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PREFACE 

The thesis entitled : 'The Nyaya Philosophy of Language : Some Problems' is the 

result of ~m intensive and critical study on the ·sabdapramiif}a as admitted in 

Nyaya school of Indian Philosophy. It gives an analysis of the Nyaya view, which 

is followed by some philosophical problems that stand on the way of 

understanding the theories connected with language like the concept of lak$af}ii, 

iikiink.¥ii, yogyatii, tatparya etc. For this an effort has been made to go through the 

original Sanskrit texts. In going through the texts I have taken much help and 

guidance from my supervisor, Professor Raghunath Ghosh, Deptt. of Philosophy, 

University ofNorth Bengal, for which I am grateful to him. Apart from this he has 

always given me a critical assistance to all theories. The University of North 

Bengal had provided me a Junior Research Fellowship from 19 .02. 1999 to 06.0 I. 

2001 for carrying on my research work, for which I owe a lot to the University. 

My teachers of the department of Philosophy, University of North Bengal and my 

colleagues of my college are always with me with their encouragement and 

inspiration and hence I am grateful to them. 

I am indebted to my parents and my wife who inspired me and extended their 

hands of cooperation to me in various ways. I would like to thank all my family 

members. 

I have tried my best to complete my work as beautifully as possible. How far I am 

successful will be judged by the scholars in the field. 

Bhaskar Jha 
Lecturer 

Nani Bhattacharya Smarak Mahavidyalaya 
· Jaigaon 
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CHAPTER-I 

Nyaya Concepts ofPrama and Pramar:za 

All the branches of Indian philosophy have discussed about prama and pramarJO, 

In Indian philosophy prama means valid cognition. Pra means valid and ma 

means cognition. Pramar:za is the way through which we can attain valid cognition. 

The Carvakas are of the opinion that valid cognition must have three 

characteristics - it must be true, free from doubt and novel. An invalid cognition 

cannot be described as prama. When we perceive a snake in the piece of rope, 

then it is a false cognition. This false cognition cannot be called prama. Here we 

do not know the thing as it is. Valid cognition must be free from all doubt. When 

we do not know a thing correctly, there is confusion in our mind about the thing. 

This state of cognition is called smi1saya. For example, in darkness some one has 

seen a thing beside the road and becomes confused whether it is man or a tree. 

Such type of cognition cannot be called prama. Again the Carvakas feel that 

novelty must be present in an object, which is called prama. Such type of 

cognition which is not already known is called prama. So, the Carvakas say that 

memory (smt:ti) and recognition (pratyabhijna) are not prama. Because, in the 

both cases we are knowing a thing, which has already been known. 

Thus Carvakas say that prama is such type of cognition of an object which is free 

from doubt, error and which is not already known. 
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In'Nyaya philosophy, knowledge is the manifestation of object. As light manifests 

obj~cts so knowledge also manifests things. In the case of knowledge object 

manifests, we realise this manifestation and consciousness helps us to realise this 

manifestation. 

Knowledge (jniina) or cognition (buddhi) is defined as apprehension 

(upalabdhi) or consciousness (anubhava). Nyaya being realistic, believes 

that knowledge reveals both the subject and the object, which are quite 

distinct from itself. All knowledge is a revelation or manifestation of 

objects - (arthaprakiisho buddhil]). Just as a lamp manifests physical 

things placed before it, so knowledge reveals all objects which come before 

it.' 

Knowledge is the manifestation of apprehension of objects. Valid 

knowledge is the apprehension of the real character of an object. Invalid 

knowledge is the apprehension of an object as it is not in its real character. 

Truth is correspondence of knowledge with reality. Error is disagreement 

of knowledge with reality.Correspondence is truth, and nan-

d 
. 2 

correspon ence Is error. 

The Naiyayikas have used the term 'buddhi' for knowledge or cognition or jnana. 

They have described cognition as consciousness which is a quality and which is 

the ground of all linguistic usage. 

Sarvavyavahiirahetuh gw;ah buddhil}jnanam.3 

From this definition, we find that there are three characteristics of cognition : It is 

a quality (gw;a), it is the ground of all linguistic usage (sabdaproyoga) and it has 

the attribute of jniinatva or consciousness. The term 'quality' (gurra) has been 
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inserted in the definition to keep out over coverage (ativyapti) in relation to time 

etc. If the term were omitted from the definition, then it would be as follows: 

Buddhi is consciousness, which is the ground of all linguistic usage. In this case 

we should call space, time etc. as buddhi because these are the ground of all 

linguistic usages. But actually space, time etc. are not buddhi. If we insert the term 

'guqa' in the definition then we can overcome this difficulty because though space 

and time are the ground of all linguistic usage, they are not quality. Again, without 

the term 'which is the ground of all linguistic usage the definition would be : 

Cognition is consciousness, which is a guiJa. In this case, we may say that smell, 

taste etc. are also cognitions by virtue of their status of qualities (gu17a). But these 

qualities are not cognition because these are not the ground of all linguistic use. If 

we insert the above term in the definition, then we can avoid this difficulty. 

We all know that the defining characteristic of a thing cannot be all the common 

properties of the thing. By which property we can differentiate or identify one 

thing of a class from other things of other class is called its defining mark or 

la/cyaf}a. 

It is well known that the attributes shared in common by the members of a 

class do not all form their 'defining attribute' and do not come within the 

logical 'definition' of the term denoting that class. The defining mark or the 

la/cyaiJa is constituted by any one or more of the common features which 

will serve to differentiate and identify an entity.4 

In the case of cognition, the defining mark is jnanatva or 'Universal 

Consciousness'. This universal consciousness is revealed in the internal perception 
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'I· am conscious'. According the Naiyayikas, knowledge is not self-luminous. 

Cognition is manifested by a subsequent state of cognition, which is called 

anuvyavasaya. When someone looks at a table, at that time he has not the 

cognition of 'looking a table'. The knowledge of 'looking a table' arises after 

looking the table. This subsequent cognition is called anuvyavasaya. The original 

perception is called vyavasaya. The original cognition as a state of consciousness 

is revealed by the internal perception. As the original states of cognition are 

innumerable, so also their corresponding internal perceptions are innumerable. 

There is an indefinite multiplicity of these 'original' states of cognition and 

correspondingly the states of internal perception of these original states 

have also an indefinite multiplicity. Now these original cognitive states are 

each of them a state of consciousness. They have, therefore, their common 

feature in something which is present in each of them. This something is 

the Universal 'Consciouness' .5 

Every original cognitive state is a state of consciousness. There is a common 

feature which is present in every original cognitive state. This common feature is 

called the universal 'Consciousness'. The original state of cognition is called in 

Sanskrit 'jfiana' and the common feature which is present in every original state of 

cognition or jfiana is called 'jfiana-ta'. In English, ji1ana is described as a state of 

'consciousness', but there is no distinctive single term for 'jniina-tva'. Without the 

I 

presence of such term jnana-tva is written as 'Consciousness' where the le.tter "C' 

should be written in capital letter. After looking some pots the universal 'potness' 

is revealed in the sense perception. In the same way, Nyaya Vaise~ikas say that the 

11eveoJs 
internal perception in which the cognition (jfiiina)Acan reveal the knowledge~hood 

/ 
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(jfzana-tva). \>/hen the universal 'Consciousness' (jfzana-tva) is called as the 

defining mark of cognition (jnana) then the meaning of the term 'defining mark' is 

taken only to mean the common features. 

According to Naiyayikas, cognition is of two types- memory and reason. 

In defining memory Naiyayikas say that memory is the state of consciousness, 

which results from trace alone. The meaning ofthe term samskiira is mental trace. 

Samskaramatrajanyam jfianam smrti/t.6 

In the definition of memory the three phrases, viz., 'consciousness', 'which results 

from samskiira' and 'alone' have special significance. Without the term 

'consciousness' the definition of memory would be : Memory is the state which 

results from trace alone. In this case a difficulty arises. The destruction of a trace 

(sa1nskiiradhvamsa) also results from trace. We all know that the destruction of an 

effect regularly presupposes the prior existence of what is destroyed. But 

destruction is not memory. A thing can be destroyed if it has prior existence. A 

trace can be destroyed as it has prior existence. Without the phrase 

'consciousness' the definition of memory would be too wide and the definition 

includes the destruction of trace in it. The insertion of the term 'consciousness' 

avoids this difficulty because though the destruction of a trace also results from 

trace but the destruction is not a state of consciousness. Again, without the clause 

'which results from a trace' the definition would be 'Memory is consciousness'. In 

this case also the defect of over coverage (ativyapti) arises. The perception of a 

thing is a state of consciousness. So we should call perception as memory. But this 
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is not right. By the insertion of the clause' which results from a trace' we can 

overcome this difficulty because though perception is a state of consciousness it is 

not the result of any trace. The term 'alone' in the definition has also some special 

• significance. If the term were omitted then the definition would be : Memory is the 

L 
(...__ 

cognition which results from trace. Here also arises the defect of over-coverage 

because in this case we should call recognitive perception as memory as it results 

from trace. For example, after looking a man when we say 'This is that 

Devadatta', then the term 'that' refers to a past time and place. If we can 

remember the experience of that past time and ·place only then it is possible for us 

to attain the present knowledge about past time and place. And that remembrance 

becomes possible only through a revival of the trace of past experience. So, 

recognitive'perception also results from trace. But it is a case of perception but not 

of memory. Without the term 'alone' recognitive perception should have been 

considered as memory. But if we include the term 'alone' in the definition then we 

can overcome this difficulty. Because recognitive perception is not only the result 

of trace. In this case, sense-object contact is also necessary but memory is not the 

result of any sensory stimulus at all. Thus we can say that memory is only the 

result of trace, whereas pratyabhijna is the result of both sensory stimulus and 

trace. 

According to Nilkarytha, trace is not the sole condition of memory. Some other 

conditions like the presence of the subject, the relation between the soul and the 

manas etc. are also necessary for memory. 
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N!lkantha points out that if the Tarkasari1graha definition of 'memory' as 

'the cognition that results from trace alone' is taken as its face value, then it 

is clearly defective. For the prima-facie meaning of the definiens would 

be : 'the cognition that results from trace and nothing else'. And then the 

definition would suffer from the blemish of 'absurdity' or 'non-coverage' 

(asambhava). For though some 'trace' is a condition, it is never the sole 

condition of memory. There are other conditions as well, e.g., the presence 

of the subject, the relation between the soul and the 'means' etc. The clause 

'that results from trace alone' is, therefore, to be interpreted as 'that which 

results from trace and not from any sensory stimulus' and not as 'that 

which results from trace and not from anything else'. 7 

A state of consciousness which is different from smr:ti is called anubhava. 

Naiyayikas say that anubhava is of two types veridical (yathartha) and non-

veridical (ayathartha) 

vi ;J; 
Tabbhinnamjniinam, anubhavaf;, Sadfridha/:1 yatharthah ayathal(la~1 ta. 8 

In Western philosophy, knowledge is divided into two kinds : direct or immediate 

cognition and indirect or mediate cognition. But the Nyaya Vaise~ikas divide 

knowledge as smr:ti and anubhava. So, there is difference between the views of 

Western philosophers and Naiyayikas. The Naiyayikas say that both direct and 

indirect cognitions come under anubhava. Perception is direct cognition and 

inference is indirect cognition. Perception and inference both an~ anubhava. 

It would be tempting to translate 'anubhava' as 'direct' or 'immediate' 

cognition. But that would be misleading. For, as will appear presently, 

'mediate' knowledge also, like inference etc., comes under 'anubhava ', 

according to the Nyaya Vaise~ika usage. The division of knowledge into 

memory and 'anubhava,. cuts across the Kant ian distinction of cognition as 
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'direct or immediate' and 'indirect or mediate'. In the absence of any 

tolerably precise equivalent, the Sanskrit term 'anubhava' has been 

retained as it is. 9 

In defining veridical anubhava Naiyayikas formule : Tadvati tatprakiiraf? 

anubhavaf; yathartha/;. 10 That means a veridical anubhava is that which has for its 

determinans something 'P' (tat) when the determinandum 'has that something' 

(tadvat). Here determinas means prakiira and determinandum means vise.sya. Here 

we see that there are two terms 'determinans' and 'determinandum' in the 

definition of prama. If we do not understand the meanings of these two terms then 

we cannot describe prama. 

All our cognitions are cognitions of 'something'. This 'something' is called the 

vise.sya or object of cognition. The object of cognition is a combination of three 

things - vise~ya, prakiira and samsarga. We all know that the object which is 

characterised by something is called vise~ya and which characterises the vise~ya is 

called prakiira. Prakiira may be called as visesaiJa. For example, the perception of 

a pen is a cognition. Here the 'object' of perception is a complex entity. It may be 

described as 'something, which is characterised by pen-ness'. The Naiyayikas say 

that this 'something' which is characterised is called visqya and 'pen-ness' which 

characterises the 'something' is called prakara or visesaiJa. Now we can take an 

example of an inferential cognition like 'The hill has fire'. Here 'the hill' is the 

vise~ya as it is characterised by fire and 'fire' is the visesan.a or prakiira as it 

characterises the hill. In the cases of other cognitions like knowledge by analogy 

and knowledge by testimony we can apply the same analogy. That means prakiira 
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and vise$ya must be present in all cases of knowledge. Thus we can say that by the 

combination of vise$ya or prakiira all types of knowledge are formed. 

So, prama or veridical cognition is that cognition which has for its prakiira object 

'something' when the vise$ya object is that which has that 'something'. 

But the above definition of prama is too narrow because we cannot apply this 

definition in many cases of true knowledge. For example, 'pot ness is in pot'. This 

is a true kno~ledge but the definition of prama cannot be applied here. Here 'pot 

ness' is visesa11a or prakiira and 'pot' is visezya. In this case we cannot say that 

the prakiira is in the vise$ya i.e., in 'pot ness' there is 'pot' because 'pot' cannot 

present in 'pot ness' but 'pot ness' is always present in 'pot'. Thus the definition 

of prama suffers the defect of avyapti. To avoid this difficulty we should say that 

the phrase 'tadvatt' in the definition of prama does not mean 'when there is that 

which has the something', but the meaning of the phrase is 'when there is that 

which has a relation to the something'. As 'pot' has some relation with 'pot ness' 

so the above example comes under the definition of prama. 

The Naiyayikas do not accept every type of veridical cognition as prama. They 

say that only veridical anubhabha is prama. The Vaisesikas say that prama means 

true cognition. But the Naiyayikas have not accepted the opinion of the Vaisesikas 

and other Indian thinkers that prama means true cognition. They say that only true 

anubhava is prama. 

It is to~?ted, again tha~ only a veridical • m hava and not crvd every 

veridiOOI~agnition that is ../es~nated as prama ·n th Nyaya school/fh~ may be 
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veridi~ cognitio in _the form o a veridi7mory (sm~t'\ but th tis not taken 

as 'pram"a' m he Nyaya school. T e San nt term ts thus na~ er m usage than 

in the I ian s ~ools. In the Vaise. ka te ts the term 'pr nc'i' means true. cognition 

(yat rthajnana~nd not mer y true anub ova. 

It is to be noted, again that it is only a veridical anubhava and not any and 

every veridical cognition that is designated as prama in the Nyaya school. 

There may be veridical cognition in the form of a veridical memory (smJ:"ti), 

but that is not taken as 'prama' in the Nyaya school. The Sanskrit term is 

thus narrower in usage then the term 'true cognition'. Not that this Nyaya 

usage has been adopted universally in the Indian schools. In the vaise~ika 

texts the term 'prama' means true cognition (yathartha-jnana) and not 

merely true anubhava. ll 

On the other hand, aprama or non-veridical anubhava is that which has for its 

prakiira something when its vise.yya has the absence ofthat something. 

Tadabhavavati tatprakc'irakah anubhavah ayatharthalr 12 

That means, non-veridical anubhava is one whose vise.yya is characterised by the 

absence of prakc'ira. Here prakiira is something, which is absent in the vise.yya. 

The perception of a snake in a rope is an example of non-veridical anubhava. In 

this case, 'snake-ness' .is prakiira and 'rope' is vise.yya Snake-ness cannot present 

in rope. In rope there is 'rope ness'. As the prakara 'snake-ness' is not present in 

the vise.yya 'rope' so it is a case of aprama. 

In the above definition there is also the defect of over coverage (ativyc'ipti) because 

we can apply this definition in some cases of prama. For example, 'This table has 
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conjunction with my hand'. This is a case of pramii. But we can apply this 

example in the case of apramii. Conjunction is un-prervasive (avyiipyaw:tti). All 

the parts of the table have not contact with my hand. Some parts of the table have 

conjunction with my hand. Some parts do not have the same i.e., other parts have 

the absence of conjunction. In the case of above knowledge, we can say that here 

prakiira or determinans is contact (samyoga) and vise~Jla or determination is 

'table'. As there is the absence of contact in some parts of the able so we can say 

that here the vise.yya table is not characterised by the prakiira. Thus the above 

example of pramii. comes under the definition of apramii. Thus the above 

definition of apramii suffers the defect of over-coverage (ativyapti). 

To avoid this difficulty we can say that the actual significance of the definition of 

apramii is : A false cognition (apramii) is that which has for its determinans 

(prakiira) something 'p' in a certain relation 'r' (sambandha) to a certain aspect 

'a' (avacchedaka) of the determinandum (vise~ya), when the latter has the absence 

of the something 'p' in that relation 'r' to that aspect 'a'. 

Now the above example of prama cannot come under the definition of aprama. If 

there is no contact of my hand with the table only then we can say that the above 

case is an example of apramii. Thus, we can overcome the defect of over 

coverage. 

Thus, valid knowledge is the knowledge that represents the real character of 

its object, or apprehends what exists in it. Error is the knowledge that does 

not represent the real character of its object, or apprehends what does not 

exist in it. So the knowledge which corresponds with real nature of its object 
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'is valid, and the knowledge which does not correspond with its real character 

is invalid. 13 

The truth and falsity of knowledge consist respectively in its correspondence 

and non-correspondence to facts. But the test of its truth or falsity consists in 

inference from the success or failure of our practical activities in relation to 

its object (praw:ttisiimartha or prav1:ttisamviida). True knowledge leads to 

successful practical activity, while false knowledge ends in failure and 

disappointment. 14 

The Naiyayikas say that veridical anubhava or pramii is of four types : pratyak$a, 

anumiti, upamiti and siibda. The way through which we can attain veridical 

anubhava is also of four types : pratyak~a, anumiina, upamiina and .~abda. That 

means pratyak$a is the special condition of pratyak$a pramii, anumiina is the 

special condition of anumiti, upamiina is the special condition of upamiti and 

sabda is the special condition of siibda. The Naiyayikas use the term 'kara!Ja' for 

special condition. In the case of pratyak.ya the same term (pratyak$a) is used both 

for pramii11a and pramii. But in other cases, the term used for pramii11a and pramii 

are different. The English words perception, inference, testimony are used both for 

pramii11a and pramii. 

