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Bhartrhari’s Vakyapadiya (VP) is notorious for the multiplicity of the mutually
exclusive doctrines expounded there, without any final solution. This paper aims to
demonstrate that in the case of every controversial question discussed in VP, the
variety of views on it can be reduced to a basic antinomy which serves as a kind of
proposition for the problem under consideration. These antinomies are sometimes
expressed explicitly but very often they are hidden in the text of VP. The fundamental
dichotomy is the opposition between pluralism and monism, the origin of which in
turn can be traced in the contradiction between the grammatical background and
ontological trends of Bhartrhari’ s philosophy.

The way in which Bhartrhari integrates these extremities into a total systemis
analyzed in this paper on the basis of some passages, dealing with a certain
semantic problem, from the 1% and the 3" kandas of VP. Attention is focused on the
concept of activity and itsrole in Bhartrhari’s philosophical discourse.

The Vakyapadiya is well known as a treatise on grammatical philosophy, which
presents an ontological dimension of Vyakarana. In the modern methodological
paradigm, however, grammar and philosophy are usually distinguished and treated as
different disciplines. As a result, there emerge two major approaches to the
interpretation of VP. Thefirst of them deals mainly with ontological problems, whereas
the second emphasizes grammatical facets of VP regarding them from the point of view
of either the Paninian tradition or of the modern linguistics. Nevertheless, in the text of
VP, grammar and ontology are really never separated.

Another problem that inevitably arises in the interpretation of VP is the problem of
attribution. As a rule, in Indian philosophical texts one or severa pirvapaksas are
followed by uttarapaksa, which isthe view of the author of the text. Bhartrhari, on the
contrary, is notorious for the multiplicity of the mutualy exclusive doctrines he
expounded in VP, without specifying which of them hisown oneis.

This methodological approach, designated by J. Houben as perspectivism (Houben
1995a, Houben 1997), was in concordance with the traditional status of Vyakaranaasa
science embracing all other disciplines. The reason for Bhartrhari to be so careful in
drawing firm conclusions was probably the complexity of the issues he was talking
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about, for he was not arealist of the Nyayatype and therefore did not have to believein
direct correspondence between words and reality.

A study of Bhartrhari may consist in the analysis of individual standpoints, whichis
justified, because one cannot fully understand the text unless every part of it is
understood properly. On the other hand, as it is emphasized by the concept of the
hermeneutic circle proposed by Friedrich Schleiermacher and later on developed by
modern hermeneutics, the parts can be understood only from the whole.! Therefore
another approach is necessary that provides us with akind of synthesis, which enables
to reconstruct the original complexity of the text.

This paper aims to demonstrate that in the case of every controversial question
discussed in VP, the variety of views on it can be reduced to a basic antinomy which
serves as akind of proposition for the problem under consideration. These antinomies
are sometimes expressed explicitly but very often they are hidden in the text
of VP.

The fundamental dichotomy in Bhartrhari’s philosophy is the opposition between
monism and pluralism. The ontological views of VP can be characterized as non-
dua monism. Still every strict monistic system obviously tries to eliminate the
diversity of the world, regarding it to be unreal. Bhartrhari, on the other hand, was a
follower of the Vyakarana and therefore had to acknowledge the existence of the
objects of grammatical analysis. That accounts for the variety of pluralistic doctrinesin
the text of VP.

It can be assumed that for each school of Indian Philosophy the acceptance of
monistic or pluralistic ontology was not the result of arbitrary decision. On the contrary,
it was stipulated by the character of the non-philosophical practical activity that
historically had formed the basis of this school. Accordingly, it would be natural that on
the basis of the Vyakarana there emerged a discontinuous system of language
philosophy which would be closer to the Vaisesika. In redlity, however, grammatical
ontology turns out to be more similar to the Advaita-vedanta.

The way in which Bhartrhari integrates these polar trends into a total system is
demonstrated in this paper on the basis of some passages dealing with certain semantic
problem, from the 1¥ and the 3" kandas of VP.

