvapami. The purvapaksin adopts the conclusion of the siddhantin from the previous
adhikarana for the present topic. He thereby applies a basic method of the Purvamimamsa, namely
to decide uncertain points not only according to logical deduction in the strict sense, but "to discern
what is similar and what is different, and to authorize action on that basis" (CLOONEY 1990: 61).
Patton shows that all six pramanas accepted by Purvamimamsa are based on metonymy, which she
terms "associative thought" (PATTON 2005: 64ff). The association is not based on "de facto proximities
and likenesses", but mainly on perceptual, partial similarities (Ibid.: 47f). Further, it is related to the
practical aspects of ritual.

36 The terms savitr, asvin, and pusan appearing in the mantra were discussed in the preceding
adhikarana, and it was said that they do not denote the deities, but indirectly the sacrificer (and his
wife) by associating him with certain qualities. This viewpoint is now transferred by the purvapaksin
to the other term apparently denoting a deity in the mantra, namely agni.

37 The deity Agni is the main deity of the darsa- and purnamasa, to which the act of offering is
directed. Therefore, according to the siddhantin, the term appearing in the mantra cannot denote a
quality of the sacrificer — as was the case with the other terms, but directly denotes the main deity.
The consequence of this is that the term has to be changed in an ectype in which the main deity is not
Agni.

38 The primary aspect (pradhana) is the act of offering.
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happened.?®

[S] Nevertheless what?

[P] To this he states: And this act of offering is handed down by $ruti by being
characterised as something that will happen.?® The meaning of this is: And those
rice grains [out of which the oblation has been prepared|, which have been handed down
by $ruti as the act of offering by being characterised as something that will happen, will
be enjoyed |[by the deity, Agni,| at the time the act of offering takes place. Hence, since
the act of offering would precede [the enjoyment]|, the syntactical connection — through
the fact that praise is its object — would arise on account of that [expression|, with which
the rice grains [already| would have been enjoyed.*!

[Thus the| objection: Even if it is within the limit of praise, how can there appear the

statement what has been enjoyed by Agni (agnaye justam)? Since it is a fact

that it has not been enjoyed on account of a preceding act of offering?4?

[S] Here he states: But since it is not incorrect — as [the mantra| serves the
purpose of something else — that the word [justa] has another object beyond
itself. The meaning of this is: As praise is the object |of the mantra|, the word justa has
another object beyond itself, even if [that other object| would [in fact] not be enjoyed.
The fact that there is the present tense is not incorrect. Secondary application also

[applies| in regard to a dependent term (alamba), this is the rule for words,

39 According to the purvapaksin, the past participle refers to an action that has already been com-
pleted. But the ritual reality is that during the recitation of the nirvapamantra the offering is performed,
through which the oblation only becomes enjoyed (justa) by the deity.

40 The main act of offering, being the primary aspect (pradhana), ultimately is the new, unprece-
dented (apurva) knowledge conveyed by the injunction. It is "what is to be done" (karya), not something
that has already been established. This is the characteristic which differentiates the injunction from
mantras and arthavadas, which do not have this aspect. The purvapaksin mentions this fact in order
to contrast it with the use of the past participle in the term justam, according to him referring to
something past/established, although it points to the act of offering, which is unprecedented (apurva).

41 The purvapaksin emphasizes the internal contradiction: The syntactical connection of the term is
with the act of offering, during which the offering is enjoyed by the deity, Agni. But what the expression
denotes is an act of offering which has already taken place, as it has been enjoyed already. This is more
explicitly discussed in the following.

42 The purvapaksin objects that also in the case of praise being the purpose of the statement, it
cannot express something that is not somehow related to the ritual reality. In this ritual reality it is a
fact that the oblation has not been enjoyed by the deity Agni at the time the mantra is recited.
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indeed — thus, the meaning.*3

[P] But when it is not the case that praise is the object, then the object of the word is its
primary [meaning|. Thus, as it has not been enjoyed |at the time the mantra is recited|,
the term justa cannot occur. Therefore, this mantra contains the suffix of the
past participle, directly denoting the [concluded]| act of offering, indeed — this
the propounder of the purvapaksa considers.

[S] But the siddhanta [is represented as follows|: Just as the object of the mantra
has to be explained as "it is enjoyable*!, [and]| the act of offering has that
[enjoying] as its object", in the same way again the object of the mantra must

not be explained [in the form that the phrase| "I place as an offering justam"

means "I place as an offering to Agni what has been enjoyed [by him] on

account of a previous act of offering". But in fact, the enjoying is praised [in the

sense that| "just as it is something that will be enjoyable for Agni, I place it as

an offering for that object". Hence, the suffix for the past participle is possible
also in [place of| the future tense, thus the opinion.

[P] Again, what is the reason here for explaining the past participle by violating the fact
that it |actually expresses| the past tense?

[S| The answer is: Because of the fourth case [in the term agnaye], and since
Agni has been handed down by $ruti (Sravana) by way of him being the
deity.* The meaning of this is: Meanwhile, the fourth case is handed down by §ruti as
pointing beyond the word agni.*® Therefore, it is understood that the enjoyment has its

object [directed| towards Agni. And this is not impossible, since Agni has been handed

43 The term justa depends on another term not explicitly mentioned in the mantra — most likely
havis.

4 As will be clarified in the following explanation of this statement, the past participle does not
have to express the aspect of precedence or past tense. According to the siddhantin, one has to connect
it to the main statement of the mantra, which clearly refers to and thus praises the act of offering.
Therefore, the act cannot have taken place, and the oblation cannot have been enjoyed by Agni. The
past participle depends on the act of offering, which is in the future, and could as such be rendered
with "what will have been enjoyed", i.e. when the offering has taken place.

45 Agni is enjoined as the main deity of the offering at the darsa- and purnamasa — this is the
difference to the argumentation in the preceding adhikarana, where the terms did not denote deities
laid down for the sacrifice.

46 The following sentence explains this: The fourth case connects it with the enjoyment, to which
Agni is the object.
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down by $ruti by way of him being the deity. Therefore, it cannot be denied that that
[term agni| is the object. He urges this to be accepted.

[P] And a [further| objection: Just as it is correct to deny that the fourth case has that
object, in the same way it is not correct to deny also that the suffix of the past participle
has the object |of expressing| the past tense.*”

[S] He resolves: It is correct to deny that the suffix of the past participle has
the object [of expressing| the past tense.

[P] For which reason?

[S] To this he states: Since [the past tense] would contradict the fact that
Agni is the object, [even if] that were incorrect for the act of offering.*® The
fact that the act of offering has Agni as the object — even if that were incorrect — would
be contradicted in case that the connection to Agni were based on a preceding act of
offering indeed, honouring the fact that the suffix of the past participle only has the past
tense as its object. The act of offering should have Agni as the object, [as such| bringing
about the connection between the rice grains under consideration (nirupyamananam)
and Agni.*® But the procuring of the connection of the act of offering with that [de-
ity, Agni,| is not preceding, as a connection with Agni of those [rice grains| which are
enjoyable for Agni is obtained [through the act of offering] — thus the fact that the act
of offering has Agni as its object would be contradicted. Hence, as either of the two
[alternatives, namely that the term| has that [connection] as its object or that it has
the past tense as its object, are to be excluded, it is correct to understand Agni as the

primary aspect by the act of offering having a seen object.?° [It is| again not [correct to

4T The purvapaksin returns to his view, already rejected by the siddhantin, that the past participle
can only express the past tense. In analogy to that point he here also takes the opposite view, namely
that the fourth case cannot express Agni as the object of enjoying the oblation.

48 In his gloss on this statement made by Prabhakara, Salikanatha expresses the same content with
a concessive construction, api sati. Therefore this meaning can be assumed for the present construction
as well. What this means is, that in any case there would be a contradiction involved in taking the
past participle in justa as denoting the past. This contradiction would also be there, if one would not
subscribe to the claim of the siddhantin that Agni is the object of the offering and as such also of the
enjoyment expressed by justa. This had been argued by the purvapaksin before.

49 If the act of offering would in no way be connected to the deity, Agni, to which the offering is
dedicated, the oblation would remain unrelated to the deity.

50 The sentence in its construction in the manuscript continues. But it cannot be rendered with one
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understand Agni| as a subordinate aspect in regard to the past participle. The act of
offering procures Agni as the object, and thus has a seen object. Otherwise
it would have an unseen object. In analogy to that Agni is correctly understood as
the primary aspect, indeed, in regard to the [subsequent| enjoyment, not again as
a subordinate aspect in regard to the enjoyment that has |already| happened. Therefore
[the suffix| -kta has to be explained in regard to praise. The future tense, indeed, |applies

in regard| to the enjoyment. In the case of an expectation / a wish (asamsa) it

can be treated as if in the past tense.’! According to this sutra this suffix -kta

[applies| — thus it has to be explained, or -kta has to be explained as having
the present tense as its object. Just as, indeed, it is a fact that the rice grains are
being determined for Agni, as such it is a fact that there is enjoyment of them for him.
Thus the suffix -kta has to be explained in accordance to the performance (anusthana),

as its object is the present tense.

Option.5?

[P] This word "paddy" (dhanya) is expressive of a different object than the
rice grains. Thus, since the rice grains which are being scattered are not
directly denoted, an object which is not inherent [in the sacrifice]>? is directly
denoted in the mantra. This he presents as the purvapaksa.

[S] Objection: Since the direct denotation of an inherent object is obtained
also by means of indication (laksanaya), it is not correct to assume that the

mantra has an unseen object. In case that the word "paddy" (dhanya) would have no

sentence here satisfactorily.

51 This sutra from the Astadhyay: of Panini lays down that in cases where there is an expectation of
something, the past participle cannot only refer to the past, but also to the present or the future tense.
See BOHTLINGK 2001: 128.

52 This represents an alternative explanation, also given in the SBh at JS 9.1.38 and 39. The ritual
context remains the darsa- and purnamasa, but a mantra recited during the preparation of the oblation,
more exactly when putting the rice grains on the stone-slab to grind them, forms the example here.
The mantra reads: dhanyam asi dhinuhi devan (TB 3.2.6.3). According to the purvapaksin the word
dhanya in the mantra denotes unhusked rice, and thus cannot refer to the husked rice used during the
recitation of the mantra.

53 As the term refers to the unhusked rice, it denotes something that is not part of the sacrifice.
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inherent object, the whole mantra, indeed, would have an unseen object.’* Again,
[this is| not [the case|. By the rule [established| in [connection with| the nirvapamantra
there is a seen object. And then it should rather be relied on the word "paddy" (dhanya)
having the rice grains as its object through indication (laksanaya), and it should be relied
on them being the inherent object.?

[P] He resolves. It can be assumed that something which is capable of [providing
a] seen [object] has a purpose. Again, it is not possible to assume on the
basis of the purpose that it is capable [of that]. As this would be stretching
the rule too far (atiprasarngat).”® The meaning of this is: Indication (laksana),
indeed, is not correct in case of the Veda — considering this he presents the purvapaksa.
Because as such [there arises the question|, whether or not the word is capable of that
[seen object] in case that its object is based on indication (laksanike ’rthe). If it were
capable, then it would follow that it has to be expressed |as such|. And as it would have
to be expressed |as such]|, the use of the augmented form (vrddhavyavahara) would be
required.5” And as the object would be based on indication, this usage [of the augmented
form| would not be possible.®¥ But as it is not capable [of a seen object|, the object
cannot be understood as being based on indication. And then, since it is not the
case that the word "paddy" (dhanya) is based on indication (laksanika), the fact that
the mantra has an unseen object, indeed, is correct. Because, where some [word] is
capable |of having| a seen [object|, in accordance to that [word]| it is correct to assume

the purpose. Again, the capability is not assumed by force of the purpose. Therefore it

5 As the term dhanya is included in the main proposition of the mantra, it would render the complete
mantra having an indirect meaning and as such an unseen object.

% The SBh provides some more details regarding the argumentation of the siddhantin: The word
dhanya can easily be taken as denoting the husked rice grains through indication, as the husked rice
grains are a product from the unhusked rice. As such this meaning is included in the term indirectly.

56 The purvapaksin accuses the siddhantin of messing with the condition and the result of a logical
deduction: Just because it meets with the desired end — a seen object, one cannot simply take the word
dhanya as denoting the husked rice grains. The argument only works in the opposite direction: If the
term does denote them, it yields a seen object!

57 The augmented form would involve the vrddhi of the stem, hence the term vrddhavyavahara here.
The argument is that the secondary meaning of a word, obtained by indication, would be expressed in a
secondary, derivative form of the word. The derivative forms often involve augmentation of the vowels
in the stem, called guna and vrddhi.

58 The augmented form directly expresses a secondary meaning, making the assumption superfluous
that the basic form has to be taken by its secondary meaning.
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is correct that the object is not inherent, indeed.

[S] If it is arrived at as such, it is said: It is not the case that the object is not inherent,
since the object is understood also by indication.

[P] Objection: It has been stated that indication, indeed, is not based on a
proper means of knowledge.

[S] He resolves. It is not the case that indication is not based on a proper means
of knowledge. Since indication is taken as valid in the world by the fact that
it provides understanding of an object. "Paddy is eaten daily in our house."%?
In case of such and other worldly usages it is valid that the words have an
object beyond themselves, even if it leads to the meaning (bhava) without
it having to be directly denoted (abhidheya).®® And then, as there is indication,
the supposition [that the rice grains are expressed by the word "paddy" (dhanya)|
is correct without assuming another expressive force ($akti). Therefore it is possible for
the mantra, as its object is inherent through indication. Assuming something unseen is

not a proper means of knowledge.5!

13 codite.

[S] Here [the following] is doubtful: Does the word "master of the sacrifice" (yajna-
pati) directly denote the sacrificer by the sacrificer being the primary aspect
(pradhanatva) in regard to the sacrifice? Or by having another object,

namely the specification of prosperity which is an element designating the

59 This example is similar to the one adduced in the SBh at JS 9.1.39, second interpretation: "In
the Kasi-country paddy is eaten and cows are drunk." (kasikesu Salayo bhujyante gavah piyante.) The
examples are meant to show that the word "paddy", as well as the word "cow", can denote something
coming from the directly denoted objects, namely "rice" (= husked paddy) and "milk" (= product of
the cow).

60 Paddy cannot be eaten, so it is clear that rice has to be meant here naturally. In the same way it
can be assumed also in the ritual context.

61 This means that the term dhanya does denote the husked rice grains. Sabara explains the relevance
in terms of modification: The same mantra is used at the sakyanamayanam, which is a soma-ritual
lasting 36 days. Each day in this ritual is to be concluded by offerings of cakes baked from the meat
of animals the yajamana has hunted down during the day. As the original term in the mantra does
denote the element in the ritual, it has to be modified in the ectype, where a different substance takes
the place of the rice grains. The modified mantra reads: mamsam asi dhinuhi devan (SBh at JS 9.1.39,
second interpretation).
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priest 762

[P] How again can [the sacrificer| here be directly denoted through the character "sac-
rificer"? Or how through the character of [the term| having another object?

[S] The answer is: If the prosperity [spoken of in the mantra] has the sacrificer
as its object — i.e. if the sacrificer is said to be specified by prosperity, then he would
be directly denoted by means of him being the master. But now [the prosperity]| is
connected to the ida. The priest is implied (upalaksana) by means of the specification of
prosperity. Then only the character of [him| being the master has the object of specifying
the prosperity through implication, indeed.53

[P] There the propounder of the purvapaksa thinks that the prosperity of the sacrificer,
which is the element that is to be revealed |by the mantra|, and which has the
purpose of motivating [the sacrificer|, has a purpose other than the invitation to the ida,
and he states [that there is| a partition (vibhaga) in the sacrificial formula (yajus).5*
[S] By what kind of a partition is the prosperity of the sacrificer revealed?

[P] And even though it has been shown that [the mantra represents| an invitation to the

ida, the propounder of the purvapaksa thinks that the sacrificial formula (yajus) contains

62 The subject-matter is the idopahvanamantra (TS 2.6.7.4), which is recited during the darsa- and
purnamasa: "The divine adhvaryus are invited, the humans are invited, who shall help this sacrifice
and make the master of the sacrifice prosper." (daivya adhvaryava upahuta upahuta manusya ya imam
yajnam avan ye yajnapatim vardhan.) As in the preceding adhikarana the question is discussed, whether
or not the term yajnapati should be modified in the sattra, an ectype which is performed by several
sacrificers. Two alternative views are briefly introduced in the first sentence here: If the term yajnapati
is taken as denoting the specific sacrificer, the mantra would have the purpose of encouraging the
sacrificer by promising him prosperity. In this case the term would have to be modified, as it directly
refers to the specific sacrificer. But according to the siddhanta, the mantra has the purpose of eulogising
the ida, an offering included in the darsa- and purnamasa, and the mentioned prosperity of the sacrificer
is subordinated to this overall purpose. Therefore the specific sacrificer is not directly denoted, and the
term does not have to be modified in case that the mantra comes to be used at the ectypal sattra with
several sacrificers.

63 The eulogising of the ida is the main objective of the mantra, and as such the prosperity spoken of
in it also serves this objective by its connection with the priest bringing about the sacrifice. Nevertheless,
the prosperity relates to the sacrificer, and as such his mentioning is indirect or only implied.

64 In the following explanation the purvapaksin — as in 9.1.11 — refers to the mantra beginning with
syonam te (MSS 1.2.6.19-22), discussed in the SBh at JS 3.3.14. This reference as well as the argument
that also the idopahvanamantra consists of two distinct statements — the conclusion arrived at in the
case of the mantra beginning with syonam te — are not given in the SBh, and are not explained in
detail by Salikanatha. But based on the preceding statements it can be safely assumed that the split
is meant by the purvapaksin between the prosperity of the sacrificer and the invitation to the sacrifice
mentioned in the first part of the mantra.
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a partition like [the mantra beginning with| syonam teb since there is a split.

[S] But the siddhanta [is represented as follows|: It is not correct to assume another
purpose [for the mantra] without [a distinct] subordination.®® If in both
instances there were subordination, then it would be correct to assume a
twofold purpose. And the distinction in the sacrificial formula would be the
basis for that.

[P] Objection: The mantra is subordinated to the prosperity of the sacrificer. How again
can there be no other subordination?

