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Abstract: This article examines a Sanskrit commentary on Saktibhadra’s Crown
Jewel of Amazement (Ascaryacuidamanih) that systematically uses concepts from
Mimarhsa to explain the “overall meaning” (tatparyam or paryavasanam) of specific
passages. The anonymous author of this commentary, from early modern Kerala,
describes himself as a follower of Kumarila and quotes him several times. After
reviewing the model that the commentator borrows from Mimarhsa, where the final
meaning is derived by the application of interpretive principles to the literal meaning
against a discursive context, this article focuses on “additive” strategies
(adhyaharah and anusangah) and “subtractive” strategies (the grahaikatvanyayah).

Keywords: commentary, interpretation, Kerala, Mimamsa, Sanskrit plays

1 Mimamsa and literary analysis

Mimarmsa is a collection of rational principles that serve as a means for analyzing
the meanings of the sentences of the Vedas.! Although Mimarmsa’s concern with
the Vedas has determined both its content and its history, Mimarmsakas themselves
have always argued that the “rational principles” they employ are more general,
and that they can be applied to any other form of discourse. Kumarila observed, for
example, that the definition of the sentence offered in the Mimamsa Siitras “is the
same for the mantras and the brahmanas of the Veda, as well as everyday life.”? In
the later first millennium ce, Mimarmsakas such as Salikanatha (early 9th c.) had
explicitly offered more general theories of language, and Mimarhsa was coming to

1 Salikanatha in his Introduction to the System (Sastramukham), the first essay in his Topic Ex-
positions (Prakaranaparicikd), p. 28 (tasmad adhyayanasyanantaram éva védartho vicarayitavya iti
vicaropdyabhiitanydyanibandhanarh mimamsasastram arabdhavyam iti siddham).

2 Kumarila, Explanation of the System (Tantravarttikam) on 2.1.46, p. 445 (lokamantrabrahmanésy
avyabhicary étad éva vakyalaksanam).
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be acknowledged and studied as a general “theory of the sentence.”® And literary
theory in India was revolutionized, over about a century, by the introduction of
ideas from Mimamsa: in the late 8th c., Udbhata drew on Kumarila’s distinction
between nonliteral usages based on similar qualities (gauni vrttih) and based on
other relations (laksana) in his theory of metaphorical identification (Bronner 2016:
96); in the mid-9th c., Anandavardhana drew on the goal-directed quality of
discourse as theorized in Mimarsa to establish rasa as the overarching goal of
literature (McCrea 2009: 118); and in the later 9th c., Bhatta Nayaka adapted the
Mimarsa concept of “actualization” (bhavand) to account for the aesthetic
response of a spectator or reader (Pollock 2016: 146). Insights from Mimarhsa
continued to be imported into literary theory up until the tenth and eleventh
centuries, with Mukula Bhatta and Mahima Bhatta. It is somewhat surprising,
then, that the interpretive principles of Mimarhsa play almost no role in literary
commentaries, with one significant exception known to me: the anonymous
commentary on Saktibhadra’s Crown Jewel of Amazement (AScaryaciidamanih).

This commentary is one of a number of Sanskrit commentaries on stage-plays
produced in early modern Kerala. This is a remarkably learned and insightful
archive of literary scholarship. It appears to begin with a commentary, called
Rasamafrijari on Bhavabhiiti’s Malati and Madhava (Malatimadhavam), written
by the scholar-renunciant Pirnasarasvati in the late fourteenth or early
fifteenth century (Unithiri 2004: 25). It extends at least to the later seventeenth
century, when a student of the great scholar Narayana Bhatta of Mélputtiir, also
named Narayana, wrote commentaries on two plays, Rama’s Last Act (Uttara-
ramacaritam) by Bhavabhitti and The Harlot and the Holy Roller (Bhagavadajju-
kam) by Mahéndravarman.*

The Crown Jewel of Amazement (AScaryaciidamanih) is a staple of the modern
Kitiyattam repertoire, and covers the story of the Ramayanam from the beginning
of Rama’s exile to Sita’s trial-by-fire after being rescued from Lanka.’ For conve-
nience I refer to the author as “Kascit” (“Someone”), since he is identified only as
kascid viprah (“a certain Brahmin”) in the final verse of the commentary. The same

3 Salikanatha’s essays on sentence meaning (The Fundamentals of Sentence Meaning
[Vakyarthamatrkal) are probably a watershed in this aspect of Mimarhsa’s history. Mimarhsa is the
“theory of the sentence” in the stock phrase padavakyapramana-, referring to the subjects (words,
sentences, and instruments of knowledge) that an educated person is expected to master. The
phrase appears for the first time (to my knowledge) in Tapasavatsarajam (Udayana the Ascetic), a
play composed by Mayuraja (also known as Matrraja or Anangaharsa) around the eighth century.
4 For more about this tradition of theatrical commentary in Kerala, see Ollett and Venkatkrishnan
2022,

5 A similar time-span is covered by Mayuraja’s Raghu’s Noble Descendants (Udattardaghavam),
which probably inspired Saktibhadra.
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verse notes that he hailed from Bharadvajagrama, the location of which is un-
known to me, and that he was a follower of Kumarila Bhatta.®

It is remarkable that KaScit cites works of Mimarhsa at all. Literary commen-
tators very rarely refer to them, which might give one the impression that Mimarsa
was of limited relevance to the project of literary commentary in general. The great
commentator Mallindtha, for example, only referred to Mimarhsa in order to
explain technical terms of Vedic ritual such as samnayyam, an offering of milk and
ghee.” Yet Mimarhsa was more important to the commentarial project than the
scarcity of citations would suggest. It was primarily within Mimarsa that meaning
above the level of the word was theorized. Commentators could draw upon
grammar and lexicography to explain the literal meaning of individual words, but
they needed other conceptual resources to explain the meaning of phrases and
sentences, especially in cases where those phrases and sentences had non-literal
or contextual meanings. In many cases, to be sure, commentators did not draw
directly from Mimarhsa works, but rather from the aforementioned works of poetics
that selectively utilize Mimarhsa’s conceptual resources.