According to Nyaya, pramiiyiih karmyam iti pramii!Jasiimiinya lak$a!Jam .15 

That means pramiiJJa is the kara!Ja of pramii. We all know that every effect has its 

cause. As pramii is an effect so it must have some cause. Kara!Ja is also a cause. 

But every effect is produced with the help of many causes. All these causes are not 

'·, kara!Ja. In defining kararya Naiyayikas have give1~ different opinions. According 



13 

to the old Naiyayikas, karaJ?a is the ultimate condition or cause (carama-kiirarya). 

Just after the presence of which cause the effect is produced is called karaJ?a. 

'Cutting a tree' is an effect. God, space, time adt:s(a, the presence of the cutter, 

sharp instrument, the contact of sharp instrument with tree etc. all these are causes 

of this. effect. As the effect is produced just after the contact of sharp instrument 

with treeso it is called the carama-kiiraJ?a or terminal cause. Old Naiyayikas have 

described this terminal condition (carama-kiirarya) as kararya. In this way, old 

Naiyayikas said that just after the presence of which thing valid anubhava or 

prama is produced is called prama11a. The Neo-Naiyayikas have given a different 

view about karaJ?a. Which cause produces the effect through an intermediary is 

called katarya, according to them (Vyaparavat asadhararyam kararyam kararyam). 

Being produced by something, which produces the ultimate effect of that thing, is 

called vyapara (Tajjyanyatve sati tajjanyajanako vyaparaf!). The effect 'cutting a 

tree' will not produce without the contact of.sharp instrument with tree. Sharp 

instrument is karaJ?a. The contact of sharp instrument with tree. is produced by 

sharp instrument and hence it is called vyapara. The vyapara produces the effect 

'cutting a tree'. So, the Neo Naiyayikas say that kararya means vyaparavatkiirarya. 

Which produces prama with the help of some vyapara is called prama11a. 

·To explain the importance of prama11a Naiyayikas say that pramaryam arthavat. A 

thing is like that in the way it is manifested by pramarw The knower can 

understand the meaning of a thing by pramarya. Pramaryato 'rtha pratipattau 

means what we understand by pramiiJ?a is prama. (Tadevam satah prakasakam 

pramaJ?amasadapi prakasayatzti). Prama11a manifests both existing objects and 
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non-existing objects. That means, we can understand the existence of a thing and 

non-existence of a thing by pramiil'Ja. (Arthavati ca pramiifJe pramiitii 

prameyampramiti rityarthavanti bhavanti). When there arises valid anubhava 

through jJramalJa only then there can be the kno.wer (pramiitii) object (prameya) 

and knowledge (pramiti). So, pramiil'Ja is the main thing among these. After 

understanding the meaning of a thing by pramiiYJa if the knower thinks that there is 

happiness in it, then he may accept it and if the knower thinks that there is sorrow 

ness in it then he may reject it or neglect it. 

Pramii!Ja is the special condition or kara!Ja of pramii. In the above, two 

definitions of kara!Ja have been discussed. Annambhatta in his book 

Tarasamgraha has explained karaiJa in a different way. According to him, 

asadhiira!Jam kararJam karafJam. An uncommon condition is called kararJa. An 

4 

effect is dependent on two sets of conditions : ~gdhiiralJa kiirarJa and asiidhiirafJa 

kiiraYJa. The presence of some conditions are ne~essary for every effect. These are 

called siidhiirafJa kiirarJa or common cause. God·; space, time, adr:~(a etc. are such 

conditions. Without these conditions the presence of some conditions are 

necessary for each specific effect. These are called asiidhiiralJa kiira!Ja or 

uncommon cause. Annambhatta accepts these uncommon conditions as karana. 

Annambhatta's view is different from both tli.e old and Neo-Nyaya Vaise~ikas 

view about karana. Old Naiyayikas described karana as 'terminal condition' and 

Neo-Naiyayikas described karm1a as a 'causal condition functioning through an 

intermediary. For example, cutting a piece of wood is an effect. The old 

Naiyayikas say that terminal condition or the contact of a sharp instrument with 
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the wood is the karana but Navya-Naiyayikas say that 'the thing which functions 

through an intermediary of vyiipiira' is karana. Here the sharp instrument is the 

· karana because from sharp instrument the contact between sharp instrument with 

wood is produced. But Annarhbhatta's view is different from both the above 

views. Annarhbhatta described all the conditions except the common conditions 

are karana. He is also not strict to his view in all cases. In the cases of pratya~a, 

pramii, upamiti and siibdabodha he has accepted karana as vyapiiravat kiiraiJa, 

but in the case of anumity he has accepted kara11a as terminal condition. But both 

vyiipiiravat kiira11a and carama-kiira11a are asiidhiirana kiiraiJa. So, according to 

him, karana is asiidharana kiirana. 

In the case of pratyak$a pramii sense organ or indriya is pratyak$a pramiiiJa. In 

the cases of upamiti and siibda, resemblance or .~iid1:syajiiiina is taken as upamiina 

pramiina and statement or sabda is taken as sabda pramii11a. In the case of 

anumiti, pariimarsa is called anumiina pramiina. In describing kiirana Naiyayikas 

say, that which exists uniformly before the effect is the kiira11a (kiiryaniyata 

purvaw:tti kara11am). 16 

A cause is defined as an unconditional and invariable antecedent of an 

effect and an effect as an unconditional and invariable consequent of a 

cause. The same cause produces the same effect and the same effect is 

produced by same cause. 17 

If the term 'uniformly' were omitted from the definition then the definition of 

kiirana would be 'that which exists before the effect is the kiirmJa. In this case 
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there arises the defect of ativyapti. Here any antecedent event should be accepted 

as kiiraYJa. For example, a pot is an effect. Someone wants to know the kiiraYJa of 

this effect. He thinks that the ass is the kiiraYJa of this effect because before 

occurring the above effect the ass brings the load of clay by which the potter has 

produced the pot. But an ass cannot be accepted as karaYJa for the effect 'pot'. 

Because an ass does not always bring the load of clay to produce the effect 'pot'. 

Ass is not a uniform antecedent. Without the term 'uniformly' the definition of 

kiiraYJa would be too wide. Then we should call any antecedent event as kiiraYJa. 

By the term 'uniformly' we can overcome the above defect. 

Again without the term 'existing before' the definition of kiiraYJa would be 'cause 

is that which exists uniformly in relation to the effect' (kiiryaniyata w:ttikiiraYJam). 

In this case also the definition would be too wide. Here we should call every effect 

' 
as it own cause because every effect does exist in a regular relation of self identity 

(tadatmya) to itself. We all know that everything is self-identical with itself. 

Identity is a relation. Everything exists in a regular relation of self-identity to 

itself. As everything is self-identical with itself so an effect is also self-identical 

with itself. Without the terril 'existing before' we can avoid the above difficulty 

because no effect can exist before producing that effect. Thus, by a cause we 

should understand something that is not only 'niyataw:tti', but also 'piirvaw:tti '. 

A cause is not an irrelevant antecedent. If someone says that the colour of thread is 

the cause of cloth, then he is describing an irrelevant antecedent as cause. Because 

the colour of thread is an irrelevant antecedent to the effect - 'cloth'. Sky, space, 

time etc. though ·these are uniformly present before producing every effect, but 
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these should not be described as cause ofthe effects like cloth, chair, table etc. The 

presence of the above conditions is necessary for producing every effect, but as 

they are irrelevant so they should not be described as cause. 

An effect of karya is the pratiyogl or negatum of a pragabhava or prior-absence. 

The word pratiyogl is used in the context of abhawi. The pratiyogl is that thing 

which is absent. That means, if there is the absence of a pen then pen is the 

pratiyogl of this absence. Pragabhava means the absence of something before its 

production. An aeroplane, a chain, a table etc. these are effects. Before the 

production of these things there was the absence of these things i.e., there was the 

pragabhava of these things before their production. The above things are pratiyogl 

of this absence. After the production of pot, the absence vanishes. 

An effect (kiirya) is defined as the 'counter-entity of its own pnor non

existence' (pragabhavapratiyogi). It is the negation of its own prior

negation. It comes into being and destroys its prior non-existence. It was 

non-existent before its production. It did not pre-exist in its cause. It is a 

fresh beginning, a new creation. 18 

According to the Naiyayikas, cause is of three kinds - samavayikaralJa, 

asamavayikara!Ja and nimittakiira!Ja. In defining samavayikaraiJa the Naiyayikas 

say, "that, inhering in which an effect emerges". For example, cloth is an effect. 

It~ samaviiyikaraiJa is the treads. By the threads a cloth is constituted. Threads are 

the parts of cloth. Cloth is a 'whole'. It is related to its parts i.e., the threads by the 

relation of inherence: Nyaya-Vaise~ikas are of the opinion that the relation among 

the parts and the whole is the relation of 'inherence' or samavaya. Again, a thing 

Z Z A.UG ZUOIJ 
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is the samavaikiiraYJa of its qualities. Thread is the samavayikiirmJa of its colour. 

The colour of thread is a quality and it is also an effect. As it is an effect, it must 

be produced by something i.e., it must have a cause. We all know that cause is a 

necessary antecedent and without cause an effect cannot come into being. The 

colour of thread cannot exist without the thread. So, thread is the samavayikarm;a 

of its colour. Cloth is a substance (dravya) and colour is a quality (gwJa). Thus the 

Naiyayikas describe that dravya is the samavakiiraYJa of its qualities or guYJa. 

AsamavayikiiraYJa is defined by the Naiyayikas as 'that entity which is a cause as 

existing in the self same object along with the effect or with the cause'. 

AsamavayikiiraYJa may be of two types : 'that which exists in the samavayikaraYJa 

of an effect, along with the effect itself and 'that which exists In its 

samavayikaraYJa along with the samavayikaraYJa of the effect. The conjunction of 

threads is the example of the first type of asamavayikiirarya. The samavayikararya 

of cloth is thread. Conjunction is a quality. So it must inhere in a substance. The 

conjunction of threads exists in the threads by the relation of inherence. The 

asamavayikaraYJa exists in the samavayikiiraYJa of an effect. The cloth is the 

effect. Its asamavayikararya i.e. the conjunction of threads exists m its 

samavayikiiraYJa i.e., the threads along with the effect 'cloth'. Again, the colour of 

threads in the asamavayikaraYJa of the colour of cloth. This is the example of 

second type of asamavayikiiraYJa. The colour of a cloth is an effect. Its 

samavayikiiraYJa is the cloth. Its asamavayikararya is the colour of threads and 

threads are the samavayikararya of its colour. Here the colour of threads or 

asamavayikaraYJa abides in its samavayikaraYJa or threads along with the cloth, 
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which is the samaviiyikiirarya of the effect the colour of cloth. From the above 

discussion it is clear that samaviiyikiirarya is always a substance (dravya) and 

asamaviiyikiirarya is either a quality (gurya) or an action (kiirya). 

The cause which is different from both samaviikiirarya and asamaviiyikiirarya is 

called nimittakiirarya. The weaver, his activity, weaving loom, the shuttle etc. are 

the nimittakiirar;a of the effect - 'clot'. 

It is already mentioned that the Naiyayikas have accepted four types of valid 

cognition and four sources of knowing the valid cognition. That means, they have 

accepted four types of pramii and four types of pramiirya. 

The kararya or uncommon condition of perceptual cognition or pratyalcya pramii is 

called of pratyalcya pramiirya. Thus, we can see that the term 'pratya/cya' is used 

both for valid knowledge and the source of this valid knowledge. The cognition 

that is attained through the relation (sannikar~a) of a sense-organ (indriya) with 

some object (artha) is perception (pratyalcya). Pratyak$a is of two types-

nirvikalpaka and savikalpaka. In defining pratyak:;a Naiyayikas say, "lndriyiirth 

sannikar,sajanyam jniinam pratyalcyam". 19 

Pratyaf0a is defined as that knowledge which is attained through the contact 

of sense organ with some object. In this definition the term 'artha' means 'a 

real thing'. Here we should remember that perception may be valid and 

invalid.20 

lndriyiirthasannikar,sotpannam jniinam avyapadeshyam avyabhiciiri 

vyavasayiitmakam pratyaksam. (Nyaya-Sutra, l, l ,4). 
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Goutama defines perception as 'non-erroneous cognition which is produced by the 

intercourse of the sense-organs with objects, which is not associated with a name 

and which is well defined'. This definition of perception excludes divine and yogic 

perception which is not generated by the intercourse of the sense-organs with the 

objects. Hence Vishvanath has defined perception as 'direct or immediate 

cognition, which is not derived through the instrumentality of any other 

cognition'. This definition includes ordinary as well as extra-ordinary perception 

and excludes inference, comparison and testimony. 

Pratyakya is karaYJa of only valid perceptual cognition. Pratyak~a is divided into 

two kinds - indeterminate or nirvikalpaka and determinate or savikalpaka 

(Nisprakiirakam jfiiinam nirvikalpakam). 21 

The perception that is ·nisprakiiraka i.e., having no quantifiers is called nirvikalpa 

perception. That means the perception, which is devoid of determinans or prakiira, 

is called nirvikalpaka. Literally nirvikalpaka means the perception in which there 

is no vikalpa. Vikalpa means a name or a quality or a universal or a relation of 

'characteriser-characterised' (vise~aYJa-vise~ya). Thus, it is clear that in the case of 

nirvikalpaka perception a name or a universal etc. are not present as its object : All 

our perceptions are about something or about some object. In the case of 

nirvikalpaka perception we can know that something is there but we cannot know 

the name or the quality etc. of that object. The actuality of nirvikalpaka perception 

can be proved in this way. The cognition of a thing like 'cow' is due to the 

cognition of its determinant or vise~a!Ja 'cow ness'. We can differentiate cow from 

other things, as there is cow ness in it. To avoid infinite regress we should not say 
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that 'cow ness' is also a determinate (vise$ya). Because if cow ness is a 

determinate, it must have a determinant (vise$al'Ja). In this way, there arises 

infinite regress. If we say that the knowledge of cow ness is possible without the 

knowledge of any other determinant, then we should say that this is a case of 

indeterminate perception. Thus we can prove that nirvikalpa pratyak$a is possible. 

Nirvikalpaka or indeterminate perception IS the pnmary cognition of an 

object and its diverse characters without any judgement to interrelate them. 

Suppose you look at an orange placed on the other side of your table. 

Immediately after the first glance, or after the first moment of contact 

between your eyes and the object, you apprehend something, its colour, 

shape etc., along with a general character called orange ness. But at the first 

sight, you do not think of it as yellow or round, or an orange. This kind of 

primary perception is called indeterminate perception. 22 

Savikalpaka perception is the cognition of an object as possessed of some 

character. While nirvikalpaka is the cognition of the existence of a thing as 

such, savikalpaka may be said to be the recognition of its nature. 23 

(Saprakarakam jfianam savikalpakam). 24 The perception, which is saprakara or 

associated with qualifiers is called savikalpa. A cognition, which has for its 

cognitum an appellation, a universal etc. a vise$a1Ja, a vise$ya or a relation is 

called savikalpaka perception. From the term 'savikalpaka' we can understand 

that it is a kind of perception, which has a vikalpa. Name, universal, vi.Se$ya, 

vise$a1Ja, relation etc. are vakalpas. 'That is Ram', 'He is black' etc. are examples 

of savikalpaka perception. 
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Thus we may say that nirvikalpaka ·is an indeterminate apprehension and 

savikalpaka a determinate, predicative judgement. There could not be any 

savikalpaka perception of an .object without a previous nirvikalpaka 

perception of it. Unless we first knew the unrelated elements as such, we 

could not possibly know them as related. Unless I first perceive water, cold 

ness, liquidity etc. I cannot come to know it as water or as cold or as liquid 

etc. 25 

(Anumitikaraf}amanumiinam. Pariimarsajanyam jniinamanumiti). 26 The karaYJa or 

uncommon condition of anumiti is called anumiina. Anumiti results from 

pariimar.§a. 

Inference is mediate knowledge of an object (e.g., a fire) derived through the 

medium of the knowledge of a mark (e.g., a smoke) by virtue of the relation 

of invariable concomitance between them. It depends upon the perception of 

a mark and the recollection of invariable concomitance. 27 

After looking that there is smoke on the hill we can infer that there is fire in it. 

This cognition results thus : we see smoke coming out from the hill; we remember 

'where there is smoke, there is fire' and we are assured that the smoke which we 

see comes under the rule. After this we can infer that there is fire. This inferential 

cognition results from the three; the seeing, the remembrance and the assurance. 

As after assurance inferential cognition arises so it is called the kara17a of anumiti. 

Anumiina (inference) is the process of ascertaining, not by perception or 

direct observation but through the instrumentality or medium of a mark, that 

a thing possesses a certain character. 28 

Vyiiptivi.Se$(a pak$adharmatiijniina is called piiramarsa. Vyaptivi.Se$(a means that 

which is characterised by vyiipti and paf0adharmata means the fact of being a 
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feature of pah;a. Pariimada is the cognition of the 'subject' of an inference as 

having a mark, which is characterised by the 'vyiipti' of the probandum. The hill 

(pah;a) under reference as having smoke (the hetu) which is characterised by the 

invariable concomitance (vyiipti) of fire (the sadhya) is paramarsa. 

If only it is said that inferential cognition results from pariimarsa alone then there 

arises the defect of over-coverage. Because in that case we should call 

samsayottora pratyah;a (i.e., perception after doubt) as inference as it results from 

paramarsa. Sometime we may look a thing from a distance and we may not sure 

what the thing is. We may confuse whether the thing is a man or a stump of a tree 

as the thing appears with the features which are common to both a man and a 

stump. We may think that 'the thing before us has hands, legs etc. which are 

uniform associate (vyapya) of the features of a man'. After that we may attain the 

cognition that the thing·before us is a man. This cognition results from paramada. 

So we should call it anumiti. But it is a case of perception. To avoid this difficulty 

the Naiyayikas said that inferential cognition results from paramarsa accompanied 

by pah;ata. The absence of certainty that is accompanied by the absence of desire 

to infer is called pah;ata. If there is certainty that the sadhya is in the pah;a, then 

inferential cognition cannot arise. So, the certain knowledge of sadhya is a bar to 

arise inferential cognition. But in that case also inferential cognition may arise if 

there is the desire to infer. The desire to infer is here the stimulant (uttejaka). Thus 

the absence of certainty that is accompanied by the absence of the desire to infer is 

a casual condition for inferential cognition. It is described as pa/cyata. In the case 

of samsayottara-pratyah;a, though the absence of certainty is present, there is also 
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the desire to infer. This is not the case where there is the absence of certainty that 

is accompanied by the absence of the desire to infer. So, we cannot say that 

samsayottara-pratyak.rja results from pariimarsa accompanied by palcyatii. 