[S| The answer is: Since prosperity is [only]| inferred by [the mantra actu-
ally expressing]| the karya.®” If prosperity were to be effected, then it could
not be effected as something that has not been remembered (asmrta).%® Thus,
the subordination of the mantra is correct by its object being based on what is remem-
bered. And [the prosperity| is not to be effected, as that would bring no fruit. And no,
it is correct to assume that [the mantra| reveals that [fruit| for the sake of invitation. It
clearly is to be performed, since it is possible that what is to be accomplished
is the object by the fact that [the mantra] forms one single sentence with
the invitation to the ida, [which is the context in which the mantra appears].
Therefore there is no proper means of knowledge in singling it out. Thus this

sacrificial formula (nigada) has the ida as its object, this is correct.

[14.] vikara.

[P] Also here he thinks that there is no [modification of the term yajamanal,

65 MSS 1.2.6.19-22. See preceding footnote.

66 As is explained in the following sentence, the split in the mantra would only be justified in case
the purpose would also be distinct for each statement — and vice versa.

67 And the karya is known through the connection with the context, as is explained in the following.
The context is the invitation to the ida.

68 T believe the term asmrta, and smarana in the following sentence, to refer to the argument
expounded in the SBh at this point, which connects the mantra to a passage (TS 1.7.1.2) dealing with
the invitation to the ida. In doing so the siddhantin argues that the mantra has to be understood in
light of that passage, and thus has the purpose of supporting the invitation. As the mantra (TS 2.6.7.4)
is not appearing in the immediate context of that passage (TS 1.7.1.2), I understand the "remembering"
to refer to this "textual" gap. As the prosperity does not figure in the contextually connected passage,
it cannot be the object of the mantra.
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since the fruit is enjoined [by the mantra|, and presents as the purvapaksa
that the word "sacrificer" (yajamana) has an object beyond itself, since [the
word] is brought up by means of the injunction of the sacrificial act which,
indeed, includes [the sacrificer| as rendering assistance to the sacrifice.® The
meaning of this is: The sacrificial act has the offering of the grass-bedding as its object.
By |[the sacrificer being| an assistance to the sacrifice, indeed, the fruit in the form
of longevity and the others [mentioned in the mantra| belongs to him.”™ Hence, through
the connection with the fruit the sacrificer is not directly mentioned here. The word
"sacrificer" (yajamana) has an object beyond itself, this is the purvapaksa.

[S] But the siddhanta [is represented as follows|: It may be that the sacrificial
act (yagasya) has a purpose through [the sacrificer]| rendering assistance to
the sacrifice, through him coming in as having such [qualities that render
assistance].

[P] Nevertheless, what?

[S] The direct denotation of longevity and others occurs by them coming in
as a part [of the sacrificer]. Since [longevity and the others| are connected
to [his] desire. By means of them being what is actually desired longevity and the
others are directly denoted in the suktavaka-nigada. And a desire for something
which is not the fruit does not arise — thus longevity and the others are syntacti-
cally connected through [their| being what has to be achieved (sadhya).” And in case
[the grass-bedding| has to be achieved by him, if that [bedding]| is what has
to be achieved by means of [longevity and the others| being the fruit of the

% In the present adhikarana the term yajamana in the suktavakamantra (TB 3.5.10.4: ayam ya-
jamano ’‘sau ayur asaste), recited during the darsa- and purpamasa, is discussed. The purvapaksin
considers its treatment to be comparable to that arrived at in the preceding adhikarana, where the
term was subordinated to an object beyond the expressed meaning (the sacrificer’s prosperity), and
as such was not in need of modification in case of the mantra being used in a sacrifice with several
sacrificers. Also here it is clear, that the sacrificer is subordinated to the sacrifice by rendering help in
accomplishing it.

70 T have found no reference to any other fruit mentioned in this respect.

"I The term sadhya denotes the result of the sacrifice, while sadhana refers to the way in which the
proper result has to be obtained, i.e. the specific sacrifice. Finally, the means by which this sacrifice
has to be performed in order to achieve the result is termed itikartavyata. The sadhya in the present
case is the grass-bedding (prastara), which is to be prepared reciting the suktavaka.



5.1. Ninth adhyaya, first pada

111

sacrifice, nevertheless then, the fact that the sacrificer is the primary aspect
is not denied. Whether the fruit [in the form of| longevity and the others is effected
because the offering of the grass-bedding, which is a subordinate element, renders assis-
tance to the sacrifice —; or whether this fruit is effected, because it is connected as
subordinate to the offering [of the grass-bedding| within the sacrificial context (kratu) of
the darsa- and purnamasa —; nevertheless, the primary aspect belongs to the sacrificer,
since he is connected to the fruit.” Therefore, since the object [of the word yajamanal
does not point beyond itself, it has been properly stated that modification [of the word
yajamana] has to be done in case of [an act| involving several actors by [the word ya-

jamana] being compatible (yogya)™ with its direct denotation.™

[15.] asamyo.
[S| Here the siddhanta, indeed, has been stated by the commentator.” [The terms]

harivat and the others would not be directly denotative [in the view of the

purvapaksin|. [But] through [the terms| harivat and the others some [factual]

quality of him would be indicated.”® And by expounding it in this manner the

following has been stated |by the commentator Prabhakara].

2 Different to the example discussed in the preceding adhikarana, the subordination to the overall
sacrifice does not play any role in regard to the question of modifying the term yajamana. We are
presented with a subordinate injunction to the effect that the sacrificer should offer the grass-bedding.
The fruit missing in this injunction should not be assumed in accordance with the darsa- and purnamasa,
though, but with the one mentioned in the mantra laid down in this context, namely longevity.

™ The term yogya refers to the precondition in understanding a sentence by its constituent words
working together to produce the meaning of the sentence. They require each other (akariksita), they
are found close to each other (samnihita), and are compatible (yogya) to produce the desired meaning.
See WICHER 1986: 19.

™ The word yajamana thus denotes a specific sacrificer by referring to the fruit, which is also obtained
by the individual sacrificer. Therefore, the several sacrificers appearing in the ectypal sattra also have
to be directly denoted.

5 In contrast to the usual outline of an adhikarana the present one commences with the view of the
siddhantin.

" My own translation, but based on that of Jha (JHA 1933-36: 1475). The reference here is to
the subrahmanyanigada (TA 1.12.3-4), with which Indra is invited to the jyotistorma. The nigada is
addressed to Indra, who is the primary deity at the archetypal jyotistoma. For the ectypal agnistut, a
one-day soma-rite, we find a direct injunction to the effect that the term indra in the nigada is to be
replaced by agni in the agnistut. The question discussed now is how the other terms appearing in the
mantra are to be treated. If they refer to qualities or actual actions of Indra, they would also have to
be modified — this is the view of the purvapaksin. If not, they can remain the same also if Agni is the
referential deity — this is the view of the siddhantin.
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[P] In the purvapaksa [the qualities| harivat and the others are directly de-
noted as "qualities of Indra" (indrasya gunah), thus the [first] distinct statement.
[S] In the siddhanta, [the terms] only [denote| harivat and the others.”™

[P] He does not perceive the difference in regard to both adduced, distinct statements,
and poses a question:"®* How again are the qualities harivat and the others
directly denoted as "qualities of Indra"? Or how [do they]| only [denote]
harivat and the others?

[S] The answer |will be given in the following].™

[P] Or an objection |could be raised|: This, indeed, is a specification [of Indral|, which is
understood by these [specific| syllables.

[S] The rejoinder is: This, indeed, is not a specification [of Indra].

[P] Since also in both [views| the word indra cannot be left aside.®? Since [the qualities|
are directly denoted by being connected to Indra, he states the answer capable [of
answering the question| (samarthayita): This is a specification [of Indra]. In this
viewpoint the meaning of the sentence is that Indra is endowed with such
qualities.

[S| In the other [viewpoint]| again Indra is [only| characterised by these qual-
ities.®!

[P] Although [the word] indra is syntactically connected, since the nigada containing
the word indra cannot be left aside, nevertheless in the one view |of the purvapaksal

the quality of him (Indra) is indirectly indicated as the meaning of the sentence, indeed,

™" They do not denote these qualities as specific to Indra. This is the second distinct statement.

™8 This is a basic preliminary purvapaksa to the actual discussion taking place in this adhikarana.
This preliminary purvapaksa questions both opposing positions in regard to their validity.

™ The Sanskrit reading in the manuscript is somewhat strange, as a form of uttara, usually employed
by Salikanatha to introduce the answer to a position, appears at the end of the statement. I believe
this to indicate the fact mentioned in the previous footnote, namely that the paragraph discusses a
preliminary purvapaksa questioning the purpose of the whole adhikarana. Consequently the complete
expounding is the answer to this preliminary argument.

80 And as the word explicitly states the deity and has to be changed in the ectype, where Agni is
the deity, so do the terms referring to that word. Otherwise this reference would be left aside.

81 In both views the qualities are ascribed to Indra. However, in the view of the siddhantin he is
characterised by them in view of the ritual context and the context of the mantra, the qualities are not
genuinely those of Indra. The purvapaksin, on the other hand, argues for the latter view.
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by resorting to the connection [of Indra| with those well-known (prasiddha) qualities,
harivat and the others.

[S] Again, in the other view Indra is said to have a connection to the well-known
(prasiddha) |qualities| harivat and the others. Thus, he does not dwell in detail on
these two instances according to the sequence [given in the SBh].

[P] Just as [in the phrase| "the white cloth" (Suklah patah).®? The direct deno-
tation |of the colour "white"| has the object of indicating (laksana) the cloth as "having
the attribute 'white’ in the cloth" (patasuklagunakah) by attributing the previously well-
known white [colour| to the cloth, indeed.

[S] Only the quality is expressed by its connection to the cloth. [And that quality]| is
previously well-known.

[P] There the following is the opinion of one belonging to the purvapaksa: Since an
object is possible similar to [the expression] "the earth containing fragrance",
as [the qualities] are directly denoted also by them being qualities of Indra.
And since the qualities are understood to belong to him (Indra) on account
of an arthavada®3, they do belong to him — this is their direct denotation.
This is the meaning even in case the implying (upalaksana) of Indra as being endowed
with the qualities harivat and the others has an object beyond itself.?4

[S| The earth, which is [actually] not as such, is possible here as "the earth
containing fragrance", because the implying of [the earth’s] own form has [an
object| beyond itself. And thus there is no connection of Indra with [the qualities]
harivat and the others, as [the qualities| have not been previously well-known [of him],
for which reason [the qualities| should not be implied |of him)].

[P] Since they are understood as qualities of him on account of an arthavada beginning

82 This example is discussed in the SBh at JS 9.1.33, where the phrase reads: suklam $atim anaya.
The example is used there by the siddhantin to show that the gender of an attribute is only referential
towards the term it depends on. This argument is adapted by the purvapaksin to the present case: The
qualities refer directly to Indra, from which they are dependent.

83 The SBh at JS 9.1.42 lists an arthavada for each attribute mentioned in the mantra. The most
extensively discussed is the explanation of the term harivat, which is alluded to also here in the following
lines.

84 This other object, according to the siddhantin, is praise.
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with "the former and the latter half of the lunar month are the haris of

Indra"®s, [229] therefore the qualities harivat and the others are directly denoted for

the sake of implying Indra. And in the same way also Agni has to be implied by those
qualities [which actually belong to him].

[S] But the siddhanta |is represented as follows|: Since the connection [of the qual-
ities] to Indra is not understood on account of another means of knowledge,
the connection to Indra is understood only through the own direct denota-
tion [of the qualities], this is correct.®¢ The meaning of this is: Since the connection
of [the qualities| harivat and the others with Indra is not understood by another means
of knowledge [but only through the statement in the mantra|, their direct denotation
does not have the purpose of implying him. But the connection of the qualities harivat
and the others with Indra, which are derived from the nigada, is understood through
$ruti, indeed, by means of [these| words, harivat and the others — this is correct.

[P] Objection: It has been stated [above| that the qualities as derived from him (Indra)
are understood on account of an arthavada.

[S] He doubts this and states: But the statement in the arthavada is not capable
of providing an understanding of that connection, since it has an object
beyond itself.8”

[P] Then it should not be desired, indeed, that it has an object beyond itself.

[S] Here, he states: Since a split in the sentence would occur, as regulations for
several objects would follow for harivat and the others in the injunction.®?

Also, since the regulation for the nigada [would apply] everywhere.?® Hence,

85 The purvapaksin takes this arthavada as stating a fact, namely that the term harivat does denote
a genuine quality of Indra. According to the siddhantin the arthavada has to be taken into the same
context as the mantra — both forming one single sentence (ekavakya) — and as such the meaning is also
merely eulogistic and not factual.

86 The siddhantin does not deny that Indra is attributed by these qualities. But this attribution is
directly denoted through the mantra, the qualities do not inhere in Indra as such.

87 Statements made in arthavadas cannot be taken at face value, as their purpose is to commend
certain aspects of the ritual. All propositions have to be read in light of this, so in the present case the
attribution of Indra is also not a statement of facts, but one supporting the mantra.

88 The sentence would express several distinct meanings for each attribution of Indra, and this cannot
be the case in one mantra.

89 The nigada, being an invocation to a specific deity by eulogising that deity, would always have
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arthavadas have a syntactical connection with praise indeed, this is correct. Therefore
the direct denotation also has the corresponding purpose in regard to Agni. Since also
there the direct denotation providing the connection of [the qualities| harivat and the

others |with Agni| is not in any contradiction, thus [this is| the established view.%"

Option.”!

[P| Here also he thinks that [the producing of boiled milk and the others,
mentioned in the mantra,| are possible at another time by them being inher-
ent in itself, and puts forth the purvapaksa.’?> The meaning of this is: By [boiled
milk and the others| being possible at another time the one-year-old heifer, indeed, is
implied through boiled milk and the others, which are connected to the one-year-old
heifer as well-known by another means of knowledge.”® The direct denotation of boiled
milk and the others does not have its own object, indeed. The adequate qualities
are to be stated also for the sake of implying (upalaksana) the uncastrated
calf, thus the purvapaksa.

[S] But the siddhanta [is represented as follows|: If it [is said]| that there is a reason
for the connection [of the products with the animals and thus the ritual] by

them being meant [to be manifested] at another time, [then it is not so]%?,

to be modified in case of an ectype with a different deity, and this is certainly not acceptable for the
siddhantin.

90 Agni can also be praised in the ectype by the same attributes, through which Indra is praised in
the archetype. This is only possible, if the terms directly denote the attributes themselves, and not
"attributes of the specific deity". They are functional attributes of the deity of the sacrifice.

91 This represents an alternative interpretation of the same JS 9.1.42-44. The subject-matter now
is a mantra (SB 3.3.3.1-2: iyam gaus taya te krinami, tasyai $rtam, tasyai Sarah, tasyai dadhi, tasyai
mastu, tasya atancanam, tasyai navanitam, tasyai ghrtam, tasya amiksa, tasyai vajinam.), which is used
during the soma-rituals. The archetype is the jyotistoma, at which a one-year old heifer (ekahayani)
is bought with the said mantra. At the ectypal sadyaskra, a one-day ritual, the animal is a three-year
old, uncastrated calf, and the question is whether the terms in the mantra — apparently referring to a
female cow — have to be modified or not.

92 The mantra (SB 3.3.3.1-2, see preceding footnote) mentions the products derived from a cow.
The purvapaksin argues that these products are relevant for the ritual in case of the female heifer in the
archetype as well as the male calf in the ectype, as both can bring forth the products at some future
time — the heifer directly, the calf by begetting a cow.

93 The milk and the other products are well-known by everyday experience to come from the cow.

94 The construction of the whole statement involving the particle cet is difficult to understand due
to its brevity. Usually cet introduces a concessive reasoning, which is then denied in the following.
Therefore I take the final construction in the ablative as that reason for denying the position expressed
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since there is no restriction that [the manifestation of the products is]® the
same also in case of another subject?. The meaning of this is: Thus far at the time
of the [actual| employment (prayoga) |of the mantra], boiled milk and the others are not,
indeed, well-known by another means of knowledge [to be present| also in the one-year-
old heifer — thus the similarity to harivat and the others.”” Now the manifestation of
that connection [between the one-year-old heifer and the products of a cow| depends on
the opinion that [they become manifested| at another time. This [manifestation| is sim-
ilar also in case of an uncastrated calf, since there is no restriction. The restriction
that it is possible at another time only in case of the one-year-old heifer, [but| not the
uncastrated calf, does not exist. Since it is considered possible, indeed, that the cow,
which could be born also from the uncastrated calf, could also be silly.?® Therefore
the [actual] employment (prayoga) [of the mantra| takes place according to

its object [being praise], this has been well said.

[16.] li ngat.”®
[P| Here also in the view [taking] the injunction (vidhi) to deal with the

general category (samana) the adhrigufpraisal applies, indeed, to [the ewe]

in the first part of the statement.

95 See the explanation below. The products of the cow can or cannot be manifested in the case of
the one-year-old heifer as well as the uncastrated calf.

96 Le. the uncastrated calf.

97 This refers to the first interpretation of the present adhikarana, i.e. the qualities mentioned in the
mantra addressed to Indra.

98 The uncastrated calf would, in that case, not be connected to the said qualities, even though it
has brought forth a cow. Therefore the possibility of the products actually being brought forth at a
future time applies to the one-year-old heifer as well as to the uncastrated calf, and cannot serve as a
reason for the terms to be modified. What is decisive is the ritual reality, in which both animals do
not produce the boiled milk etc. Thus, the mantra is purely eulogistic, and as such no modification is
necessary for the terms to convey this eulogistic meaning.

99 In the present adhikarana we are dealing with the adhrigupraisamantra (TB 3.6.6.1), a directive
mantra addressed to the adhrigu and employed during the animal-sacrifices at the jyotistoma. The
archetype of these animal-sacrifices is the agnisomiya. The adhrigupraisamantra concludes with the
statement: prasma agnim bharate. The (hypothetical) discussion in this adhikarana concerns the pro-
noun asmai, which according to the siddhantin refers to the specific, male animal, while the purvapaksin
takes it to denote only the general category "animal". The discussion is hypothetical, as it had been
decided in the SBh at JS 3.6.31 that the details regarding the animal of the agnisomiya are specifically
laid down for that animal. Therefore the pronoun in the mantra has to be changed into the feminine
in order to be applicable to the ewe dedicated to Sarasvati at the ectypal atiratra.
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dedicated to Sarasvati on account of the injunction of the category "an-
imal" (pasu), since that [general category]| also is directly denoted by the
word in the masculine. Thus he puts forth the purvapaksa.