2 The Mimamsa model of meaning

Before explaining precisely what these conceptual resources were, and how
commentators drew upon them, I will present the overall model of meaning that
underlies Mimarnsa’s interpretive project. As is well known, the Sanskrit word for
“meaning,” arthah, itself has a range of meanings. Two are particularly important
within Mimarhsa. The first (let us call it artha,) is “what is expressed” by a linguistic
expression (abhidhéyam), or its “literal meaning,” if we are not too troubled by the
distinction between literal and non-literal meanings.® The second (artha,) is the
“purpose” served by a linguistic expression (praydjanam). Meaning and purpose
are inextricably linked in Mimarhsa. This linkage is not simply an artefact of the
polysemy of arthah, either. It is possible to distinguish semantic from telic senses
of arthah in any given context of use, as I have done here, but one of Mimarsa’s
characteristic and still underappreciated insights is that language is, at some level

6 bharadvajagramavasit kumarilamatanugah ~ viprah kascic chaktibhadrakrtam vyakrta natakam
~~ (pp. 237-238).

7 The verse in question is Sisupalavadham 11.49; see Raghunathacarya (1978-1979: 83); see also
the brief discussion of iihah on 14.23 (Bhattacharya 1990: 55). As Raghunathacarya’s article makes
clear, Mallinatha was very well acquainted with Mimarnsa, and referred to it often in his Tarala
commentary on Vidyadhara’s Ekdvali, but hardly at all in his literary commentaries.

8 Recanati 2003.
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of analysis, a blueprint for action, and hence the constituents of discourse derive
their “meaning” from the “purpose” that is served by the unit of discourse as a
whole. My presentation is slightly biased toward the “top-down” model of
meaning offered by Prabhakara (called anvitabhidhanam, “the expression of
relational meanings,” by Prabhakara himself), in preference to the “bottom-up”
model offered, as a critique of Prabhakara, by the followers of Kumarila (called
abhihitanvayah, “the relation of expressed meanings”).’ Nevertheless both schools
of Mimarhsa acknowledge two tiers of meaning.

First there is “literal meaning,” technically called Srutih or “hearing,” which
represents the semantic but not telic sense of arthah. This results from the application
of linguistic principles (including grammatical rules and lexical representations)
upon sounds. Mimarhsakas sometimes call these sounds a “heap of speech-sounds”
(aksararasih), the sounds of the Vedic texts as they are stored in the student’s memory,
prior to any awareness of their meaning. But the “literal meaning” itself serves as the
input to another set of principles that tell us how to arrive at a “final meaning.” “Final
meaning” is my rendition of the Sanskrit term paryavasanam, literally “culmination.”
This notion can be, and often is, clarified by reference to the notion of “intention”: the
final meaning is that which is intended to be expressed (vivaksitam). That is from the
perspective of a speaker, who may be merely theoretical; from the perspective of the
listener, we can call it an “all things considered” meaning.'® From a more technical
perspective, the final meaning is called vacanavyaktih, “statement-particular,” or the
particular state of affairs that is expressed by a statement.

The principles that take us from the literal to the final meaning can be char-
acterized as “hermeneutical,” in the sense that they tell us why one interpretation
should be preferred to another. But they might also be characterized as “pragmatic,”
since they involve the enrichment of the literal meaning against a background of
presuppositions and contextual givens." As I discuss below, “enrichment” in this
context refers both to “adding” elements of meaning that are not present in the literal
meaning, and “subtracting” elements of meaning that are there. The “literal
meaning” (Srutih) can be compared to the character of an expression, in the termi-
nology of David Kaplan (1989), and the “final meaning” (paryavasanam) can be
compared to its content. Character is roughly “linguistic meaning,” of which we
might expect a given expression to have only one, except in cases of true

9 For expositions and appraisals of Salikanatha’s version of Prabhakara’s theory, see Prasad 1991,
Saxena 2019, and Ollett 2021. I note there that the abhihitanvayah theory was not formulated as
such by Kumarila himself.

10 On “intention” as a problematic category in Mimarmsa see Yoshimizu 2008.

11 The term “enrichment” comes from Recanati 2010.
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ambiguity.'? But linguistic meanings are often assigned to referents in dependence
upon context, which is why the “same” expression (i.e., an expression with a single
character) might have different contents across different contexts. A typical example
from Kaplan are indexical expressions, such as “I,” which have a character that
invariably designates the speaker of the utterance and a content that refers to the
different individuals who occupy that role in each utterance. The context-sensitive
final meaning or content, in contrast to the context-insensitive literal meaning or
character, includes the telic sense of arthah (artha,), since only the final meaning is
actionable, i.e., it represents something that one can do, or a purpose that can be
served, with a linguistic expression.

It is often the case that there is not much of a difference between “literal
meaning” and “final meaning”: the hermeneutical principles might apply vacu-
ously to the literal meaning and leave it more or less intact. The hermeneutical
principles apply non-vacuously, however, when context-sensitive expressions
such as indexicals are used, or when there are significant differences between the
literal and final meanings, for instance if sarcasm or irony is involved (e.g., “Die
Hard 2is a great film”). In poetics and literary theory, there was a long debate about
precisely how a final meaning that differed from the literal meaning could be
communicated. As I will note below, Kascit eschews most of the technical terms of
this debate (dhvanih, vyarijana, laksana, etc.) in favor of the more fundamental and
theory-neutral term “final meaning” (paryavasanam).

The model I have described is schematized in Figure 1. The most mysterious part
of this process are the “hermeneutic principles.” These are, however, none other
than the principles articulated in the Mimarsa system. They typically involve la-
beling different parts of a discourse in order to ascertain their relationship to each
other in a single hierarchical structure. Salikanatha summarizes the interpretive
model in an important passage from his Fundamentals of Sentence Meaning:“

A group of words does not make one aware of a sentence meaning until rational principles
(nyayena) yield a statement-particular (vacanavyaktih). In no case is the meaning of a sentence
in the Vedas realized until determinations regarding what is the focus (vidhéyam) and what is
the topic (anuvadyam), what is primary (pradhanam) and what is secondary (gunabhiitam),
what is intended (vivaksitam) and what is unintended (avivaksitam), and so on have been made
on the basis of rational principles that apply in everyday life (I6kavyavahara-).

12 Such as the famous $vété dhavati example given in Pataiijali’s Great Commentary
(Mahabhasyah), vol. I11. p. 387 (comm. on 8.2.3), which means “the white [horse] is running” as
well as “the dog is running this way.”

13 yavan nyayéna vacanavyaktir na sampadyate tavat padajatam vakyarthasyavabédhakam na
bhavati, lokavyavaharavartibhir nydayair yavad idari vidhéyam idam anuvadyam idar pradhdanam
idam gunabhiitam idam vivaksitam idam avivaksitam ityadi na sampradharyaté tavan na kvacid
védavakyarthd 'vabudhyaté (p. 404). See also Saxena 2019: 500 for a discussion of this passage.
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Figure 1: The interpretive model of Mimamsa.