Inference is of two kinds : (I) inference for oneself and (2) inference for 

. others. The first kind of inference is a psychological process which does not 

require the formal statement of its different members. 29 

This is the psychological analysis of inference for oneself. The second kind 

of inference is intended for convincing others. It is a demonstrative inference. 

30 

Goutama speaks of three kinds of inference - piirvavat, she!?avat and 

siimiinyatodr,r(a. The first two are based on causation and the last one on 

mere co-existence. 31 

Another classification of inference gives us the kevaliinvayi, kevalavyatireki 

and anvayavyatireki inferences. It is based on the nature of vyiipti and on the 

different methods of establishing it. 32 

The third kind of pramiirya accepted by Nyaya is upamiina. (upamitikararyam 

upamiinam. Swnjfiii-sarhjfiisambandha jfiiinam upamitif1).33 That means, the 

special condition for upamiti is upamiina. Upamiti is described as the relation 

between a term (san1}fiii) and what it signified (san1}fil). Sadrsya-jfiiina or the 

'cognition of similarity' is the special condition for upamity. For example, a 

person wants to know the meaning of the term 'gavaya '. A forester tells him that a 

gavaya is like a cow. He then goes to a forest and looks a cow-like animal. He 

remembers the forester's statement that a gavaya is like a cow. After that he 
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comes to know that the animal before him is a gavaya. This knowledge is called 

upamity. 

Now, upamana is just this way of knowing the denotation of words, or the relation 

between names and the objects denoted by him. 

Suppose you do not know what "saxophone" means. You may be told by a 

musician : "A saxophone is a musical instrument something like a U shaped 

trumpet". If, on subsequently seeing a saxophone, you are able to give its 

name, it will be clear that you understand what "saxophone" means. 34 

Now, upamana is just this way of knowing the denotation of words, or the 

relation between names and the objects denoted by them. 35 

Here knowledge of similarity is upamana, which is the special condition of 

upamity. In the case of upamity the knowledge 'a gavaya is like a cow' stands for 

verbal knowledge of similarity. The perception of a thing like a cow stands for 

perceptional knowledge of similarity. The remembrance of the statement 'a 

gavaya is like a cow' stands for memory knowledge of similarity. Philosopher are 

divided on the question : which knowledge of similarity is upamana? 

Govardhanacarya in his Nyayabodhinz says that the verbal knowledge 'a gavaya is 

like a cow' is upamana pramii!Ja and the memory cognition is the vyapara. On the 

other hand, Chanraja Simha in his book Padakf:tyam says that the perceptional 

knowledge of similarity is upamana prama11a and memory cognition is vyapara. 

Nyaya have accepted Sabda or Agama as the fourth kind of valid knowledge. Its 

special means or kara!Ja is called sabda. Sabda prama!Ja is defined as a statement 

of a trustworthy person. A trustworthy person is one who always speaks the truth. 
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Testimony may be of two kinds : Vaidika and secular (laukika). Vaidika testimony 

is perfect and infallible as the Vedas are spoken by God. 'But-laukika testimony 

may be valid or invalid. Those laukika testimonies are valid which are spoken by 

' trustworthy persons. A sentence is a collection of words and a word is that which 

has power to convey its meaning. The ancient Nyaya says that the power of a word 

to convey its meaning comes from God. But the later Nyaya says that this power 

comes from long established convention. 

Thus the Naiyayikas have accepted four types of prama (pratyak~a. anumiti, 

upamiti and sabda) and four types of pramiiY!a (pratya~a. anumana, upamana 

and sabda). 
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CHAPTER- II 

Sabda as a Pramii71a Distinction between Sakyiirtha and Laksyiirtha. Factors 

for Verbal Understanding . 

· It is known to us that the NaiyayTkas have accepted four sources of valid 

cognition. Among these verbal testimony or Sabda is one. Ordinarily, the term 

'sabda' means 'sound'. But in the case ofpramar;a it means a kind of statement. 

The knowledge or prama attained through this Pramar;a is called 'sabda-bodha' 

or verbal knowledge from testimony. So, sabda is a prama11a and 'sabda-bodha' is 

prama. 

Goutama says that word is communication of apta. 1 

It is of two kinds : that which refers to the object which is perceived and 

that which refers to the object, which is not perceived.2 

The statement of a trust worthy person is called sabda pramar;a (Aptavakyam 

sabda).3 According to Vatsyayana, word is that by which an object is spoken of or 

made known.4 

A trustworthy person is one who always speaks the truth. In other words, he 

always makes correct statement. 
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An apta is one who has direct or intuitive knowledge of things, who wishes 

to make known the things as he has seen them and who is capable of 

speaking about them. And the word apta itself means one who operates 

through the direct or intuitive knowledge of things. This is a common 

characteristic of all aptas, whether they are sages, iiryas or mlecchas. All 

human activity is regulated according to the advice of aptas. 5 

A statement is a collection of significant words. A significant word has the power 

to signify something. 

To discuss the relation betweenword and meaning philosophers have given 

different theories. According to the Vai.Se$ika view, fire is cognised from 

smoke by inference (anumana) of cause from effect. Similarly, all 

cognitions are due to inference. There is no natural connection between 

word and meaning, but a conventional one that acts in the case of a 

particular sense for a particular word, just as causality directs the inference 

of fire from smoke. 6 

According to the older school of Nyaya the power of a word to convey its meaning 

comes from God's will that such or such a word is to signify such or such a thing. 

But to the new school of Nyaya this power comes from long established 

convention as well as and independent usage by an individual. 

Vatsyayana, the commentator on the Nyaya sutras, has explained the term 

'apta '. The person who has the intuitive knowledge of merit and intends to 

communicate correctly the result of his experience and who is a component 

teacher is called an iipta. 7 

To Nyaya 'sakti' (power) is not a new category over and above the seven 

categories accepted by them. But the Mlmarhqakas say that we cannot include 
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power or sakti in any of the seven categories accepted by Nyaya. So they say that 

sakti is a new category. The Mimiim~akas do not accept sakti as 'God's will' 

because they do not accept God as the creator of this world. To them the 

signifying power is inherent in a word. A word is a sound which is a substance and 

its signifying power is intrinsic in it. The signifying power does not come from 

outside. Though the signifying power is· intrinsic to the sound substance, it is not 

id.entical with that substance. It cannot be said that the signifying power is the 

same of any one quality of twenty-four qualities accepted by the Vai:§esikas. So the 

Mimiim~akas have accepted the signifying power as a new kind of entity which is 

different from the seven categories accepted by the vaisesikas. 

The Naiyayikas do not accept the above view of the Mimiim~akas. According to 

them, the signifying power is nothing but the relation between a word and its 

meaning. This relation exists between a wo.rd and its significance. The signifying 

power or sakti is not intrinsic in a word. It is extrinsic. It comes from outside and it 

'is due to some convention. This convention is a desire of a conscious being. The 

desire is like this : such or such a word shall stand for such or such a thing. 

Generally the meaning - relation is based on God's desire. In some cases this 

relation may be based on human being. Thus the signifying power of a word is the 

desire of a conscious being. So it is a quality and it is not a new category. 

The truth or falsehood of verbal knowledge entirely depends upon a person 

who makes the statement. If a person correctly sees an object and is honest 

then the knowledge, communicated by him, is true. If he is otherwise then 

the knowledge, communicated by his statement, is false. It has been proved 

that a word has no natural relation to an object. Similarly, the knowledge, 
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communicated by a word, is not Naturally true. If the words had intrinsic 

truth in them then the statements of a deceitful person would not have been 

contradicted. 8 

Though the signifying power is the relation of a word with its meaning, but we 

cannot call that any relation between a word and its meaning is signifying power. 

Because in that case, there arises the defect of over-coverage (ativyiipti). We all 

know that there is temporal relation (Kiilikasambandha) between a word and its 

meaning. But we cannot call this temporal relation as a signifying power. To avoid 

this difficulty. it is said that sakti is the relation between a word with its meaning 

and this relation serves 'the indirect determinant (prayojaka) of the remembrance 

of the entity (signified)'. It is not possible for a person to understand the meaning 

of a word if he only knows the relation of the word with its meaning. He should 

also depend on the previous knowledge of that relation. 'Understanding' the 

.meaning of a word is an instance of memory-cognition. Our memory about 

something depends on the previous knowledge of that thing. By a word a thing is 

indicated. If we have previous knowledge of a thing that is indicated by a term, 

only then we can remember the thing by that term. That means, our knowledge of 

a thing by a term depends not only on the relation between the term with its 

meaning but also on the previous knowledge of that relation. So, sakti is the 

· indirect determinant of the understanding or remembrance of what the word stands 

for. 

The Naiyayikas do not accept sentential meaning as a separate entity 

despite the fact that they take verbal cognition (Sabdabodha) to be a 

qualificational knowledge (viSi.$(amati) over and above the separate 
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cognitions of different word 111:eanings. Sabdabodha IS not a mere 

combination of the cognitions of different word-meanings taken together, 

for it involves a semantic connection between mutually expectant and 

compatible words. The meaning of a sentence is thus a vi.Si.$(iirtha achieved 

through relating the meanings of the com potent words. Yet viikyiirtha or 

viSi~iirtha has no independent objective status apart from the separate 

word-meanings. 9 

The Naiyayikas have accepted the Vaidika view that the God is the creator of 

language. So, they have described sakti as the will of God. 

The Naiyayikas say that a term signifies the particular as characterised by the class 

character. Here there is a difference of opinion between the Mimiirn~akas and the 

Naiyayikas. Mimiim~akas say that a term signifies directly a universal or class-

character. They say that by a term we can understand a thing, which is 

characterised by some qualities. But to have an awareness of 'something having . 

some qualities' presupposes that we have previous knowledge of those qualities. 

So, it is clear that in understanding the meaning of a term like 'cat' what is first 

presented to our mind is the character which is common to all cats. 'Cat-ness' is 

the character which is common to all cats. So, by a term 'cat' we first understand 

'cat ness' which is a universal. After that arises the knowledge of the particular cat 

possessing cat-ness. This later knowledge of cat is not direct like that of the 

previous knowledge of cat-ness. Thus the Mzmiim~akas say that we can understand 

the meaning of a term by the combination of two cognitions, one direct and 

another indirect. It is already discussed that by a term directly we can understand 

the universal and indirectly the particular. So, they say that by the signifying 
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power or sakti we can understand the universal and the knowledge of a particular 

thing arises by implication or arthiipatti. As at first the universal comes to our 

mind by signifying power they feel, we can understand the universal. If we do not 

accept this view then we should say that by the signifying power we can 

understand the particular. But particulars are infinite in number. So, we should 

accept an infinity of signifying power of a term. For logical economy (liighava) 

lvfimiim~akas do not accept this alternative. For the sake of logical economy by the 

signifying power of a term they understand the universal and the knowledge of the 

particulars having the universal known by implication (arthiipatti). 

But the Naiyayikas do not accept this view. According to the Naiyayikas, a term 

signifies particulars as qualified by the universal. They say that a term signifies not 

only universal because in that case we cannot describe the knowledge of the 

particulars. The Naiyayikas do not accept the lvfimiirh.$ii view that the particulars 

are known through implication. Understanding the meaning of a term is a unitary 

thing. Beside this, we cannot understand the meaning of such sentences like 'Bring 

a cow', 'A cow is dead' etc. if we accept the Mlmiin1~·ii view that by the signifying 

power of a term we can understand the universal. In the above cases, if we can 

understand the universal 'cow-ness' by the term 'cow' then the sentences will be 

meaningless, because we cannot bring the universal 'cow ness' or the universal 

'cow-ness' cannot be dead. But if we understand the particular cow having the 

universal 'cow ness', only then the sentences will be meaningful. The same thing 

is true about all sentences. Thus, it is said that by the signifying power of a term 

we can understand the particulars qualified by the universal. 
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According to Go.utama, the referent of a word (that stands for a substance) 

is a particular thing and that thing has a universal as well as a shape. 10 

GQutama expresses his preference for the view according to which the 

particular as endowed with its universal and shape is to be taken as 

constitutive of meaning. Gangesa follows Goutama in this respect. 11 

According to Gangesa, the particular appearing as qualified by the 

universal constitutes meaning. 12 

The Naiyayikas said that by w:ddha-vyavahara or "the practice of experienced 

persons" we can understand the meaning of a word or the relation between a word 

and its meaning. Children learn language by observing the linguistic practice of 

their elders. A child observes that one elder person utters to another elder person 

'Go there'. The child ,also observes that after hearing the sentence the person goes 

to a certain place. The child thinks that before the utterance of the above sentence 

the latter person does not go to that place but after the utterance of the sentence the 

latter person goes to that place. That means, before the utterance of the above 

sentence there was no physical movement of the latter but the physical movement 

starts just after the utterance of the sentence. By looking this type of 'agreement in 

presence and agreement in absence' (anvaya-vyatireki) the child thinks that there 

is a relation between the sentence uttered by the speaker and the physical 

movement done by the hearer. The physical movement of the hearer is due to his 

volitional activity and that volitional activity starts just after the hearer can 

understand the meaning of the terms uttered by the speaker. Thus the child assures 

that the movement of the hearer is due to .his understanding of the sentence uttered 

by the speaker. The child also observes that the first elder person talks to the 
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second one 'come here and do not go there'. After hearing this sentence the 

second elder person comes to the place indicated by ·the first elder person. The 

.child thinks that here also the second. elder person's activity is due to his 

understanding the meaning of the sentence uttered by the first elder one. By 

eliminative thinking the child can understand that the activities 'come' and 'go' 

,are indicated to the second elder person. 

When an experienced person asks another experienced person to do 

something he utters two sentences. In one sentence a particular word finds 

a place. In the other sentence it is conspicuous by its absence. An 

inexperienced learner who listens to these two sentences notes the presence 

of a particular word in one of the two sentences and its absence from the 

other one. He watches the movement of the junior person. By the joint 

method of agreement and difference he makes out the meaning of the 

words contained in the sentences. Thus, we· see that the joint method of 

agreement and difference helps us to determine the relation of denotation of 

a word. 13 

Some Indian philosophers think that by a term we can always understand 

something which is concerned with some activity. A child understands the 

meaning of a term like 'dog' which is connected with some activity. That means, 

by the term 'dog' we cannot only understand an animal, but we can understand an 

animal which is connected with some action. But the Naiyayikas do not accept this 

view. To them the above view is going against our experience. 

We can understand the meanings of many terms which are not connected to any 

sort of activity. We can understand the meanings of the terms used in the 

sentences like 'Ram is a good boy', 'Asoka was a great king', etc. All terms used 
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in the above sentences are not connected with actions. In each of the above 

sentences, an idea of a man originates in our mind. But there does not arise the 

idea of a man who is connected with some activity. So, the Naiyayikas say that by 

the signifying power of a term we cannot only understand a thing which is 

associated with some activity. 

The Nyaya accepts that la/cyaYJii or implicative meaning is a property of a term like 

sakti. 

Lalcya11ii, the secondary function operates when the primary function or the 

purport (tiitparya) becomes incompatible with the context and brings into 

cognition a secondary sense related to the primary one. 14 

Indian philosophers (especially of the Nyaya school) give an account of 

this phenomenon by identifying two different 'powers' in a word : one is 

that of saying (abhidhiina) and the other is that of pointing, signifying or 

indicating (lalcya11ii). The first is called the primary meaning-giving power 

while the second is called the secondary or indicatory meaning-giving 

power. By the first, the word speaks, as it were, while by the second it only 

indicates, and a metaphor is born. 15 

Like sakti, we can understand the meaning of a term by la/cyaYJii. The difference 

between sakti and Iak~aqa is that by sakti we can understand the meaning of a term 

directly but with the help of la/cyaYJii we can understand the meaning of a term 

indirectly. So sakti is called 'direct signifying power' and la/cyaYJii is called 

'indirect signifying power'. Through the sakti of a term the understood meaning is 

called sakya. The Nyaya defines lak~aqa as 'sakya-sambandha la/cyaYJii' .16 That 

means, lak~aqa is the relation of a term with its sakya. Sakti helps us to understand 
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the meaning of a term directly without the .help of any other property, but lak$GYJii 

helps us to understand the meaning of a term with the help of what is signified by 

its sakti. Through lak$aYJii the understood' meaning is called lak$ya. Gopinath 

Bhattacharya wrote, "The signifying relation that is known as 'lak$a1Jii' is indirect 

in as mush as it is the relation of a term to something that in its turn has a close 

relation to the thing that is referred to by the 'power' that is 'sakti '." 17 

Generally which is directly signified by a term is called sakyiirtha. The occasional 

indirect meaning of a term is called lak$yiirtha. Generally we can understand the 

meaning of a term used in a sentence by its sakti or direct signifying power. But in 

many cases it is not possible for us to understand the meaning of a term used in a 

sentence by its direct signifying power. In those cases if we accept the meaning 

directly signified by the term then the sentences will be meaningless. That means, 

in many cases it is not possible for us to understand the meaning of a term used in 

a sentence by sakti or direct signifying power. Thus in such cases where we cannot 

understand the meaning of a term through its sakti, there we should accept an 

indirect signifying power of the term which is called lak$a1Jii. So, sometimes 

lak$aYJii or indirect signifying power helps us to understand the meaning of a term 

used in a sentence. For example, "The milkman's hamlet is in the Ganga". In the 

above sentence we can understand the meanings of all the terms by direct 

signifying power or by sakti beside the term 'Ganga'. Because by the direct 

signifying power of the term '<;Janga' we can understand a river. Milkman's 

hamlet cannot be in a ri·ver. Here the sentence will be meaningless if we take the 

meaning of the term 'Ganga' which is signified by its direct signifying power or 
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sakti. But we cannot say that the above sentence is meaning. less. We can 

understand the meaning of the above sentence by taking the indirect meaning of 

the term 'Ganga'. It is already mentioned that by the direct signifying power of the 

term 'Ganga' we can understand a river which is called .~akya. This sakya has a. 

close relation with its bank, which is called la~ya, and by la~"W?ii we can 

understand lakzya. 

In the above sentence the term 'Ganga' IS used to mean the bank of the river 

Ganga. The milkman's hamlet is in the ·bank of the river Ganga. In this way, 

la~aYJii helps us to understand the meaning of a term indirectly. 