[S] No. Only thus far as [the adhrigupraisa] has the agnisomiyal-animal| as its object!
does the adhrigu[praisal apply to [the ewe| dedicated to Sarasvati as enjoining the details
(dharma).

[P] But also in the view [taking| the injunction (vidhi) to deal with the general category
(samana) the adhrigu/praisa/ applies, indeed, to the ewe dedicated to Sarasvatr.

[S] Objection: Since the masculine is designated here in the adhrigufpraisa/ [in
the form] prasmai, based on the subordination to the gender the subordina-
tion cannot arise in regard to [the female ewe| dedicated to Sarasvat1.!’? [The
pronoun asmai| is explicitly stated, since the object of the base "ram" (mesa) and the
category "ram", to be directly denoted by the word "animal" (pasu), is secondary (Sesa)
by subordination.'? And since the direct denotation also of that [ram| by the word in
the masculine category is not in contradiction to the |actual| gender, subordination is
correct, indeed, in regard to that [ewe], also.103

[P] Objection: As [the gender| is secondary due to it being incorporated
(upadana)'® [into the category "ram" referred to in the mantral, no

100 The mantra belongs to the specific animal, as it is laid down as a detail (dharma) for the same.
Therefore the pronoun cannot refer to the general category "animal", but to the specific agnisomiya-
animal. As the ewe dedicated to Sarasvati comes in at the ectype in place of the agnisomiya-animal,
the details come to be employed for it as well.

101 Since the pronoun asmai in the mantra does not have a referential term in its direct context (i.e.
the mantra), the only direct reference of the term is to the gender it denotes. The referential term,
which has to be found in the (wider) ritual context, is subordinated to that gender. If the female ewe
were now taken to be expressed by the mantra, the subordination of the male gender in the pronoun to
the female ewe would be incorrect.

102 The sentence continues here, the first part being expressed solely by abstract nouns in the ablative.
However, this structure is not possible to be rendered in English.

103 The ram, which is the animal to be offered in the archetypal agnisomaya, is the reference for the
pronoun in the mantra. The general (samana) abstractions "ram-ness" (mesatva) and "animal-ness"
(pasutva) are only derived from the specific ram in the agnisomiya and thus secondary. Therefore the
pronoun cannot denote them, even though they would be applicable to the female ewe as well, and as
such it does not refer to the ewe dedicated to Sarasvatr.

104 Tncorporation is a somewhat complementary principle to subordination (viniyoga). Through
the principle of incorporation certain aspects are included into the ritual whole, based on additional
text passages being incorporated into the basic injunction (adhikaravidhi). As Yoshimizu shows, the
injunction that "one should offer with curd" (dadhna juhot) is incorporated into the general injunction
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specification of the gender has been expressed, indeed. The meaning of this
is: Just as the category "ram" is revealed by the mantra as an element secondary by
subordination, in the same way the feminine gender also is an element secondary by
incorporation [into that category|. Thus [the feminine gender| is not something that is
to be revealed |by the mantral, indeed.0>

[S] And this |[incorporation of the feminine gender| cannot [be revealed| by the masculine
category [in the pronoun|. Thus, how can the |masculine|] gender be subordinated by
the [female| ewe?

[P] He resolves: It may be that the secondary character of the [female] gender
has been expressed through incorporation. But the following is the opinion of the
propounder of the purvapaksa: The specification |[of the gender| cannot be meant
to be expressed, since the character of being secondary due to incorporation
is understood by the direct denotation of the secondary element through
subordination. The meaning of this is: Everything has to be revealed by the mantra
as a secondary element. And here, since the [masculine| gender is already understood
through the direct denotation of the category "ram", which is a secondary element by
subordination, the specification of the gender also is not meant to be expressed by the
mantra, indeed.

[S] Objection: This answer is incorrect.

[P] It is not incorrect, since an understanding of the particular is obtained on account
of an understanding of the general category, indeed. Since the intention of that
[masculine gender| is not based on a proper means of knowledge.

[S] But the siddhanta |is represented as follows|: Since [a pronoun| requires only

[another term which is| in proximity, and since designating the paricular

for the agnihotra, "one should offer the agnihotra" (agnihotram juhoti), thereby providing the way
in which the agnihotra has to be done. In addition to this incorporation (upadana), subordination
(viniyoga) rather refers to the ritual logic and the status quo, in the form that in the example used by
Yoshimizu the curd is subordinate to the act of offering as its substance. See YOsSHIMIZU 1997: 101-105.
In our case of the adhrigupraisamantra the purvapaksin argues that the mantra is subordinated, as it
serves the purpose of directing the adhrigu. Therefore the pronoun cannot be taken as indicating the
gender of the specific animal, but only the general category of the animal.

105 According to the purvapaksin the masculine gender is included in the category "ram", and as such
cannot be meant to be expressed by the pronoun in the mantra.
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(visesa) is the object of all pronominal words, there is no proper means
of knowledge for assuming that the general category (samanya) is directly
denoted [by the pronoun asmai]. Just as the particular (visesa) directly
denotes the general category (samanya).'°® The meaning of this is: If in fact [there
is the pronoun in the phrase| prasmai, then the base form (pratipadika) of the pronoun
in its original form directly denotes [a word which| is in proximity to that [pronoun]|, and
since proximity is with the [actual| object, the particulars, indeed, are in proximity, not
the general category. And then the particulars, indeed, are what is directly denoted of
pronouns. And these particulars contain the specification of the gender, thus in
this way, indeed, those [particulars| are directly denoted |[by the pronoun in the mantral.
And then, if the base of the pronoun would occur also in case of the ewe, the designation
of the masculine gender [in the pronoun| would be in contradiction to the occurrence
of the feminine suffix [in the term "ewe" (mesi)|, since that |ewe| has the feminine
gender. And as the particular is directly denoted, there is no proper means
of knowledge for assuming that the general category (samanya) is directly
denoted [by the pronoun asmai|. As it would be similar in case that the direct
denotation of the particulars would be assumed in sentences, which are to be included
[in the context| when the general category were actually directly denoted, therefore it
cannot be said that the gender is not signified.!'%” Since the direct denotation of the
particular has been firmly estabished (nisthatva) for a pronoun. But since
it has been firmly established that the direct denotation of the particular is
based on the particular being specified by its gender. Since the particular is

in proximity also in case that [the general category| were directly denoted,

106 Pronouns refer to nouns, and by rule they refer to nouns which are in close syntactical and seman-
tical proximity to the pronoun. The nouns they refer to denote particulars, i.e. specific manifestations
of — for example — a cow. By them denoting the particular cow, they also refer to the general category
"cow-ness" — not the other way round, as was argued by the purvapaksin. Salikanatha argues in line
with the anwvitabhidhanavada of the Prabhakaras, in which the individual word denotes the universal
category (samanya), while the words combined in a sentence provide a particular meaning. Words in a
sentence thus denote particulars (visesa).

107 This point is explained further below. Even if the pronoun would have a referential term in
proximity referring to the general category (i.e. pasu), it would still denote the gender as a subordinate
aspect. Therefore, even in that case the term would not be applicable to the female ewe.
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and since the secondary character of the mantra is possible.'%® If [the mantra]
would have no secondary character, based on the argument derived from [the mantra]
being subordinated to that [general category|, then nevertheless the mantra is obtained,
indeed, as secondary, since that [ewe| is correctly employed (upayogin) in the ritual act
(karma), even if [in the mantra| that [general category| would be directly denoted.

[P] Objection: Then, even in case that the |actual] employment [of the adhrigupraisal
would include the word "animal" (pasu), the object, which has the feminine gender,
would not be obtained by the word in the masculine category.

[S|] Here he states: Again, in case that the [actual] employment [of the adhrigu-
praisa] would include!® the word "animal", [then] it would be correct that
the gender is not meant to be expressed, since the general category
would be meant to be expressed, and since that [general category| would not
contain the feminine gender.

[P] From where, then, would the understanding of the specification arise?

[S] Here he states: The understanding of the specification would be obtained
from the general category. Therefore, since |only| the specification of the gender

is designated [in the pronoun|,''? it has been well said that [the ewe| dedicated to

Sarasvati is not obtained as expressed in the adhrigufpraisal.

108 T see no other way than to understand this accumulation of abstract constructions in the ablative
as a list of reasons given in the Laghvi. Salikanatha seems to provide that list comprehensively in order
to prove the impossibility of his opponent’s view. His gloss on this list does not pick up all items again.

109 Until the last sentence of this paragraph, the siddhantin concedes to the purvapaksin, that his
view would be possible only if the general category would be directly expressed by the word "animal"
(pasu) appearing in the mantra. But as this is not the case, and the pronoun stands by itself, the only
reference it has is to the masculine gender. To make this concession clear, the passage is translated in
the conjunctive.

1O Again this is the case, since the referential term "animal" (pasu) does not appear in the
adhrigupraisamantra.



5.2. Ninth adhyaya, third pada

121

5.2 Ninth adhyaya, third pada

313

srih

[1. - 3.] prakrtau.

[S] And a [preliminary| objection:'!! It has been stated that the deity is directly
denoted in the archetype by the mantra, which is an element subordinate
to the sacrificial act. How can the purvapaksa |arise] here? Agni and the
others!'? are directly denoted for the performance [of the sacrificial act| specifically
without any alteration. And they are not subordinate elements to a sacrificial act other
than the archetypal one.!'3 And in the archetype, the deity is directly denoted through
the mantra, which is a subordinate element of the act. This has been stated here [in

reference to the adhikarana beginning with| phaladevatayos ca.''* Hence, the term

[agni] has to be modified, indeed, into surya etc., capable of indicating the deity as a
subordinate element to the sacrificial act, and this [deity|, Surya and others, is as such
said to be the inherent meaning [of the mantral.

[P] It may be that direct denotation belongs to the mantras by them being subordinate

to the sacrificial act, and that the word surya and the others are the inherent meaning.

11 This objection is not part of the actual discussion in this adhikarana, but doubts the general
justification of the question raised, namely whether terms laid down in a mantra should be changed in
the ectype in case they denote things that are part of the sacrifice. As such, this objection is neither
a purvapaksa nor a proper siddhanta. However, as mainly the doubt raised by the purvapaksin is
questioned, this preliminary objection is taken as a siddhanta.

112 There are two main examples discussed in the SBh in this adhikarana. On the one hand, there is
the nirvapamantra (TS 1.1.4.2), which had already been discussed in 9.1.11 and 12, recited at the darsa-
and purpamasa. As in 9.1.12; the final statement, agnaye justam nirvapami, is under scrutiny now in
regard to the question, whether or not in ectypes with deities other than Agni — several examples are
given by Sabara — the term in the mantra has to be modified or not. The other example is the mantra
beginning with syonam te (MSS 1.2.6.19-22), which is also recited during the darsa- and purnamasa,
and had already been adduced in 9.1.11 and 9.1.13 as a parallel instance. In this mantra we find
the term vrihi, "husked rice", while for the ectypal offering to Indra-Marutvat "wild, unhusked rice"
(nwara) has been enjoined. Also here the question arises, whether the term in the mantra has to be
modified or not.

13 Te. the terms and the objects they denote cannot be automatically transferred to an ectype, as
they are subordinate to specific aspects of the archetypal sacrifice which they denote.

114 As in 9.1.11, Salikanatha refers to JS 9.1.4 and the SBh on it to show that the deity mentioned
in a mantra denotes "the deity of the sacrifice at which the mantra is used". As such, the mantra is
subordinated to the act and denotes a part of that act.
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Nevertheless, the propounder of the purvapaksa thinks that no modification [applies]
due to the karya.''> By taking the karya of the archetype into consideration,
non-modification, indeed, is correct.

[S| How?

[P] The answer is: What has been handed down as smrti (smrta) through the mantra
has to be done, this is the object in the archetype. Not, again, [something handed down
as smrti | by something which is not |part of| the mantra here.!'6 And in [our| view the
performance should not be done by something which is not [part of| the mantra. Since
modification [would make the original wording into| something which is not [part of| a
mantra. Therefore, also in the ectype the words of the mantra, despite their object not
corresponding [to the ritual setting in the ectypel|, have to be assumed to be directly
denoted for the sake of [them being included in| smrti. Or they are, somehow,
directly denoted on the basis of a secondary application.!'” Again, the Veda
is not to be ignored. The word agni |applies| despite its object not corresponding [to
the ritual setting in the ectype|. Going beyond worldly custom, the direct denotation of
surya has to be assumed, or [has to be reached| somehow by some secondary application,
which depends on the worldly object. Thus, the Veda is not to be ignored.

[S] If it has been obtained as such, it is stated: It may be that the performance of
something which is not [part of| a mantra does not apply. Since the mantra, indeed, is
obtained on the basis of a statement containing the injunction (codaka).''® But it cannot
be assumed, indeed, that the words of the mantra do not contain the corresponding
object, or that they are directly denoted based on secondary application, since this is
not proven on the basis of a proper means of knowledge.

[P] Objection: It can be assumed, indeed, on the basis of the direct statement

15 The karya, here, is what is laid down by the injunction, which mentions the archetypal mantra to
be used at the ectype by the general rule that the ectype is to be done as the archetype.

116 According to the purvapaksin, a change in the wording of the mantra is not admissable, as otherwise
the changed wording would not be a mantra anymore.

17 This resembles the argument of the purvapaksin in 9.1.11, where he argues that the terms savitr
and the others in the same nirvapamantra have to denote the deities enjoined for the darsa- and
PUTNAMASGE.

18 Only what is enjoined can be the subject-matter of a mantra, as the mantra itself cannot enjoin
parts of the sacrifice.
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[of the term agni in the mantra|, as in the verse addressed to Indra (aindr:).'*?
[S] [It shall] not [be] as such for [this] mantra! There is no direct statement in
regard to the ectype. The obtaining [of the term]|, indeed, has to be exclusively based
on the karya.

[P] The obtaining, indeed, is not to be exclusively |based on the karya|. There is a direct
statement |of the term in the mantral.

[S] Nevertheless, what [then|?

[P] To this, he states: In case [the term] is obtained as such, its direct denotation
[in the ectype], indeed, is like in the archetype. Thus, an object which is not
corresponding [to the ritual setting] is not assumed. The meaning of this is:
Just as the karya of the mantra has been accomplished by that [term] in the archetype
— because the mantra is obtained on the basis of the karya, in the same way it has
to be accomplished also in the ectype by that [term|. This is the meaning of the rule
(Sastrartha).

[S] And in the archetype, the direct denotation has been made through the primary
usage [of the term|. There is no assumption of a secondary application (gauna) for
it. Nor is the assumption of [another| expressive power (Sakti) correct. Since by
inserting another word whose expressive power is right the accomplishing of the karya
would not be hindered.

[P] And an|other| objection: The performance (prayoga) in the archetype |[is]
not [carried out] of something which is not a mantra.

[S] What has, thus, been stated, he resolves: On what ground, however, has it
been stated that the performance [would be carried out] of something which

is not a mantra? Even in the ectype the performance [is carried out] of a

19 This refers to the SBh at JS 3.3.14, where the order among the six means for determining
subsidiaries had been discussed, using the verse to Indra as the example. The direct assertion according
to the injuntion is: "One should worship the garhapatya-fire with the verse addressed to Indra." (MS
3.2.4.) This mantra (MS 1.3.26 and further RV 8.51.7; TS 1.5.8.4.) includes the term indra, hence
the question arises, what is worshipped with the verse: the fire, or Indra, or both. Direct assertion
based on an injunction is stronger than the indicative power of a word in the mantra, hence the fire is
worshipped. The term indra is then taken as indirectly indicating the fire. This rule is used here by
the purvapaksin to support his view that the word in the mantra is not to be modified.
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mantra, indeed.

[P] And the [continued]| objection: If there were modification, something which is not a
mantra would be the inevitable consequence (prasanga).

[S] He resolves: It may be that [the word which] is being modified would
have the character of not being [part of] a mantra by it being contingent
(nimitta).'?* That word, which is modified by it being contingent, may be charac-
terised as not being |part of| a mantra. |This is| not [the case|, however, as |[the word
has| a direct denotation [in regard to the sacrificial setting]. Also, as the sentence |[re-
mains intact|, the character of being |part of| a mantra can be understood, since that
[sentence| provides understanding of the object of the mantra.'>' As the object of the
mantra is being understood [by that sentence|, what is obtained from the group [of words
making up the sentence| is understood to arise on the basis of the words in the form,
that "this, indeed, is a sentence". The only alteration, indeed, is that of a mere word.!??
[P] To this he states: The mere fact that [the word] is contingent is understood
here by its being subject to change, indeed. Again, [the changed word]
would not be [part of] a mantra. Therefore, [the word]| should be like in the
archetype.

[S] The insertion of a different word, indeed, should be applied. Why should it not be |as
such|, when the [original] word has an object which is not corresponding [to the ritual
setting]?

[P] To this, he states: Since [mere] remembrance would be the inevitable con-
sequence (smrtiprasariga) [following] from another [word].

[S| How, again, would [mere| remembrance be the inevitable consequence

[following] from another [word], if the object [of the original word given in

120 The contingent term is either the attribute in the interpolated interpretation of JS 9.3.2 and 3,
or a non-generic term in a mantra, which would be meaningless if not expressing something as part of
the sacrifice. Therefore, they will have to be modified. See the SBh for more.

121 Through the word being changed according to the new, ectypal ritual setting, the mantra relates
to that setting. In the example, it refers to the deity being offered to.

122 The main object of the mantra, and as such the unity of the sentence, are not changed by one
term being modified. Therefore, the argument of the purvapaksin is not valid, i.e. that the change
would render the whole mantra invalid (a-mantra).
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the mantra] would not be corresponding [to the ritual setting]?