Preliminary remarks on the concept of activity

It is worth noting that Indian semantics, unlike European, has never operated with
static structures. It has considered the word and its meaning not per se, but as items
involved in verbal communication. Already the first varttika of Katyayana claims that

1 Or, trangdating this idea into the language of Indian Grammar: to understand individual sabdas
from the text, we have to understand the whole text as a single sabda, and vice versa.
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the relation between sabda and artha, i.e. the word and its object, is permanent because
of the usage by people and that grammar imposes restrictions on thisverbal usagein the
same way as other restrictions regulate other kinds of worldly and ritual activity.?

The concept of activity plays a very important role in Bhartrhari’s philosophy.
Attentiontoit, aswill be shown below, provides uswith solution of some controversial
points in VP. Thisis why a brief analysis of terms used by Indian grammarians with
concern to activity is quite helpful here.

Among the Sanskrit words expressing the idea of activity, the most common is
vyavahara which in grammatical context unambiguously means ‘verbal com-
munication.” In such meaning it is already used in the Mbh (Mbh 1880-1885, I: 2) and
many times by Bhartrhari.

For agrammarian, verbal communication (certainly the correct one, not apasabda)
is an important justification of his discourse. On the other hand, each kind of activity is
not necessarily connected with a certain theoretical outlook and can therefore be
explained by means of different concepts. As Bhartrhari pointsout in VP 1.71:

Practical activity is accomplished resting on different doctrines. And what some hold as
principal, can be contrary for the others®

Vlyavahara is opposed to paramartha, the ultimate ontological redlity, which is
beyond relativization. For Bhartrhari, paramarthaisthe ultimate reality or sabdatattva,
the absolute non-dual principle. The paramarthika level is certainly unique, but there
are many different vyavaharika levels. Different aspects of the phenomenal world can
be explained by means of different doctrines, each of them implying a specific
operative reality. These redlities can be characterized as quasi-ontological, because
they are not ultimate.

The distinction between relative and ontological levels of description plays a
fundamental role in Bhartrhari’ s philosophy. As aresult, among the variety of ways of
considering each problem enumerated in VP, one usualy represents the ontological
point of view whereas the others express different pragmatic (i.e. grammatical)
approaches to the issue under discussion.

Another term that refers to activity is vyapara, which literally means ‘ occupation,
action.” In contrast to vyavahara, vyapara has a narrower meaning, denoting an
individual process, adistinct action (see VP 3.3.28).

The word karya has a wide range of meanings, including that of ‘grammatica
operdtion’, i.e. an exemplary activity in the context of grammatical philosophy (cf. VP
1.59).

2 siddhe $abdarthasambandhe lokato  rthaprayukte $abdaprayoge sastrena dharmaniyamah, yatha
laukikavaidikesu.
3 bhinnadarsanam asritya vyavaharo ‘ nugamyate /
tatra yan mukhyam ekesam tatranyesam viparyayah // 1.75 //
Numeration of the karikasis given according to Rau’s critical edition.
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In some passages of VP ‘activity’ is aso referred to by such words as pravrtti
‘application’ and pradesa ‘context’ (the latter term is understood in VP 1.70 as the
context of a certain activity).

All these aspects of activity per se must be distinguished from physical actions
(kriya, karman) defined ostensively by Patafijali as “moving, stirring, winking”* (Mbh
1880-1885 I:1), as well as from the six transformations of being (sadbhavavikarah).
The latter are mentioned in VP 1.1.3, but for the first time they appear in Yaska's
Nirukta:

There are six transformations of Being, according to Varsyayani: to be born, to exist, to
change, to grow, to diminish, to perish.5

The internal structure of these six actions is quite clear and can be easily divided
into three pairs on account of the following features:

origination (jayate) — destruction (vinasyati),

static being (asti)— essential ateration (viparinamate),

guantitative increase (vardhate) — quantitative decrease (apaksiyate).

These six modes and processes are considered as basic on account of the
functioning of the objects. However, the idea of activity, referred to by vyavahara and
other related terms, is centered on the subject which is involved in this activity and
serves as areference point for it.

The fundamental antinomy of the word

According to the first karikas of VP, the integral indivisible word, the sabda-
brahman, is the foundation and the source of the universe. Being integral, it appears as
separate, because of the recourse to different capacities from which it in fact is not
separate.® Still, for a grammarian who deals with the functioning of the word in the
course of verbal communication, the plurality of acoustical manifestations of the word
aswell as of its meaningsis quite obvious.