As Salikanatha says, the determination of the final meaning of a sentence requires a
determination as its information structure, or its bifurcation into old information (the
topic, or what the sentence is about) and new information (the focus, or what is said
about the topic). When a sentence is understood, the listener comes to know
something that he or she did not previously know, and hence a sentence can be
thought of as a way of making incremental additions to a store of information, or
“updating the common ground.” This is the core meaning of the technical term
vidhih — variously translated in scholarship as “injunction,” “prescription,”
“predication,” and “affirmation” — and hence the focus (vidhéyam) means “that
which is to be added to the common ground.” That which already exists in the
common ground is said to be “given” (praptam), and when something given is
referred to in a sentence, this is called “reference” (anuvadah or uddésah). This
model of discourse is particularly important to conversation and to literary genres
like the stage-play in which conversation plays a major role. Commentators from
Kerala integrate these terms into their commentarial strategies, helping readers to
identify what is being said about what and why. I will focus on Kascit below, but
Narayana also exhibits attention to information structure in his commentary on
Rama’s Last Act."

3 Final meaning as a speech act

Our initial example comes from the second act of the Crown Jewel of Amazement,
right after Rama and Laksmana have mutilated Ravana’s sister Stirpanakha. Rama
says ominously:

If Ravana, the enemy of the entire universe,
is her older brother, there will certainly be no rest
anytime soon for this bow of mine.%

14 Ollett and Venkatkrishnan 2022.
15 tribhuvanaripur asya ravanah piirvajas céd asulabha iti niinam viSramah karmukasya ~ (2.19ab,
p. 73).
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The conditional clause would at first seem to imply that Rama is uncertain about
the identity of the woman he just maimed. Kascit, however, says that it is already
well-known to everyone (l6kaprasiddha-) that Strpanakha is indeed Ravana’s
sister. It is “referred to” (anuvada-) in the conditional clause with the intention
(vivaksa-) of expressing the following clause as its consequence, just like
Para$urama can say “if I am Siva’s disciple, I will rid the world of Ksatriyas.” Now
everyone — including ParaSurama himself — knows that he is Siva’s disciple,
so the conditional clause only serves to frame his resolution to destroy all Ksatriyas
as a consequence of his devotion to Siva.!® Generally the conditional particle
implicates that the speaker is uncertain about whether something is or is not the
case, but in both of these examples, this implicature is overridden by a consider-
ation of what already belongs to the common ground.

I mentioned that the final meaning, but not the literal meaning, is actionable,
and thus can be thought of in telic, as well as semantic, terms, i.e., as something
that can be done. We have understood the final meaning of a statement if and when
we understand what we are to do with it. There was a long debate over what kinds
of actions in particular could constitute the final meaning of a sentence, or in other
words, whether the arising of certain cognitive or affective states constituted an
“action” in the relevant sense.”” But action enters into the definition of final
meaning in a different way. We can characterize a statement’s “all things
considered” meaning in terms of the action which the speaker intended to
accomplish by means of saying it, or to use Austin’s terminology, in terms of the
associated speech act. There is often an internal connection between the action
which the speaker intended to perform himself or herself by means of the state-
ment (the illocutionary act) and the action that the listener takes as needing to be
done as a result of hearing the statement. For example, in the Vedic sentences with
which Mimarhsa is principally concerned, the ritual act that is understood as
needing to be done (e.g., performing the agnihotram) on the part of the listener is
almost always the content of the illocutionary act of injunction. But there are other
illocutionary acts, in which this internal connection is differently configured:
prohibition, deliberation, doubt, interrogation, and so on. Commentators often
characterize the final meaning in terms of the illocutionary act that it represents, or
in other words, what it “culminates in” or “amounts to” (paryavasanam or tat-
paryam). (Careful readers will realize that, for Mimarhsakas, the Veda does not
have a “speaker” per se, and accordingly some adjustments to Austin’s theory will

16 céecchabdé ’tra lokaprasiddhatatpiirvajatvanuvadéna tatphalabhiitakdrmukaviSramdsulabhatva-
vivaksaya prayuktah. yatha “yady ahar harasisyé ’smi kurvé nihksatriyam mahim” ityadau. (p. 73).
1 do not know where the example is from.

17 See Ollett (forthcoming) on this debate between Mandana and Salikanatha.
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be necessary. We can nevertheless coherently speak, albeit perhaps in an extended
sense, about what the Veda “does” when someone understands its sentences,
i.e., whether it enjoins, prohibits, or neither.)

One simple example is a statement that turns out to be a question. In the
prologue to the third act, a sage says to an ascetic, “I see that you alone are left in
this enormous ashram.”'® As Kascit notes, “left” implies that there were formerly
more ascetics there, and hints at the speaker’s desire to know the reason for this
change, and similarly “enormous” implies that there ought to be a lot of ascetics
there. These subtle cues lead us to understand the statement as another illocu-
tionary act entirely, namely, as a question about why the ashram is currently so
desolate."

The main categories of illocutionary act for Kascit, like most theorists before
him, are injunction and prohibition, that is, of telling people that they should or
should not do something. Hence, when Ravana’s charioteer says “this vulture is
coming this way,” Kascit notes that this amounts to (tatparyam) saying that Ra-
vana ought to be very careful.*® A more complex example comes from one of Ra-
vana’s statements. When he arrives on the scene, ready to kill Rama and abduct Sita,
he s counseled to hold back by Stirpanakha, who warns him that Sita will simply die
without Rama. Ravana agrees, and then says:

If I were to kill Rima in battle and take her by force,
would she not die out of grief for her husband?
She has hardly ever been apart from him.*

Kascit observes that this question amounts to a prohibition (nisédhah): Rama is not
to be killed, and Sita is not to be carried away by force.? But Kascit goes on to observe
that this would be an odd conclusion for Ravana to come to, given that he does end
up trying to abduct Sita. He therefore gives an alternative explanation: this state-
ment is a “reference” (anuvadah) to what Stirpanakha had already said, namely that
killing Rama would end up killing Sita too; since Ravana would not have accepted

18 tapodhana bhavanmatravasésarn bahvabhogam asramam aharn pasyami (p. 80).

