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ata éva na vivaksa-pratibhasinam artham pratipadayantah Sabda anumanatam asadayanti
agrhita-pratibandhad api vakya-visesad yathokta-nyayato vakyartha-pratipattéh. anénaiva
abhiprayena saugata vakya-gatam cintam anadrtya padam éva anumané 'ntarbhavitavan-
tah. (Tattvabodhavidhayini p. 738 1. 6-8)

It is for this very reason that linguistic expressions don’t bring about inference when they
convey a meaning that reflects the speaker’s intention, since for the reasons just discussed,
one apprehends a sentence-meaning from a particular sentence even without having pre-
viously grasped that sentence’s connection to that meaning. This is the idea behind the
Buddhists’ ignoring the discussion of the sentence and including only the word within
inference.

akhyatam sabda-sanghato jatih sanghata-vartini ~

eko 'navayavah Sabdah kramo buddhy-anusamhrtih ~~

padam adyam prthak sarvam padam sapeksam ity api ~

vakyam prati matir bhinnda bahudha nyaya-darsinam ~~
Trikandi (a.k.a. Vakyapadiya) 2.1-2

iti vakya-tad-avayavabheéda-bheédaikanta-vadinam upalambhah, syadvadinam yathapratiti

(p. 426 11. 6-7)

These criticisms apply to those who one-sidedly insist on the identity or difference of the
sentence and its parts, because for the Syadvadins, who accept the identity of the sentence
and its parts in certain respects depending on our intuition (yathapratiti), it belongs to a
completely different category (?7), being one or many depending on our intuition of one or
many aspects.

padany éva padartha-pratipadana-piurvakam vakyarthavabodham vidadhanani vakya-
vyapadesam pratipadyante, tatha pratiter. (Tattvarthaslokavarttika, p. 427 1. 30-31 =
Praméyakamalamartanda p. 461 11. 1-2, omits tatha pratiter)

The words themselves receive the designation “sentence” when they produce an awareness
of the sentence-meaning after conveying the word-meanings, because that is how we intuit
it.

yadi punah padanam dvau vyaparau svarthabhidhané vyaparah padarthantaré gamakatva-
vyaparas ca, tada katham na padartha-pratipattir avrttya prasajyate? padavyaparat pratiyama-
nasya gamyamanasyapi (Pr. pratiyamanasyéva gamyamanasyapi) padarthatvad abhid-
hiyamanarthavat. (Tattvarthaslokavarttika p. 428 1. 14 = Praméyakamalamartanda p. 464

1. 11)

If, however, words had two functions — one to express their proper meanings one to cause

the other word-meanigns to be understood — then how could it not follow that word-meanings
were understood repetitively (avrttya)? For a meaning that is “understood” from a function

of the words, even if it is [merely?] “gotten,” is just as much a word-meaning as a meaning
that is “expressed.”
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pratipattih. paramparaya padebhya eva bhavan na tato vyatiriktam vakyam astiti cét,
tarhi prakrti-pratyayebhyah prakrti-pratyayarthah pratiyante tebhyo 'peksabuddhisan-
nidhanad anyonyam anvitebhyah padartha-pratipattir iti prakrty-adi-vyatiriktam padam
api ma bhit, prakrty-adinam anvitanam abhidhané abhihitanam vanvaye (V. abhidhanam
abhihitanam anvaye) padartha-pratipatti-siddhéh. (Tattvarthaslokavarttika p. 429 1. 8 =
Prameyakamalamartanda p. 464 1. 5)

One might claim that the apprehension of the sentence meaning arises from the word-
meanings, which are related to each other on account of dependency-awareness-proximity,
and that because that apprehension comes indirectly from the words themselves, the sen-
tence is not distinct from the words. But consider this: the meanings of the the stem and
suffix are understood from the stem and suffix themselves, and the apprehension of the
word-meaning arises from those meanings, which are related to each other on account of
dependency-awareness-proximity. In that case you would be unable to say that word is
distinct from the stem and so on (which you, Mimarhsaka, presumably do want to be able
to say), because the apprehension of the word-meaning could be established either through
the expression of the related [meanings] of the stem and so on or through the relation of
[those same meanings] once they are expressed.

varnanam parasparapeksanam nirapeksah samudayah padam, padanam tu tadapéksanam
nirapéksah samudayo vakyam (Praméyakamalamartanda p. 458 1. 6)

A word is an independent collection of mutually-dependent speech-sounds, and a sentence
is an independent collection of mutually-dependent words.

itarétarasrayam idanim pariharati —

smrti-sannihitair évam arthair anvitam atmanah ~

artham aha padam sarvam iti nanonya-samsrayah ~~ 15
svartha-svariipa-matra-smarané hi na padam padantaram apéksate. smrti-sannihitam
apidarm bhavaty éva sannihitam. nasti tenétarétarasrayatvam. (Vakyarthamatrka p. 406)