Having finished the introductory part of the first kanda, in VP 1.44 Bhartrhari turns
directly to this problem, claiming that sabda is composed of two separate aspects, each
of them also called sabda.” In fact, the ambivalence of sabda was aready emphasized

“ingitam cestitam nimesitam [...]
® sadbhavavikara bhavantiti varsyayanih. jayate ‘sti viparinamate vardhate ‘ paksiyate vinasyatiti
(Yaska 1985:105). This phrase is also cited by Patafijali in A 1.3.1 (Mbh I: 258).
6 anadinidhanam brahma sabdatattvam yad aksaram /
vivartate ‘ rthabhavena prakriya jagato yatah // 1.1 //
ekam eva yad amnatam bhinnasaktivyapasrayat /
aprthaktve ‘pi $aktibhyah prthaktvenevavartate // 1.2 //
" dvav upadanasabdesu sabdau $abdavido viduh /
eko nimittam sabdanam aparo ‘rthe prayujyate // 1.44 //
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by Patafijali who defined it as“that by utterance of which [the referent] is apprehended
[...],” but also as an articulated sound.?

Following thistrend, Bhartrhari specifiesthat there are at least two attitudes towards
the nature of these sabdas. Some claim that there is an essential difference between
them, whereas others suppose the indivisible to be taken as different due to the duality
of mind.? In the following karikas (VP 1.44-71) arguments are sometimes posed in
favour of the first and sometimes of the second opinion.

This passage was anayzed by Houben who arrived at a conclusion that for
Bhartrhari both approaches are alternative and equivalent. Houben proposed the
concept of two models. the ‘two-level’ and the ‘two-capacity’ models according to
which he explained the contents of the passage. The former model represents the
essential difference between the acoustic and semantic levels of the word, whereas in
conformity with the latter the integral “word has two capacities: it revealsits own form
and the thing-meant” (Houben 1995c; 69-75).

There may be afew disagreements about Houben's interpretation of certain single
karikas, e.g., VP 1.52'° which he explains asillustrating the ‘ two-level’ model (Houben
1995¢: 70), athough the idea that different stages of the development of an egg are of
different nature obviously contradicts the satkaryavada principle.* More important is
that every model, being only an imitation of reality, cannot comprise all the facets of
such multidimensional text as VP. The weak point in Houben's concept isthat it neither
explains the chaotic way in which the karikas, belonging to different models, are
expounded in VP, nor demonstrates the place of these models in the text as awhole.

The following part of the paper proposes an aternative analysis of the passage
starting with the karika VP 1.44, where it is claimed that the word is composed of two
separate aspects. Since in the next karikas several potential pairs of such aspects are
adduced, it can be concluded that the dual character of the distinction appears only
because it is convenient to operate with binary oppositions. In the passage under
consideration, two major parts can be distinguished. In the first of them Bhartrhari
examinesthe plural external manifestations of the indivisible word and in the second he
turns to the plurality of its meanings.

8 yenoccaritena[...] sampratyayo bhavati sa sabdah. athava pratitapadarthako loke dhvanih $abda
ityucyate (Mbh I: 1).
9 atmabhedam tayoh ke cid astity ahuh puranagah /
buddhibhedad abhinnasya bhedam eke pracaksate // 1.46 //
10 3ndabhavam ivapanno yah kratuh $abdasamifiakah /
vrttis tasya kriyartapa bhagaso bhajate kramam // 1.52 //

1 Cf. fn.14. The dternative interpretation of the karika is given by J. Bronkhorst: “The word,
which initself has no parts and no sequence, unfolds itself asto give rise to something that appearsto
have both, just as the vital essence (rasa) of a pea-cock’s egg, which does not possess the variety of
colours of a peacock, unfoldsitself so asto give rise to a peacock that does’ (Bronkhorst 2001: 481).
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The plurality of the audible manifestations of the word

In everyday practice, the unchangeable mental image of the word (buddhisthak
sabdah) can be naturally distinguished from its different acoustic manifestations. Still
this does not mean that they are of different nature. In VP 1.47 it is claimed that the
former is the cause of the latter:

Like the light concealed in the piece of kindling wood is the cause of the manifestation

(prakds’la2 of another [light], in the same way the mental word is the cause of every audible
[word].