19 avasésasabdéna piirvam sannihitnam évédanim nimittantarad asannidhdanam darsitam, téna
tannimittajijfidsa stcita. bahvabhogatvam tasya bahumunijanasadbhavarhatvam gamayati. ihas-
ramasyaivaribhavé ki nimittam iti prasné vakyasya paryavasanam (p. 81).

20 ayam grdhra akramati asmatprayanam nirurutsuh kruddhé bhiitvabhimukhyénagacchaty atah
samyag avahiténa tvaya bhavitavyam iti tatparyam (p. 136).

21 yudhi sarabhasam hatva ramarm balan mayi grhnati ~ svayam anucitd@ bhartuh $6kad asiin na
kim ujjhati ~~ (p. 97).

22 yata évam grhita sa prandn parityajati ato ramahananarm baladgrahanarm ca na kartavyam iti
vakyaparyavasanam (p. 97).



DE GRUYTER The application of Mimarhsa interpretive concepts =——— 567

Sarpanakha’s reasoning unless he really wanted to abduct Sita alive, what is finally
communicated by this question is his resolution to abduct Sita.”

Topics that might be embarrassing or inappropriate to talk about explicitly are
precisely where we might expect what a speaker says to differ systematically from
what he or she finally means. And hence Siirpanakha’s attempt to coyly proposition
Laksmana, and Laksmana’s equally coy attempts to rebuff her, give Kascit several
opportunities to identify a “final meaning.” When Laksmana explains that Rama is
not interested in another wife because “duty is the only thing he cares about,”
Stirpanakha says, in reference to Sita, “If that’s so, then what does she do?” Kascit
says that this is not really a question. What Stirpanakha really means is Sita is doing
for Rama precisely what she, Sarpanakha, is proposing to do for him.** When
Laksmana replies that Sita is serving Rama “just as I am,” Siirpanakha says that she,
too, could be a servant rather than a sexual partner. To this Laksmana appears to
express an injunction: “This too is to be asked for” (idam api prarthaniyam). But
Kascit uses the nuance of api, which can suggest contempt, and either observes or
imagines that the line is delivered with a particular intonation (kakuh), to arrive at a
different reading: “You would even ask for that?” The final meaning, as he says, is
that Stirpanakha should not in fact request to be a mere servant; we might add that
the line conveys Laksmana’s shock at Stirpanakha’s desperation and impertinence.”

Later in the play, after the war against Ravana has been won, Rama wonders:

I killed Valin, labored to bridge the ocean with hundreds
of mountains, then came to Lanka and killed Ravana
with his whole family to assist him, and now cherish her
on Hanuman'’s trusted word — she, the princess, couldn’t
fall into disgrace from living in another man’s house.
Could she??

In commenting on this verse, Kascit shows us how individual words get their
meaning from their context, and in turn contribute to the contextual meaning of
the whole. For example, na syad literally means “couldn’t be,” but we here have to
take it as a question, “it couldn’t be, could it?” This is partly because entertaining a
possibility is one of the idiomatic uses of the optative verb here, and partly because

23 atha Siirpanakhaya pascaduktasya sitaharanaprakarasya prathamam anuvadah sitaharana éva
tatparyam avagamayati (p. 97).

24 Laksmanah - [...] ékam éva dharmam avalambaté. Siirpanakha - jai evvar ettha sa kim
karddi; Kascit: yad aham karomi sapi tad éva nanyad iti vakyaparyavasanam (p. 26).

25 atyantagarhaniyam idam ddsyam naiva prarthantyam iti tatparyam (p. 27).

26 hatva valinam arnavé giriSatair abadhya séturh Sramal lankam étya sahdyabandhusahitam
krtva hatam ravanam ~ yam adya pratipalayami vacanapramanyaté marutéh samvasdd api nama
sd nypasutd na sydad avarmaspadam ~~ (p. 212).
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the particle api nama suggests just such a thought process.” But such an inter-
pretation is fraught with danger: why should Rama even entertain Sita’s “disgrace”
(avarna-) as a possibility? In fact, Kascit says, a consideration of the context —
including both this verse and passages that will come later in the play — leads us
to the conclusion that Rama himself was never in any doubt about Sita’s faith-
fulness. With respect to Sita, there is nothing at all for Rama to wonder about.
Hence Rama must be wondering about “the people” (Ioka-) who might possibly
consider Sita to have been disgraced by staying in Ravana’s house. This is a rather
clever move on Kascit’s part, since “the people” are nowhere mentioned in the
verse, but are rather implied, on his reading, by the word “disgrace” (avarna-). The
overall meaning of the verse, in his reading, is therefore: “How will I, Rama,
remove the doubts that the people have about Sita?”?® Thus Kascit’s extraction of
an overall meaning from this verse involves one of the key themes of the play: Sita’s
faithfulness and Rama’s trust in her. The importance of this interpretation is
underlined by the fact that Kascit refers to it just a few lines afterwards, when Rama
and Laksmana both speak as if they are utterly certain that Sita is guiltless: “These
passages show quite clearly that the worry was about her reputation, not about her
guilt, which is why I previously interpreted the word ‘disgrace’ as referring to a
worry about her reputation.”® It is true that Kascit’s interpretation eliminates
some of the ambiguity of Rama’s statement at the point in the play where it occurs.
But the fact that he returns to this passage when his interpretation is more secure
shows that an interpretation can always be revised, or at least reinforced, in light of
subsequent textual material.

Although “final meaning” is generally a property of sentences, Kascit occa-
sionally refers to the “final meaning” of sub-sentential expressions, namely,
words. I point this out because it is in the context of one such example that Kascit
actually quotes the great Mimarhsaka Kumarila. At the very beginning of the play,
the director says to his wife, “Isn’t the road less traveled difficult for the majority to
take?”>° We know from the context that he is not talking about an actual road, but

27 syat = bhavén na va. sambhdyandyam lin. nafiah prthaganvayah. évambhiitavitarkadyétandrtho
‘pinamasabdah (p. 212).

28 samvaso lokasya dosanusankdydm éva hétuh, na rdghavasya, svabhavaparyalocanayd ma-
rutivacanapramanyeéna ca nirdésatvaniscayasyoktatvat pratyaksam apy apramanam krtva sitam
pratityadyuparitanagranthavirédhdc ca. kéndpayéna lokasya dosasankam pariharisyamiti vitar-
kaparyavasanar drastavyam (p. 212). The text the commentator refers to is on p. 220.

29 kirh nu khalu avadhiiya ity abhyam granthabhyam apavadasankaiva na dosasankéti spastam
avagamyaté, ata évasmabhir na syad avarnaspadam iti granthoé ‘pavadasankaparataya vyakhyatah
(p. 214).