[P] Here, he states: It cannot, indeed, be explained that the object is not
corresponding, when the object has not been understood from a different
[word]. Since the assumption, that the object is corresponding, is possible after the
object has been understood by a different means of knowledge, [and| after it has been
acknowledged that [the word] has an object beyond itself.

[S] If there were no other instrument, this would have been understood as the object.
Then the object of the rule would not have been preserved, i.e. that what has been
handed down as smrti through the mantra has to be done. Therefore, as the object of
the taught rule would not be preserved in the form that it has been handed down by
smrti through the mantra, modification is to be applied as belonging to this contingent
term. Here the reference to the interpolation!?? respects (abs.) the understanding of
the meaning of the sutras by the commentator [Sabara| by taking them as having one

purpose [and]| also as representing one sentence: On the basis of perceiving an

indicative text the generic and the contingent term [should be| corresponding

[to the ritual setting].'?* [318] This reference, which as been made in regard to

the interpolation, is there to show that the direct denotation only of the quality is
not correct even for adjectives which are directly denotative of an inherent meaning
(samavetartha).1?5

[P] Again for what reason, since the meaning of the sentence would be obtained also by
means of [the adjective| directly denoting the meaning of merely a quality?

[S] The noun is taken as superior to the contingent term.

[P] How?

123 This translation of the phrase antaragarbhin is in analogy to the translation used by Jha (JHA
1933-36: 1555). See also the following footnote.

124 With this statement, reference seems to be made to what is presented as the second part of the
second adhikarana in the SBh, according to the translation (JHA 1933-36: 1555). This adhikarana
interprets JS 9.3.2-3 differently, connecting these sutras also with the following JS 9.3.4-8. The first
interpretation is done in the SBh at JS 9.3.1-2, taking JS 9.3.3 as an interpolated topic.

125 The example in the SBh at JS 9.3.3 deals with lotus-grass used at an ectypal ritual. The mantra
at the archetype includes the phrase darbhaih haritaih. Certainly darbhaih, the generic term for the
Kusa-grass, has to be modified into paundarikaih. According to the purvapaksin the contingent term
denotes only a quality and as such does not have to be modified. The correct procedure, however,
includes the modification also of the contingent term, as it depends on the generic term.
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[S] Indication (laksana) is applied by leaving aside $ruti, thus the meaning.!?6

[P] [The contingent term| occurs because it has a seen object out of itself, indeed.

[S] No, it is correct, because [it refers to] something else. Since something unseen!??
should not be resolved as arrived at by something seen. As a quality is only meant
for the noun, the visible direct denotation of the noun, which constructs (nibandhana)
the contingent term and the noun, by all means has to be stated as dependent [and|
unseen. And [the contingent term| does not occur because it has a seen object out of
itself, indeed. Through this argument, therefore, the direct denotation of the quality,
which is meant for something else, rather occurs as meant for the noun by indication
(laksana), this has been properly stated. Now the meaning of the sutras has been
explained by means of them having a single purpose, indeed.

[P] What about the perceiving of an indicative text?!28

[S] It has been shown by the commentator stating that, moreover, only in case of a regu-
lation through the direct statement of the procedure for such expressions as of the cows
(usranam) it is possible that [the respective term| having an unseen meaning would be
the inevitable consequence. Although a regulation is possible through the direct state-

ment of the procedure for such expressions as of the cows (usranam) [mentioned for

the ectype|, nevertheless, in the view [denying| modification [the respective term| would,
as an inevitable consequence, have an unseen meaning. But in the view |advocating]
modification [the respective term| has a seen meaning as such.

[P] Again, for which reason are the terms such as "cow" (usra), which have been obtained
through modification, indeed, reiterated in the scriptures?

[S] Doubting [this question he states| that [the reiteration] has the object to provide

126 This represents an instance, where the usual order in the means to determine the proper meaning
of a sentence are not used according to their hierarchy: The direct mentioning in §ruti usually is the
strongest evidence for a meaning. But here taking the term only as indicating (laksana) the quality of
the generic term is the correct way to read the passage.

127 Te. the contingent term indirectly denoting the quality of the generic term.

128 See SBh at JS 9.3.2, second interpretation. The indicative text is a mantra laid down for an
ectypal ritual. In it, several modified terms appear — among them the form wusranam discussed in the
following. This explicit mentioning of the modified mantra supports the siddhantin in his claim that
modification is necessary. As is further argued in the SBh, the specific statement of this mantra provides
it with the status of "mantra" proper, not a modification of a mantra.
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[the statement| with the status of being a mantra. The status of being a mantra
in regard to the recitation, which has thus been revolved around, is for the sake [of
confirming| that "[the wording| should be in accordance [to the sacrificial setting]".
The designation of the [respective| statements has the object to distinguish

between the [respective] recitations. If he touches one sacrificial post [...].1%°

This designation, which [is made] in reference to singularity etc. [of the sacrificial post],
has the object to distinguish [between the respective cases, otherwise all mantras would
be [applied| in case that a single sacrificial post were touched, indeed. Thus, there is no
split in the mantra.'3°

[P] Here, a different authorisation should not be assumed. Thus the explanation
that [the expiation| is contingent (naimittika) upon a Vedic [sacrificial act|.!3! If [the
expiation| would be contingent (nimittaka) upon a worldly touching of the post, then
an independent authorisation would be assumed. This should not be the case.
Thus it has been explained that [the expiatory recitation of the mantra| is contingent
(naimittika) upon the touching of the sacrificial post as part of a Vedic [sacrificial act].
As it is as such, there is no possibility for assuming another authorisation, since the
primary authorisation comes in.132

[S] But the siddhanta [is represented as follows|: A [direct] connection with the
sacrificial act is not obtained, since [the statement must be understood] in

relation to the word ista [appearing in that context]. And since a bad con-

129 This mantra (MS 3.9.4) is laid down for the agnisomaya.

130 This passage refers to the SBh at JS 9.3.5. The purvapaksin had mentioned a different sup-
portive passage for his argumentation against the need for modification. The explicit mentioning of
the regulations for the touching of two posts or more prove that modification is not the rule but the
exception.

131 The object of discussion is taken over from the preceding argument, and in the SBh at JS 9.3.9 it is
presented as a distinct adhikarana. The regular introduction, however, of an adhikarana by stating the
first phrase of its first sutra is missing here in the DS. Maybe because we remain with the same mantra,
Salikanatha continues the discussion without beginning a new adhikarana. The question considered
now is different to the one before. The argument does not revolve around an apparent repetition, but
what kind of touching of the sacrificial post is referred to in the injunction for the expiation. While
the purvapaksin argues for the touching in the course of the sacrificial act, as that is the context of the
statement, the siddhantin will show that only a worldly touching can be meant here.

132 The primary authorisation lays down the agnisomiya, in the context of which the purvapaksin
also reads the present injunction. Reading it together with the main injunction, the touching can only
be prohibited in the sacrificial, Vedic context.



5.2. Ninth adhyaya, third pada

128

sequence is handed down by $ruti [in connection with the sacrificial post]:

The sacrificial post takes on the badly done aspects of the sacrifice.!?3 This is

handed down by sruti in [the context of]| the remaining sentence. Since [the statement]
is related to the word ista, the touching of the sacrificial post, which is there when
the offering has been made, is contingent (naimittika) upon that [completed offering].
Thus since, on the basis that this [relation| is understood, the touching of the sacrificial
post during a Vedic [sacrificial act] cannot take place subsequent to the completed offer-
ing, there is, therefore, no contingency [of the expiation upon the touching during
the sacrificial act|, here. And accordingly, since a bad consequence [of the touching] is
handed down by $ruti, the touching from which follows [this| bad consequence is arrived
at as the contingent cause [for the expiation|. And the fact that a bad consequence would
follow [from it| is not obtained in case that [the touching] is a subordinate element of
a Vedic [sacrificial act]. This he states: Since the fact that a bad consequence
would follow [from it] is not obtained in case that [the expiation] is subordi-
nated to the sacrificial act, therefore [the expiation] is not contingent upon a
Vedic [sacrificial act]. The aspect of subordinate-primary (arngargibhava) in relation
to (saha) a Vedic sacrificial act is not obtained. Hence, since the worldly touching of the
sacrificial post is the contingent cause [for the expiation|, the assumption of a different
authorisation [for it] has been obtained, indeed.

[P] How, again, can the instance [of the bad consequence| which forms a
single statement together with a phrase of praise be a specification for the
regulation regarding the touching of the sacrificial post? The regulation [applies
to an instance| which is contingent upon the touching of the sacrificial post. How can
the exemplification be a specification of the contingent cause, since it forms a single
statement together with a phrase of praise? This is the meaning.

[S] The answer is: [The statement] is a specification on the basis that it depends

[on that phrase of praise| and is in proximity [to it].!3* Since [the statement]| de-

133 This statement precedes the injunction of the expiation.
134 The purvapaksin had not connected the injunction of the expiation with the preceding statement,
that the sacrificial post absorbs the bad aspects of the sacrifice. The siddhantin argues for reading it
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pends on [the question| under which condition it is contingent upon the touching of
the sacrificial post, and since the word ista is in proximity, it is correct as a specification.
[P] And an objection: As the enunciation is meant for something else, both
these aspects belong to the word which comes from a different, independent
person.!3® There, even if [the statement| is in proximity, indeed, it cannot form one
sentence. Since the enunciation is understood to be meant for a different object. This
word, ista, is understood as a phrase of praise. Since it is clearly understood that it
forms a single sentence with the phrase of praise, the connection of it with the instruction
from the injunction is not obtained, even if it is in proximity due to its being required to
complete the sentence. As also in that case the phrase coming from one person, indeed,
is not connected with a sentence coming from a different person, the reason [for the
term| is to understand it as being enunciated for something else.

[S|] Here, it is stated: Even if [the statement] is meant for something else, it is
connected by its being suitable [for being read as one sentence]. This has

been shown [for the statement|: Thrust quickly!!3¢ Just as the stick, which is

connected here [in the form that| "the stick is pleasant and beautiful", is connected

by its being suitable for [being read with the statement| thrust quickly, as it is needed

to complete the sentence. In the same way, the connection is correct as such also here.
[P] Objection: It is stated that this, indeed, is incorrect. As it has been
established, that there is no connection of one object with another. It is,

indeed, incorrect what has been shown [in regard to the statement| "thrust quickly".

[S] [This| he resolves: He thinks that it is not incorrect that there is no need to
complete the sentence (nairakanksya), as [the statements| are in proximity

despite an intermediate sentence. Since these [statements| are obtained as

in this context by claiming its meaning is dependent on and closely related to it.

135 This discussion is not found in the SBh, and I am not completely certain about its meaning. The
purvapaksin apparently argues against the siddhantin that the proximity does not merely refer to space,
but also to the cause for the appearance of a statement. Hence, the two under consideration are not in
proximity, as they could be taken to be even enunciated by two different persons.

136 This and the following quotation form one statement: "The stick is pleasant and beautiful, thrust
it quickly!" According to the siddhantin, even though the term "stick" is spatially separated from the
main sentence, "thrust quickly", it is connected to it by being in proximity.
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referring to the worldly [touching of the sacrificial post] while including in
their proposition (uccarayat) an intermediate sentence. "I desire the houses of
this Devadatta. Summon him! He, indeed, is rich in the form of animals."137

[P] As it should be accordingly, nevertheless what then?

[S] To this he states: And the Vedic meaning of a word is preceded by its
worldly usage, this has been stated. As the side of [the statement| is understood
even in a worldly connection [the proximity| is found, indeed, also when [the side of
the statement| comes from an intermediate person (instr.). [This is the case| in such
a question and answer [as follows|: "Who is it, who goes?" Since, when the answer to
the question is "Devadatta", a connection is found between [part of the question in the
form| "he goes" and [the statement| coming from another person.!?® And the sense [of
the complete passage| carries the force. The usage of the words is worldly.
Thus, connection and non-connection are [governed| according to the sense. Therefore
it has been properly stated that the expiatory rite [is to be done| in case of a worldly
touching [of the sacrificial post|, since there is a connection between the instruction from

the injunction and the word ista, despite its coming from [a passage of| praise.!3?

[4.] anyayas tu.
[S] Based on the explanation [given| in the fourth view it is arrived at that both [mantras|

also should be employed as modified.!¥? Therefore, this [view| does not [present| a

137 These sentences, in themselves independent of each other, are connected through appearing in
proximity, therefore requiring each other to form a coherent unit.

138 T order to connect the two sentences coming from different persons, one has to add a part of the
question from the person with the answer from the other. Even though there appears some distance
due to two persons talking, the answer refers to the question and is thus in proximity.

139 Even though the term is part of an arthavada, it is connected also to the injunction. This connec-
tion is termed as "one sentence" (ekavakya) in other parts of this and other texts of Purvamimamsa.

140 This refers to the four different solutions to the problem presented below and in the SBh at JS
9.3.10-14. At the archetypal agnisomiya, two mantras (MS 1.2.15 and TS 3.1.4.4) are enjoined. Both
mantras mention the noose to tie the animal to the sacrificial post, but MS 1.2.15 in the singular, and
TS 3.1.4.4 in the plural. In the following adhikarana the siddhantin will argue that due to direct Vedic
instruction both should be used as alternatives at the archetype, even though only one animal is tied
and killed. At the ectype, which is discussed in the present adhikarana, two animals are killed — one
white goat for Mitra, one black goat for Varuna. Four options how to treat these two mantras are
given, the first three representing the purvapaksa, the last representing the siddhanta: 1. The mantra
containing the plural form should be used; 2. the mantra containing the singular form should be used,
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repetition with the second view.!* In the second view, indeed, there was application
[of the mantral by means of modulation of the singular ending. The plural ending
was left out altogether, indeed.

[P] Objection: If, by means of the opinion that there should be no modification, it is
stated that the plural ending is left out, then why is it not stated as such also for the
singular ending?

[S] There he states: Singularity!4? is present also in case of duality. Thus, it has
been stated that the plural ending is left out. It cannot be said that the singular ending
is left out, as it also has been modified into the dual.

[P] Since it is possible that this [plurality] has the singularity [of the noose in
the archetype| as its object, the plurality [applies also at the ectype].

[S] The plural does not have an object [in the ectype]. Thus, it has been stated
that the plural ending, indeed, is left out.

[P] There he states the purvapaksa: Since the object [of the archetypal sacrifice
with the single animal] is not inherent [in the other mantra containing the
plural], one [should| use the other [mantra] containing the plural [at the
ectype] in order to do justice to the Veda — [this is] one view. Since in case
of the two [nooses in the ectype] the plural ending for those two is not seen
[to apply], [the mantra containing] the singular ending, indeed, [should]
remain by means of [it being] modified (uhena) — [this is] the second view.
Thus far the usage [of the mantra| for the two nooses is not accomplished accordingly

of the plural ending. Since in the archetype the plural ending is not seen [to apply]

modified into the dual; 3. both mantras should be used as alternatives, the one containing the singular
modified to the dual, or the one containing the plural without modification; 4. both mantras should be
used modified to the dual.

141 Obviously, the opponent had objected to the view of the siddhantin that his conclusion is identical
with the second view of the purvapaksa. This objection is not found in the SBh or elsewhere to my
knowledge, it seems to be genuine to the Laghuvu.

142 A vemark on the translation of the different words denoting numbers is in place here. While
the single number, such as eka, refers to the specific example (the one noose in the archetype), the
corresponding abstract noun, ekatva, refers to the general quality "singularity". The grammatical
category "number" is referred to by ekavacana, and its specific ending by ekavacananta, the "singular
ending". Salikanatha appears to be rather exact in his usage of these distinct aspects.
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to duality.'*3 But [the mantra containing| the singular ending, indeed, which has the
object |of the archetypal sacrifice with the single animal| inherent, should remain [at the
ectype| by means of [it being|] modified (uhena) — [this is| the second view. Also in case
of two [nooses| the occurrence [of the plural form] is not specified. Since the
plural ending has to directly denote the [one| noose [in the archetype],'** and
since this [denotation] is possible also in case of the duality [of the nooses in
the ectype]. Therefore, also in case of two [nooses| the usage [of the mantra
containing the plural] is correct in the ectype also, as [it was] in the archetype.
Since there is no contradiction of the grammatical number through any modification of
the singular ending for the one [noose|, but of the other ending, [the usage is correct| in
the ectype also, as in the archetype, through the authorising [injunction] — [this is| the
third view.!45

[S] This explanation of that [view|, which will be expounded in the following, is [made]

in reference to the fourth view. In accordance with the object [in the ectype],

[the respective form| has to be modified into the dual. The plural and the

singular should be left out. |327

[P] Again, what is the reason?

[S] The plural, even though its object is inherent in case of the archetype,
is modified in the ectype. Inasmuch as no modification has been obtained for [the
mantra| containing words such as hari and others, indeed,*#6 he doubts it, indeed, since

[the plural| is not seen [to apply]| in case of a duality.!4”

143 In the archetype the mantra with the plural is used for a single noose. The only justification
for this, according to the siddhantin, is that this is what the Veda directly lays down, as this mantra
appears in the context of the archetypal injunction. In the ectype, however, it does not appear in this
context and hence is not laid down to be used. Sabara further explains that at the archetype the setting
free of the animal is the object to be denoted by the mantra, while at the ectype the setting free of the
two animals simultaneously is the point to be denoted.

144 The plural has to denote the single noose for the reasons described in the preceding footnote.

145 Both mantras appear in the context of the authorising injunction for the setting free of the animal
from the noose. See SBh at JS 9.3.14.

146 This refers back to 9.1.15, where the subrahmanyanigada addressed to Indra at the archetypal
Jyotistoma was discussed. At the ectype, where Agni is the deity, only the term denoting the deity has
to be changed, while terms denoting qualities, such as hari, remain the same. It was argued that they
do not denote qualities of Indra, but of the deity of the sacrifice. As such they are also applicable to
Agni, when he is the deity in the ectypal sacrifice.

147 While in case of the subrahmanyanigada the terms were denotative and as such applicable also
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[P] If [it is argued| that there [has to be| modification, since [otherwise| it would be
the inevitable consequence (prasariga) that the usage involving [the mantra containing]
the plural form is incorrect, then he objects to that. Since in wordly matters the
plural is also not seen in case of one [object], the contradiction in the direct
denotation is not specific [to the dual].'*® Otherwise there would be agree-
ment [between the ending and the denoted object], indeed. There the opinion is
that just as in worldly matters the usage [of statements containing| the incorrect plural
ending found (drsta) in regard to one [object takes place|, should it not be accordingly
also in the case of duality?