He now refutes the charge of circular reasoning:

There is no circular reasoning,

because a word expresses its proper meaning

in its entirety, which is related

in this way to the other meanings,

which have been made proximate

through recollection. (15)
For a word does not depend on another word to call the proper form of its own meaning to
mind. Even if it is made proximate by recollection, it is still proximate. There is no circu-
lar reasoning on that account.

padam ca padarthasyapi smarakatvad na vacakam. na ca vakyarthé smaryamana-padartha-
sambaddhatayavijiiate padartha-smarananyathanupapattya pratipattir yukta. na ca sam-
bandho vakyarthéna saha kasyacid avagantum Sakyah sambandhy-avagama-purassaratvat
sambandha-pratipatteh. smaryamana-padartha-pratipatty-anyathanupapattim ca vind

nanyato vakyartha-pratipattih tam antaréna ca nanyathanupapatteh pravrttih iti itarétarasraya-
pravrttér na kathaficid vakyartha-pratipattih syat. (Tattvabodhavidhayint p. 743 11. 5-10)
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Moreover, the word doesn’t express even the word-meaning, since it merely calls it to mind
(smaraka). And it it would not make sense for the apprehension [of the sentence-meaning
to be postulated] on the basis of the fact that it would be impossible for the word-meanings
to be recalled otherwise unless one [also] cognized the sentence-meaning as being related
to the word-meanings that are in fact recalled. And it is not possible to understand any-
thing whatsoever as being connected to a sentence-meaning, because the apprehension of a
connection is preceded by an understanding of what is connected [and ex hypothesi there is
not yet an apprehension of the sentence-meaning]. The apprehension of sentence-meaning
does not arise from anything other than the impossibility otherwise of the apprehension

of the word-meanings that are called to mind, but this impossibility otherwise would not
operate without that apprehension [of the sentence-meaning]. Hence there could be no
apprehension of the sentence-meaning at all, because its operation depends on circular
reasoning.

ekanta-vadivakyat tu drstarthé ’pi visamvadinah sarvatha apravrttir éva niscita-visamvadanguly-
agra-hasti-yitha-Sata-pratipadaka-vakyadivat. na hi ekantavadi-vacananam vacyam

sambhavi ity uktam. yatah samanyam va tad-vacyam bhavet, viseso va, ubhayam anub-

hayam veti vikalpah. (Tattvabodhavidhayint p. 737 1. 40—42)

By contrast, there can be no engagement in action at all on the basis of a sentence of some-
one who takes a one-sided view, since that deviates from even a perceptible object, like

the statement that conveys “a hundred herds of elephants on the tip of a finger,” which is
known to deviate from a real state of affairs. For we have already said that the statements
of one who takes a one-sided view cannot possibly express anything, since the only op-
tions are that what they express is a general, a particular, both, or neither.

napi anvitanam kriya-karakadinam ekantatobhidhanam, yatah padarthah padarthantara-
samsakta éva yadi padéna abhidhiyate tada prathama-padénaiva vakyarthasya abhi-
hitatvat Sesa-padoccaranam anarthakam dasajyeta, padasya ca vakya-riapata-prasaktih
visesabhidhayitvat yavanti ca vakye padani tavanti vakyani syuh yavantas ca padartha
vakyarthd api tavanta éva prasajyéeran. yadi ca padarthanekatve ’pi eka éva vakyarthas
tada pratipaditartha-pratipadakatvat sesa-padartha-padanam paunaruktyam dsajyeéta. an-
vitarthabhidhayakatvé ca padasya gauh ity ukte gacchati-adi-kriya-visesakanksa na syat,
tata éva kriya-visesa-samsargasya avagatatvat. (Tattvabodhavidhayini p. 743 11. 32-38)

Nor is it the case that [word-meanings] that are related, such as the action and its factors,
are expressed one-sidedly. For if it was only a word-meaning that is already connected to
other word-meanings that is expressed by a word, then the sentence-meaning would be ex-
pressed by the very first word, and hence it would follow that the utterance of the remaing
words would serve no purpose, and it would follow that the word takes the form of the
sentence, because it would express a particular. And it would follow that there would be
as many sentences as there are words, and as many sentence-meanings as there are word-
meanings. And if there were a single sentence-meaning despite the word-meanings being
multiple, it would follow that the remaining word-meanings would be redundant, because
they would convey meanings that have already been conveyed. And if the word were to
express a meaning that is related, then when “cow” is uttered, there would not be a depen-
dency for a particular verbal action such as “goes,” because the connection with a particu-
lar verbal action would already have been understood from that single word.
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