30 sundari nanu bahiinam asadhdarand durgamah panthah (p. 6).
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rather the performance of a play that is, at least according to this prologue, not
commonly performed. Kacit explains:

For word “road,” as everyone knows, refers by primary reference (mukhyaya vrttyd) to a
particular place that has been prepared so as to enable someone to reach a destination. This
being the case, it refers by secondary reference (laksayitva) to a particular quality, namely,
being a means to a desired end, and hence it refers through qualitative reference (gaunya
vrttya) to particular forms of knowledge that possess this quality. In this case, because of the
context, it finally refers to (paryavasyati) a stage play. We see that it is used to refer to other
forms of knowledge as well, for instance, “You are the single destination that men reach by
various paths straight and winding, like waters reach the ocean” [Sivamahimnastavah).
Qualitative reference has been defined as follows by the ancients: “Secondary reference
(laksana) is the awareness of something inseparable from the primary referent (abhidhéya-),
whereas qualitative reference (gaunata) is a form of reference based on something’s
connection with the qualities that are secondarily referred to.”*!

The combination of technical knowledge-systems with a wide range of literary and
religious references is characteristic of commentators from Kerala. The definition
of qualitative reference is Kumarila’s, from his Explanation of the System (Tan-
travarttikam) on 1.4.23 (the tatsiddhipétika). Kumarila’s distinction between sec-
ondary reference, where a word is used with reference to something directly
connected to its primarily referent, and qualitative reference, where a word is used
with reference to something that possesses the same qualities as its primary
referent (even though there is no direct connection between the two referents), was
taken up in Indian poetics since the time of Udbhata around the turn of the ninth
century.? This verse was widely quoted in works of poetics, including in works
such as Mammata’s Illumination of Literature (Kavyaprakasah) that we know Kascit
studied.® Kascit may, however, have cited it directly from Kumarila, with whose
work he elsewhere displays familiarity (see below).

I noted above that in circumstances where the final meaning of a sentence
differs in some significant respect from its literal meaning, for example in cir-
cumstances where it represents a different speech act altogether, Kascit uses the

e

31 pathiSabdo hi abhimatadésantarapraptisadhané samskrté désavisesé mukhyaya vrttya prasid-
dhah. tatrabhimatasddhanatvam nama y6 gunas tam laksayitva tadgunayogisu vidyavisésésu
gaunya vrttydvartate. atra prakaranéna ayarh ndtake paryavasyati. vidyantarésv apy asya prayogah
drstah yatha — ‘rjukutilananapathajusam nmam éké gamyas tvam asi payasam arnava iva’ iti.
gaunivrttih pirvair évam laksita — ‘abhidhéyavinabhiitapratitir laksanocyaté ~ laksyamanagunair
yogad vrttir istd tu gaunata ~~’ (p. 6).

32 Explanation of the System p. 353; Bronner 2016: 94-99.

33 Illumination of Literature p. 21. He quotes Mammata’s definitions of individual literary orna-
ments consistently, e.g. on pp. 2 (piirnépamad from 10.87), 3 (Sabdaslésah, from 10.84, and
utpréksa, from 10.92), and 5 (arthaslésah, from 10.96).
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generic terms “culmination” (paryavasanam) or “purport” (tatparyam), and the
generic term “understand” (avagam-), in preference to more specialized terms that
evoke one or another of the theories that had been developed to account for those
differences, such as “suggest” (dhvan- or vyanj-), “infer” (anuma-), “indicate”
(laks-), or “intuit” (prati-). Those terms would have put him in the company,
respectively, of Anandavardhana and his followers, Mahima Bhatta, Mukula
Bhatta, and Bhoja.>* Kascit’s reticence might at first suggest that he wishes to
remain “above the fray” of controversial topics in poetics and the philosophy of
language. But that is not the case. He consistently identifies elements of meaning
that are “suggested” (vyajyate), and most often, these are affective states. Hence he
appears to follow Anandavardhana, if only implicitly, in his high appraisal of the
suggestion of affective states (rasadhvanih). This is hardly surprising, given the
canonical status of Anandavardhana’s ideas, especially as mediated by Mammata.
Iwould therefore give a different explanation of Kascit’s apparent neutrality. When
it comes to specifically literary features — a term which is difficult to define, but
which we may take, in the first instance, to refer to those features that literary
theorists have identified as being important to a work’s “literariness,” including
indirection (vakroktih), resonance (dhvanih), affective content (rasadih), and
strikingness (camatkdritvam) — Kascit is happy to follow Anandavardhana.?
But when it comes to the way that language works in general, he avoids the
technical terminology of poetics and reverts to more generic language, ultimately
deriving from Mimarmsa'’s interpretive model. I read this as an implicit disagree-
ment with Anandavardhana: a sentence might convey something that it does not
literally express, but that in itself is not constitutive of the literary feature of
“resonance” (dhvanih). 1 am emboldened to offer this explanation, as tentative as it
is in Kascit’s case, because Bhoja had taken a very similar position in his Illumi-
nation of the Erotic (Smgaraprakasah). Bhoja maintained that not every meaning
that is “understood” (pratiyamanam) contains the literary feature of “resonance”
(dhvanih), and in fact many of the phenomena that Anandavardhana had classed
as “resonance” (dhvanih) really ought to be reclassified as cases of simply “un-
derstanding” (pratitih) of one thing on the basis of the expression (abhidha) of
something else.>®

34 The literature on these theories is now quite large. The starting point is now McCrea 2008; for
more recent work see Keating 2019 on Mukula.

35 See Pollock 2016: xvii on rasadih, which includes the rasas, the vibhavas, the vyabhicaribhavas,
the sattvikabhavas, the anubhdavas, and the sthayibhavas.

36 See Bhoja’s Illumination vol. 1, pp. 367-375.
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4 Addition

To review: for Kascit, the goal of interpretation is generally the “final meaning”
(tatparyam or paryavasanam), which takes account of context and presuppositions;
arriving at the final meaning from the “literal meaning,” however, requires the
application of hermeneutic principles that are articulated in Mimarhsa. Now most
often we add to the literal meaning in order to arrive at the final meaning. Some-
times, however, we subtract from the literal meaning. Addition and subtraction are
the two headings under which we will consider some of Kacit’s interpretive ma-
neuvers, some explicitly, and others implicitly, based on Mimarhsa principles.