According to the Vrtti, the fire, potentially concealed in the kindling wood, once
inflamed, illuminates itself (cf. VP 1.56) as well as other objects. It is the same way
with the levels of word manifestation. The mental word, corresponding to the
madhyama level, causes the manifestation of individual audible words belonging to the
vaikhart level.”® This conclusion follows from Bhartrhari’s acceptance of the sat-
karyavada, whichisin turn obvious from thefirst karika of VP, whereit is claimed that
the whole object world spreads (vivartate) from the sabda-brahman.*

Inthe next karikasit is claimed that although the distinction between the mental and
the audible words may be useful for the description of a verbal communication, from
the ontological point of view it is invalid. It is the indivisible word that acquires
succession in the phonemes asif being differentiated. Modifications, which the mental
word is subject to in the course of audible manifestation, have the same character asthe
changes which the reflection of an object undergoes because of the movement of
water."

Summing up the passage VP 1.47-50, it can be assumed that the first line of the
karika 1.46 is probably not Bhartrhari’s final solution.'® On the contrary, the adoption
of the essential difference between the sabdas could have been the viewpoint of some
of his opponents. But it is also possible that both outlooks expounded in this karika do

12 aranistham yatha jyotih prakasantarakaranam /
tadvac chabdo ‘pi buddhisthah srutinam karanam prthak // 1.47 //

13 Explicitly the concept of the three speech levels was expounded only in VP 1.159.

t's true that Bhartrhari’s treatment of satkaryavada doesn’t confirm to its traditional division
into vivartavada of the Advaitavedantins and the parinamavada of the adherents of Samkhya (Cf.
Pandit 2004: 145-148). Subramania lyer on some other occasion notes that even the distinction of the
satkarya- and the asatkaryavada is based upon the alleged difference of Being and non-Being and
therefore is senseless (Subramania lyer 1991: 216). This is, however, the next step towards the
absolute monism.

15 nadasya kramajatatvan na pirvo naparas casah /

akramah kramartpena bhedavan ivajayate // 1.49 //
pratibimbam yathanyatra sthitam toyakriyavasat /
tatpravrttim ivanveti sa dharmah sphotanadayoh // 1.50 //

18 The more so as the opinion in the first line is marked by ke cid, and according to Aklujkar,
referred to by Houben (Houben 1992: 221), “a view attributed to apare is usually acceptable
Bhartrhari, and a view attributed to ke cid is unacceptable or acceptable only with qualifications.”
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not represent the divergence of rival traditions, but express different methodological
approaches, each of them justified in a certain cognitive situation.

Discussing the way in which the word operates in the course of verbal com-
mucation, it is natural to regard it as acomposite unit. Still, because the primary intention
of Bhartrhari was apparently the ontologisation of grammar, he naturally had to specify
the ontological status of the components introduced. And then, after all, it is the doctrine
of the integral word that solvesthis problem. No wonder, in the karika 1.46 it was quoted
in the second place as uttarapaksa, i.e. the opinion of the author of the text.

The plurality of meanings

In the passage VP 1.51-71, the antinomy of the integral vs. compound nature of the
word appears in a different exposition. Here Bhartrhari examines the plurality of
meanings of the indivisible sabda. He claims that apart from the thing-meant the word
refersto its own form (sabdasvarizpa) which thus becomes distinctly signified. That is
to say, each word is asignifier of itself—of an integral word that has a signifier and a
signified aspect.