[S] Again, he raises a doubt: Now, there [in the following adhikaranal] it is stated
that the usage [of the mantra containing the plural occurs|, since the mantra
is directly instructed by the Veda (upadesa), despite there being a contra-
diction [between the plural ending and the denoted single noose].

[P] He objects: Here also the mantra should be obtained as in the archetype —
by which [measure| can this be preserved?

[And further| an objection: In the archetype [the plural form| is obtained from direct
Vedic instruction (upadesa). Here it [would be obtained| from the karya, thus the
specification.!4?

[S] There he states: The obtaining [of the plural form] even from the karya can-
not, indeed, be explained as being in contradiction to the direct denotation.

Since as in the archetype the assertion of the noose is not in contradiction,

in the ectype, this applicability is not given in the present case for the plural form. In the archetype
the plural form could also be applicable to the one noose. In the SBh the siddhantin argues that the
mantra containing the plural form is directly laid down by the Veda, and the basic form of the word is
what is meant to be expressed, thus referring to the single noose. In the ectype, however, the dual is
needed, as the two nooses have to be loosened simultaneously. This cannot be referred to by the basic
form contained in the plural form.

148 The plural ending does not have any meaning in regard to a single item as well as to two items.
In consequence the plural form should also not be applicable in the archetype.

149 The purvapaksin insists on the mantra containing the plural ending being applicable also in the
ectype. He concedes that there is no direct Vedic instruction, but the karya for the mantra is generally
the same as in the archetype: While there the plural form was applicable to the single noose, there is
no reason why it should not be applicable to two nooses. This complete argument is made further down
by the purvapaksin.
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(...)"Y. Since the usage of the mantra, even if it contains the plural ending,
[applies in the archetype].

[P] Yet again he raises a doubt. If it were said [that it is as claimed by the siddhantin],
since in worldly matters the usage [of a statement containing the plural| is not seen [in
regard to two objects|, then he shows the mistake. Since [the plural] is also not seen
in the case of a single [object], indeed, there is a contradiction.

[S] Here it is stated: It cannot be said that the plural ending is not seen in
the archetype, where there is a single noose. Since the mantra [containing
the plural form] is directly instructed by the Veda, indeed, the seeing of the
usage [involving that mantra] is also based on the Veda. Therefore just as [the
usage involving that mantra| is seen [in the archetype|, since it is understood to be
correct on account of [the plural| being seen in wordly usages, in the same way again
also on account of seeing the Vedic usage [in the archetype|, neither worldly nor Vedic
usage is seen in case of duality. Hence, since [the plural ending| would not be correct
there [in the ectypel, the modification of the plural, indeed, is correct.

[P] If the plural were correct in case of a single [object] based on it being seen in Vedic
usages, how then could there be a contradiction [in case of two objects|? It [would be]
obtained, indeed, as in agreement.

[S] The answer [is]: This is stated in agreement to the usage. And since in worldly
matters the plural [is used] in case of a single noose, it is stated that this [use of the
plural for two objects|, indeed, would be a contradiction.

But the highest object is [to have] this agreement [of the form in the mantra
and the object denoted], indeed. And this idea of the commentator [Prabhakara|!!
expressing it as such is understood — also in case of the ectype. The usage [takes place]
in case of a single noose without alteration of the plural ending, indeed. But

here in case of two nooses neither a worldly, nor a Vedic usage, nor one derived from

150 yarasamue. T am unable to think of a suitable continuation of this sentence according to the given

phrase.

151 While Salikanatha refers to Sabara as the bhasyakara (for example p. 135 of the manuscript), he
seems to address Prabhakara in this instance by vivaranakara. This assumption is corroborated by the
fact that the Laghvi was also called vivarana (VERPOORTEN 1987: 32).
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indication (laksana), is obtained. Just like in case of wru and the others.!52

[P] Objection: This usage is based on the Veda, indeed, as the mantra has
been obtained from the karya — thus it can take place [in the ectype] as in
the archetype.

[S] He resolves: The usage involving the direct denotation [of the plural] cannot
be said [to apply| on account of the karya. Here [the usage| cannot be based on
the direct Vedic instruction of the karya, since the direct Vedic instruction would be
such that "the plural should be used for the karya involving the dual". Through [this]
difference [between the direct Vedic instruction in the archetype and that in the ectype]
the usage involving the direct denotation [of the plural|, which would be based on the
karya, cannot be understood as a usage involving a word which is directly denotative
[of the ectypal ritual setting], since the mantra is possible to be effective for the karya
(karyakara) also by it having [a word] inserted which has a different direct denotation.
Since in the archetype, again, the usage of an element which corresponds [to the ritual
setting takes place| in case of a single object on account of the direct Vedic instruc-
tion of the mantra |containing the plural form|. Since the application of the plural is a
certainty, there is no contradiction to the direct denotation. And the fact that [the
mantra containing the plural] is correct [in the archetype] does not provide
the understanding that it is seen as such anywhere else. Because the direct
Vedic instructions [each| have their [own|, specified sphere (visaya), this direct Vedic in-
struction [here of the mantra containing the plural|, which [is given| in the archetype, is
thus far not possible [to be applied| also in the ectype. Since the direct Vedic instruction
is different according to the respective context. Also, it is not the case that what is seen
in the archetype [to apply| to the singularity [of the noose| is also seen in the ectype [to
apply| to the duality |of the nooses|, since there is a split |[in the respective instructions.

Therefore, it has been properly stated that this usage [involving the mantra with

152 T am uncertain about this reference by Salikanatha. It could, however, refer to 9.4.3, where the
meaning of the term wruka in the adhrigupraisamantra is discussed. The purvapaksin takes it to denote
an owl, thus rendering the passage as a comparison based on indication. According to the siddhantin, on
the other hand, the direct denotation of the term is formed from its constituents, namely uru ("large")
and ka(sa) ("marrow").
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the plural form| is understood from indication (laksana), indeed. Since, indeed, uha has
to be made as a result of [that| indication, uha [applies to both]|, indeed.!3> The need
(prayojana) [of modification]| has been explained to be "for grammar". Since
by force of this — i.e. by force of grammar — the usage has been determined

to involve the modified [mantral.

153 xx nata. I am unable to suggest an emendation here. However, the sense has to be that modifi-

cation has to be made to both, the singular and the plural forms in the respective mantras, as this is
the final view of the siddhanta in the present adhikarana.



5.2. Ninth adhyaya, third pada

137

[5.] vipratipattau.

[P] Here the purvapaksa belongs to one thinking that there is taking out
(utkarsa)'® on account of the indicative mark (liriga). As — on account of the
indicative mark in the form of the plural — the act involving several nooses belongs to the
mantra dealing with the untying of the noose, which contains the plural ending, [that
mantra| is taken out [in the archetype where there is one noose|, [this is| the purvapaksa.
[S] But the siddhanta [is represented as follows|: As there is a specification by
means of the specific context, [in which the mantra containing the plural form
appears|, the mantra, directly instructed by the Veda (upadista), cannot be
taken out, since its object in form of the basic noun'® is possible [to be
denoted]. The mantra, even though containing the plural ending, is specified for the
apurva of the agnisomiya by means of the context, which indicates (laksana) [the mantra|
as in proximity by grasping [the object from the sacrificial context|. Since [the mantra]
is directly instructed by the Veda, and since the object in form of the basic noun
is possible [to be denoted|, [the mantra containing the plural] cannot be taken out. By
means of the basic noun being the object [of the term in the plural], indeed.
Since the mantra, containing the plural ending, is understood to be directly instructed by
the Veda by the fact that it reveals, indeed, the basic noun as its object. But neither is it
understood that the object of a mantra is [to denote| the grammatical number (vacana),
nor to emphasise (pratipadana) plurality, since plurality is not seen in the sacrificial act.
And therefore the mantra is not taken out, since it is possible here that it is meant for
something else, namely for indicating (prakasana) the basic noun (pratipadika) as the

only object, [and] since it is not the object of the mantra [to indicate| plurality. And

154 The discussion revolving around the usage of the two mantras already discussed in the previous
adhikarana is continued here — this time in regard to the archetypal agnisomiya. The "taking out" can
be interpreted in two ways here: The mantra is taken out of the context, in which it appears in the
Veda, namely together with the mantra with the singular form in the context of the agnisomiya. It is
also taken out of the procedure of the archetypal sacrifice. This double interpretation, again, shows the
intricate parallelity of Vedic text and Vedic sacrifice in the view of the Purvamimamsa.

155 The basic noun (pratipadika) is the primary aspect of a word, as it carries the primary denotation.
In the present case it would be "noose" (pasa). The secondary aspect is expressed by the specific ending,
here the plural. The siddhantin argues that only the primary aspect is relevant for the applicability of
the mantra containing the plural form for the single noose.
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that is not the object of the mantra, since the object of the mantra is understood by
force of it being subordinated [to the injunction|, and since by means of the context the
apurva is obtained as related to the single noose. There the object of the mantra cannot
be plurality, since it is understood that [the mantra| is subordinated [to the injunction].
[P] As such thus far it has been stated that only the basic noun is the inherent object
[of the plural form in the mantra|, [while|] plurality is not the inherent object. But (ca)
it cannot be said that the usage of the [specific|] number has an object which is not
inherent. Since an object is present for the [specific| case notion.

[S| By admitting (pratipatti) that [the mantra containing the plural form| is part of the
sacrificial act [with the single noose|, the plural has an inherent object. If it is
said that there is no inherence, since plurality [is not there in that sacrificial act|, then
he resolves: In regard to lack of inherence it cannot be explained that [the
mantra] is not used. Since [the plural form] can provide a means (dvara)
also by it having the case-notion as its object.

[P] Let it be used! Nevertheless, what then?

[S] To this he states: And when it is used, it is understood to have its object
inherent. Again no, based on this inherence its use [applies] elsewhere, since
the usage is based on the karya. It is understood that what has been employed in
such natural usages — even though they are in contradiction to that use, which is worldly
in regard to the karya — has an inherent object. Again no, having considered this inher-
ence it should be used. Therefore, as the plural even has an object in this mantra when
it is used, the plural has its object inherent by the opinion that [the mantra| is part
of the sacrificial act. Since, indeed, the mantra dealing with the noose, even though
containing the plural ending, is used in case of the single noose. Hence, indeed, the
precept of lord Panini regarding the inversion of the case endings has been obtained.!%6

Therefore, it has been correctly stated that there is no taking out. There is a

156 As Salikanatha does not quote a sutra from the Astadhyay: of Panini directly, I can only assume
that he refers to Astadhyayr 3.1.85: "In the Veda often the case endings are exchanged." (vyatyayo
bahulam. BOHTLINGK 2001: 85, my translation.) This reference justifies the siddhanta taking the
plural form to denote the single noose.
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difference to such [statements in mantras| as: You two are the lords of heaven.!®”

Since [there| the usage [of this verse| cannot be understood by means of it having the
single sacrificer as its object. But since here the usage |of the mantra containing the

plural form| is ascertained by the fact that it has one noose as its object.

[6.] apu.
[P| Here the single [word] cannot directly denote its inherent and its non-
inherent [object].!®® Thus, the propounder of the purvapaksa thinks that there is

modification in case of two and more |wives|. Dress up the wife.!? Thus, the singular

appears in case of a man with one wife. And if it were employed without change in case
of a man with two wives and of a man with many wives, then it would have an object
inherent and not inherent. And this is not correct for a single [word|. Therefore, as [the
term in the mantra applies| to a man with one wife, [the mantra| is used by means of
[the term patnim| being changed, indeed, when there are two wives and when there are
many |wives|. Modification into the dual and into the plural has to be made,
this is the purvapaksa.

[S] But the siddhanta [is represented as follows|: Determining the object of mantras
is based on the force of them being subordinated, not by means of [taking

them as] independent.

157 This refers to the SBh at JS 3.3.17, where the use of this first of three "openings" (pratipad) is
discussed. Sabara also mentions this example in the present adhikarana, at JS 9.3.15. The mantra is
enjoined to be used when there are two sacrificers, while a separate one is enjoined for several sacrificers.
According to the siddhantin these two pratipads are not to be recited at the archetypal jyotistoma, in
the context of which they appear, but should be employed at those ectypes involving the mentioned
number of sacrificers. Contrary to the example discussed in the present adhikarana the grammatical
number is the primary aspect there in connection with the specific injunction.

158 The context of the present discussion is the darsa- and purnamasa, for which the following mantra
(TB 3.2.9.14) is enjoined: "Fetch the water for besprinkling, pile up the burning fuel, bring together the
small and large ladle, dress up the wife, come forth with clarified butter." (proksanirasadaya idhmabarhir
upasadaya sruvam ca srucasca samrddhi patnim samnahyajyenodehi.) The purvapaksin thinks that the
term patnim denotes a single wife, the inherent object, so that the mantra would have to be changed
in case of a sacrificer with two or more wives. If the mantra were to be used by a sacrificer with two
or more wives, the singular form would also denote an object which is not inherent. In the preceding
adhikarana, however, it was arrived at that only the inherent object can be denoted by terms appearing
in mantras.

159 See preceding footnote.
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[P] And this [present| subordination [is derived| from the single [term]. When [the
term| would be used also for [men| with three [wives|, how could then there be a single
subordination?

[S] To this here he states: The object, i.e. the wife, is unspecified also when
there are three [wives]. By force of this [unspecified object], indeed, the
subordination is there also in case of three [wives]. The mantra cannot be
separated from that [subordination| on account of the grammatical number, i.e.
the singular.

[P] Objection: As in case of a man with one wife there would be inherence
and non-inherence, [the subordination] to the grammatical number cannot
be denied.!®

[S] He resolves: It may be that it cannot [be denied]. Again, in case of two
and in case of many [wives| it cannot be assumed that one should desist
from using [the mantra]. Since subordination is possible [only| through the direct
expression of the basic noun and the gender, [and| since no limitation (samkoca) for the
subordination through the compliance with the singular is obtained!®!, the mantra has
to be used for all [sacrificers, independent of the number of their wives|.

[P] Nevertheless, what?

[S] To this he states: It has been stated that [the mantra] used would be deter-
mined as inherent and not inherent. It is determined whether the mantra, which is
used, has an inherent object or whether it has no inherent object. And this mantra
is used everywhere. There, [in the preceding adhikaranal, the singular applies to two,
[but| the plural is impossible to have the singular as its object. Hence, even in regard to
one |wife|] that [object| is not different to providing singularity. It is assumed, because

it is widely spread (vyapakatva), that an element which has the purpose of providing

160 The singular form in the mantra would in case of a sacrificer with one wife denote its inherent
meaning of "the one wife". However, in the argument of the siddhantin this would not be the inherent
object, the term simply referring to "the wife" without necessarily including the specific number. The
purvapaksin does not accept this double denotation, thus claiming that the grammatical number is
decisive in determining the meaning and use of the mantra. See the beginning of this adhikarana.

161 In the form patnim in the mantra only the basic noun "wife" and the feminine gender are denoted,
but not the singular number.



5.2. Ninth adhyaya, third pada

141

(pratipatti) [the mantra] as part of the sacrificial act is suitable for the procedure. This
he states: The direct denotation of singularity is not possible in regard to two
or many. Thus, in regard to |a case with| one |wife| it has, indeed, not been prompted
by something else (a-tat).'6? Therefore, also there the procedure is subordinary, indeed.
Thus, the direct denotation of "one" [wife] is not in contradiction in regard to two or

many.

[7.] vikrtau.

[P] There the propounder of the purvapaksa [states|: Since the subject-matter, [to
which the use of the mantra belongs,| is specified by (gen.) direct Vedic
instruction (upadesa) in regard to the archetype, indeed, this [mantra]| is
not suitable also in the ectype in case of two or more [wives]|, since its use

[depends on] the karya.'% The meaning of this is: Dress up the wife.'%* Thus, the

singular is the suitable element to be used in the archetype, indeed, since there, indeed,
the mantra is directly instructed by the Veda (upadesa). [But the singular| is not
[the suitable element]| in the ectype, since there it is not directly instructed by the Veda.
Just as [the number] is indicated (laksana), indeed, in the mantra dealing
with the noose!®, since the use [of that mantra] depends on the karya. The
use [of the mantra] is the karya, thus he puts forth the purvapaksa.

[S] But the siddhanta [is represented as follows|: It may be that the direct Vedic in-

struction has its subject-matter specified, and that this [instruction applies]

162 A5 the singular form is also applicable to sacrificers with more than one wife, it must have the

same cause in all instances independent of the number of wives.

163 We remain with the same mantra (TB 3.2.9.14) as in the preceding adhikarana. While it was
there discussed how one should deal with the singular form patnim in an archetypal sacrifice where a
sacrificer has more than one wife, the same question is now discussed in an ectypal setting. According
to the purvapaksa the mantra should not be used as such, since only for the archetype it was directly
laid down, even if the singular form does not correspond to the dual or plural of the sacrificial setting.
In the ectype, however, this direct Vedic instruction is not there.