In some cases two unconnected things may be signified by the same term. For 

example, the term 'saindhava' has two meanings. One is the horse which is found 

in Sindhu and the other is a kind of salt. Here it is not correct to call one as 

sakyiirtha and the other as la~yiirtha. The two meanings of the term are 

unconnected. Here we cannot apply the distinction between sakyiirtha and 

la~yiirtha because there is no relation between the two meanings. Such type of 

terms is called 'equivocal' and both the meanings of the term are called sakyiirtha 

because both the meanings are signified by the direct signifying power of the term. 

So, insome cases we should postulate a 'multiple signifying power' (niinii sakti). 

Thus, the relation with thing which is signified by the direct signifying power of a 
./ 

term is called la~aryii. This relation may be of five types : siimfpya or proximity, 

samyoga or conjunction, samaviiya or inherence, vaiparitya or opposite ness and 

kiirya-kiiraYJabhiiva or cause effect relation. Sakyasambandha may be either 

immediate or mediate. 
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The Nyaya accepts three types of lalqar;a : jahal-lah;ar;a, ajahal-lah;ar;a and 
~- ~-

jahat-ajahal-la/cya!Jii. 

In some cases we cannot understand the meaning of a sentence if we take the 

direct significance of a term used in that sentence. In those cases we can take the 

indirect significance of the term which is intimately related with direct 

significance. This is called jahal-lak$ar;ii. When we reject the direct significate of 

a term totally, then it is called jahal-lah;ar;ii. When, therefore, the 'direct 

significate' of a term occurring in a statement taken along with the other direct 

significates of the other terms occurring there in, does not make any sense, the 

term in question has to be taken in an 'indirect sense' to mean something that has a 

close connection with the direct significate. This kind of 'indirect sense' or 

'indirect signifying power' of a term has been named 'jahal-la/qa!Jii', because the 

indirect sense is here, 'wholly exclusive of (jahat) the 'dire,ct significate'. 18 

An example ofjahal-la/qafJii is :The platforms are shouting. This sentence will be 

meaning less if we take the direct meaning of the term 'platform'. By the direct 

~-- signifying power ofthis term we can understand its direct meaning which is a 'life 

Jess material structure' or 'stage'. A stage cannot shout as it is life less. But the 

above sentence is not meaningless. The sentence will be meaningful if we take the 

indirect meaning of the term 'platform'. Here indirectly the term 'platform' means 

the persons who are standing on the stage. Directly the term 'platform' means 

stage and the stage is related with the persons who are standing on it. Now we can 

· understand the meaning of the above sentence by taking this indirect meaning of 

the term 'platform'. Though platforms are not able to shout, but the persons who 
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~re standing on it can shout. This isjahal-lak$arya because here we reject the direct 

m~aning of the term 'platform' totally. "There is milkman's hamlet in the Ganga" 

is also an instance of jahal-lak$arya because here also we reject the direct meaning 

of the term Ganga as signified by the direct signifying power. It is already 

mentioned that by the direct signifying power of the same term we can understand 

a river. As milkman's hamlet cannot be in a river so here we. reject the direct 

meaning as signified by the direct signifyi.ng power or sakti of the term totally. 

Now we take the indirect meaning of the term Ganga. The bank of the river is 

related with the river. As sakyasambandha is lak$arya so here we understand this 

meaning (the bank of the river) by lak$arya. The milkman's hamlet is in the bank 

of the river. As the direct meaning of the term is totally rejected here and a new 

meaning is taken, it is jahal-lak$arya. 

' 
When the direct meaning is not rejected and we take some other things with the 

direct meaning then it is called ajahal-lak$arya. By ajahal-lak$arya we mean an 

indirect sense which is not wholly exclusive of the direct :Sense. In some cases we 

cannot understand the meaning of a term used in a sentence only by its direct 

meaning. Instead here we can understand the meaning of the term by taking some 

other things with the direct meaning. Such types of cases are called ajahal-

lak$aYJii. For example, "People with umbrellas are going". Here the composite 

term 'people with umbrellas' is used in an indirect sense. The direct signifying 

power signifies the meaning of the term as 'a group of people who have 

umbrellas'. But the term is used in .the above sentence to mean something more 

than the direct meaning of the term stated above. The actual meaning of the 
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sentence is : A group of people are going most of whom have umbrellas. In this 

case we do not want to mean that all the people who are going have umbrellas but 

most of them have umbrellas. Here the direct meaning and the indirect meaning is 

taken together. The term signifies here the persons who have umbrellas and also 

the persons who have not umbrellas. In the above instance the verb 'going' is 

concerned not only with the persons who have umbrellas, but also the persons who 

have not umbrellas. Thus, we can understand that ajahal-lab;arya is such type 

of indirect sense where the direct sense of a term is also taken together with the 

indirect sense. This indirect sense, however, does not function at the cost of the 

direct sense, it functions along with the direct power of the term. As a result, the 

indirect significate of the term is not, as in the first type of' lab;arya ', exclusive of 

the direct significate, it is inclusive of the latter. 

If we reject the direct sense of a term, then it is called jahal-lab;arya and i.f we 

accept the direct sense of a term with some other things then it is called ajahal-
.. 

lab;arya. Beside these two types of lak$aYJa the Naiyayikas have also accepted a 

third type which is called jahat-ajahal-lab;arya. Here the direct meaning of a term 

is partly accepted and partly rejected. A jahal-ajahal-lab;arya is such type of 

indirect sense that is partly exclusive and partly not exclusive of the direct sense of 

a term. This lab;arya helps us to understand the meaning of a term indirectly by 

taking a part of the direct meaning of the term and by rejecting a part of the direct 

meaning of the same terrr1. 

In ·Some cases, if we accept the direct meaning of a term totally then we cannot 

understand the exact meaning of the sentence where the term is used and again, if 
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we reject the direct meaning of the term totallythen also it is not possible for us to 

understand the meaning of the sentence where the term is used. In those cases we 

should accept a part of the direct sense of the term and we should reject a part of 

the direct sense of the term. These cases are instances of jahat- ajahal-la~aYJii. 

The third type of 'lak~a11a' has been named 'jahat-ajahal-lak~a11a' or an indirect 

sense that is 'exclusive as well as not-exclusive' of the direct sense of a term. In 

other words, in this type what is indirectly signified excludes only one part but it 

includes another part of what is directly signified by a term. 19 

The Upanisadic dictum 'Tattvamasi' or 'that art thou' is an instance of such type 

of la~aYJii. This sentence declares the identity of the finite soul with the infinite 

soul. Infinite soul is signified here by the direct sense of the term 'tat' or 'that' or 

by the sakti of the term 'tat' or 'that' we can, understand the infinite spirit and by 

the direct signifying power or sakti ·of the term 'tviim' or 'thou' we can understand 

fin\te spirit. If we accept these direct meanings of the terms then the above 

sentence will be meaningless because infinite spirit can never be identical with the 

finite spirit. To understand the meaning of the. above sentence we should partly 

reject the direct meanings of the terms and we should partly accept the direct 

meanings of both the terms. If we reject the two qualifications 'infinite' and 

'finite' from the terms and take the other parts of the terms only then we can 

understand the meaning of the above sentence. In that case both terms would 

signify consciousness or spirit. Then the equation 'That = Thou' or 'Tat=Tvam ' 

becomes intelligible to us. Now the meaning of the above sentence is intelligible 

to us as we have taken the indirect senses of the term (tat and tvam) by rejecting a 
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part of the direct senses of the terms and by accepting a part of the direct senses of 

the terms. 

There are differences among the three types of lak$aYJii mentioned above. In the 

case of jahal-lak$aYJii the direct sense of a term is rejected and in the case of 

ajahal-lak$aYJii the direct sense of a term is accepted with other things. On the 

other hand, in the case of jahat-ajahal-lak$aYJii the direct sense of a term is partly 

accepted and partly rejected. 

Mlmamsakas have accepted GauYJivrtti or figurative sense as a separate signifying 

power of a term. They say that we can understand the meanings of some terms 

indirectly but .these indirect meanings are different from lak$aYJii. It is already 

mentioned in the before that sakyasambandha lak$aY}ii i.e. lak$aY}a is the relation 

of a term with its sakya. By the signifying power of a term or by sakti of a term 

which is signified is called sakya. The Mlmamsakas say that there are some terms 

the meanings of which can be attained indirectly though tbere is no 

sakyasambandha. As for example: The young scholar is fire. The sakti or 

signifying power of the term 'fire' signifies; burning substance'. So, burning 

substance is sakya. The young scholar cannot be a burning substance. The 

sentence will be meaningless if we take this direct meaning ofthe term 'fire'. Here 

the term is used in an indirect sense. This indirect sense is 'purity' and 

'brightness'. This purity and brightness is not related directly with a burning 

substance or fire. So, there is no sakyasambandha. As there is no 

sakyasambandha, it is wrong to say that the above indirect meaning of the term 

'fire is understood. by lak$aYJii. We can understand the meaning of the above 
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sentence by taking the indirect sense_s of the term 'fire' as 'purity' and 

'brightness'. The young scholar is fire means the properties of 'purity' and 

'brightness' are present in the young scholar. Thus it is clear to us that the 

__,/: meaning of some terms can be understood indirectly. This indirect sense is 

h.. 
different from lak.$af]ii. The Mimcwakas say that in such cases we should accept a 

new signifying power of a term which is called gauYJivrtti or figurative sense. The 

above view is not accepted by the Naiyayikas. The Naiyayikas say that such cases 

are also examples of lak~afJii. Lak.$af]ii may be immediate or mediate. 

Sakyasambandha may be immediate or mediate. That means, in some cases we 

can understand the meaning of a term indirectly by the immediate relation of the 

term with its sakya and in other cases we can understand the meaning of a term 

indirectly by the mediate relation of the term with its sakya. The immediate 

relation of a term with its sakya may be of five types : samzpya (proximity), 

samyoga (conjunction), samavaya (inherence), Vaiparztya (oppositeness) and 

kiirya-kiirana (cause-effect relation). An example of the immediate relation of a 

term with is sakya is : There is milkman's hamlet in the Ganga. By the sakti or 

signifying power of the term 'Ganga' we can understand a river which is sakya. 

The term ' Ganga' is used here to mean the bank of the river Ganga. We all know 

that river has immediate relation with its bank. Here the indirect sense is related 

with the direct sense of the term by the relation of conjunction or samyoga. To 

Nyaya besides the cases of 'gau17ibrtti ', lak.$aYJii means the immediate relation of a 

term with its sakya, but in the cases of 'gaurJivrtti, la/cya!Jii means the mediate 

relation of a term with its sakya. In the example "The young scholar is fire" the 

( 

'· 
term 'fire is used to mean purity and brightness. By the dii;ect signifying power of 
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the term 'fire' we understand ' a burning substance'. Purity and brightness present 

in a burning substance. The scholar has not immediate relation with the direct 

sense- of the term 'fire' but what we indirectly understand by the term 'fire' (purity 

and brightness) are also the qualities of the scholar. Thus, we can say that the fire 

has some mediate relation to the scholar through these properties. This mediate 

relation is la/cyal'Jii. Thus the Naiyayikas try to prove that it is possible to explain in 

this way the ins~ances of 'gauYJivrtti' by la/cyaYJii because in the cases of gauYJiVI:tti, 

the indirect meaning of a term can be understood by the mediate relation of the 

term with its sakya. So, the Naiyayikas do not accept gauYJivrtti as a separate kind 

of signifying power. According to them, the so-called instances of gauYJivrtti are 

nothing but instances of la/cyal'Jii. 

Ananda-vardhana and his followers of the 'Dhvani' school of Indian poetics have 

accepted vyaiijanii or suggestive power of a term. To them some words have 

vyanjanii or suggestive power which is different from sakti or signifying power 

and lak$aYJii or indirect signifying power. 

According to the Dhvani school, vanjana or dhvani as a function is 

primarily divided into two varieties : (a) aviva~itavacya, where suggestion 

is based on la/cyaYJii, and (b) vivaks,itiinyaparaviicya, where suggestion is 

based on abhidhii.20 

According to them, we can understand the meaning of some words through 

vyanjanii. This vyanjanii may be of two types. Vyaiijana based on the power of a 

term (sabdasaktimiilii) and the vyaiijanii based on the power of what is signified 

by aterm (artha-saktimiilii). In the example "There is milkman's hamlet on the 
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Ganga" by the indirect signifying power or la~·aYJii of the term 'Ganga' we can 
' 

understand 'the bank of the river Ganga. The supporters of the Dhvani school are 

of the opinion that here the term 'Ganga' does not signify only the bank of the 

river because in that case one does not use the term 'Ganga', but he will say. 

"There is milkmen's hamlet on the bank of Ganga". As the speaker here utters 

only the term 'Ganga', we should understand that the speaker here intends to mean 

something more than the bank of the river. The attributes 'cool-ness', 'purity' etc. 

are associated with the river Ganga. Here the speaker wants to ascribe these 

attributes to the milkmen's hamlet. Now, these attributes i.e., cool ness, purity etc. 

can not understood either by sakti or by la~afJii of the term 'Ganga'. But hearing 

the above sentence these attributes come to our mind. As these attributes do not 

come to our mind either by sakti or by la~aYJii, so we should accept a new 

signifying of power of a term. This new signifying power is named by the 

Dhavani school as vyafijana. The above example is an instance of sabda .~aktimula 

vyafijana because here the above meanings (purity, cool ness etc.) are based on the 

power (Sakti) of the term (Ganga). The example of second type of vyafijana is : 

Lllakamalapatrani ganayamasa parvati i.e. Parvatl easily counted the petels of 

the lotus. 

The above sentence fs taken from Kalidasa's Kumarsambhava. Here the author 

intends·to mean that Parvatl became ashamed of hearing her own marriage talk. 

We can· not obtain this meaning either by the sakti or by the la~aYJii of any term 

used in the sentence. Through a different kind of signifying power of what is 
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meant by the statement in question the above meaning have been obtained by us 

which is called artha-saktimiilii vyaiijanii. 

The above concept of vyaiijanii or suggestive meaning is not accepted by Nyaya. 

To the Naiyayikas, vyaiijanii is nothing but the extension of la~aYJii. In some 

cases when, by the term 'Ganga' one intends to mean purity, cool ness etc. then 

the term is used not only in a simple indirect sense because by the simple indirect 

sense of the term 'Ganga' we can understand the bank of the river. According to 

the Naiyayikas, in those cases the term is used in a complex indirect sense. By the 

complex indirect sense of the term 'Ganga' we can understand 'a cool and 

purifying river bank'. Thus, we c~n say that in the sentence 'There is milkman's 

hamlet in the Ganga; when the term 'Ganga' is used to mean 'a cool and purifying 

river bank' then we can understand the above meanings of the term by complex 

indirect sense and not. by vyaiijanii. That means, in the cases of sabda-sakti-miilii 

vyaiijanii a term is used in a complex indirect sense. Annambhatta says, " 

Vyaiijanii api sakti- la~aiJiintarbhiitii sabda-saktimzilii.". 21 

That means, The 'suggestive power' which is included either under 'direct 

signifying power' or under 'indirect signifying power has its basis in the 

'signifying power of a term' .22 

The Naiyayikas do not accept artha-saktimiilii vyaiijanii aJso. They say that by 

inference we can understand the second type of suggestive we power. Through 

sakti we can understand the direct meaning of a term. After hearing some 

sentences we can understand the. indirect meaning of them by inference. After 
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~ · .. 
hearing the sentence "Ll!Cikamala patrCini ganya.mCisa pCirvati", at first we can 

understand the direct meaning of the sentence which is "PCirvati easily counted the 

petels of the lotus". We can also understand that the author does not intend to 

mean the above sentence. Now we can understand by inference that the author 

here intends to mean "PCirvati became ashamed of hearing her own marriage talk". 

In this way, the Naiyayikas say that arthasaktimzyta vyai1jana can be reduced to 

inference. 

The opponents ofNyaya are of the opinion that syntax-difficulty is the case where 

we should accept la~arya or indirect sense of a term. Sometimes it is not possible 

for us to understand the meaning of a sentence if we take the direct meaning of 

one or more terms used in the sentence. That means, the direct meaning of one or 

more terms used in a sentence may lead to semantic in competency. In those cases 

we should accept la~arya. For example, "There is milkmen's hamlet in the 

Ganga". Here the direct meaning of the term Ganga leads to this difficulty. The 

direct meaning of the term 'Ganga is 'a river' and milkmen's hamlet cannot be in 

a river. So, here we should accept la~arya or the indirect meaning of the term 

'Ganga' which is 'the bank of the river'. Now, the above sentence will be 

meaningful as the milkmen's hamlet may be on the bank of the river Ganga. In 

this way, where there arises syntax difficulty or semantic incompatibility, we 

should accept la~arya of the same. 

The Naiyayikas do not accept this view. They say that in the case of purport 

difficulty (tCitparyCinupapatti) we should accept !(lk$GYJCi. In many cases, though 
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there does not arise any syntax-difficulty, but we cannot understand the exact 

meaning of sentences if we do not know in what purport or sense one or many 

terms are used in the sentences. This difficulty arises mainly in the cases of those 

sentences where one or more ambiguous terms are used. That means, in a sentence 

where one ambiguous term is used, there may not arise any syntax difficulty but if 

we do not know in what purport the term is used then the meaning of the sentence 

will not be clear to us. For example, "Bring saindhava". Generally, saindhava 

means the horse which is produced in the Land of Sindhu. The term saindhava 

also means one kind of salt. No syntax difficulty arises in the case of above 

sentence. Let us imagine a situation that someone is eating and utters the above 

sentence (saindhavamiinaya). After hearing this sentence a·hearer may come there 

to take a hybrid horse with him. Now, it is clear to us that the hearer here is unable 

to understand the meaning of the speaker's sentence. Because in this case, to take 

the term 'saindhava' in the sense of 'horse' leads to absurdity. The absurdity is 

due to the fact that the purport or the sense intended to be conveyed by the speaker 

is missed if the term is taken in the sense of 'horse' and not 'salt'. The proper 

understanding (Siibda-bodha) of a statement depends then in cases like these on 

realising its purport (tiitparya) rather than its syntactical property (anvaya). 23 

Now, it is clear to us that in the cases of ambiguous terms, we should depend on 

purport (tiitparya), rather than syntactical property (anvaya). Thus the 

consideration of purport is a condition for understanding the meaning of a 

sentence which has ambiguous term. In the above example, from the context of 

eating we can understand that the purport of speaker is salt. Tatparya means our 
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will to mean a specific thing from a specific word. From the context we can 

understand the purport or tatparya. The Naiyayikas say that it is better to accept a 

uniform condition for understanding the meaning of any statement. As tatparya or 

purport is a condition for understanding the meaning of ambiguous terms so it is a 

condition for understanding the meaning of any sentence like "There is milkmen's 

hamlet in the. Ganga" etc. We can understand this statement by the knowledge of 

purport or tatparya. To understand the purport of the sentence we should take the 

term 'Ganga' in an indirect sense. A term is taken in an indirect sense on that 

occasion when we cannot understand its purport. So, in the case of purport 

difficulty we should accept lak.$GYJa of a term. 