The starting point for thisideaisawell-known Paninian sitraA 1.1.68: svam ripam
sabdasyasabdasamjfia. According to the Kasikavrtti, this sitra concerns only grammar,
maintaining that grammar operates with the words and not with their referents.
Patafjali, in his commentary on this sitra, at first also tends to agree that its scopeis
restricted to grammar. But then he quotes a varttika of Katyayana, according to which
(although this view seems to be open to argument) even in ordinary speech the
apprehension of the word always precedes the apprehension of the referent.’” For
instance, in the situation of asking to repeat one's words it is the form but not the
meaning of the word which has been asked about.*®

Bhartrhari’s attitude towards the sabdasvaripa is quite controversia. Hideyo
Ogawa in his article “Bhartrhari on A 1.1.68" proposes a very sophisticated
interpretation. He claimsthat “A.1.1.68 never describes the self-referring nature of the
linguistic item” (Ogawa 2001: 536). Attempting to represent the karikas of VP asakind
of formal anuvrtti on Panini, Ogawa does not use the term ‘metalanguage,” but in his
view sabdasvaripa in fact appears to be akind of an intermediate item separating the
metalanguage of the sitras from the generated object language. The question of the
ontological status of thisitem is disregarded, and from several standpoints, expounded

Y Nava sabdapiirvako hyarthe sampratyayastasmad arthanivrttih Vt. 2 (498) on 1.1.68 (Mbh 1:
176). (On the meaning of ‘nava’, see Kiparsky 1979).

18 sabdapiirvako hyarthasya sampratyayah. atasca sabdapiirvako yo ‘pi hyasavahiiyate namna
nama yadanena nopalabdham bhavati tada prcchati kim bhavanaheti (A7bh I: 176). Also Bhartrhari in
VP 1.58 gives this example.
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in the Vrtti on VP 1.69-70, the only one is quoted which is in agreement with the
chosen interpretation.

Still Bhartrhari in VP 1.64-65 points at the weak place of each concept of
metalanguage, however useful it may seem to be. Every procedure of analysis, he
claims, can be repeated many times, therefore there would be an infinite regress of
intermediate (Qurah — VP 1.63) items, in the very same way as every common property,
which isthe basis of comparison, canitself act as an object of comparison on account of
another property, etc.”

Self-referencein VP

Pro

In the first kanda as well in the Sambandha-samuddesa, the question of
self-reference of the word is discussed more comprehensively. In the passage VP
1.51-70it isclaimed that in every word the form of the referent aswell asits own form
are manifested.” The proper form is essential in every verbal communication, because
both the speaker and the hearer grasp it, often unconsciously, before drawing attention
to the meaning.** It happens so because the word, similarly to light, has two capacities:
to be perceived and to cause perception.??

In the situation when the connection between the name and the thing named has not
been established yet, the word, too, hasits own form as doesits meaning. Otherwise, in
aphrase like gaur vahikah ‘vahikah is cow’, the words ‘vahikah' and ‘gau’ would be
meaningless, because they don't refer to any object. Thus, the first varttika of
Katyayanawould be violated.

Intheinitial verses of the Saimbandha-samuddesa, the proper formis proclaimed to
be understandable from the word, along with the external referent, and the intention of
the speaker being the most intrinsic thing-meant of the three.®

1® samanyam asritam yad yad upamanopameyayoh /
tasya tasyopamanesu dharmo ‘nyo vyatiricyate // 1.64 //
gunah prakarsahetur yah svatantryenopadisyate /
tasyasritad gunad eva prakrstatvam pratiyate // 1.65 //

2 arthariipam tatha sabde svartipam ca prakasate // 1.51 //

2 yatha prayoktuh prag buddhih sabdesv eva pravartate /
vyavasayo grahitrnam evam tesv evajayate // 1.54 //

2 grahyatvam grahakatvam ca dve sakti tejaso yatha /
tathaiva sarvasabdanam ete prthag avasthite // 1.56 //

2 jAanam prayoktur bahyo ‘rthah svariipam ca pratiyate /
sabdair uccaritais tesam sambandhah samavasthitah // 3.3.1//
pratipattur bhavaty arthe jfiane va sams$ayah kvacit /
svartipesupal abhyesu vyabhicaro navidyate // 3.3.2//
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et contra

A very strong objection to the idea of self-reference can be found in the
Sambandha-samuddesa (VP 3.3.26), which claims that a signifier cannot be the
signified thing in the same context (pravrtta).