164 See the preceding adhikarana for the full mantra.

165 This refers back to 9.3.4 and 5, where the siddhantin had argued that the mantra containing the
plural form serves as an alternative to the one containing the singular at the archetypal sacrifice with a
single noose. At the ectype with two nooses, however, he argued that both mantras are not applicable
without the respective forms changed to the dual. The duality was explicitly needed for the two nooses
to be untied simultaneously — this was the karya. The purvapaksin here uses this argument to make his
point, i.e. that the singular form patnim has to be changed in the ectype.
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in regard to the archetype, indeed. Nevertheless, it has been understood
there [in the archetype| that this singular ending is suitable in case of two
and many [wives]. Now, this duality and plurality are also there in the ectype. Hence,
since [the singular ending| has been understood to be suitable there [in the archetype], it
is not the case that the use [of the mantra] is the karya.'%6 The use |of the mantral
is in accordance with its object, indeed. Again, in case of the two nooses it is correct
that one has to conform to the indication [that the dual is to be expressed|, as the use |of
the mantra| there has to be assumed on the basis that the plural is not seen [to apply]
in case of two [objects|. Here, again, the use does not require the karya, since duality
and plurality also are obtained [through the given form in the singular|. There is no
need [to question] what kind of use has to be made. Thus, no indication

(laksana) is employed. Therefore it has been correctly stated: Also in case of the

ectype [the mantra containing the singular form applies], since that [mantra]

is directly expressed.!6”

[8.] adhrigau.
[S] The reason [given| in form of another argument has the object of explaining the
purpose of [taking] the regulations [in the present example| as similar to elements in

previous views from the adhikarana |dealing with| the animal [at the agnisomiyal.t%®

166 This was the conclusion of the purvapaksin at the end of the preceding paragraph.

167 My translation is not in line with that of Jha (JHA 1933-36: 1571). He takes the pronoun tad to
refer to the general rule that the ectype is like the archetype. This translation is corroborated by the
respective explanation in the SBh, referring to the general rule: yat prakrtau tad vikrtau kartavyam.
Even though this general rule is the basis for the siddhantin’s argument here, I interpret — especially
Salikanatha’s gloss — to specifically refer to the mantra as laid down without restriction, and hence as
applicable also in the ectype.

168 This single statement — not even recognized by the scribe as a distinct adhikarana — serves to
support the argument in the preceding adhikarana, but using the example of the adhrigupraisamantra
(TB 3.6.6.1). The mantra is transferred from the archetypal agnisomiya to the savaniya-sacrifices in
some instances, even though they are not ectypes of the same. This, therefore, is a hypothetical discus-
sion. The argument is developed parallel to the preceding adhikarana: The number is not specifically
intended in the pronoun asmai appearing in the final part of the mantra. Therefore, it can also apply
without modification at the savaniya-sacrifices, which involve more than one animal.
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9.] prati.

[P] Here he puts forth the purvapaksa as thinking that in regard to wild rice (nwara)
the word "rice" (wrihi) is not directly expressive, similar in regard to barley (yava).1
[S] But the siddhanta [is represented as follows|: It may be that it would not be
directly expressive, if this use [of the unchanged mantra] would involve un-
husked rice (nwara) as the substance. But it has been shown in the sixth
[adhyaya]'™ that the incorporation (upadana) of unhusked rice (nwara) as
the substance has the object of accomplishing similarity, in the form that the
parts [of the unhusked rice| are characterised by their quality of containing
husked rice (vrihi).!'"™' Since that [substance], which is characterised by its
quality of containing husked rice, is similar [to husked rice] in its parts.

[P] How, indeed, should [the unhusked rice| be incorporated?

[S] For such a purpose it has been shown in the sixth [adhyaya| that the unhusked rice
is incorporated into the proceedings for the husked rice, not through something that has
the character of a different substance.

[P] Objection: As such so far the unhusked rice is employed [in place of the husked rice].
But (ca) the word wvrihi cannot directly express that [unhusked rice|, thus modification
is correct.

[S] There he states: It has been established that the class-word (jatisabda) is

referred to by the particular [term]| in the case of embellishments.!™> Where

169 During the preparation of the rice-oblation (caru) at the darsa- and purnamasa, the mantra
beginning with syonam te (MSS 1.2.6.19-22) is recited. The latter part of it includes the term wvrihi,
"husked rice". In the sixth adhyaya, at JS 6.3.15, it was decided that in case that the husked rice
should be spoiled unhusked rice (nwara) serves as a substitution. The substituted substance has to be
similar to the original one, and thus shares its main qualities as well as the ritual details laid down for
it (see SBh at JS 6.3.27). Referring to this case it is discussed in the present adhikarana whether or
not also the term wvrihi in the mantra has to be modified. Salikanatha further gives barley (yava) as a
possible substitute.

170" J§ 6.3.15 and 6.3.27. See preceding footnote.

171 This argument is made in line with the SBh at JS 6.3.27, where similarity was discussed as the
major criterium for a substance to be substituted by another. As unhusked rice by nature includes the
husked rice — the latter being gained from the former —, similarity is given.

172 The mantra is an embellishment of the act of preparing the rice-oblation. In the mantra we find
the term vrihi, denoting a particular state of rice, namely the husked, clean rice. But according to the
siddhantin the term in the mantra does not denote this specific rice, but the category "rice". In this
category also the unhusked rice is included, hence the mantra is not modified.
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embellishments are enjoined, there the class-word is referred to by the particular [term],
this has been established. And [the class "rice"|, which is directly denoted also
by the mantra, is also there in the embellishment, indeed. There also the
class-word is referred to by the particular [term|. Therefore, since the class-word is used
by means of the specific [term]|, it has been correctly stated that [the mantra| is used
without being changed.

[P] Objection: The specific appearance of unhusked rice is not [comparable to]
the specific appearance of rice, thus how can [the unhusked rice| be expressed
by the word vrih:?

[S| The following is the |proper| opinion: The word vrihi [is upheld] for the sake
of expounding what has been understood — through incorporating [the un-
husked rice] — as the means [to do the sacrifice] (sadhana'™) based on the
category "rice" (vrihi). Here also [the substance| is not specified, thus the word

vrihi has to be used.

[10.] samsargisu.

[P] The distinction involved in tying the animal [between the singular form
caksus in the mantra and the actual two eyes of the animal] in the archetype
is intended, considering this he puts forth the purvapaksa.'™ Although like in the

archetype the distinction involved in tying the animals [could be| intended [in the ectype],

173 See footnote at 9.1.14 for more on the relation between sadhana, sadhya, and itikartavyata. The
term vrihi is justified to be used according to the siddhantin, as it refers to the general sadhana, the
offering of a rice-oblation. As such it incorporates also the unhusked rice, which has come in as a
substitute for the same sadhana.

174 We are — once again — dealing with a passage of the adhrigupraisamantra (MS 4.13.4; TB 3.6.6.2),
recited during the agnisomiya when the animal is tied to the sacrificial post. The passage under
discussion mentions the (single) eye of the animal going to the sun. The question is whether this
singular form has to be modified into the dual or plural at an ectype, where two or more animals are
sacrificed. The introductory statement here refers to a preliminary question by the purvapaksin why
the singular form should even be applicable at the archetype with one animal, as also there we find two
eyes. The solution is that the light (tejas) of the two eyes of a single animal is one. The term caksus
in the mantra refers to this light, its singular form is thus justified at the archetype. See SBh at JS
9.3.27.
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since the physical eye (adhisthana'™) is not incorporated.!” Still, as such the |eye-|lights
of those [animals in the ectype]| are distinct in case that there are distinct animals, since
the [individual| animal is referred to back by the word asya here [in the mantra reading]

the eye of it (asya) [may go] to the sun — thus in accordance with the object

modification is correct.

[S] But the siddhanta |is represented as follows|: There is no proof based on a
proper means of knowledge (pramana) that the difference is intended (loc.).
Since it is understood that the light [of the eyes of several animals] is a single
one. Even in case that the animals are different the light of [each of]| those [eyes| com-
bining together cannot be differentiated at all. Therefore, even [though]| in the ectype
the physical eyes are arrived at to be many, their light cannot be differentiated, thus

there is no modification.

[11.] ekadha.

[P] The object as such [as expressed by ekadha in the mantra] is obtained,
indeed, also in case [the skins of the animals at the ectype are cut] in
combination — thus [the purvapaksin] thinks that there is no modification

[of the mantra].'”™ Cut out its skin at one time (ekadha). This object, which

belongs to the word ekadha [in this part of the mantra|, is obtained also in case that

[the skins of two or more animals in the ectype are cut| in combination, indeed. Since

175 1 follow the translation of Jha (JHA 1933-36: 1575f). In the SBh at JS 9.3.27 the term is used
in the dual. The term stands in opposition to caksus, "eye" in general, which is argued to denote the
light (tejas), the power of eyes.

176 One could, according to the purvapaksin, argue that the light of the eyes even of several animals
in the ectype represent a single force. The physical eyes are not incorporated into the meaning of the
mantra, which was said to refer to the light. However, the animals being distinct also their individual
eye-light must be distinct. The reference to the term asya is not made in the SBh — nor elsewhere, as
far as I am aware. In the given sources for the adhrigupraisamantra, MS 4.13.4 or TB 3.6.6.2 it is not
found within the present statement, but several times in the immediate context.

177 A further part, quoted in the following statement, of the adhrigupraisamantra (MS 4.13.4; TB
3.6.6.2) is discussed in the present adhikarana. The term ekadha, according to the purvapaksin, refers
to the cutting out of the skin of all animals at one and the same time in the ectype. In this way the
term keeps its archetypal meaning, and no modification is necessary. The siddhantin, however, will
argue that the term means that the skin should be cut in one piece for each animal. As such it should
be repeated according to the number of animals at the ectype. As there is only one animal at the
archetype, ekadha could not mean the cutting at one and the same time — there only being one cutting.
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also in case that [the skins of two or more animals in the ectype are cut| in combination,
[this aspect]| is directly denoted through this [word| ekadha. Therefore he thinks that in
case of two or more (-adi) animals the word ekadha should not be repeated.!'™ But in
regard to the word asya a modification of the expression has to be made, indeed.'™

[S] But the siddhanta |[is represented as follows|: And since the singularity [of the
animal| is contained in the direct Vedic instruction (upadesa) of the mantra,
the object of the mantra would be in contradiction to those [animals in the
ectype]. Thus, since there is [only] a single animal, a combined object [as
expressed by ekadha] is not obtained in the archetype.!'®® Therefore also in
the ectype a different object [of the word ekadhal] is assumed — thus there has
to be modification, indeed. The meaning of this is: Since thus far there is |only| a
single animal in the archetype, a combined object is not obtained "at one and the same
time" (ekadha). Therefore [the term| has to be taken to have the manner |of cutting
the skin| as its object, indeed. Only that kind of object, which this mantra has in the
archetype, can it have, indeed, also in the ectype. Since there is no separate direct
Vedic instruction (upadesa) of a mantra in the ectype, [and hence| since [the mantra] is
obtained only on the basis of the karya.'® Only if there were a separate direct Vedic
instruction (upadesa), a different object [of a mantra| could sometimes be explained.
But because the application |of the mantra] is based on the karya, there is no room for
assuming a different object [in the ectype than in the archetypel, since the object fixed
[in the archetypel, indeed, is obtained. Hence, the object of the word ekadha, indeed,
has the object of [indicating| the manner [of cutting the skin| also in the ectype — thus

178 The siddhantin will argue for the repetition of the term ekadha for each animal sacrificed.

179 The modification of the term asya in the same statement of the adhrigupraisamantra, which
appears to be a logical consequence of the purvapaksin’s position, is not discussed in the SBh nor
elsewhere to my knowledge. Either it was assumed to be implicit in the purvapaksa, where the term
ekadha is taken to refer to all animals, or it was deemed worthless for the present discussion. However,
the same term and context is again given in 9.4.1, where asya is connected to the ribs of the sacrificial
animal which are to be cut out.

180 In the archetype only one animal is sacrificed, thus only one skin is cut out. Therefore, there
cannot be a combination, i.e. simultaneity, of the cutting. As the ectype is derived from the archetype,
this meaning of the term can also not be assumed in the ectype where there are several animals.

181 The karya remains the same in the ectype as in the archetype: The skin of each animal has to be
cut in one piece.
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modification [of the term in the ectype through its repetition according to the number

of animals|, indeed, is correct.

[12.] medhapati.

[P] Since the object of the indicating [word in the mantra] (nimitta), i.e. the
object of the word medhapati, is not specified in regard to [either| the master
[of the sacrifice]'®? or (ca) the deity, he considers that both are meant [by that
term]|.!®3 He thinks that [the term| directly expresses the master [of the sacrifice|, and
that it directly expresses the deity. Since a specification is seen in the relation [of
the term medhapati] to a different word.'® [The term medhapati| direcly expresses

the master |of the sacrifice] in its relation to the word sacrifical animal (medha), and it

is meant for the deity in its relation to the word bring forth (upanayata).'8> Because

of this specification it is not possible that [the term medhapati| has both as its
objects.
Objection |by the first purvapaksin to the second|: Since neither one, [the sacrificer or

the deities|, is specified, [the word medhapati| will have both as its object. Here [the first

182 The master of the sacrifice is the sacrificer.

183 Also in the present adhikarana the context is the adhrigupraisamantra (MS 4.13.4; TB 3.6.6.1),
recited during the archetypal agnisomiya. The passage under consideration reads: daivyah Samitarah
uta manusya arabhadhvam. upanayata medhya dura asasana medhapatibhyam medham (TB 3.6.6.1),
with the reading medhapataye appearing in MS 4.13.4. The first question to be discussed is what the
term refers to — the sacrificer, which is one at the archetype, or the deities, which are two. The answer
to this question determines the employement of the two versions of the mantra — first at the archetype,
and then at the ectype(s). The SBh at JS 9.3.32-34 presents three distinct views of the purvapaksa:
1) The term refers to sacrificer and deities together, thus both forms are not directly denotative in the
archetype and need not be modified in the ectype(s). 2) Each version refers to either the sacrificer
(the singular) or the deities (the dual) at the archetype, consequently both forms need to be modified
according to the number of sacrificers or deities respectively in the ectype(s). 3) Ouly the sacrificer is
referred to by the term, the dual form including the sacrificer’s wife, so that both versions are modified
according to the number of sacrificers in the ectype(s).

184 According to the reading in the manuscript the sentence continues. However, the following phrases
repeat and gloss this brief statement of reason, and do not syntactically connect to it in a proper way.
Therefore I assume the following to be Salikanatha’s gloss, and the present statement to be Prabhakara’s
quotation. It represents a second purvapaksa, arguing that only the master of the sacrifice is the lord
over the sacrificial animal.

185 Both terms, medha and wupanayata, appear in the statement under discussion from the
adhrigupraisamantra (MS 4.13.4; TB 3.6.6.1). Through this proximity according to the purvapaksin
the term medhapati is syntactically related to them. But depending on which relation one considers
essential the meaning is different. Therefore, both meanings are not possible to be assumed at the same
time — as was done by the first purvapaksin.
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purvapaksin| states: Since an indication (nimitta) is obtained through the direct
denotation of [the words in their]| syntactical connection (anvitabhidhana),
the word-meaning (padartha) cannot be directly denoted, when it is indepen-
dent of being connected to another word-meaning.!%¢ Since the word-meanings
are indicators for the sentence-meaning through the direct denotation of [the words in
their| syntactical connection. And as it has been established that there can only be one
object [of the one term in the mantral, [the term in the dual| is meant for the master [of
the sacrifice| through the opinion that [it refers to| the sacrificer as accompanied by his
wife, since both [forms| cannot be taken out [and transferred to an ectype| (utkarsa'®7)
— thus another view |belonging to the purvapaksa]. Through the opinion that [the term
medhapati| with the singular ending [refers to| the sacrificer, [the mantra containing that
term| cannot be taken out |and transferred to an ectype|. [And the mantra containing
the dual form cannot be taken out| by the opinion that [the term| with the dual ending
[refers to]| the sacrificer and his wife. But in case that [the term| were meant for the [two|
deities, the dual ending, indeed, would be inherent. [The term with]| the singular ending
would be taken out |and transferred to an ectype|. Therefore, [the term| is meant for
the lord [of the sacrifice|, since [in that case| both [forms| would not be taken out [and
transferred to an ectype| — thus another view.

[S] Since in case the lord (svamin) [of the sacrifice] were meant [by the term
medhapati that meaning] would be in contradiction to the syntactical con-
nection with the intention [to give the sacrificial animal to the medhapati

mentioned in the mantra].'®® Since the sacrificial animal has [already]

186 The purvapaksin utilises the major premise of the Prabhakaras in regard to the theory of un-
derstanding language, called the anwvitabhidhanavada. This premise, claiming that despite the natural
(autpattika) and eternal (nitya) relation between a word and its object the meaning can only be prop-
erly understood in the context of a sentence, where the word is connected with other words to form
the meaning of the sentence, stands in opposition to the premise of the Bhattas that the meaning of a
sentence is nothing more than the sum total of the individual word-meanings (see JHA 1942: 128-153).
The purvapaksin here relies on anvitabhidhana to show that the term medhapati can only be understood
in its connection within the sentence in which it appears. This connection can only be one, i.e. either
to the animal (medha) or the verb (upanayata), and consequently also the reference can only be one,
either to the sacrificer or to the deities.

187 See footnote at 9.3.5 for more on this term.

188 The ’intention", termed a$amsana by Salikanatha, is given in the latter part of the statement
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been obtained by the lord [of the sacrifice].'® And since in case the lord [of the
sacrifice] were meant |by the term medhapati, that meaning| would be in contradiction
to the object of the intention [to give the animal|, due to the intention [to give the
animal| not being the object of obtaining [the animal the term| is meant for the deity,
indeed — thus the raddhanta. And [the mantra] would not be taken out [and
transferred to an ectype] as [assumed for the term referring to] the lord [of
the sacrifice], indeed, through the difference [in form of one]| opinion that
[the term] with the dual ending would have the basic noun as its object, and
[in form of another| opinion that [the term] with the singular ending would

have the case-notion [as its object], thus it has been stated.!?

[13.] niyamah.

[P] He considers this use of what is not according to the rule (...).19 When [the
term medhapati] is meant for the [two] deities [in the archetype], how can
the mantra be used in [a sacrifice| directed to many deities? And with this
[introductory statement|, the propounder of the purvapaksa states another associated
topic (samgati), an associated topic based on indication (laksana): Through the fact
that [the version of the mantra] with the dual ending has an inherent object
in the archetype the use [of that mantra] is applicable in the ectype by
means of it being modified. Since the karya is achieved by that [version of
the mantra], indeed, the use of the singular ending, which does not have

a seen [object], is not correct in case of many [deities] as well as in case of

from the adhrigupraisamantra presently under discussion. It reads: ... aSasana medhapatibhyam /
medhapataye medhah (MS 4.13.4; TB 3.6.6.1). According to the siddhantin the intention is to be
construed with the term medhapati in both forms, which then has to refer to the two deities, Agni and
Soma, either through the basic noun in the singular form or the dual form.