It comes to this then that the 'occasion for taking a term in an indirect sense 

(lakyaYJa-vija) is furnished by the consideration of purport and not considerations 

of syntax-difficulty. If purport difficulty (tatparyanupapatti) suffices to explain 

the employment of a term in an 'indirect sense', it is needless to invoke syntax -

difficulty for that purpose.24 

In the case of elliptical employment of language, certain words are found omitted 

from a statement. To understand the meaning of such sentence we should supply 

some words. The Nyaya does not admit here the Mrama1na view that in such cases 

we should only supply the significate of a word (arthadhyahara). Mlmamsakas 

standpoint here depends on the fact that consideration of purport is a uniform 

condition for understanding the meaning of a word. So, in the case of elliptical 

'· sentence, to fill up the ellipsis we should supply the needful significates and not 
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the term~ corresponding to those significates. After the knowledge of a word we 

can understand what is meant by the word. Thus without understanding the 

purport of a term, we cannot use only the term to the ellipsis of an elliptical 

sentence. So, M'fmiimsakas say that in the case of elliptical sentence, we should 

supply the significate of a term. But the Naiyayikas refute this view. They say that 

we cannot understand the meaning of a sentence only by knowing the purport of 

the terms which are used in a sentence. In the case of understanding the meaning 

of sentence; there is no difference between an elliptical sentence and any other 

sentence. The meaning of a sentence becomes clear to us if we utter the sentence 

clearly. In the case of elliptical ~entence we should at first supply the missing 

terms. Here we should not supply the missing significates because mere supply of 

significates cannot determine the understanding of a sentence . .If so, then the 

presentation of significates of terms used in a sentence will lead us to understand 

the meaning of a sentence. But this is not the fact. For example, "Bring a pen". We 

cannot understand the meaning of this sentence only by the presentation of several 

things meant by the terms of the sentence to our mind. We should, at first, utter all 

the terms. In the case of an elliptical sentence like "Bring" we should first supply 

some words like "a pen". Without supplying thsre words if we supply here the 

significates ofthe words then we cannot understand the meaning of this sentence. 

According to the Naiyayikas, significant terms are of four types - yaugika, ruc:fha, 

yoga-ruc:fha and yaugika-ruc:fha. Yoga and rue/hi are two powers by which we can 

determine the meaning of a term. 'Yoga' means 'avayava sakti '. It is the 

signifying power that abides in the parts of a term. On the other hand, 'ruqhi' 
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means 'samudiiya sakti '. It is the signifying power that abides in a term as a 

whole. When we can understand the meaning of a term by its avayava sakti or by 

the signifying power of its parts then it is called as_yougika sabda, as for example, 

piicaka. We can understand the meaning of this term from the verb 'pac' with the 

primary suffix 'naka '. The term means 'a cook'. When we can understand the 

meaning of a term by it samudiiya-sakti, then it is called ruqha term. For example, 

the term 'go' means 'cow'. When avayava-sakti and samudiiya ".sakti of a term 

indicates the same thing then the term is called yoga-ruqha term. For example, 

pankaja. This term has two parts: 'panka' and 'ja'. 'Panka' means 'mud' and 'ja' 

means 'that which grows out'. Here from avayava sakti we can understand the 

thing which grows out of mud and from samudiiya sakti we can understand 'lotus'. 

Actually, lotus grows out of mud. So, the above term is called yoga-ruqha term. 

Again, if the samudaya sakti of a term indicates one thing and the avayavasakti of 

it indicates qther thing, then the term is called yougika-ruqha term as for example, 

udbhid. Here from yogasakti we can understand 'plant' and from ruqhasakti we 

can understand one kind of Vaidika sacrifice. Thus, the Naiyayikas have divided 

four types of significant words. 

According to Prabhakara Mimiim~ii, by the signifying power of a term we can 

understand a thing as related to another thing. On the other hand, Goutama thinks 

that by the signifying power or sakti we can understand a thing which is not 

related to another thing. Both of the schools have accepted that when we are going 

to understand a sentence, the first to be presented to our mind are the things meant 

by the several terms of the sentence and by the signifying power of the terms we 
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can understand those things. It is also accepted by the both schools that a sentence 

is a complex of related things, not a juxtaposition of unrelated things. If we do not 

understand the relation among the terms then we cannot understand the. meaning 

of a sentence. Now the question is : How can we understand the relation among 

terms ? Prabhakara says that as there is nothing beside the component terms in a 

sentence, so our understanding of relation among terms becomes possible only 

from the terms. That means, by the signifying power of terms used in a sentence 

we cannot only understand some things, but we can also understand the relation 

among those things. We can understand the relation of terms by the signifYing 

power. This view is called Anvitiibhidhiinaviida. But Bhatta Mimiimsakas and 

Naiyayikas do not accept this view. They say that we cannot understand the 

relation among terms used in a sentence from the terms. This relation can be 

understood if the terms are arranged in a certain order. We cannot understand the 

relation among terms like 'bring', 'a', 'pot' if we arrange them in this way: 'Pot a 

bring'. On the other hand, if we arrange the terms in this way 'Bring a pot', then 

we can understand the relation of the terms. The right arrangement of terms helps 

us to understand the meaning of a sentence. By the signifYing power of terms we 

can understand their meanings and by looking the arrangements of terms we can 

understand relation among the meanings. This view is called Abhihitiinvayaviida. 

The Naiyayikas have accepted three conditions for understanding the meaning of a . 

sentence. These are : iikam~a, yogyatii and sannidhi. 
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Generally, the term aki'11n/qii means desire. But desire is a property of conscious 

being, it cannot be a property of a term as a term is an unconscious thing. When 

the term 'akiiin/qii' is used to mean a condition of siibda-bodha then the term is 

not used in the sense of desire. We cannot say that iikiimk$ii is the desire of a 

person who is going to understand the meaning qf sentence and that desire is a 

condition of siibda-bodha. Because in many cases we can understand the meaning 

of a sentence without such desire. To produce the awareness of the relations of" 

significantes of terms used in a sentence, one term depends on another term. 

Annambhatta defines it as"Padasyapadiintaravyatirekaprayuktiinanubhiivakatvam 

-7_;::, • ks _, 25 
a~UAm .a. 

That means, it is the inability of a word, without another word, to produce an 

apprehension of the relation between the two terms. 

By iikiin~ii ?r expectancy is meant that quality of the words of a sentence by 

which they expect or imply one another. 26 

Again, one word of a sentence depends on another word to produce the relation 

between them. This is called iikiimk$ii. In other words, if we can see that it is not 

possible for us to understand the meaning of a word without another word, then 

we can say that there is iikiimk<;ii between them. For example, "Ram is going". 

Here without the term Ram' the term 'going' is not able to produce the relation 

between what is signified by the terms. So, we can say that there is iikiimk$ii 

between the terms. So, iikiimh$ii is a syntactical demand. The term 'a book', 'a 

dog', 'a tree' etc. these terms are devoid of iikamk$ii. So, there does not arise 

siibda-bodha from these terms. 
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Akcu1k.ra is this mutual need that the words of a sentence have for one 

another in order to express a complete sense.27 

Yogyata is also. a necessary condition for understanding the meaning of a sentence. 

Yogyata means anvaya-yogyata. To understand the meaning of a sentence, the 

terms of the sentence must be capable of being related. Yogyata is the absence of 

bar to the presence of intended relation among the meanings of several terms. To 

Annambhatta, "Arthabadhah yogyata".28 Yogyata is the absence of incompatibility 

among what is signified by the several terms of a sentence. For example, "he is 

writing with his hand". From this sentence there arises sabda-bodha as there is 

yogyata in this sentence. Here there is the absence of incompatibility among what 

is signified by the several terms of the sentence. On the other hand, in the 

sentence, "He is watering with fire", there is the absence of yogyata. Here we find 

the presence of incompatibility between the terms 'watering' with 'fire'. 

'Watering' means 'sprinkling with water' and such sprinkling is not possible by 

fire. 

The term 'watering' is not capable of being related with 'fire'. So, there is the 

absence of yogyata between this two terms and as there is the absence of yogyata, 

there does not arise sabda-bodha from this sentence. 

Sannidhi means the utterance of the words in a sentence without delay. If the 

words of a sentence are uttered at long intervals, then there can not arise sabda-

bodha. Annambhatta defines it in the following way : "Padanam avilambena 

uccaranain sannidhilf". 29 That means, sannidhi is the utterance of the terms of a 
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sentence without delay. If the words of a sentence are uttered without delay then 

their significates arise immediately in our mind. 

If there is to be an intelligible sentence then its constituent words must be 

continuous with one another in time or space. Spoken words cannot make a 

sentence when separated by long intervals of time. Similarly, written words 

cannot construct a sentence when they are separated by long intervals of 

space.30 

For example, "He is a man". If the words of this sentence are uttered one by one 

without long intervals then we can understand the meaning . of this sentence as 

there is sannidhi among the words. On the other hand, if the same terms are 

uttered at long intervals, then there is the absence of sannidhi and in that case we 

cannot understand the meaning ofthe sentence. 

To Nyaya verbal statements may be of two types Vaidika and laukika. The 

statements uttered in Veda are called Vaidika. According to the Naiyayikas, all 

Vaidika statements are prama11as as the Veda is created . by God. God is all 

pervading. He is free from error. As vaidikavakyas are the statements of God, so 

they are pramiif]as. On the other hand, laukika vakyas may be of two types : some 

are uttered by reliable persons and some are uttered by non-reliable persons. 

Testimony is of two kinds - Vaidika and secular (laukika). The Vaidika 

testimony is perfect and infallible because the Vedas are spoken by God; 

secular testimony, being the words of human beings who are liable to error, 

is not infallible. Only the words of trust worthy persons who always speak 

the truth are valid; others are not. 31 
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A reliable or trustworthy person is one who is free from illusion (bhrama), defect 

of sense - organs (kiira11apa(avata), desire of cheating others (vipralipsa) etc. Only 

those laukika statements are prama17a which are uttered by trust worthy persons. 

·The Mfmiim$Ci does not accept the view that the Veda is created by God. They say 

that the Veda is eternal and an eternal thing cannot be produced by anyone. But the 

Naiyayikas say that like Ramiiyana, Mahabharat etc. Vedas are also the collection 

of statements and all collection of statements are originated by some persons. As 

these works are created by some conscious being so there works cannot be eternal. 

The argument ofNaiyayikas can be shown thus. 

All collection of statements have personal origin; like Ramayana, Mahabharat etc. 

The Veda is a collection of statements . 

. The Veda has a personal origin. 

The Mfmainsakas say that the above argument is not valid. The major premise of 

this argument is not unconditionally true. If the probans of this inference i.e. 

'collection of statements' is concerned with the upadhi 'being of remembered 

authorship', then the ·above inference may be true. In the cases of the Ramayana, 

the Mahiibhiirat etc. we can remember their author. But as we cannot remember 

the author of Veda, so the above inference is wrong and Veda is eternal. But 

Naiyayikas do not accept this view. Guutama and others had come to know 

through yoga that Veda is the creation of God. There is on the contrary a definite · 

tradition among Go.utama and his disciples that the Veda is of divine origin. They 
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have been claiming for ages that the Veda is the word of God and they pave been 

claiming it on the strength of the Vaidika dictum 'from that thinking (tepana) 

being were produced the three Vedas;. (Tasmat tepanat trayah vedah ajayanta)". 32 

Every production is dependent on its producer. So, Vedas are also produced by 

God. Thus the Naiyayikas have proved that Vedas are created by God and so all 

Vaidikavakyas are pramaf}as. 

The Vaise$ikas do not accept sabda as a separate kind of pramaf}a. They say that 

sabda is nothing but anumana because the knowledge of relation between what is 

signified by the terms of a statement can be obtained from inference. But the 

Naiyayikas say that Vaise.yika view goes against the direct verdict of internal 

perception of the mental state called 'understanding a statement'. After hearing a 

sentence we understand it and feel that we are having such understanding. In this 

case the mental state appears to us not as anumiti but as sabda-bodha. From the 

internal perception of mental status of understanding a statement we may come to 

know that in such cases we are getting knowledge from sabda or word. So, the 

Naiyayikas have accepted sabda as a separate kind of pramaf}a. 
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CHAPTER - III 

Views of Mimtimqakas , Grammarians and Bhartrhari on the theory of 

meanmg. 

I 

Indian epistemology accepts that knowledge is not possible without the four basic 

factors. The factors are : Pramata or the knower, Prameya or the knowable object, 

PramiifJa or the means of valid knowledge and Pramiti or valid knowledge of the 

object. In Indian epistemology, valid knowledge is called prama and the means of 

valid knowledge is called pramana. About the number of pramana, there is 

controversy in Indian philosophy. Carvakas have accepted only one prama11a, 

which is pratyalcya. Buddhist and Vaise.yikas have accepted two pramanas

pratyalcya and anumana. Samkhya philosophers have accepted three pramanas, 

which are pratyalcya, anumana and upamana. With this three pramanas 

Naiyayikas have accepted one more pramana, named sabda. By adding arthapatti 

Prabhakara Mimiimo¥akas have accepted pratya/c:ia, anumana, upamana and sabda. 

Bhatta Mimiimo¥ii and Vedanta have accepted six prama11as, which are pratya/c:ia, 

anumana, upamana, sabda, arthapatti and anupalabdhi. 

Mfmiimo¥akas say that sabda is a very important pramana. The kara11a of 

sabdaprama is called sabda pramana. Sabda means verbal authority. 
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An intelligible sentence yields knowledge except when it is known to be 

the statement of an unreliable person (aniipta-viikya). This is known as 

verbal testimony or simplytestimony (Sabda) or authority. 1 

Prabhakara says that only Vedic sentences can be called sabda pramiif]a. 

According to Prabhakara, sabda may be of two types - personal or pauru~eya and 

impersonal or apauru.~eya. The words of trustworthy persons and all other persons 

are called pauru~eya or personal because these are uttered by persons. On the 

other hand, the words of Veda are called apauru~eya because these are not created 

by any person. The words or sentences which belong to pauru~eya-group cannot 

be accepted as sabdapramiif]a, according to Prabhakara, because the knowledge 

produced by pauru~eya words or statements_ is purely inferential. 

Prabhakara holds that the sentences of common parlance i.e., non- Vedic 

sentences cannot be called Sabda pramiif]a, because the knowledge 

produced by them is purely inferential.2 

We may doubt the statements, which are uttered by a person. These statements 

may be contradicted afterwards. Prabhakara says that only Vedic statements are 

sabdapramii1Ja, because these are not pauru$eya or created by persons and from 

these statements we can attain valid knowledge. Prabhakara have accepted the 

intrinsic validity of Vedic statements. According to him, the words of Vedas are · 

valid in itself. 

Testimony is derived from the meanings of words. Prabhakar lvffmiim.$akas say 

that knowledge of the sentence- meaning arises from the words only. A word is 

that which has denotative power or sakti. Sakti is an auxiliary cause for 
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understanding the meaning of a sentence. Prabhakara rejects the view of Kumiirila 

that sakti belongs to the padiirtha. According to Prabhakara Mimiimsii, sakti 

belongs to the pada because pada is the cause for understanding viikyiirtha. 

Siilikaniitha supports this view. To prove this view Siilikaniitha gives three reasons 

in his Viikyiirthamiit~ika which are (I) in a viikya what appear first are the padas, 

(2) the padas have abhidhii sakti and (3) the purport of the viikya is determined by 

the padas. Mimiim~akas say that sakti is the relation of a word with its meaning. 

Prabhakara says that in the form of an anvaya relation the padas denote viikyiirtha. 

Regarding the question as to whether the padas or the padiirthas are the 

· causes of understanding the Viikyiirtha, the Prabhakaras contend that it is 

the padas and not the Padiirthas as stated by the followers of Kumiirila. 

The padas, the Prabhakaras contend, denote the Viikyiirtha in the form of 

an Anvaya (relation)~3 

The Bhana Mimiim~ii supports abhihitiindvaya viida, which formulates that the 

kara11a of viikyiirthabodha is padiirtha. They say that a word or pada denotes 

unrelated meaning. But Siilikaniitha strictly objects this view and says that because 

of the three reasons mentione9 above, we should accept pada as the karana of 

viikyiirtha i.e. from the padas we can understand the meaning of a sentence and 

padas have sakti. The Bhan:a Mimiim~ii supports abhihitanyavayaviida but 

:Prabhakara Mimiim~ii supports anvitiibhidhanaviida. Anvitiibhidhiinaviida accepts 

two powers of the padas : the producing power or Adhiinasakti and the power to 

convey the relation of the padiirthas or anvayajfiiipanasakti. With these two the 

Mzmiim~ii accepts one other sakti i.e. abhidhiina-sakti or the power of denoting the 

mutual relation of the padiirthas. 
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There is a difference of opinion between Bhana and Prabhakara schools of 

Mlmam~akas as to how one padartha is related. to other. The Bhattas 

believe that the separate meaning is attained by separate word. Afterwards, 

there is another knowledge through which the relation called Vi.Se$aY}a

vi.Se$yabhava among the padartha is established which gives rise to the 

meaning of a sentence. Among the padarthas that are apprehended 

(abhihita) one is qualifier. If this is not admitted, the padarthas cannot be 

related with each other leading to the impossibility of the sentence 

meaning. The theory which propounds that sentence meaning follows from 

the above mentioned relation among the padarthas indicated through words 

is called abhihitanvaya supported by Bhattas. The Prabhakaras propound a 

different view. According to them, any word cannot give any meaning if it 

is not associated with the verb or karya or action. The word associated with 

action or karya becomes meaningful. This t~eory is known as anvitabhi

dhana. It also propounds that the knowledge of more than one padarthas 

cannot be attained indeper1dently from more than one word. That padartha 

which is related through vi.Se$aY}a-visezyabhava with another one is subject 

to the realisation. That is, two padarthas are not known from two padas 

independently. 4 

According to Prabhakara Mlmmnsa, sakti or signifying power exists m the 

significant words. Sakti is the relation of a word with its meaning. Sakti is inherent 

in a word. A word is a substance (dravya) and its signifying power is intrinsic to it 

in sense that it does not come from outside. But though sakti is intrinsic to the 

sound, it is not identical with sound. The Mlmam~akas accept sakti as a new kind 

of entity, which is different from the seven categories of the vai.Se$ikas. To them 

the signifying power or sakti of a term signifies a thing as related to another thing. 