This problem arises in connection with the so-called Unnameability Thesis (the
term introduced by H. and R. Herzberger (Herzberger H., and R. Herzberger 1981)).
This thesis claims that there is something which is unnameable. An example of such
unnameable thing is relation which, being extremely dependent upon the entities it
joins, can be defined only through them, but not per se. As Raghunatha Sarma observes
in his commentary on Helaraja, ‘relation is only deduced from its auxiliary status.’®*

As aresult, the question naturally arises whether to call something ‘insignifiable’
meansto signify it. If yes, it would thus be apprehended as signifiable, otherwise there
would be no understanding of the issue spoken about.”® These karikas (VP 3.3.20-21)
are well-known as Bhartrhari’s paradox, similar to the Liar paradox in Greek
philosophy, and were extensively studied by different scholars (for an exhaustive
analysis of these inquiries, see Houben (Houben 1995b) and also a more recent article
by Parsons (Parsons 2001) where aformalized study of the paradox is undertaken).

As Houben (Houben 1995c: 232) points out, “in contrast with most Western
treatments of the paradox, for Bhartrhari ‘true or false’ is not an interesting question,
but whether or not the speaker succeeds in expressing his point.” Thus, VP 3.3.20-1
can be called a paradox not in the formal logical, but in the etymological sense:
something ‘against’ (‘para’) ‘[common] opinion’ (‘dox’) (REPh 1998). A verbal
communication is not successful unless the hearer understands the intention of the
speaker. The situation described in the karikas seemsto be of thissort. Still it isobvious
that somehow people manage to deal with this kind of expressions.

Therefore, Bhartrhari claims, when something is spoken of as unsignifiable, the
very situation of unsignifiability is not prohibited.” A signifier cannot be the signified
thing in the same context (pravrtta). That by means of which something is expressed
cannot be expressed at the same time.?’ According to Helaraja, it happens so because of
the unidirectional function (vyaparasyaikatva) of the sense organs on account of which
it is impossible to fix attention on the meaning and the proper form of the word
simultaneously (Vakyapadiya 1991: 266).

24 upakarena sarvatranumiyamanasvaripasattvah sambandhah (Vakyapadiya 1991: 247).
% avacyam iti yad vacyam tad avacyataya yada /
vacyam ity avasiyeta vacyam evatada bhavet // 3.3.20//
athapy avacyam ity evam natad vacyam pratiyate /
vivaksitasya yavastha saiva nadhyavasiyate // 3.3.21//
% tgthanyatha sarvatha ca yasyavacyatvam ucyate /
tatrapi naiva savastha taih $abdaih pratisidhyate // 3.3.22 //
% na ca vacakariipena pravrttasyasti vacyata /
pratipadyam natat tatra yenanyat pratipadyate // 3.3.26 //
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Synthesis

The total rejection of the self-reference, however, apparently contradicts the
passage VP 1.51-70, especially the karika 1.58 which proclaims the word to function
differently from the sense organs the form of which is not apprehended when they
reveal an object.”®

Thus, on the one hand, Bhartrhari cannot neglect the obvious cases of self-reference
which were aready pointed out by his predecessors. On the other hand, these facts can
be hardly explained by means of traditional concepts. This is why, in the
Sambandha-samuddesa 28 (VP 3.3.28), Bhartrhari proposes a very advanced and
distinguished solution. He claims that during one process no other processis operative,
therefore there would be no contradiction or infinite regress.® That is to say, while
expressing the meaning of the word ‘unsignifiable,” the very process of expressing
cannot simultaneously be the object of another activity.*

With respect to the question of self-reference of the word, this means that in some
vyavaharika situations, e.g., in the situation of asking to repeat one's words,
sabdasvaripa is really the actual signified aspect of the word. But there will be no
possibility of infinite regress, because the act of knowledge, which leadsto thisregress,
cannot take place at the same moment. In other communicative situations, though the
proper form is also present as a potential word-meaning, it isnot emphasized because it
is shaded by the external referent. Thus, in this karika the paradox is eliminated by the
recourse to the successfulness of verbal communication.

The ontological basis of such solution can be found in VP 1.59:

Two aspects of a word, distinguished artificially and perceived as separate, stipulate
different activities without contradiction.>*

As Harivrsabha notes:

[...] dthough potencies of the expressed and the expresser are extracted artificialy from the
words by mental procedure (buddhya), in grammar different operations are prescribed with
regard to the signifier, signified and their relation, etc., asif these were independent obj ects.