Addition, wherein what is intended (vivaksitam) exceeds what is literally
expressed (Srutam), is by far the larger category. This is because of a general
tendency, on the part of speakers, to convey as much information as possible in a
relatively small number of words.*” This tendency requires the literal meaning to
be “enriched” by reference to context in any number of ways, from the fixing of the
reference of pronouns (e.g., determining the referent of words like “it”) to deter-
mining the specific sense of verbs given their agreement patterns.

One kind of additive process that is commonly remarked upon in commen-
taries is what Mimarnsa calls vakyaparisamaptih (or just samaptih), “sentence
completion.” The basic idea is that the sentence as it is expressed is incomplete,
and requires other words or phrases to be brought in. These additional words or
phrases are called “sentence remainders” (vakyasésah). The precise conditions
under which a sentence ought to be considered incomplete were a regular topic of
discussion in and beyond Mimamsa. The most uncontroversial kind of incom-
pleteness can be characterized as “grammatical,” namely when one word’s
grammatical “dependency” (apéksa or akanksa) for another word remains unful-
filled, such as an accusative form, which indicates the object of a transitive verb, in
the absence of a transitive verb. But Mimarhsakas were often willing to admit that a
sentence was incomplete so long as it did not make sense, or stated otherwise, so
long as it was impossible to arrive at a final meaning on the basis of the constit-
uents that were actually expressed.

Under the general heading of sentence completion there are two major cate-
gories. One is adhyahdrah or “filling in,” wherein the remainder must be supplied by
the listener himself or herself, since it is neither present in the sentence itself nor
given in the immediate context. Although this sounds like a very open-ended pro-
cess, Mimarmsakas emphasized that which is to be “filled in” is no more and no less
than the very thing by virtue of which the sentence is judged to be incomplete. The

37 See Levinson 2000 for this general principle and its far-reaching implications.
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common example of this is “the door” (dvaram), which is understood in the “all-
things-considered” stage to be a request to open or shut the door.*® Kascit uses this
strategy to fill in the implicit adposition on which a particular case-form depends,
e.g., sahitam “with” in the presence of padapaih “trees,” or to fill in verbal argu-
ments that are missing, e.g., he expands na bhétavyam “don’t be afraid” with mattas
tvaya “you [don’t be afraid] of me,” or to fill in a missing correlative pronoun in the
presence of a relative pronoun.® But he also uses it to supply missing nouns. Here is
one example from the third act, in which Laksmana says to Rama:

He returned to his natural state when your foot,

its skin golden as a lotus, picked him up, then he fell
with great speed from the sky, gathering the clouds
and taking them with him, to the earth, where his fall
pulverized the mountains.*°

I have translated the verse with “he,” which would imply a subject that is recov-
erable from the surrounding discourse, but in fact no pronouns are used in the
verse, and a subject is not very easily recoverable. All we know about the subject is
that it is masculine and singular. Kascit supplies “the Raksasa’s body” as the
subject. In my view it is less important what we understand as the subject than that
the subject is omitted to begin with. At this point in the play, Rama, accompanied
by Stirpanakha, whom he believes to be Sita, encounters Laksmana, accompanied
by Marica, whom Laksmana believes to be Rama. The appearance of two Ramas on
stage generates confusion, which the real Rama resolves by showing Laksmana his
signet-ring. Hence Laksmana is shocked (vismaya-): to see two Ramas at the same
time; to learn, immediately afterwards, that the one he has been accompanying so
far is an impostor; and finally to see the “real” Rama dispose of the impostor so
effortlessly. Kascit identifies Laksmana’s shock as the principal affect in the verse
quoted above, and we can see the lack of a subject as one of its continued effects.

In other cases, Kascit uses “filling in” when it is not necessary on grammatical
grounds alone, but when an additional word is necessary for the statement to make
sense in context. A verse from the fourth act, where Jatayuh speaks from offstage,
provides two good examples:

38 See Keating 2017 for a discussion of this issue in the later followers of Kumarila (including
Mélputtar Narayana Bhatta, the well-known scholar of sixteenth century Kerala). The example is
first given, to my knowledge, by Sabara in his commentary on siitra 4.3.11.

39 padapair, sahitam ity adhyaharyam (p. 90, he could just as easily have taken this phrase as an
upalaksanatytiyd); na bhétavyam ity atra mattas tvayéty adhyahdaryam (p. 135); atra yacchabdavasad
adhyahrténa tacchabdéna yacchabdayuktoddeésSyavakyaprakaro hétutvéna paramrsyaté (p. 27).

40 prakrtim prapadya sahajam tavoddhrtas caranéna tamarasapatalatvisa ~ nabhaso javéna saha
sambhytair ghanaih patati ksitau patanacirnitacalah ~~ (p. 122).
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It’s me, Jatayuh, Dasaratha’s friend, here to save you.
Stop your chariot! I can put up with it when the foolish do something wrong,
but you, Ravana, better release the hero’s devoted wife.*!

Here there are two adjectives which we would say are used substantively, “the
foolish” (avidusam) and “devoted” (anuvratam; I have added the word “wife” in my
translation). But more precisely these adjectives qualify nouns that are not
expressed in the verse. Kascit says that “devoted” clearly refers to Sita, as we know
from the word itself (who else can be described as “devoted to Rima” in the feminine
singular?) and from the context (who else would Jatayuh ask Ravana to release?).*?
As for “the foolish,” the reason that a noun needs to be filled in here is that the
word would otherwise make no sense in context: is Jatayuh really talking about
foolish people in general? Kascit explains that context once again allows us to
understand “foolish people like you,” i.e., Raksasas who are naturally stupid and
therefore don’t know right from wrong.”> The implication, as Kascit elicits for us,
is that Jatayuh is simultaneously condescending (“I can put up with the antics of
you stupid Raksasas ...”) and menacing (... but Rama, whose wife you have just
kidnapped, will not”).