When we understand the meaning of a sentence then at first the meaning of the 

terms used in the sentence arise in our mind and the meaning of the terms arise by 
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the sakti of the terms. We all know that a sentence is a 'complex' of related terms. 

We cannot form a sentence by some unrelated terms. Now the question is : How 

can we know the relation of the terms used in a sentence ? Prabhakara says that by 

the signifying power or sakti we can understand not only the meanings but also the 

relat'lon among the meaning of the terms. As in a sentence we cannot find anything 

other than the terms so we should accept that the relation among the meanings is 

produced by the sakti of the terms. That means, by the sakti we cannot only 

understand some unrelated things but by the sakti we can understand a thing as 

related with another thing. Thus, by the sakti we can understand the relation. They 

are called Padaviidins because they believe that sakti belongs to a pada. The 

meaning understood by the sakti of a term is called sakyiirtha. What is signified 

directly by the signifying power of a term is a class-character or universal, 

according to the Mimiimqakas . 

According to the Mimiimqakas, the word primarily denotes the universal or 

jiiti, by the function of abhidhii.5 

The knowledge of the particular things having the universal arises indirectly. After 

hearing a term the Universal is at first presented to our mind as the characteriser. 

The knowledge of the particulars arises by· implication (arthiipatti). When 

someone is going to understand the meaning of a term like 'cow' etc. then he 

cannot understand a bare object without any character. In such cases, he 

understands something, which is characterised by certain attributes or features. 

The awareness of something having certain attributes or characters presupposes 

the knowledge of that attributes or character. Thus, when someone is going to 
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understand the meaning of a term like 'cow' etc. the first thing to be presented in 

his mind is a class character or a feature which is common to all cows. The feature 

which is common to all cows is 'cow-ness'. Cow-ness is a class-character or 

universal. So, it is the universal, which is first presented to our mind. The 

knowledge of particular things having the universal arises after this awareness. 

And this knowledge of particular things arises by implication or arthapatti. So, the 

signifying power of a term directly signifies the universal and the knowledge of 

the particular arises indirectly by implication. In this way, Bhana M;mam~akas 

prove that the signifying power of a term signifies the universal as after hearing a 

term the universal is at first presented to our mind (prathamopasthittvat). 

Mimiim~akas take this position for logical economy or liighava. They think that if 

we do not accept this view then it would tantamount to say that the signifying 

power or sakti signifies the particulars. But particulars are infinite in number. So 

we should accept infinity of signifying powers of a term. 

For the Mimam~aka seems to feel that the only alternative to his theory 

would be to say that the direct 'signifying power' of a term has reference 

not to the class-character but to each one of the particulars coming under 

the class. But since the particulars may be infinite in number and may exist 

through the past, the present and the future, a term like 'cow' has to be 

taken on the alternative view as having an infinity of 'signifying power' .6 

But if we accept that the sakti or signifying power signifies a class-character or 

universal, then we can avoid this difficulty. For this reason the Mimiim~akas argue 

that the signifying power of a term directly signifies the universal. Thus after 

hearing a term like 'cow' we can understand 'cow ness' by its signifying power. 
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The universals are eternal. A word denotes the eternal universal. As. the relation . 

between a word a.nd its meaning is natural, necessary, inseparable and internal, the 

relation is eternal and unchanging. The knowledge of sakti does not arise from the 

convention of the old. It is not due to God's will also. It is natural and eternal. To 

the Mlmcun~akas language is not created by any person - human or divine. 

According to them, philology is a natural science. As the light manifests objects, 

so conventional element of language helps us to manifest the eternal words. So, it 

is called sahakiirf or secondary. 

The Mlmam~akas do not accept the view that the Veda is the work of God - the 

Veda is eternal. 

The Vedas are eternal, since the words of which they are composed are eternal. 

The relationship between the word and its meaning is natural and not created 

by convention. That there is such a relationship between the word and its 

·meaning is directly cognisable.7 

So the Nyaya view of its divine origination cannot be accepted. An eternal thing 

cannot be produced or destroyed. We can remember the author of all books, not 

the author of the Veda. So, it is not created by any person and it is eternal. No one 

can remember the divine authorship of the Vedas. A statement is a collection of 

words and a word is made by two or more letters (var11a). A varY}a is an articulated 

sound. Spoken sounds are symbolised by the different letters of an alphabet. Thus 

the statement is a collection of letter sounds. To the Mfmam~akas the letter sound 

is eternal. Letter sound or varYJa is different from the sound or dhvani when it is 

spoken and it is also different from its symbolic form or rupa when it is written. 
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The sound or dhvani and symbolic form or riipa are the ways through which we 

can reveal the eternal varf}as. So, this two are accidental features of the eternal . 

varf}as. A varYJa is eternal and unchangeable but its dhvani and riipa are 

momentary and changing. It seems that when a varf}a like 'a' is uttered, then it 

originates. But this is not right. If the same varf}a is uttered again and again, we 

feel that the acts of utterance are different but the varYJa which is uttered is the 

same. This sense of identity or the knowledge that the same word is uttered at 

different times is an instance of recognitive perception or pratyabhijfia. This 

recognitive perception is valid. So, we can say that the letter which is uttered at 

different times is not produced or destroyed. It is eternal. As the letters are eternal, 

the statements of the Veda are also eternal because the statements are collection of 

eternal varqas. If many varf!as are spoken, they are manifested through a temporal 

series of utterances; if they are written, they are manifested through a spatial series 

of written symbols. The sound and the symbol are only the vehicles of the 

manifestation of the eternal var!Ja. When a varl}a is pronounced or written in ten 

different ways, there are not ten different varl}as, but only ten different 

manifestation of the same varY]a. Therefore a word which is an aggregate of two or 

more eternal varf}as is itself eternal. 8 

The Veda consists by sounds and symbols as it is a literacy work. The 

Mzmam~akas say that all uttered words and written words are really permanent, 

but sounds and symbols are impermanent and changing. Through sounds and 

symbols we can manifest the words. There is a difference between the Veda and 

other literacy works. All literacy works are composed by their authors, but the 

Veda is authorless. The authors make the order of words of their literacy works. 
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So, there may be defects or errors. But the order of words which we find in the 

Veda is self-determined. And so it is intrinsically valid. Veda is self-proved and 

self-manifesting as it is not created by any person, human or divine. 

According to the Mimam~akas, some testimony gives us the knowledge of existing 

' 
things i.e. we can attain knowledge of existential proposition by some testimony. 

For example, the dog exists. There is another type of testimony which directs us to 

perform certain actions. This type of t~stimony gives us the knowledge of 

injunctive propositions. Vedic testimony gives us the directions for the 

performance of some action. It gives us the knowledge of dharma which is super 

sensible. We cannot attain the knowledge of dharma by any other source of 

knowledge. Perception, inference, compassion, presumption, non-apprehension 

\etc. cannot give us the knowledge of dharma and duties. The -performer of the 

Agni~toma sacrifice wilL attain heaven is an example of duty relatfng to super 

sensible entity. We can attain the knowledge of such duty relating to super 

sensible entity only by Vedic testimony. The sole use of the Vedas lies in directing 

rituals. All existential statements of the Vedas are indirectly connecteq with some 

duty or command. They persuade people to do something or not to do something. 

Here we may find the similarity of Mimain~a. with modern pragmatism because 

modern pragmatism believes that every type of knowledge is valuable only if it 

leads to some practical activity. As the Mimam~akas say that the value of Vedic 

knowledge is for ritualistic activity, we may describe the Mimain~a philosophy as 

ritualistic pragmatism. 
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A word and a sentence consists of the letters. To the Mlmcnn~akas the letters are 

~ternal. A word does not denote the individual, but it denotes directly the class or 

universl'!-1. The relation between a word and the object denoted by it is permanent 

and this relation is not created by any pers-on. 

A word consists of letters which are eternal. It denotes a class or genus, and 

not an individual. It denotes an individual indirectly through a class denoted by 

it.9 

It is impersonal. It is not creates by God also. Prabhakara says that testimony givep 

us the knowledge of super sensible objects depending on the knowledge of words. 

The super sensible object is apurva or Duty. We may know this apiirva by· the 

Vedas. Apiirva is the object of Vedic testimony. Without testimony we cannot 

know apiirva by any other source of knowledge. That means, testimony is the only 

means of knowing the apiirva or moral command. As the Vedas are not created by 

any person or by God, so Vedic sentences manifest their meanings by their 

inherent powers. The Vedas give us the knowledge of moral law or duty and the 

sentence of the Vedas which give us the knowledge of moral law are intrinsically 

valid because the Mlmiirh~akas believe in the intrinsic validity of knowledge. 

Vedic sentences are intrinsically valid, and always yield valid cognitions, 

since they are impersonal and devoid of human origin. The entire Vedas 

which prescribe the Moral Law are intrinsically valid. The Moral Law is 

Ought or Duty, which is realisable by human volition. 10 

The Mlmiim~akas are the believers of svatapriimii11yaviida. According to them, all 

apprehension is intrinsically valid and all knowledge is valid by itself. The validity 
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of a knowledge is not determined by any other knowledge. The Mzmam~akas. 

opine that the validity of knowledge arYses from the causes from which the 

knowledge itself arises. When we know a thing, we also know its validity because 

the validity of knowledge arises together with the knowledge. A cognition is 

called valid only if it fulfils four necessary conditions. The conditions are 

knowledge must not arise from the defective causes, knowledge must be free from 

contradiction, there should be novelty and knowledge must truly represent the 

object. In the presence of the four conditions mentioned above knowledge arises 

and at the same time there also arises the validity of knowledge. A knowledge will 

be taken as an invalid one if any one condition is not fulfilled. A jaundiced person 

looks a white wall as yellow. Here his kno~ledge is invalid because it arises from 

defective cause. 

Prabhakara and Kumarila both uphold the intrinsic validity of knowledge. All 

cognitions as cognitions are valid, there invalidity is due to their disagreement 

with the real nature of their objects. To Kumarila the validity of knowledge 

consists in its apprehending an object; it is set aside by such discrepancies as its 

disagreement with the real nature of the object'. All knowledge, therefore, IS 

presumably valid and our normal life runs smooth on account of this belief. A 

need for explanation is felt only when knowledge fails to be valid. And its 

invalidity is inferred either from some defect in the instrument of knowledge or 

·from a subsequent contradicting knowledge. 

The Vedic testimony has intrinsic validity because it is valid in itself. But human 

testimony is not valid in itself. From the trust-worthy character of person we can 
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infer the validity of human cognition. Human testimony may be concerned with 

doubt and error and hence it may be contradicted after words. 11 

The central point of Mlmcrm~a philosophy is Dharma. To the Mlmiin1~akas the 

Vedic injunction is the proof for the existence of dharma. To explain the meaning 

of Vedic injunctions and secular or laukika sentences the Mlmiin1~akas have 

developed their own philosophy of language. They have accepted that a word 

denotes the universal e.g. the word 'cow' denotes 'cow-ness'. This universal 

presents in all individual cows. The universal is eternal. And so the relation 

between a word and its meaning is also eternal. 

Jaimini in his Mlmiim.s,ii-siitra .I. I .5 says that the relation between word and 

meaning is 'non-derived' or 'uncreated' (autpattika): Both Jaimini and 

kiityiiyana used two rather difficult words, autpattika and siddha, which do 

not have any' transparent sense. Both are however explained by their 

respective commentators, Sabara and Patafijali, in the sense of eternality or 

permanence. Sabara states clearly that autpattika means 'not created by 

human convention' (of apanru.yeya). 12 

The Mimiim~akas also have accepted iikiim~ii, yogyatii and sannidhi as the three 

factors for the understanding of the correlation of the words in a sentence. With 

these three factors the later MlmiiJn.')·akas have accepted one more condition, which 

is tiitparya. 

Literally 'iikiimlcyii' means the desire of listener to know other words to complet~ 

the sense. It consists in a word not being able to convey a complete sense in the 

absence of an another word. Salikanatha Misra says that iikiim~ii is the curiosity 
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·of the listener. In the Viikyiirthamiit~lw Salikanatha says, "Atrocyate -

· · abhidhiiniiparyavasanam abhidheyaparyavasiinaiicajijiiasodaye nibandhanam". 13 

That means, akiim~a is the enquiry of a person into another meaning and this 

enquiry arises due to the non-completion of the entire denotation, or sometimes, 

. · only of a denoteable. 

The enquiry into the counter correlative (meaning) which is ~ar the sake of 

expression of the co-related or for the consistency of the already stated 

meaning is called expectancy. 14 

Salikanatha speaks that iikiim~ii may be of three types vi~aya iikiimlqii, karaYJa 

akiim~a and niyojya akiim~a. If some one utters the word 'biting' then there may. 

arise three types of curiosity in the mind of the listener. There are 'who s biting? · 

'Why is he biting?' 'To whom is he biting?' etc. The above word is not able to 

give a complete sense alone. This word expects another word to give a complete 

sense. This is called akiimkya. 

Another factor for understanding the meaning of a sentence is yogyata, which 

means compatibility. It is the suitability of the words to have syntactical relation 

with other words ofthe same sentence as observed on the Prabhakaras. The Bhatta 

Mzmiimo$a also accepts it as an essential factor for understanding the meaning of a 

sentence. The sentence 'He sprinkles it with fire' has no meaning because the 

word 'sprinkle' is incongruous with the word 'fire'. 8 ut the sentence 'He sprinkles 

it with water' is meaningful as sprinkling is a work which is generally done with a 
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:liquid like water. So, there IS suitability between the words 'sprinkling' and 
. ~· 

'water'. 

The third factor for understanding the meaning of a sentence as recognised by the 

Mimiim~akas is sannidhi or iisatti. It me~ns that the words of a sentence should be . 

contiguous in time. It is the uninterrupted utterance or unbroken apprehension of 

the words of a sentence. If the words of a sentence are uttered at long intervals 

then there cannot arise the sentence meaning. To the Prabhakaras sannidhi is the 

proximity of cognition of the sense and not necessarily of words actually uttered. 

They say that sannidhi is the immediate association of the ideal of meanings of the 

related words. Thus we find the difference between the view Prabhakara Mimiim~a 

and Bhatta Mimarhs.a in respect of sannidhi as the later understands sannidhi as the 

contiguity of words and the former understands it as the contiguity of the idea of 

the meanings ofwords. 

Sakti means denotative power. The relation of a word with its meaning is called 

sakti. To Prabhakara Mimam~a sakti belongs to a pada while to Bhatta Mimiirh~a 

it belongs to padiirtha. The former thinks that as pada is the cause of 

understanding viikyiirtha, sakti belongs to pada. Salikanatha Misra in his 

Vakyarthamatrka supports this view. 

He says that as in a viikya the padas appear first, so they contain sakti and through 

the same we can understand the meaning of a viikya or sentence. To the 

Mimam~akas a word denote the jiiti. Kumarila Bhatta supports the view that the 

padiirthas are the causes of understanding the viikyiirtha. On the other hand, 
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Prabhakara says that m the form of anvaya relation the padas denote the 

vakyartha . . 

The Mlmam~akas have accepted lak$aYJii. To Salikanatha Misra, where there is the· 

question of svarthaparityaga, there occurs lak$aYJii. 'Svartha' means the own 

meaning or primary meaning of a word. When t)1e primary meaning of a word 

used in a sentence fails to give us the meaning of the sentence then we should 

accept a secondary meaning of the word which is called lak$aYJii. 

According to the Munam~akas, a word primarily denotes the universal or 

jiiti, by the function of abhidha. But in that case, the sense of the individual 

will never be conveyed by the word. Let us take the classic example, 

gauranubandhyah - the cow must be sacrificed. Now if the word gauh in 

the sentence is to refer to the universal gotva or cow-ness by abhidha, the 

sentence becomes absurd. The universal cow ness cannot be sacrificed or in 

other words destroyed, since the . universal is eternal and indestructible. 

Hence what is necessary here is to make the sense of the sentence lose its 

incompatibility. In the case of incompatibility of the primary sense or 

mukhya artha, the secondary sense is brought into cognition by the 

secondary function of lak.$aYJii .15 

In the sentence "gangiiyam ghosah" the term 'Ganga' is used in a secondary sense 

which is "the bank of the river Ganga". It is a case of lak$aYJii. Here if we accept 

the primary meaning of the term 'Ganga' which is 'a river', then the sentence will 

be meaning less. So, here we should accept lak$aYJii here. 

There are two major criteria for the operation of lak$aYJii : (i) 

incompatibility of the primary sense and (ii) relation with the primary sense 

of a word. 16 
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The Prabhakara Mimiirho¥a accepts 'anvayanupapatti' is the ground of la~aYJii i.e., 

'anvayiinupapatti is the la~aYJiibija. Supp_orters of this view say that syntax-

difficulty is the occasion for admitting the indirect sense or la~aYJii of a term. For 

example, "There is milkmen's hamlet on' the Ganga". Here if the term 'Ganga' is 

taken in its direct sense then there occurs syntax difficulty because the direct 

meaning of the term is 'a river' and milkmen's hamlet cannot be in a river. Again, 

in the sentence "ya~tfh pravesaya' the term 'ya~f"ih is taken in an indirect sense. 

The direct sense of the term leads to syntax-difficulty. The sentence will be free· 

from syntax difficulty if we understand the term in the sense of 'the persons who 

carry the sticks'. Thus the Prabhakara Mimam~a proves that in the case of syntax-

difficulty we 'should accept la~aYJii. But Kumarila Bhana accepts la~aYJii in 

each and every sentence. He says that neither the viikya nor the padas directly give 

the knowledge of sentence meaning or viikyartha but the padarthas by means of 

la~aYJii convey the vakyiirtha. 

The Mimiirho¥akiis have accepted that some words have figurative sense or 

gauYJiw:tti, which are different from lak!J'GYJii. They say that we can understand the 

meaning of some terms used in a sentence indirectly but these indirect senses are 

different from la~aYJii. This type of indirect sense is called figurative sense. 

According to the Mzmarh~a view, this figurative sense of the terms is 

'indirect' no doubt, but it is not the same thing as 'la~aYJii '. ·It is a new 

kind of signifying power of the terms and is other than either 'sakti ' or 

'la~aYJii '. 17 

For example, "The young scholar is fire", "The young scholar is lion" _etc. In the 

above two sentences the terms 'fire' and 'lion' are used in indirect senses. Directly 
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the term 'lion' means 'a wild animal' and the term 'fire' means 'a burning 

substance'. A scholar cannot be· a wild animal or a burning substance. So, the 

above sentence will be meaningless if the terms are taken in their direct senses. 