This karika 1.59 can be called the methodological credo of the VP. The word
apoddhara from which the derivative is used can be trandated as ‘anaysis, artificia
extraction of parts from an integral unit.’*

% nendriyanam prakasye ‘rthe svariipam grhyate tatha // 1.58 //
2 yyaparasyaparo yasman navyaparo ‘sti kas cana /
virodham anavastham va tasmat sarvatra nasrayet // 3.3.28 //
% Cf. Helaraja on 3.3.28: avacyasabdasya svarthapratipadane yo vyaparo ‘bhidhalaksan-
astasyanyo vyaparah svavisayastadanimeva nasti [...] (Vakyapadiya 1991: 271).
3! phedenavagrhitau dvau sabdadharmav apoddhrtau /
bhedakaryesu hetutvam avirodhena gacchatah // 1.59 //
%21...] sabdesvapi buddhya parigrhitagrahyagrahakasaktyapoddharesu mukhyarthavisayani iva
sastre samjfiasamjfiisambandhadini bhedakaryani vidhiyante (Vakyapadiya 1966: 117).
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Ontologically, the word isintegral. Thisiswhy all the modes of linguistic analysis
carried out in VP have the nature of apoddhara. It meansthat all the elements extracted
from the word in the course of this analysis are ultimately unreal. But they are valid
when we describe the processes that take place at the level of the relative operative
reality. Each kind of activity, i.e. each kind of communicative situation, has its own
reality which in some way differs from the realities of other situations.

In the text of VP these different pragmatic realities are correlated by different types
of anaysis. Thus, while questioning how the ontologically indivisible word can
manifest itself in the plurality of sounds at the acoustic level or in at least two meanings
(the external referent and the proper form) at the level of semantics, in each case such
questioning possesses a particular structure and implies a specific underlying reality.
The elementsthat are relevant in the context of one activity are not valid in the context
of another. For example, the proper form is the only thing-meant of the word while
asking to repeat one’'s words or while giving a definition (VP 1.58, 1.57), but in some
other situations (e.g., the one mentioned in VP 3.3.27) the apprehension of the proper
form is shaded by the external referent (cf. the Helaraja's commentary on VP 3.3.2).
Therefore, paradoxes appear only in a formal, logica treatment of the language, in
which the specific character of different kinds of activity isignored.

Two aspects of the word, spoken of in VP 1.59, refer directly to the karika 1.44
where the two upadanasabdas in the word are postulated for the first time. It was
already noted that in the passage after this karika Bhartrhari introduced several pairs of
such aspects. But perhaps the most general of them is the distinction of grahaka and
grahya, the expresser and the thing expressed.

Thus, in VP 1.59 the question of the ontological plurality of the word has been
eliminated. The solution is based on the idea that each thing can be cognized not per se
but only in the context of the activity in which it isinvolved.

Let us get back to the problem of the signifiability of relation, formulated at the
beginning of the Sasmbandha-samuddesa. According to the solution expounded in VP
3.3.28, theword ‘relation’ can be efficiently used in verbal communication. It does not
mean, however, that this or some other designation must define the relation per se
(svadharmena — VP 3.3.4). In other words, practical efficiency is not identical to
objectivity.

% According to Subramania lyer's definition: “Whenever what is united in reality is divided
merely for practical purposes, there is apoddhara” (Subramania lyer 1992: 220). This word is very
symptomatically used at the beginning of the Jati-samuddesa concerning the extraction (apoddhrtya)
of the words from the sentence, and immediately, in the second kanda, it was proclaimed to be an
indivisible unit.
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Conclusion

According to Bhartrhari’s method, alternative grammatical theories are overcome
and transcended by non-dualistic ontology. This ontology, however, does not reject the
relative value of the theories by means of which different aspects of the
language—world relation can be explained.

Certain parallels can be drawn between Bhartrhari’s emphasis on the role of the
practical (vyavaharika) situation stipulating the character of the philosophical
discourse, and some ideas of modern Western philosophy (instrumentalism,
functionalism and especialy the Moscow methodological circle founded by G.P. Shche-
drovitskii). Still all these schools contest metaphysics, and it was only Bhartrhari who
managed to combine, in adialectical way, ontology with everyday practice.
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