Besides “filling in” (adhyaharah), there is another major type of sentence
completion theorized in Mimarhsa, namely “carrying over” (anusargah).** In “car-
rying over” the word or phrase that is brought into the incomplete sentence is taken
from a nearby sentence. This is a rather more constrained operation than filling in, and
in KaScit’s commentary, it is used primarily when a character speaks a fragment of a
sentence, the remainder of which (vakyasésah) is carried over from the immediately
preceding line. One example is from the sixth act, where Hanuman looks for Sita in the
Asoka grove at Lanka after Rama’s victory but does not see her. He immediately
suspects the worst, and says, “There is no way that Rama can live without Sita, and
then Sugriva, Bharata and Laksmana, and the queens.”* What we understand from
the latter part of the sentence, Kascit tells us, is that “then,” i.e., after Rama’s death,
“Sugriva” will not be able to live, and similarly Bharata and Laksmana, and similarly
the queens. In other words, the phrase “no way that X can live” (sarvatha na jivati)
construes as a remainder with each of the following nouns, which serve as its subject.
What Kascit is more concerned to motivate, however, is the fact that “no way X can

41 $aranam asmi jatayur aham sakhd dasarathasya rathas tava tisthatu ~ avidusam aparadham
aham sahé visrja ravana viram anuvratam ~~ (p. 137).

42 viram anuvratam iti visésanabalat prakaranabaldc ca sitam iti visésyarn sidhyati (p. 137).

43 avidusam ity atra tvadrsanam iti visésyam adhyahdaryam. avidusam iti bahuvacanéna raksa-
sajatiyanam évajiianam naisargikam iti darsayati (p. 137).

44 Mimamsa Sitras 2.1.16-17.

45 sarvathd dévim antaréna dévé na jivati, tatah sugrivé bharatalaksmanau dévyas ca (pp. 182-
183).
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live,” once it has already been carried over into the sentence about Sugriva, is further
carried over into the sentence about Bharata and Laksmana, and from there to the
sentence about the queens. Kascit quotes Kumarila’s Explanation of the System to
license “carrying over what has already been carried over” (anusaktanusangah), since
“an element that is connected to something immediately contiguous would itself be
immediately contigous to what follows.”*® This is a principle that Kascit has gotten
directly from Kumarila, rather than through the mediation of a work of poetics. For no
work of poetics that I know of quotes this principle, and in any case, Kascit flags it as
“an interpretive principle (nyaya-) from the second book,” referring to the location of
the anusangadhikaranah at 2.1.16-2.1.17 in the Mimarhsa system.”’

We saw in the previous example that the verb that is carried over changes its
number — from singular to dual to plural — to match each new subiject. In fact the
discussion of carrying over in the Mimarhsa system concludes that this strategy is
based on proximity (samnidhih), a psychological property in which the fulfillment
of dependencies figures prominently, rather than on the mere contiguity of textual
elements (anantaryam). In other examples the remainder has to be modified even
further in order to accord with the syntax of the fragmentary sentence that is
actually spoken. For instance, in the fifth act, when Ravana asks his minister, “Do
you know who is the conqueror of the gods?,” his minister obtusely says “No.” To
this Ravana says, “By me, of course!” In fact we must understand, as a remainder,
not “the conqueror of the gods” but “the gods have been conquered.”*®

5 Subtraction

Filling in (adhyaharah) and carrying over (anusarigah), to review, are additive pro-
cesses, wherein a meaning that is not literally expressed (asrutam) is judged to
nevertheless form part of the intended meaning (vivaksitam). By contrast, inter-
pretive processes are subtractive when a meaning that is literally expressed (Srutam)
is judged to not form a part of the intended meaning (avivaksitam). The most com-
mon scenario where subtractive processes come into play is when meaning-bearing

46 tatdo dévasya jivanaparityagat sugrivo na jivatity anusangah. bharatalaksmandyv ity atra na
jivata ity anusajyaté. dévyas céty atra na jivantiti. anantaréna sambaddhah syat parasyapy anan-
tara iti dvitiyadhyayéktanyayénanusaktanusangé na désah (pp. 182-183). The quotation is from
Explanation of the System p. 455.

47 The learned Kuppuswami Sastri (intro. p. 5) mentioned another piece of evidence of
Kascit’s reliance on Kumarila, namely the quotation of the verse upayanam tu niyamé nav-
asyam avatigthaté on p. 160, but source of this verse is not Kumarila, but rather Bhartrhari’s On
Sentence and Word (Vakyapadiyam), 2.38.

48 Ravanah — kim na janasi jétararh dévanam. Amatyah — na jané. Ravanah — nanu maya.
Kascit: nanu mayéty atra jita déva ity anusangéna vakyasamaptih (p. 156).
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elements (most commonly gender-number-case and person-number-tense suffixes,
but also occasionally entire words) are grammatically required by another element
despite not contributing to the intended meaning. One example of this phenomenon
is the use of a “dummy subject” with verbs that do not actually express a subject, like
“rain” in English and, equivalently, varsati in Sanskrit. In English we have to say “it
rains,” because English verbs require a subject. In Sanskrit, the idiom is déva varsati,
“god rains,” although the subject is conventional and considered nitydnuvadah,
“always topical.” This is a way of saying that it is never a vidhih, i.e., it never adds any
new information to the common ground.

One of the most important (and controversial) subtractive processes in Indian
theories of language is the so-called grahaikatvanyayah, “the principle of the
singleness of the goblet,” to which a section of the Mimarhsa system is dedicated.*’
This principle holds that when a word belongs to the topic — that is, when it is
already part of the “common ground” that the listener can take for granted — the
grammatical categories expressed by this word, for example its grammatical num-
ber, are unintended (avivaksitam) and they can be ignored or overridden if neces-
sary. Thus, if an injunction tells us to “wipe (a/the) goblet” (graham sammarsti), we
would normally take the singular number of “goblet” literally, and wipe one and
only one goblet. But since “goblet” refers to something already known to us (as
would be implied by the definite article in English), and since we know from context
that there are several goblets involved in this part of the ritual, we can take the
phrase “the goblet” as referring to each of the goblets in question. Precisely how
such an interpretation is motivated is beyond the scope of this article. I will only note
that in categorizing this process as subtractive I am following the traditional un-
derstanding, which takes the singular number expressed by graham out of the “all-
things-considered” meaning of the sentence. It could, however, be understood as
the contextually-motivated addition of a distributive meaning onto a singular term.

Kascit invokes the “principle of the singleness of the goblet” at the very
beginning of the play. The benediction compares Visnu to the ocean. Both Visnu
and the ocean are described in a series of bitextual phrases, one of which is
bibhranah sarikkham. In the case of Visnu, he straightforwardly “bears the conch”
called Paficajanya, which is one of his standard attributes. But it is not quite true of
the ocean that it “bears (a/the) conch.” We expect the plural, conches, on this
reading. Kascit says, however, that the singular number of the conch is unintended
on analogy with the singular number of the word “goblet” in “wipe (a/the)

49 Mimamsa Sttra 3.1.13-14 (see Yoshimizu 2008); the principles elicited in this adhikaranam
prompted responses from opponents of the Mimarhsakas, including the grammarian Kaunda
Bhatta.