Here we should accept the indirect senses of the terms. The indirect sense of the 

term fire is 'purity' and 'brightness'. These properties are present in the scholar. 

These properties cannot be understood either by the .~akti or by lak~aiJii of the 

term. So, the Mlmam~akiis have accepted gaufli\n:tti, which helps us to understand 

the meaning of such terms. 

In Indian philosophy, we find two popular theories of verbal comprehension which 

are abhihitanvayavada and anvitabhidhanviida. Bharta Mlmiifn~a and Nyaya 

believe in the former theory and Prabhakara trl!miinisii and Visistiidvaita 

philosophy believe in the latter theory. 

A sentence is a combination of words. To understand the sentence meaning we 

must first understand the meanings of the words by which a sentenQe is formed. 

Abhihitiinvayaviida says that the words of a sentence are arranged in a syntactical 

structure. The independent meanings of the word which are organised in the 

syntactical meaning-structure helps us to understand the meaning of a sentence. 

Just as all sentences are structure of related words so meaning of all sentences are 

structure of related words-meanings. To make a building we must arrange and 

organise its constituents i.e., brick, mortar, iron, cement etc. in a certain way. That 

means, there must be a certain relation of its constituents. But we cannot call this 

relation as a constituent. Rather, we may describe it as a method which helps us to 

organise the constituents. We may apply this analogy in case of sentential 
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meaning. Though every sentence is a combination of related terms yet the 

relations of the terms are not the constituent of sentential meaning. The word

meanings are organised and related by iikiink~ii, yogyatii and sannidhi. So, there 

are called the determining methods. The way by which the different meanings of 

words are related into a total sentential meaning-structure is not a constituent part 

of the meaning-structure itself. A sentence is a totality of word-meanings related 

together in a syntax. 

Literally the term abhihitiinvaya means abhihitiiniim padiirthiiniimanvayaf?. By 

the separate words of a sentence at first the separate meanings are conveyed. After 

that the words and their meanings are grasped as entering into the syntactical 

relation. According to this theory, the individual word-meanings are conveyed by 

the words of a sentence and the word-meanings in their turn come to be mutually 

related. For the meaning of a sentence all the individual word-meanings are 

responsible. The sentence meaning results from the association of word-meanings. 

We can arrive the total meaning of a sentence by way of putting together the 

meanings of all the words in accordance with their Akiink$ii, yogyatii and sannidhi. 

We can understand the meaning of a sentence in the way in which words of it are 

arranged. The relations of the meanings of words are to be understood by the order 

in which words are arranged in the sentence. 

Anvitabhidhanaviida on the other hand, believes that a word always conveys its 

meaning in relation to the meaning of other words. 
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Prabhakara says that a person recognises the meaning of the whole 

sentence by hearing simply the constituent words put together syntactically: 

'connected designation (by any word)' (anvitiibhidhiina). 18 

When we are going to understand the meaning of a sentence then the first thing to 

be presented to our mind is the meaning of the words by which the sentence is 

formed. We can understand the meaning of words by their sakti. We all know that 

a sentence is a combination of related words. Prabhakara Mfmiim~a says that 

beside the words, nothing present in a sentence. So, we can understand the 

r~lations among the words through the sakti of words. That means, through the 

sakti of a term we cannot only understand the meaning of it, but we can also 

understand the relations of a term with other terms. According to Prabhakara, the 

individual word-meanings and their mutual relation constitute a sentence. In 

relation with other words a word conveys a complete meaning. According to 

Anvitiibhidhiinaviida a word expresses its meaning as connected with some act to 

be done. A word expresses its meaning as connected with an action wh.ich is 

denoted by other word. These cumulative expressions of all the words in a 

sentence are called anvitiibhidhiinviida. 

Knowledge, Meaning and Intuition observes, "There is a difference of opinion 

between Bhatta and Prabhakara schools of Mfmiini~akiis, as to have s to how one 

padiirtha is related to other. The Bhatta believe that the separate meaning is 

attained by separate word. Afterwards, there is another knowledge through which 

the relation called vise$aYJa-viSe$yabhiiva among the padiirtha is established, 

which gives rise to the meaning of a sentence. Among the padiirthas that are 

apprehended (abhihita) one is qualifier. If this is not admitted, the padiirthas 
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cannot be related with each other leading to the impossibility of the sentence -

. meaning. The theory which propounds that sentence meaning follows from the 

above-mentioned relation among the podarthos indicated through words is called 

. obhihitanvaya supported by Bhanas. The Prabhakaras propound a different view. 

According to them, any word cannot give any meaning if it is not associated with 

the verb or kriya or action. The word associated with action or kriya becomes 

meaningful. This theory is known oiJVitabhi-dhano. It also propounds that the 

knowledge of more than one padarthas cannot be attained independently from 

more than one word. That podartho which is related through vise.$OIJO-

vi.Se.$yabhava with another one is subject to the realisation. That is, two podarthos 

are not known from two pados independently." 19 

II 

Paqini is considered the foremost among the grammarians in ancient India. 

His date has been tentatively fixed around (not before) 500 B.C. 20 

Paqini's work is composed in a number of siltros in several pados, which 

comprise the 8 adhyayas. These siltros are very cryptic rules. Paqini's work 

· is believed to be the most scientific work on grammar. This work started 

off an entire school of thought -the Paqinian School- which was the 

dominant school of grammar in ancient India. 21 

Katyayana wrote Varttikas, some of them supplementing, some refuting 

Paqini's sutras. While Paqini's rules are terse statements, Katyayanas are 

more elaborate, with some metrical saws thrown in.22 
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A really elaborate treatire on grammar is the Mahabhasya of Patanjali. 

Paqini, Katyayana and Patanjali- are' said to be the 'three sages' on 

grammar. Apart from these three, there must have been other grammarians, 

many of whose names are mentioned in their works.23 

Bhartrhari, the author of Viikyapadiya is one of the greatest grammarians of 

India, and the first to expound the philosophy of grammar.24 

According to the Indian grammanans, language is spho{a, the real vehicle of 

meaning. The sphota theory of Indian grammarians is one of the most important 

theory about the philosophy of language. This theory says that a word or a 

sentence is a single whole, a single symbol which bears a meaning. Different 

philosophers have given different views about spho(a. It is a symbol which bears a 

meaning. In this sense it is a meaning bearing symbol. 

A simple meaning bearing symbol, which may be a word or a sentence, is 

what is called a spho{a. It is either a word sphota or a sentence - spho(a, 

depending on the unit of linguistic sign that is accepted and assigned a 

whole meaning.25 

Sphota may be word sphota or sentence spho(a. Thus, a sphota is a simple 

meaning bearing symbol, which may be a word or a sentence. Each and every 

sphota expresses a whole meaning. In linguistic discourse we use articulated, 

audible sounds which are called spho(a. Sphota is revealed by audible sounds. So, 

audible sound is the means which reveals spho{a. We can reveal language by 

audible sound. Our understanding of a sentence or word depends on spho(a. 

NagesabhaJ:ja says that the word 'spho(a' is derived from the root 'Sphut'. which 
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means 'to brust'. According to him, 'brust' means 'is revealed'. So, 

etymologically 'spho(a' means 'that from which the meaning bursts forth, i.e. is 

revealed'. Madhavacarya in his book Sarvadar.Sanasamgraha says that 

etymologically 'brusts' means 'is made explicit' and so the meaning of the word 

'sphota' is 'th~t what is made explicit by letters and again 'that what being made 

explicit, makes the meaning explicit'. Thus, sphofa is revealed by letters or sounds 

and after that it conveys the meaning to the hearer. John Brough, who is a modern 

scholar says, "The Sphofa is simply the linguistic sign in its aspect of meaning 

bearers''. 26 

According to some Indologtsts, sphota is a mysterious entity.27 

Bhaiqhari has used the term sabda as a synonym of spho{a. Beside accepting 

sphota as a sound or a conglomerate of sound some modern scholars have 

.described spho!a as un analysable units which make up the linguistic reality a 

speaker has in-his intellect and whereby he communicates.28 

According to the grammarian school, word is an eternal, indivisible, single 

entity. This is Sabdabrahma, the ultimate reality. Vedanta philosophers 

believe that Brahma is the sole ultimate reality, while the world is an 

illusion - brahma satyanJ jaganmUhya. According to them, Brahma is 

identical with consciousness of self (iitmacaitanya). The grammarians carry 

this theory one step further by saying that all objects worthy of being 

known (jneya) are pervaded by consciousness, while consciousness is 

pervaded by word, since there is no consciousness beyond this.29 
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Haradat_ta in his Padamaiijari says that sage Spho(ayana was the propounder of 

sphota theory. Nagesabhatta supports this view. In Paryini's A.y(adhyayl we find the 

name of Spho(ayana in rule 6.1.123 'avan spho{ayanasya ·. But Yaska says that 

Andurnbarayarya was the propounder of this theory. We do not find any evidence 

of primitive sphota theory. The famous grammarian Vyadi wrote a book named 

Samgraha where he had discussed the spho{a theory first in its rudimentary form, 

but the book is irretrievably lost to us. 

According to Patafijali, sphota is the speech or language and the quality of 

language or speech is noise or sound. Spho,ta is unaffected by the peculiarities of 

individual speakers. Though the noisy element of language is changeable but 

sphota remains constant or the same. 

Patafijali at one place says that spho{a is the 'speech' or 'language' (Sabda) 

while the noise or sound (dhvani) is a quality (a feature) of the speech 

(language). It is explained that the 'noisy' element in language, the audible 

part, can be soft or loud or long or short, but the sphofa is what remains 

constant or the same, unaffected by the particulars of individual speakers. 

For Patafijali, a single letter or 'sound' (varrya) such ask, p or a fixed sound 

series or letter series, can be a spho(a.30 

According to Patafijali, the sphofa may be a single letter or sound or a fixed sound 

series or letter series. Our utterances of a letter or sound may be variable, but the 

sphota is invariant sound pattern. A unit of sound is called spho(a. Every sound 

series has a constant size as every sound series is a succession of sound units. 

Later Grammarians said that sphota is a part-less whole entity and so it is un 

analysable. Patafijali illustrates the distinction between noise or sound and spho,ta 
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by an example. In the case of being struck a drum, the drum-beats may travel 

twenty feel or thirty feet or forty feet. Thus the noise or sound is different, but the 

sphofa has a definite size. Pataf\jali says that each and every letter has a fixed 

nature but we may deliver them differently. Bhartrhari in his book Vakyapadlya 

(1.77) says that Vyiiqi made a difference between original sound or prii/a:ta-dhvani 

and transformed sound or vai/a:ta-dhvani where he had shown that what causes our 

perception or grasping of the letter is original sound. On that other hand, the 

transformed sound accounts for the differences in style of utterance, speech, 

loudness etc. This distinction is applicable to the sphofa-dhvoni distinction of 

Pataf\jali. 

The later' grammarians said that if it is accepted that only by the constitution of 

letters a word is formed then we should accept that each letter have some 

significatory power. If the letters have no sign.ificatory power then by the 

combination of letters we cannot form a word which has significance. But the 

view that each letter has some significatory power is absurd. A letter may occur in 

many words. So, we should accept that a letter has many implicit meanings. 
(} 

The later grammarians have argued that those who think that a word is 

constituted by letters only, would have to admit that each letter must have 

some significatory power. The sphota is posited to avoid this absurdity. For 

otherwise the same letter g occurring in a thousand words would have to 

have a thousand implicit meanings. 31 

The sphota theory may avoid this absurdity. Later grammarians have given 

another argument to defence the sphofa doctrine. The Sanskrit word sabda is 
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ambiguous. In the case of a sentence like 'We understand the meaning from the 

sabda, H may be argued that as the word sabda is singular, so it cannot stand for 

the plurality of sound-units. Here we should say, 'We understand the meaning 

from the sabdas'. The unity of the word or of the sentence is supported by this 

linguistic unity. Sphota contributes this to the cluster of sound units. Hence we 

should accept that when someone utters the word sabda, he unconsciously talks 

about spho(a. 

Nagesa in his Spho{avada mentions eight types of spho{a. These are Jetter, word, 

sentence, indivisible word, indivisible sentence, letter-universal, word-universal, 
' 

sentence universal. According to Nagesa, sphota is that from which the meaning 

brusts forth the meaning bearer. The above classification have been described by 

Nagesa as 'the tenets of the grammarians' or VaiyakaraYJa-Siddhanta. He says that 

the spho!a can be applied to the letters, the words and the sentences as spho{a is 

the meaning bearer or vacaka. Nagda in his Laghumanju~a says that among the 

eight spho{as mentioned above he prefers only indivisible sentence spho(a. But he 

has not mentioned it that by 'indivisible sentence .spho(a' whether he means the 

'non-universal indivisible sentence' or the 'universal indivisible sentence'. In his 

Spho{anirryaya Kaur}qabhatta says that the_ grammarians prefer the alternative of 

'univers.al indivisible sentence'. 

The metaphysical aspect of the sphota doctrine is that it is one in every sentient 

beings. Spho!a is essentially inter-wined with consciousness as language is. the 

vibration of consciousness. The ultimate speech-principle and the ultimate 

principle of consciousness are indistinguishable. E}hat~hari said that the ultimate 
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principle is the Absolute consciousness. The absolute consciousness is i~entical 

with the eternal verbum or Sabda-Brahman. Bhat~hari says that the whole world is 

emanated from one supreme principle which is SABDA. Some modern scholars 

have di~puted that the distinction between 'real· transformation' and 'mere 

appearance' is applicable to the spho.ta doctrine. Bhat~hari in his Vakyapadiya says 

that the indestructible essence of SABDA is without beginning or end and all 

worldly activities emanates from this indestructible essence of language. 

Bha~rhari notes in the very first verse of his Vakyapadiya that the 

indestructible essence of SABDA is without beginning or end; from this 

emanates all worldly activities - a process which is revealed in the form of 

manifested objects.32 

The eternal spho.ta transfers into spoken form or audible words and sentences in 

four stages which are para or the ultimate, pasyantz or the undifferentiated stage, 

madhyama or the intermediate stage and vaikharz or the spoken stage. Later 

grammarians have argued that language is identified with the ultimate Brahman at 

the para stage. This stage is correlated with the kuYJdalinz or muladharacakra 

which is also called nada. The second stage which is mentioned above as the 

pasyantl stage is also said to be the subtle spho(a. The third or madhyama stage is 

called as the voice of silence. The last stage or vaikharz stage is described as the 

external spho(a, ordinarily which is called language. Thus the metaphysical aspect 

of the grammarians sphota doctrine was elevated to the 'worship of nada' and this 

'worship of nada' brought together the grammarians, musicians; artists, poets and 

mantra-practitioners under the common mystical umbrella of the NADA 

SPHO'(A reality. 
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III 

Bhart~hari 's view about the theory of meaning . 

Bhart~hari's has also discussed the spho{a theory. 

Bhartthari, the author of Vakyapadlya is one of the greatest grammarian of 

India and the first to expound the philosophy of grammar, of which the 

nucieus is found in Yaka 's Nirukta, and particularly in the Mahabhasya. 33 

There are difference of opinion about the exact significance of Bhartt."hari's 

thought. This is so because his notion of spho{a is associated with his notion of 

sabda-brahman or the eternal verbum. Bhart~hari has explained his doctrine of 

spho(a which is related to letters, words and sentences. Bhart~hari sometimes uses 

the terms sabda and spho{a interchangeable from where some confusions arise. 

In Vakyapadiya Bhartrhari clearly develops the threefold doctrine of spho{a 

related to letters or phoneme;", words and sentences. This is explicitly 

mentioned in the Vrtti. Sometimes he uses sabda and sphota 

interchangeably, which might have been the source of confusion. 34 

According to him, spho{a is part less, indivisible and devoid of internal sequence. 

The spho(a identified as a word or pada spho{a is a meaning bearing unit. 

According to him, the most important sphota is vakya-spho{a or the sphota in the 

form of a sentence. In the second kiinda of Viikyapadlya he says that a sentence is 

a part-less whole, a spho{a and it is manifested in a sequential and temporary 

utterance. According to him, a sentence is also a primary meaning bearing 
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element. Instead of using the term 'meaning bearing unit' for sphofa Bhartrhari 

has described spho{a as a real substratum, proper linguistic unit, which is identical · 

with its meaning. ~Thought and language are dependent to one another: Linguistic 

expression means thinking and our thinking vibrates through language. Thus a 

linguistic unit is not essentially different from its meaning or the thought it 

conveys. This non differentiated language principle is referred by spho(a. 

The predecessors of Bhartrhari said that there are two aspects of language. One is 

t_!1e· causal root of the manifestation of language and the other is the manifested 

language which conveys meaning. The second is called the real language and the 

first helps to express the real language. This distinction may applied to the sphofa 

niida distinction of language. 

In verse 1.44 he says that the linguists comprehend two types of sabda 

among the upiidana sabda, 'linguistic sound' : one is the causal root of its 

manifestation and the other is applied, being manifested, to convey 

meaning. Of these two, the second is the linguistic U.!Jit properly 

understood, it· is the real language, while the first is what 'manifests' or 

'expresses' it. Bhartrhari, and following him some later grammarians, 

related this duality to what I shall call the spho{a-niida distinction of 

language. 35 

We can understa~d the meaning of a word or sentence by sphota and nada helps us 

to manifest spho(a. Sphofa is an indivisible unit, a part less and sequence less 

whole. It is connected with the verbal dispositional ability of the speaker or the 

hearer. To understand the l)leaning of the speaker's utterance, spho{a needs to be 

made explicit. Niida is the sequential utterances of sound elements. Without niida 
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or the sequential utterances of sound elements spho.ta cannot be explicit. So, the 

cause of t~e manifestation of sphota is nada. As nada is the utterance of sound 

elements in a particular sequences. But this appearance about spho{a is false as it 

is described as a part less and sequence less whole. 