189 Therefore it cannot be intended for him, as it already belongs to him.

190 The purvapaksin had argued that in regard to the term denoting the sacrificer the version of the
mantra containing the dual form would have to be used at an ectype with the corresponding number
of sacrificers, and not at the archetype. This position is objected to here.

191 The present adhikarana continues the discussion from the preceding one, i.e. the applicability of
the two versions of the adhrigupraisamantra (MS 4.13.4; TB 3.6.6.1). While before the matter was
considered in regard to the archetypal agnisomiya with the two deities Agni and Soma, we are now
turning to an ectypal sacrifice in which the animal is sacrificed to more than two deities. The SBh at
JS 9.3.41 mentions two such optional rites, one directed to the Adityas, the other to the Visvedevas.
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one [deity].!?? Thus he considers it to be left out [in the ectype with many deities|.
This singular ending is only correct to be used in case of two |deities|. Thus, it is not to
be used in case of many |deities| and in case of one [deity].

[S] Here a counter-statement (paricodana) has been made by the commentator [Sabara]:

Objection: Since duality would not be intended in the archetype [by the dual

form], the use [of that form in the ectype] would apply without modification.!?

He explains the purpose of that [counter-statement|: The counter-statement again,
which has been made here by the commentator, that has been made in the

form that the duality [of the deities] was not intended [by the dual form

in the archetype]. The syntactical connection through the own, [inherent]
object [of a word] being directly denoted does not apply, when [that own,
inherent object] is not intended [in the sentence].!”* Thus, my doubt is not
to be left aside!

Here, he further urges: The objection [is that| this doubt, indeed, cannot be
left aside. When [the duality of the deities|] were not intended [of the dual
form], a syntactical connection through the own, [inherent] object [of that
form] being directly denoted would not, indeed, be obtained. Hence this doubt
cannot be left aside.

[P] How?

192 This does not, however, mean that the mantra with the singular ending does not figure in a
sacrifice to just one deity. The purvapaksin only wants to emphasise that it can either be used in that
case or in a sacrifice with many deities, but not in both.

193 Jha translates: "Under this principle the Dual form would come to be used in its unmodified form,
at the Primary Sacrifice; because the duality is not meant to be signified there." (JHA 1933-36: 1584)
According to my understanding of the sentence, the translation is incorrect in its syntactical connection
of the phrase "at the primary sacrifice" (prakrtau). The modification of the dual form would not follow
in the archetype, where the duality of deities is given (Agni and Soma). But because the duality was not
the primary significance of the dual form at the archetype, it could remain as such also in the ectype.
This whole argument regarding the use of the mantra with the dual form is formulated in the SBh as
an objection to the purvapaksa. However, it is not the proper siddhantin’s view, as he will consent with
his opponent that the dual form comes to be used at the ectype in its modified form. It serves as a
challenge to the purvapaksin to justify his position.

194 The dual form expresses the two deities at the archetype. But if it were argued that this form
also applies in an ectype with more than two deities, one would have to assume that the duality was
not intended of the form also in the archetype. And this is not possible, as the dual form can only be
applicable in the archetype if that duality is also intended.
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[S| To this he states: Intention (vivaksa) is the desire to express something,
indeed.

[P] [And] then what?

[S] To this he states: And expressing something (vacana) is direct denotation
(abhidhana). Therefore, what has been intended is desired to be directly
denoted. Again, what is not intended is not desired to be directly denoted through a
mantra.

[P] Yet then, again, what?

[S] To this he states: And [the duality of the deities], when it is not desired
through it being required to be directly denoted, can hardly be said to be
directly denoted. And he states another argument: And it is correct that in the
opinion [taking into consideration| the directive there is a desired object in
regard to original [uses of a word|. Therefore, what is required [in a sentence]
(akanksita) by means of the directive, that is intended. And also, what is not intended,
that is not required [in a sentence| by means of the directive. And what is not required [in
a sentence|, that is not syntactically connected (anvayin) to that [sentence|. And what
is not syntactically connected to that [sentence|, that is not directly denoted (abhihita)
— [all] this can be said. Since [otherwise| there would be want of etymological under-
standing (vyutpatti'®). Here it is stated: The opinion, regarding a word as not
intended, has to be seen as not being beyond blame. The following has been
stated: Also the duality [of the deities] is intended. This mantra is not
[meant for] something other than that duality. By the opinion that [the dual form
in the mantra| is meant for something else it would be said that [the dual|] would not be

intended. Again, [the dual is not there in the mantra| in order to be directly denoted by

195 Wicher notes: "Salikanatha definiert den Terminus wvyutpatti als "Erfassen der Verbindung von
dem, was auszusagen ist, und dem, was das Aussagende ist"." And further: "Das Erkennen eben dieser
Verbindung kann man Sprachverstédndnis nennen, wobei dieses Sprachverstédndnis eine fiir jedes Wort
nur einmalige Erfahrung des Lernenden ist." (WICHER 1986: 17) The understanding of the inherent
relation between word and denoted object can only be gathered through hearing the specific word used
in sentences, as this is the essential premise of the anwvitabhidhanavada. If a specific form of a word
would not be required in a sentence, its inherent meaning could not be understood. This would make
any understanding of language, being based on listening to others, impossible.
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not being desired. Otherwise it would be arrived at that understanding the duality [of
the deities| would be a mistake. Since duality would not be something directly denoted.
Therefore, duality is directly denoted by the dual ending [in the mantra], indeed. But
[the dual ending| is not meant for something else. Since otherwise the aspect of duality
would be gone.

[P] Objection: As such being meant for something else (tatparya) and direct denotation
(abhidhana) are arrived at to have distinct objects. And then also in other instances,
where something is directly denoted, that should not be meant for something else.

[S] Here he states: And understanding that it is meant for something else is not
hindered by understanding the syntactical connection. Since being meant for
something else depends on that [syntactical connection], indeed. Being meant
for something else is preceded, indeed, by understanding the syntactical connection.
But being meant for something else is there only in regard to some [word|, when it is
understood on the basis of it being syntactical connected, indeed, not in regard to
[a word| containing other elements. Therefore, even if it were not meant for something
else, the dual would have its object syntactically connected, indeed. Thus it is qualified
for modification.

[S] But the siddhanta |is represented as follows|: It is correct that the dual should
be employed by means of it being modified [to the plural]. Also the singular
should be employed, indeed. The meaning is that also the singular ending should
be employed, [but| without being modified.

[P] Objection: At one point it has been stated that the use [of the singular form| in case
of many |deities| would not be correct, since it is not seen [in such a case|. But the use
[of the singular form| would be correct by means of it being modified, indeed, like that
[singular form| found in regard to the noose.%

[S] The answer that this statement could be followed!"” [has been given| in the

196 This refers back to 9.3.4. There the conclusion was that at the ectype both versions of the mantra
are used, with the singular and the plural respectively modified into the dual. The purvapaksin transfers
this argument to the present instance.

197 Jha translates: "This is a bold assertion." (JHA 1933: 1583)
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preceding adhikarana.'®® Since it has been explained that the object is inherent through
the opinion that [the statement| "the singular has its object inherent [in the sacrifice]"
is metaphorical. And the opinion of a teacher is referred to, who states it as such: "A
group is something other than its members." Therefore, the singular ending,
which has not been modified, should be used. Since the single object in the
form of the group [of deities] is given [in the mentioned ectypes], as [it was
the case in the mantra containing] the word patn:.'% Thus, the final conclusion
[can only be arrived at| by the fact that the unmodified [singular form| should be used.
[P] There, indeed, the use of the singular was applicable (sadhutva). But here, direct
denotation is applicable, indeed. Here it has been stated by the commentator that the
singular ending should be left aside.

[S] This he refutes: Objection. It has been stated that the singular ending,
even if it is not seen in case of many [deities] and in case of one [deity at the
same time|, should be employed. What has been stated here in this adhikarana,
namely that the singular ending is not seen in case of one [deity]|??°, has to be considered
"by the opinion that it refers to Vedic use". He settles: One has to see it as the
opinion that it is not modified. The siddhantin, who desires the employment of [the
mantra with the singular form|, which has not been modified, contains an element from
his opponent’s view |arguing| that the singular ending, which has not been modified, is
left out.

[P] Therefore, here, the purvapaksa |argues| that both |versions of the mantra| are em-
ployed after they have been modified.

[S] The siddhanta [argues| that the dual ending is modified, indeed. [And he argues|
that the singular ending is employed without being modified, indeed.

198 See SBh at JS 9.3.40.

199 This refers back to 9.3.6. There it was arrived at that the singular term in the phrase patnim
samnahya contained in the mantra should not be modified in case the sacrificer has more than one
wife. Although in that instance the reason was not that the wives form a group, the siddhantin uses
this reference to support his view in the present instance.

200 See beginning of this adhikarana, p. 345 of the manuscript.
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[14] artha.

[S] Since here [at the ekadasini] there is no union [of the deities]|, the use of the
singular ending in accordance with the object [it denotes| does not apply.?!
When |[as at the archetype| the character of being the deity [of the sacrifice] would belong
to Agni and Soma in union, then [this| could be [the case| here |at the ectype|. Then the
singular would be according to the object [it denotes|, [and] its use would be obtained.
But (ca) here |at the ekadasini] the character of being the deity |of the sacrifice|] does not

belong to [those eleven deities| in union. Here in regard to the question whether the

nigada containing the singular should be applied without modification, [or]

whether it should be left out [at the ectype], the commentator [S] has stated by

means of a distinct statement of the siddhanta that [the version containing| the singular
should be left out [at the ectype].

[P] One who desires to understand the meaning of that [statement| raises a question:
Why (kim) should the mantra containing the singular ending be left out?

[S] The answer is: It should be left out. Since it is meant for the [single| deity,
and since this [single| deity is absent here [at the ectype|. But [the version
containing| the singular ending should not be used. Since plurality is not seen to belong
to the singular ending, [that singular ending| should be modified to the plural ending.
As before by the opinion that it is not modified, here also it has been stated that

[the version with the singular| is left out.202

Thus reads the third pada of the ninth adhyaya in the Dipasikha.

201 We are — yet again — discussing another application of the adhrigupraisamantra in its two versions
(MS 4.13.4; TB 3.6.6.1). The context in the present adhikarana is the ectypal ekadasini, where eleven
distinct animals are sacrificed to eleven distinct deities. The distinction of the deities is the point of
difference to the archetype emphasised by the siddhantin, where Agni and Soma form a single entity
and are offered to with one animal. This union (samsarga) is not given at the ekadasini, for which
reason the version of the mantra with the singular form of medhapati should be left out and modified
to the plural.

202 T e. the singular form is not used, but in the preceding adhikarana it was also not modified.
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5.3 Ninth adhyaya, fourth pada
352
srih

[1.] sadvimsatih.

[S] This fourfold view [of the purvapaksa| has been explained in opposition to the ex-
pression combining [the number of ribs|, which is an element of the siddhanta, not in
opposition to each other.203 There [at the archetypal agnisomiya] the primary aspect
has to be the ribs |of the animal|. The ribs, indeed, are to be counted.

[P] Nevertheless, some [opponent| thinks that the counting [of the ribs| has to take place
by repeating the word sadvimsati. But some other [opponent thinks that it has to take
place| by repeating the word asya. [Yet| some other [opponent thinks that it has to
take place| by modifying [the term sadvimsati| to the dual or the plural. |Lastly| some
[opponent| thinks that [the term sadvimsati] is even not meant for the group of ribs,
since it is not subordinated by being in the instrumental case.?* They all, indeed, think
that the expression combining [the number of ribs| is not correct. There [in the first two
views| the word sadvimsati has to be repeated, and the word asya has to be repeated,

as the animal comes in as the primary factor.20®

203 This first adhikarana of the fourth pada is rather extensive, incorporating sixteen sutras. We
continue dealing with the adhrigupraisamantra (MS 4.13.4; TB 3.6.6.3) employed at the archetypal
agnisomaya. In the course of the mantra we find the mentioning of "the twenty-six ribs of the animal"
(sadvimsatir asya varnkrayah). The siddhantin argues that the number refers to the specific number of
ribs of the animal, especially in connection with the subsequent statement that the priest "should count
them and cut them out" (ta anusthyo ’ccyavayatat). The purpose served is to have the complete flank
with all ribs cut out. Accordingly in ectypes with more than one animal the term has to be modified
to the number of ribs of all animals together. In opposition to this we are presented with four distinct
views of the purvapaksa. These are — as listed in detail in the SBh at JS 9.4.1-16, and only summarised
here in the DS: 1. The term sadvimsati should be repeated according to the number of animals; 2.
The term should remain as such; 3. The term should remain, but its ending should be adapted to the
number of animals, i.e. changed into the dual or the plural; 4. The accompanying term asya should be
repeated according to the number of animals.

204 The instrumental case would subordinate the number to the cutting out mentioned in the subse-
quent sentence in the mantra. But as the term appears in the nominative, it cannot be connected to
this activity according to this purvapaksa.

205 Tn both views, the animal seems to be the primary concern, as the number of ribs is taken as a
whole, referring to the animal. This view has the consequence that the whole term has to be repeated
— either the one denoting the number, or the one directly referring to the animal.
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[S] [This view| has been rejected: Even in both these views, the animal comes
in as the primary aspect. And this is not correct, since the object [of the
mantra] in the archetype, which is measuring out [the part to be cut|, has
the ribs as its primary aspect. If in both these views, even, the animal comes in as
the primary factor, why then are [the views| presented separately (bhedena)?

[P] He thinks that [the separate presentation| comes about because the repetition is
specified for the word asya [in the second view|. The ribs, indeed, are specified
by the word asya, which has the ending of the sixth case?’ and refers back
to the animal. Therefore, those [ribs] are obtained as the primary aspect,
indeed. Thus the adherent of the repetition of the word asya thinks.2°” How then can
the view that [the term| asya [is repeated| be refuted by [claiming that in that case| the
animal would come in as the primary aspect?

[S| There he states: But it is refuted, since the specification [of the repetition]
would be understood, because something other [than the ribs] would be
understood as the primary aspect. Since the primary aspect is understood on
account of the term [in the mantral, the understanding of a different specification would
have to be expressed by means of a separate instrumental [case|]. And the understanding
of the specification should not be expressed on the basis of an understanding of the
primary aspect other than the term [in the mantra|, thus the meaning. And there
even is no separate instrumental [case]. Thus the repetition of the word asya
is refuted.

[P] But the view that the object [of the mantra] has to be according [to the archetype]
by being instrumental [in bringing about the sacrifice| belongs to one who thinks that
there is no subordination to the instrumental |case| indicating the object. Due even to

an indicative mark (liriga) |[the mantra| is not subordinated to the instrumental [case].

206 T.e. the genitive case.

207 This purvapaksin claims to hold the same view as the siddhantin, namely that the sentence in the
mantra mainly concerns the ribs of the animal. However, the siddhantin shows that by repeating the
term asya the animal — not the ribs — would become the centre of attention in the sentence. And this
is not correct.



5.3. Ninth adhyaya, fourth pada

157

[S| Nevertheless, even because of the indicative mark [in the mantra], [the
mantra] is also subordinated to the directive, indeed. But after the view that
the object |of the mantra| has to be according [to the archetype| has been refuted, the
modification of the grammatical number has [also| been rejected, since the [counted]
number |of the ribs| comes in as the primary aspect.2’® Therefore it has been estab-
lished that the combination [of the number of ribs of all animals involved| should be

expressed, indeed.

[2.] asvasya.

[S] This adhikarana has the object to refute the doubt that [only| the word [catustrimsat]
is prohibited.?%

[P] One should not say "thirty-four". By what has been thus handed down by

§ruti only the word is prohibited. Again not the verse [is prohibited], since
indication (laksana) would be the inevitable consequence (prasariga).?!”

[S] This doubt of the purvapaksa is refuted.

[P] In what way?

[S] To this he states: Since the direct expression of that [mantra] would

not be obtained — since only the word would not be subordinated [to it],

208 The modification of the grammatical number refers to the fourth view of the purvapaksa mentioned
above.

209 The present adhikarana discusses the same passage from the adhrigupraisamantra (MS 4.13.4; TB
3.6.6.3) as the preceding one. The context here is its application at the ectypal offering of the savaniya-
animal included in the jyotistoma. Three animals are offered, a horse with 34 ribs, and a goat and an
ox-deer (gomrga), each of which has 26 ribs. Adapting the argument from the preceding adhikarana it
is clear that the term sadvimsati, "26", has to be modified to sadasiti, "86", summing up the number
of ribs of all animals. But in the context of the savaniya-horse we find a Rk-verse (RV 1.162.18: asve
catustrimsad vagino devabandhor vankrir asvasya svadhitis sameti.) specifically mentioning the 34 ribs
of the horse. Because of this verse specifically mentioning the increased number of ribs of the horse,
it can be argued that the number of ribs of the horse should be mentioned separately in the use of
the adhrigupraisamantra — such will be the position of the siddhantin. However, a further statement
is found, prohibiting the use of catustrimsat, instead commending the original sadvimsat. According
to the siddhantin, this is a prohibition of the whole Rk-verse containing the term, but not of the term
itself. According to the purvapksin it is a prohibition of the word only.

This discussion only forms part of the adhikarana as it is presented in the SBh. This is due to a
difference of opinion whether JS 9.4.17-21 form one or several adhikaranas. See JHA 1933-36: 1597 and
1600f.

210 1f the whole verse would be prohibited, the statement cited — even though directly denoting only
the term catustrimsat — would be taken as indicating the complete verse as prohibited.
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and since the prohibition is preceded by [the mantra’s| obtainment. Since the
mantra’s direct expressing would not be obtained, the mantra, indeed, is prohibited.
Thus, the prohibition of the word has been refuted.

[P] This he objects to in the following: They think that that [prohibition of the
word] is incorrect. [But it is not so,| since it was seen that the word gira is
left out in place of the word ira [as enjoined in the statement|: One should

not say gira gira.>!!

[S] He settles [the problem|: Here they?!? explain [that there is] a difference [to
the present instance]. There in cases where [only] carrier-words (hrtpada?)
are incorporated for the sake of praise (stotra) [the prohibition of only the
word applies]|, since the word ira is regulated in place of the word gira.??
Since that word ira, only, is incorporated, as it is restricted. Since only
through this [word ira], indeed, the karya is accomplished, [therefore] it is
correct that [only] the word gira is left out.