576 = Ollett DE GRUYTER

goblet.”*® This seems like an inappropriate invocation of the principle, however,
because the word “conch” does not constitute the topic in this case. Rather, the
ocean is the topic, in relation to which the property of “bearing (a/the) conch” is
presented as new information. Kascit then applies the principle to other words in
the verse so they can be more felicitously understood in reference to the ocean,
such as caram acaram, “what moves and what stands still,” which in the case of
Visnu is a merism referring to the entire universe, and in the case of the ocean refers
to moving things (like fish) and unmoving things (like underwater mountains).

Kascit is slightly more conscientious in applying the principle in another
context. When Ravana sees Sita in the third act, he exclaims, “my eye finally has a
purpose.”® Rather than explaining caksuh in a slightly broader sense (the faculty
of sight, for example), Kascit says that it is “absolutely clear” that it forms part of
the topic, in reference to which the focus (“having a purpose”) is expressed, and
hence its number is unintended and need not be taken literally.>* Although it is
probably not as clear as he wants us to believe, since the word “eye” itself has not
actually been used previously, it is true that the verse as a whole discusses Ra-
vana’s opportunities to see such beauty as Sita’s on various other occasions,
whether surveying the world from his aerial vehicle, or catching a glimpse of
Parvati as he shook Mount Kailasa. Just before the sentence in question, Ravana
says “such beauty has never been seen.”>> We might assume that the unstated
agent of seeing here is Ravana himself, but it might just as well be his 20 eyes. And
hence, having been evoked in the preceding sentence, the “eye” of the following
sentence would be topical, and its grammatical number unintended.>*

6 Conclusions

We might wonder why Kascit identifies himself (or is perhaps identified by
a subsequent copyist) as a “follower of Kumarila,” given that he quotes
from Kumarila only twice. He certainly quotes the standard works of poetics more
often — Mammata is his go-to for literary ornaments (alankarah), although he
occasionally quotes Dandin and Ruyyaka as well. But it probably would have gone
without saying, certainly by Kascit’s time, that a literary commentary would

50 samudravi$ésanapaksé grahagataikatvavad ékatvam avivaksitam (p. 3).

51 caksus cirat sarthakam (p. 100).

52 caksur ity atraikatvam uddésyagatatvad avivaksitam. caksur uddiSya sarthakatvasya vi-
dhéyatvad uddésyatvam spastam éva (p. 100).

53 drstam [...] na riipam idrsam (p. 100).

54 Elsewhere (p. 136) Kascit says that the singular number of drsti-, which probably does mean
“gye” in this context, is unintended, but it is not topical in this case.
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identify literary ornaments and quote their definitions, just as it would gloss
difficult words by citing lexicons, or lead readers through their derivation by citing
grammatical texts.

What distinguishes Kascit is that Mimarsa principles of interpretation are
built into the very foundations of his commentarial project. He is constantly asking
what the “final meaning” (tdtparyam or paryavasanam) of a statement is, and
occasionally deploys interpretive processes of addition and subtraction in order to
demonstrate how the final meaning is derived from the explicitly-stated meaning.
The fact that Kascit cites Kumarila at all is rather surprising. I know of no other
literary commentator who does so, although I could be wrong. By contrast,
Pirnasarasvati — possibly the most learned of all of Kerala’s commentators —
rarely uses the technical language of Mimarhsa in his commentary on Bhavabhiiti’s
Malati and Madhava and never quotes Mimarhsa authors.> There is one exception,
when he refers to the Mimamsa Siitras to explain the word prakaranam, but the
reference is gratuitous and misleading, and is rather the exception that proves the
rule.”® Hence it does not take much for Kascit to stand out as a Mimarhsaka among
literary commentators.

Itis true that the interpretive processes that I have discussed in this article — the
emphasis on final meaning, and addition and subtraction as means to arrive at a
final meaning — belong to the larger domain of everyday language processing
rather than the much narrower domain of literary art. As I have noted, Kascit attends
even moreso to the literary and dramatic effects of Saktibhadra’s play than these
lower-level questions of sentence meaning. But what makes him a Mimarhsaka is his
attention to these lower-level, and indeed foundational, phenomena: there can be
no question of literary interpretation until the meaning of each individual sentence
has been determined, and to do that, we often need to have recourse to the principles
that Mimarhsa articulates, as Salikanatha said in the passage I quoted earlier. In fact
Salikanatha goes on to justify the Mimarhsa project as follows:

Isn’t it the case that in everyday life we understand sentence-meanings immediately? Why do
we need this enormous apparatus? — That is quite true when it comes to sentences with
which we are already quite familiar. But of course disputes arise, even in everyday life,

55 Ihave not, for example, seen anusarigah or avivaksitam, while adhyaharah and paryavasanam
are used rarely, and tdtparyam is used commonly but in a non-technical sense (i.e., referring to
“the general idea” rather than the “final meaning,” as Kascit uses it, or “the speaker’s intention,”
as Naiyayikas after Jayanta used it; for the latter see Graheli 2016). The terms uddésyah and
vidhéyah are sometimes used, but rarely with reference to the new information contributed by
each; rather, they are used to identify the subject and predicate of a nominal sentence (seee.g.
Panicle of Rasa [Rasamafijar1] p. 312, on Malati and Madhava 5.30).

56 Panicle of Rasa p. 612, where Piirnasarasvati quotes Mimarsa Siitra 3.3.14.
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regarding sentences of the smrtis that pertain to things we cannot observe. You can’t possibly
say that we understand their meanings immediately.>’

Salikanatha is really making two points: on the one hand, there are in fact sen-
tences that we do not immediately understand the meaning of, and in these cases
we might have to go about the process with more care and deliberation; on the
other hand, when we do readily understand the meaning of a sentence, that is
because we are relying on the results of an intepretive process we have gone
through in the past, or we go through such a process subconsciously, but in either
case the same principles of interpretation are involved. The same can easily be said
about stage-plays. Much of them — especially in Saktibhadra’s lively and acces-
sible Crown Jewel — can readily be understood, but only because the principles
Mimamsa had articulated are working in the background, as it were. If we want to
convey our understanding to others, as literary commentators do, we have to bring
those principles to the foreground. And there are inevitably passages that require
us to attend rather closely to the text and its context, and to bear the principles of
interpretation in mind, in order for us to determine their final meaning.
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