[P] It shall be as such. Nevertheless, what [then]|?

[S] To this he states: [One should] not [sing]| gira gira. It has been shown that

this [statement] is a commendation (anuvada) of the prohibition. Since that
dharma?'* accomplishes its object. Therefore here the commendation of that [word
ira] is not incorrect, since — as the commendation requires a separate means of
knowledge to be proven — it is obtained that only the word [gira| is left out. Here again

there is no regulation for another word.?!®

211 This refers to 9.1.17 in the DS, representing the SBh at JS 9.1.45-49. There the word gira had
been discussed, appearing in the yajnayajniyasaman which is sung at the jyotistoma. An additional
injunction is found (TaB 8.6.9-10) prohibiting the use of the word gira, instead laying down the use
of the word dra. This example of one word being prohibited and another being enjoined in its place is
applied by the purvapaksin to the present instance, thus rejecting the view of the siddhantin that the
whole verse is prohibited.

212 Te. the commentators?

213 The words gira and ira are only filling words (stobha) in the saman without adding a specific
meaning to the text. I suppose that this is alluded to in the argument, although I am not aware of the
term hrtpada.

214 The dharma, a detail of the sacrificial procedure, is the commendation through the proper use of
the saman.

215 The difference here is that in the example adduced by the purvapaksin the word ira is enjoined in
place of the word gira. In the present instance, however, we only find the prohibition of catustrimsat,
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[P] How [can it be thus|, when there is no regulation?

[S] It has been shown [that this can be the case], since there is a connection
with the word eva. On account of the connection with the word eva [the term
sadvimsati] is understood to have been obtained according [to the archetpye already].
And [as such the term|, which has been obtained according [to the archetype already],
is regulated.?16

[P] Hence, is it the case that the usage only of the word [sadvimsati| is commended to
be fixed (nibandhana)?

[S| The prohibition that Jone should] not [say] catustrimsat, indeed, is not a com-

mendation.

[P] Hence, what if it is as such?

[S] The answer is: The following hence happens. There is no [new| subor-
dination. The use of only the word [catustrimsat] is confirmed. Since the
incorporation [of the mantra] is according [to the archetype]. Since [the mantra|
is incorporated according [to the archetype|, the obtaining of only the word is confirmed.
Since the mantra is subordinated according [to the archetype], the prohibition points to
the obtainment |of the word catustrimsat| based on that subordination.

It has been correctly stated that the mantra, indeed, is prohibited — even if another
word should be regulated |by the statement|. Although [the leaving out| is enjoined in
form of another word, nevertheless the leaving out of the word catustrimsat is not
obtained, since the karya of the word catustrimsat cannot be accomplished by means
of the word sadvimsati. Hence, this is not a commendation. This prohibition of
the mantra, indeed, |would apply| also in case that another word were regulated |by
the statement in question| — how much more [does it apply| in case that the prohibition

[itself] is regulated [by that statement|! Therefore it has been correctly stated that the

and a commendation of sadvimsat, which is already given by it being enjoined for the archetype.

216 The term eva appears in the injunction prohibiting the number 34 and commending the use of
the number 26. According to the siddhantin, the term eva indicates that nothing new is enjoined by
stating that the number 26 should be used. It is a mere affirmation of the application of the general
rule that the mantra used at the archetype is to be transferred to the ectype. Therefore, the sentence
does not only lay down the prohibition of the term catustrimsat, which would be superfluous, but the
prohibition of the complete verse containing that term.
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mantra contains an option [in its usage|, since it has been enjoined and prohibited.

[3.] vanistu.

[S| Here this adhikarana is [expounded] to show that the object of the mantra
is restricted by force of it being an assistance to the karya.?'” This adhikarana
is [expounded| to show that the object of the mantra assists the karya, which is based
on the apurva of the agisomiya, when that |assistance| is admitted to be the object of
the mantra.

[P] There the propounder of the purvapaksa thinks that the object, which is understood
to be the object by force of the wordmeanings in the mantra being syntactically con-
nected (anvaya), to be the |proper| object by it leading to the karya — |and as such| he
puts forth the purvapaksa.

[S] Again, what is this object, which is [understood| by force of the syntactical connection
in the mantra?

[P] To this he states: And this term wuruka is a single word, which has the
meaning "owl" (wluka) — this is correct. Since only when the word would
be split, assuming a different meaning would be the inevitable consequence
(prasanga).?'® The meaning, which is widely known in worldly usage, [only]| indicates
"fat" (vapalaksana), |and as such| would have to be assumed as the meaning of the word
uruka. And this is not correct. Hence it is correct that mantras have the object of
recalling to mind words, indeed. And it is correct to assume that such a kind of element

assists the procedure [of the sacrifice].

217 Again the adhrigupraisamantra (TB 3.6.6.3-4; MS 4.13.4) as recited at the agnisomiya forms
the subject matter. Specifically the following statement is discussed: "Do not cut the rectum into
pieces — thinking it to be uruka." (vanisthum asya ma ravistorukam manyamanah.) According to the
purvapaksin the term uruka actually denotes an owl (uluka). The similarity between the rectum and the
owl shall hinder the priest to cut it out accidentally. But the proper view of the siddhantin is that the
term denotes "fat". This is proven by etymological derivation — uru ("large") and ka($a) ("marrow")
are claimed to be the two constituents of the term. Furthermore, the context in which this passage is
recited also supports this view, as the fat of the animal is being cut. The statement thus warns the
priest not to cut out too much, including the rectum which looks like fat.

218 The siddhantin reads the term wuruka as a compound phrase (see preceding footnote). As a
consequence only by splitting the term into its constituent parts can one claim that the term denotes
a "large piece of fat".
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[S] Again, it cannot be assumed that it assists the procedure |of the sacrifice]. If it were
arrived at as such, it is explained: It is correct to determine the meaning [of the
word uruka| on the basis of the karya. Since [the meaning]|, which is proven
by a proper means of knowledge (pramanya), should be directly denoted
(abhidhana) by (gen.) the directive. Since [the meaning|, which is proven by a
proper means of knowledge (pramanya), is directly denoted by everything being taught
by the directive. The meaning, which is understood by force of this |direct denotation],
is the correct meaning of the mantra, indeed. Then — if [the meaning| is proven by a
proper means of knowledge by force of the directive, if it is proven by a proper means of
knowledge when it is brought forth — assuming something unseen is not proven by any
proper means of knowledge, as it is possible that [the mantra| has a seen object. And in
case that the large lump of fat is directly denoted, [the mantra| has a seen object.
But in case that an "owl" would be expressed, [the mantra| would have an unseen object.
Therefore the assumption that the word has to be split, indeed, is stronger.

[P] Objection: Why does the mantra, indeed, being comparable to the fore-sacrifices
(prayaja) and others, not have a subordinate character??!?

[S] There he states: The actual activity is understood through the objects of the
fundamental notion of the verb. The fore-sacrifices and others have a subordinate
character only by means of a subordinate apurva being brought up [for each one|. And
there, [in the case of the fore-sacrifices|, the apurva is not brought up on the basis of
the |offering-|substance. Then the subordinate character [of mantras|, like that of the
fore-sacrifices and others, is not given. He states the objection against the purvapaksa:
And if thus far, in the view taking [the rectum] as resembling an owl, the
rectum would be commended and the meaning would be grasped, indeed,

that it shall not be cut into pieces [at all], then the meaning of the mantra

219 T take this example of the prayajas to refer to the SBh at JS 2.2.2. It had been decided there
that several statements found in the 7S 2.6.1.1 lay down distinct rites, due to each verbal form being
connected with a distinct name for a sacrifice. However, they are all subordinated to the primary
apurva. So the whole mantra could be subordinated to the prohibition of cutting out the rectum
according to the purvapaksin. The siddhantin, however, will claim in the following that the mantra
cannot be subordinated as such, as then it would contradict the primary apurva, which is the cutting
out of the different parts of the animal.
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would be contradictory, since cutting the rectum, which has been directly
denoted, would [then] be prohibited.??"

[P] Now, thinking that |[the rectum| resembles an owl it is assumed that one shall not

cut it into pieces. The apprehension that [the rectum| resembles an owl should not

be made at the time when the rectum is cut. Thus in this way the meaning of the
mantra [should be| assumed. Then something seen would be assumed.

[S] The prohibition, indeed, of this apprehension would not have a seen ob-
ject. And its object would [even]| be impossible. The apprehension that it
resembles an owl, which would be like a prohibition to remember a monkey
when one is taking drugs??', should not be made in regard to the rectum —
as such he reconciles the meaning, indeed, on the basis of this |[following| apprehension.
Therefore the apprehension that it is fat, which considers [the term| uruka [to denote]
a large lump of fat, is expressive for not cutting the rectum. The object of the mantra,

one shall not cut [the rectum]| into pieces, has to be referred to for the sake that

222 should be cut out.

nothing mixed up
[P] Objection: In this view, even when the word is split, the assumption that syllables
have been dropped etc. goes beyond the remotest beginning (7).223

[S|] He resolves: As the object is understood on the basis of the karya, this is
not a fault [in the view] which assumes the dropping of syllables etc. And
since, indeed, it can be assumed in such a way by force of the karya,
hence indeed, the venerable etymologists would argue [for this conclusion]

on the basis of [their] understanding of the syllables, and the grammarians

[would argue| that what is created through the syllables [provides] the in-

220 The resemblance to an owl would render the sentence in the mantra laying down a general
prohibition of cutting the rectum. But in fact, the cutting is only prohibited at this specific stage in
the sacrifice, where the fat is cut out of the animal. Therefore, the priest should not confuse the rectum
with fat and cut it out then, as it should only be cut later.

21 qusadhapane sakhamrgasmaranao. 1 am at a loss to provide the meaning of this simile.

222 Te. the rectum, which is not fat, when the fat is being cut out.

223 This apparently refers to the etymological analysis of the term uruka as given in the SBh at JS
9.4.22. The derivation of the siddhantin is based on wru ("large") and kasa ("marrow"). The latter
part of the compound phrase is shortened to ka, and this dropping of syllables is obviously criticised
here by the purvapaksin.
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struction.

[4.] prasasa.

[S] Purva- and uttarapaksa are [both| expounded on the basis of the karya, indeed. Since
the component part of the logical argument regarding the karya is the same in the purva-
and uttarapaksa.??*

[P] There he states the purvapaksa: The conception (abhimana) regarding [the
two terms]| bahu and prasamsa is that they provide a seen object. It is correct
that this instruction [in the mantra], indeed, contains different case endings.
And in regard to the word bahu there is the dual of the second case??®. And in regard to
the word prasasa there is the singular of the third case??6. This explanation is correct.
The meaning is that "the two arms are to be made, i.e. to be cut off, by means of this
sword". "Have to be caused to be made" would neither be incorrect. Since what goes
to/comes from Ida would not be eternal.??7

[S] Why is this the object of the mantra?

[P] Here he states: Since a seen object is obtained. The meaning is that prasasa
means "by means of a sword" (asina) for the following reasons: Since it indicates the
taking out as the means, since the word "knife" ($asa) is in proximity, since that [word
"knife"| is explained as "sword" (asi), since the meaning "sword" is understood also on
the basis of this word [prasasal.

[S] Objection: The meaning "sword" (ast) is not obtained, as a sword is absent

in the means for taking out [the front legs|, since an axe (svadhiti) has been

224 We are dealing — yet again — with a passage of the adhrigupraisamantra employed at the
agnisomiya. The considered statement (TB 3.6.6.3-4; MS 4.13.4) reads: prasasa bahu krputat. The
term pra$asa is claimed to denote "sword" by the purvapaksin, who derives it from the verbal root sas,
"to cut". The form is thus taken as an instrumental singular, denoting the sword with which the "arms"
— i.e. the front legs — of the animal should be cut out. The correct reading according to the siddhantin
is derived from the verbal root Sams, "to praise", and the form is an accusative dual corresponding
to the term bahu, thus denoting "the two praiseworthy arms". The form has an unusual ending due
to its Vedic use. The similar argumentation mentioned here by Salikanatha at the beginning of this
adhikarana apparently refers to the fact that both, purvapaksa and siddhanta, base their arguments on
an etymological derivation of the term.

225 1.e. the accusative case.

226 T e. the instrumental case.

227 The meaning of this sentence is beyond my grasp. It might be an incorrect interpolation.
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instructed [for that already].

[P] He resolves: Since, as also the karya is the same for the sword mentioned
in the mantra and the axe??®, there could be option [which instrument for
cutting can be used|. Since in this view there is elegance of expression
(sarasabhava?)??, the meaning "sword" is indeed obtained. And [that meaning|
has a seen object. Since |it expresses| the means for cutting out [the front legs].

[S] Objection: The axe, indeed, would have to be expressed by the word prasasa through
secondary application.

[P] There he states: It is not an [already] completed action (paroksavrtti).?3°
The meaning of the mantra contains an option [in reading it| beyond the sound of the
mantra. And he states the fault in the view taking [the term prasasa to denote| the praise
of the arms: The excellence again — would it be expressed — would have an
unseen object, and it would make the arms have the character of deities,
which has not been enjoined, through them receiving praise. Therefore, the
meaning of the mantra is "by means of a sword" (asina).

[S] If it should be arrived at as such, it is argued [against it as follows|: [A meaning] is
possible [only] if the case [of the word prasasa] is in grammatical agreement
with the word bahu. Thus, the instruction [in the mantra assumed] to contain
different case endings is not correct.?3! Since that is remote in regard to the
syntactical connection (anwvaya). The syntactical connection is in proximity, when
the cases are in grammatical agreement. The syntactical connection is remote when the
cases are not in grammatical agreement. And the excellence of the arms, which is being
expressed, does not have an unseen object, since then the understanding is ascertained

that [the arms| are taken out in their entirety.

228 Literally: "of the sword ... with the axe" (svadhitina saha).

229 T am not sure about the meaning of this expression.

230 T am not sure what this answer is supposed to mean. I can only assume that the purvapaksin
claims his reading to be supportive of the action taking place during the recitation of the mantra, i.e.
the cutting of the legs. If the term prasasa would denote the arms as being praiseworthy, it would state
a mere fact.

231 In the interpretation of the purvapaksin the term bahu is an accusative dual, while the term
prasasa is an instrumental singular. In the argumentation of the siddhantin the cases agree, as the
latter term qualifies the former.
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[P] How again is the taking out [of the arms]| in their entirety ascertained on the basis
[of them being| excellent?

[S] The answer is: Only through [their| entirety are they directly denoted as
excellent, since that accomplishes the karya. What is not complete, that does not
accomplish the karya. And what does not accomplish the karya, that is not excellent.
Hence, [the arms]| are also directly denoted as excellent by them accomplish-
ing the karya, and the body part has the task to accomplish the karya — thus
the entirety is ascertained. The two arms, which are excellent, thus far accomplish
the karya by their being taken out. Even if they are body parts, they are excellent
and accomplish the karya. Therefore, also, it has been said that one takes out the two

body parts. The following has been stated: It is not [the case] that they are not

excellent. On them, indeed, the animal walks. Bowing down [on them] it

eats sama- and karira-grass.?3?

[P] What does the commentator [Sabara] say by this [statement]?

[S| Here he states: Presenting the excellence [of the arms] on the basis of the
karya he shows that the mantra is far from containing an option [in its
meaning|. And as such an [already| completed action will not have been
assumed for the word prasasa in place of the axe. Neither has the option
been agreed to, which would be incorrect in combination with the [enjoined]|
axe (svadhiti).

[P] How, again, is it incorrect because of the axe (svadhiti)?

[S] Since, clearly indeed, there is the regulation (?7)233, and since that [argument of the

purvapaksin| has been assumed by force of the word [alone].234

232 Prosopis Spicigera, or Mimosa Suma, and Capparis Aphylla.

233 A part of this statement is unreadable, and it is thus questionable whether the statement is
complete as such.

234 Te. the word prasasa denoting a sword, when actually the axe (svadhiti) is enjoined to be used.
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[5.] $yenakah.

[P] Again, there is a distinction to this [adhikarana dealing with] uruka.?3
[Preliminary objection against the purvapaksa:] There also it had been said that
[the term wruka] would have an unseen object if the resemblance [to an owl
would have been expressed by it]. It has been stated there, indeed, that there would
be an unseen object if the resemblance to an owl [would be denoted|. Likewise here also
there would be an unseen object if the resemblance to a hawk and others [would be
denoted|. Hence, this adhikarana is repeatedly stated.

[P] He resolves: It may be that it has been stated that there would be an unseen
object, if the resemblance [were denoted|. But here the direct denotation of
the hawk, indeed, would not be obtained without similarity — just as there a
large lump of fat is directly denoted because of the word [uruka] being split.
The purvapaksa belongs to one thinking thus.

[S] But the siddhanta [is represented as follows|: Since the direct denotation is ob-
tained as indicating the shape of that [body part being taken out] also when
the whole [body part| is taken out, assuming something unseen would not be

a proof based on a proper means of knowledge. One should make its chest

[like] a hawk. This is the meaning of it: One should make the chest in such a way,

just as it is similar to a hawk. And the resemblance to a hawk is present, when
[the chest] is taken out in its entirety. In this way the taking out [of the body
part| in its entirety, indeed, is instructed. Therefore it has been correctly stated that

the mantra has the taking out [of the body part| in its entirety as its object.

235 This refers to adhikarana 9.4.3. For the last time we are dealing with passages from
the adhrigupraisamantra (TB 3.6.6.2 and MS 4.13.4: Syenam asya vaksah krnutalt Sala dosane
kasyapevamsau kavasoru srekaparpasthivanta). The question is what the resemblance between the
body parts to be cut out and the animals is meant for. The correct view is the same as in the preceding
adhikarana, i.e. it helps one to cut out the body parts in their entirety, as only then they fulfill the
stated resemblance. Against this the purvapaksin claims that the body parts are to be made to resemble
those animals, only in this way there is a proper meaning of the statements possible. In support of
his view he refers back to an argument made by the siddhantin in adhikarana 9.4.3: There the term
uruka was denied to mean "owl", as this resemblance would have no visible object. The case is different
here, and so the purvapaksin defends this adhikarana against an opponent who thinks it to be a mere
repetition of a case already discussed.
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