According to Bhartrhari, before the utterance of the words of a sentence, words or 

sabda and their artha or meanings are cine and undifferentiated. Before the 

utterance of a sentence all the variety and differentiation of linguistic items and 

their meanings exist as potentialities in the self of the speaker or hearer. In this 

stage language is identical with thought. This state is called pasyant'i stage of 

language. Bhartrhari says that the nature of self is identical with the nature of 

language thought. Before the proper articulation of the sound sequence or 

utterance, there is another 'intermediate' stage (called madhyama vak) where the 

language and the thought it conveys are still one and undifferentiated but at this 

'pre-verbal' stage the speaker sees them as differentiable. In other words, he 

recognises the verbal part, which he is about to verbalize either to himself or to 

another, as distinct and separable from the artha, 'meaning' or 'thought'. This 

perception impels him to speech which results in the nada-sphota differentiation.36 

From the speaker's point of view Bhartrhari has pointed that there are three stages 

of speech or language. The first stage is called pasyant'i stage. It is the non-verbal 

stage. In this stage, there is the complete identity of language and thought. The 

second is 'intermediate' stage. It can also be called the 'pre-verbal' stage. In this 

stage, though there is the identity of thought and language, their differ~nce is also 

discernable. The third is the vaikhar'f stage, where the speaker utters the words. So, 
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it is called the 'verbal' stage. Now the question IS how does the hearer 

comprehend the spe~ker's utterance? Bhartthari says that there are four different 

views on this point 

Some philosophers say that sphota is identical with niida. They are the two sides 

of the same coin. When one grasps the niida, one can grasp the spho{a at the same 

time. One who fails to grasp the niida also fails to grasp the spho(a. Bhartthari has 

given the example of a piece of crystal which is placed near a red jabii flower to 

elucidate this point. In this case the crystal is per.ceived as red. Here the crystal 

appears red because of its proximity of the red flower. In this way the spho{a is 

comprehe~ded with the niida. The above analogy helps us to understand that we 

may grasp spho{a as reflected in the niida. 

According to some philosophers, the comprehension of sounds on niida is not a 

condition of the comprehension of spho(a. They say that in the case of our 

knowing a thing by perception, eye is necessary. As our eye organ is only relevant 

for the perceptual knowledge of an object, so the eye-organ is enough for the 

perceptual knowledge. Here it is not necessary for us to know the properties of the 

eye-:organ. In the same way, through the instrumentality of niida or sounds we can 

comprehend the spho(a. We may comprehend the spho{a rightly when it is 

presented through sounds. That means, sound is enough to comprehend 5pho(a. To 

comprehend spho!a our prior knowledge of sound symbols is not necessary. 

According to this theory, the cognition of the sounds themselves is not need prior 

to our cognition of spho(a. The supporters of this view say that there is no need for 

us to cognize the sound types over and above the sound-tokens prior to our 
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comprehension of the spho(a. After hearing only a part of a sound- token 

sometimes we may comprehend the spho(a. 

Some thinkers believed in the metaphysical existence of sphofa but mentioned that 

it could not be amenable to perception. They say that the distance makes the 

sphota imperceptible because the distance separates the sphota from the cognisirig 

hearer. Again, some thinkers say that distance cannot make the sphofa 

imperceptible. Distance render the sphota rather indistinguishable. Distance can 

render the sphota as it does not remove the object from the field of perception. So, 

it is not possible for us to perceive sphota as a distinct entity. 

Bhartrhari have rejected the above two views. He says that the above views are 

obscure. He has also criticized the second view mentioned above. In the case of 

second view, Bhartrhari says that the sounds are directly perceived by our sense of 

hearing as long as the sounds are uttered. Without comprehending the sounds we 

cannot comprehend the spho(a. So, according to Bhartrhari, the second view is 

also peculiar. 

Grammarians have accepted sphota as a whole, it is a metaphysical entity which is 

not an object of construction and obstruction. The indivisible, impartite sphofa is 

manifested by the combination of sequential and atomic nada-units. Here the 

question arises : How is it possible for us to perceive sphota from the utterance of 

divisible and sequential sound-stretch? Sphota which is a unity cannot be 

perceived through the presentation of nadas as unity cannot be perceived through 

plurality. Again, as sphofa is a unity, so the problem is. : At which point exactly is 
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the unity or sphota comprehended? If it is said that at every instant from the 

beginning unity is cognised then there arises the defect of repetition and 

redundancy. Again, if it is said that after the utterance of the last sound-unit, the 

unity is comprehended then all the preceding units are superfluous because at the 

time of comprehension the unity all the preceding units have been destroyed. 

To Bhartrhari every word - sphofa is a unity. Every word is a combination of 

letters. For example, the word 'gauh' is combined by the letters g, a, u and h. Each 

and every letters of a word individually present the spho(a. According to 

Bhartrhari the whole sphota of the word is a unity and the whole sphofa is 

manifested by the medium of each letter. If we postulate a difference or a distinct 

property each time in the resulting awareness or comprehension then we can avoid 

the problem of redundancy or repetatitive--ness. Each letter indistinctly shows the 

whole. Until the last letter of a word is uttered each letter becomes gradually 

clearer and progressively better understood through successive stages. When the 

last unit is uttered, the earlier units disappear. As per Bhartrhari 's observation in 

the hearer the memory impressions are left behind by those earlier units. In the. 

memory impression there is qualitative difference in each time. Due to the 

impe~fect nature of human intellect the image or impression of sphofa may be 

different. But sphota does not admit any qualitative and quantitative difference, 

addition or subtraction. Sphota always shines in its undimmed glory but our 

memory impressions on various occasions may be dim or partial, clear or unclear. 

Bhartrhari's view about the comprehension of sphofa is not satisfactory. The 

letters or sounds of a word reveal themselves individually. For example, the letters 
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or sounds of the word 'gauh' which are g, a, u and h reveal themselves only 

individually. Through our sense of hearing we perceive each unit as it is produced . 

. The spho.ta of 'gauh' is perceived as g or a, if it is already perceived when we 

perceive the first orsecond letter of the word 'gauh' which are g or a. But this is 

not right. Gaul! is not identical with g or a. That means, the individual sound~units 

are not identical with the spho{a of a word. If we perceive a thing as X which is 

actl.lally Y then it is called misperception or error. To perceive gas gaufr is a error. 

It is not right to call that our previous perceptions of the sphota ofgauh from the 

letters g, a and u are wrong. In such cases we do not obtain any satisfactory 

account about a series of misperceptions because each misperception is based 

upon recognition of some similarity between the object present and· the object 

superimposed. Bhartrhari tries to solve this problem by saying that just as we can 

understand the higher numbers with the help of lower numbers, though they are 

different, similarly the comprehension of pada ~ spho{a o'r viikya - sphota is 

conditioned by the cognition of their constituents which may be sounds or letters 

or words. The Vai.\:e.~·ikas in their theory of number say that all numbers are 

different from one another and they constitute separate entities. This theory also 

says that the numbers which, are higher than one are produced by a sort of 

'connective-comparative' cognition· which is called ape~iibuddhi. This notion 

helps us to bring ml:).ny unities under one number The cognition of two or duality 

and the cognition of higher numbers is due to our cognition of previous numbers. 

Our cognition of two things is produced thus : 'This is one and that is one'. 

Bhartrhari says that our awareness of sphofa is produced in the same way. Sphofa 

conveys some meaning to the hearer after the sequential and transitory niida 
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elements are uttered. If the sequential niida or speech are not manifested, then 

sphota cannot convey any meaning. The sphota is distinctly understood and 

identified through steps or sequences. Bhartrhari says that a man can perceive or 

understand the sphota clearly after hearing the first sound of a word if he has 

mastered the sabdayoga or obtained the light of the Eternal Verbum. 

Bhartrhari has made a distinction between pnmary or prala:ta sounds and 

transformed or vaikrta sounds. The linguistically relevant sound-sequences which 

the speaker intends to produce and the hearer expects to hear is usually referred as 

primary sounds. This shared 'speech' manifests the sphota. Here sphota may be 

/ described as prah:ti or the 'original'. So, the inanifestor of 'original' sphota is 

primary. sounds or priifa:ta. "These primary sounds are not abstractions, but ideal 

particulars which have sequences, duration and other qualities all specified by the 

particular language system. The long sounds should be long, of required length, 

the short vowels should be short and so on. But this must be conceived as divested 

of all personal idiosyncrasies or 'mannerisms' of the speaker who utters them. It is 

the norm .. The non-linguistic concomitants of any utterance are to be separated 

from this notion of 'primary sound'. This type of sound is also said to be identified 

with the spho[a, though of course wrongly, for the sphota is conceived as a 

sequence-less, duration-less and part-less whole. In other words, one (wrongly) 

cognises the sphota as united with this 'primary' sound-series.37 

The secondary sounds are the individui:ll utterances that either reverberate or 

continue to show the individual peculiarities of the speakers, various differences in 

intonation, tempo, pitch etc. This description says that with the help of 
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'transformed' or 'secondary' sounds the manifestation of the sphota still continues 

to happen or take place, after the first manifestation of it by the primary sounds. 

One factor of 'transformed' sound is the v~·ttibheda or 'difference in the speed of 

utterance'. Sphota manifests again and again uninterruptedly for a longer period of 

time by the transformed sounds. There is a resemblance of transformed sounds 

with the light of a lamp which travels and continues to reveal the object as long as 

the lamp is lit. Helaraja, on the third Kiir;qa of his commentary on VO.kyapadiya 

supports the view that the transformed sounds are just 'reverberations' after the 

utterance of the primary sounds which reveal the spho(a. Here we should not think 

that 'reverberation' means only the echo or returning sound. The meaning of 

'reverberation' includes the. continuous producing of the sound series after the 

initial ~ound is produced by the impact of the vocal organ. The Vaise~ikas in their 

theory ,~f sound say that the first sound, which is produced by impact etc. is a 
:,:·: 

momef),tary entity. After the next moment of its production the first sound 

destroys. But before its destruction it produces another similar sound individual 

which again produces another sound individual before its destruction. Just after 

reaching the hearer's organ, this process stops. It seems that Bhartrhari has 

accepted this process of sound travel. But he has not accepted the view of the 

produCtion of a new sound at every moment. He has talked about the new 

manifestation ofthe same sound at every moment during its persistence. 

According to Bhartrhari, the first principle of the universe is sabda-tattva or word 

essence which is transcendental. The doctrine of sphota of Bhart~hari is finally 

aligned with the ultimate reality which is called sabda-brahman. A self realized 

person or a man of. perfect knowledge attains unity with the word principle. 
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Thought is not possible without language and knowledge is not possible without 

word. Through the words consciousness vibrates. This vibrating consciousness 

motivates us to act and obtain results. Human activity is based on the substratum 

which is offered by language. Language and meaning are the two sides of the 

same coin. They are not the two separate realities. To communicate with other's 

we do separate the sound and its sense which are inseparable. We do so for our 

mutual understanding. Ultimately the sound and its sense are one. According to 

Bhartrhari, sphofa may be of three types - letter or sound spho(a, word - spho{a 

and sentence spho{a. Of these three he has given importance on the sentence 

spho{a. In the second kiinda of Vakyapadiya he has discussed the importan~e of 

sentence in language. The unit of communication is sentence because we 

communicate with others with .the help of sentence. Bhartrhari has discussed 

sentence as a unity which is a whole. He has not accepted the view that a sentence 

is a result of joining together smaller units or words. So, the sentence meaning is 

also a whole. According to him, by putting together the word meanings we do not 

constitute the sentence meaning. The Mzmam~akas believe that by joining together 

the word meanings we do produce the sentence meaning. This view is not 

accepted by Bhartrhari. 

Bhartrhari has argued that the sentences and their meanings are indivisible units. A 

sentence may be understood as an indivisible spho(a. To understand the meaning 

of language we divide the whole into. parts and smaller units and we correlate 

words and word meanings. It is only a tendency of us. To the language user the 

indivisible sentence may be either internal or external. A sentence may be external 
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only when we manifest it through speech or niida. Though a sentence is indivisible 

but it app~ars as divisible only when we manifest it. But this appearance about the 

divisibilitY .of a sentence and its meaning is wrong. For Bha1trhari by three 

different ways we can explain that a sentence is indivisible. 

I. The class of the sequence of words is called a sentence. In other words, a 

sentence is the universal resident in the sequence of words. 

2. A sentence is the whole string of words without any divisible part. 

3. A sentence is a whole string of cognitive awareness. 

The first two definitions are concerned with 'external' spho(a. The first view says 

that a sentence is universal. It is described by the latter grammarians as jiiti

sphota . . But the second view regards a sentence as a particular whole. The latter 

grammarians called it the vyiikti-sphota. On the other hand, the third definition is 

concerned with the 'internal' spho(a. The above three definitions help us to 

capture spho(a. The above views declared that by 'flash of understanding' or by 

pratibhii we can understand the meaning of a sentence. It is declared that the flash 

of understanding is holistic. The flash of understanding is not obtained by us as 

part after part. For this reason, some philosophers say that we can understand the 

meaning of a sentence even before the utterance of the whole sentence. 
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CHAPTER-IV 

A Critical appreciation or refutation of the views of opponents. 

The Naiyayikas have rejected the views of Mimiim0akas and Grammarians about 

the nature of sabda. It is already mentioned that the Naiyayikas have accepted 

sabda. as a separate pramii1Ja. In defining sabda-pramaT}a, the Naiyayikas are of 

the opinion : 'Aptavakyam sabdal;.. Aptah tu yathartjavakta. 1 That means, an 

authoritative person's statement is sabda and an authoritative person is one who 

makes correct statement. The Mfmiim0akas have divided testimony'into two kinds 

: personal or pauru~eya and impersonal or apauru~eya. The words or sentences 

which are uttered by trust-worthy persons are called personal testimony and we 

may doubt about the validity of such testimony. So, according to Prabhakara, 

personal testimony cannot be described as sabda- pramii1Ja. Vedic sentences are 

not uttered by any person. So, these are described as apauru~eya testimony and 

Prabha.kara said that only Vedic sentences are pramiifJa. The Naiyayikas have 

criticised this view. They say that all testimony is personal. T9 be authoritative 

sabda- pramiii"Ja, a word or sentence must be uttered by a trust-worthy person. The 

words of trust-worthy persons may be of two types - some words are concerned 

about perceptible objects and some words are concerned about imperceptible 

objects. 

These trust-worthy assertions relate to the visible world (dt:$!firtha) or the 

invisible (adr~tartha). That quinine cures fever is of the former kind, that 
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we gain heaven by virtue is of the latter. The words of the r:;is deal with the 

latter. Their statements are to be relied on, since their assertions about- the 

verifiable world have been found to be true. The authors of the Vedas are 

iiptas, or reliable persons, since they had an intuitive perception of the 

truths, love for humanity and the desire to communicate their knowledge. 2 

Again, testimony may be of two types - secular and scriptural. Scriptural 

testimony comprises of the words of God, like the Vedas. So they are valid. In the 

case of secular testimony we can say that words uttered by trust-worthy persons 

are valid, while words uttered by untrustworthy persons are not valid. 

The Naiyayikas have criticised the view of the Mimiim~akas that the Vedas are 

impersonal. The Purva- Mimiim~a system did not believe in the existence of God. 

According to Prabhakara,- Veda is eternal. An eternal thing cannot be produced. 

But the Naiyayikas do not accept this view. They say that all literary· works like 

the Ramayaqa and the Mahabharata etc. are nothing but collection of words. All 

collection of words or all books are created by some persons. The Vedas are also 

collection of statements or words. So, there must have an author of the Vedas. The 

argument may be shown thus : 

Any collection of words or statements has a personal origin. 

The Veda is a collection of words or statements. 

:. The Veda has a personal origin.3 

So, the Vedas cannot be eternal and the Mlmii111~akas claim about the eternality of 

the Vedas is not right. The supporting instances of the major premise are the 

Ramayan~, the Mahabharata etc. As there is no contrary instance- of the major 
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premise so it is non-deviated. There is no fault of the minor premise as it is a 

statement of facts. Thus, there is no defect in the form of the above argument. So, 

we can say that the conclusion is true. From the above argument it is proved that 

the Veda is personal. It may be said that the above argument cannot prove that the 

person who has created the Veda is God. Here the Miminj1~akas Jvflmii/n~akas 

point out that the major premise of the above argument is not unconditionally true. 

To be true here probans or the hetu must be vitiated by a 'upiidhi ·. The hetu or 

probans ofthe above argument is 'being a statement'. The siidhya andpak~a ofthe 

above argument are 'being of personal origin' and 'Veda'. The Mimiim~akas say 

that here the hetu 'being a statement' can establish the siidhya only if the hetu is 

concerned with a upiidhi or, in other words, if the hetu is concerned with a 

qualification, then it can establish the siidhya. The qualification of upiidhi here is 

'being of remembered authorship'. Thus, the Mimiim~akas say that in the above 

argument the major premise would be thus : Wherever there is the fact of 'being a 

statement with remembered authorship' there is the fact of 'being of personal 

origin'. With this new major premise the minor premise which is 'The Veda is a 

collection of statements' cannot applied because we cannot remember about the 

author of Veda. So, the conclusion 'The Vedas have a personal origin' cannot be 

deduced here. To deduce the above conclusion we should change the minor 

premise thus :'The Veda is a collection of statements with remembered 

authorship'. If we can replace this statement in the place of the minor premise of 

the above argument, then we can prove that 'The Vedas have a personal origin'. 

But actually we cannot replace the above statement in the place of the minor ~· ~ '• 

'-·' 
1 .••• 

. ) : 

premise. This is so because no one can remember the divine authorship of Veda. 
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The M'fmiiin~akas say that as in this case we cannot change the minor premise, so 

the Naiyayikas' view about the divine origin of Veda is not acceptable. The 

M'fmiim~akas say that here the upadhi 'being of remembered authorship' is 

actually an upadhi because it fulfils the conditions of upiidhi which are sadhya

vyiipaka and siidhar}a-avyiipaka. Sadhya-vyapaka means 'vyapaka of the sadhya ·. 

'The above upiidhi is siidhya-vyiipaka' means : wherever there is the siidhya 

'being of personal origin' or 'pauru~eyatva' there is the upadhi 'the fact of 

remembered authorship' or 'smaryamiir}a-kar:tr:tva '. That means, where the siidhya 

i.e., 'pauru~eyatva' is present, the upadhi 'smaryamar}a-kartrtva' is also present. 

We should accept this. So, the above upiidhi is sadhya-vyiipaka. Again, the upadhi 

is 'siidhar}a-avyiipaka' which means, it is not right to say that where the hetu or 

siidhana is present there the upadhi is also present. That means the presence of 

hetu in the absence of upiidhi is called siidhana-avyiipaka. The upadhi here is 

sadhana-avyapaka as it Is not right to say that wherev~r there is 'viikyatva' or 'the 

fact of being a statement' there is 'smaryamiir}a-kar:trtva or the fact of 

remembered authorship'. We should also accept this statement because it is known 

to us that Veda is a collection of statements and we cannot talk about the 

remembered authorship of Veda. It is not possible for us to remember about the 

author of Veda. Thus the quality 'being of remembered authorship' is 

siidhyavyiipaka as well as siidhar}a-avyiipaka. So, in the case of the probans of the 

above argument given by the Naiyayikas, 'being of remembered authorship' or 

'smaryamiir}akartr:tva' is a vitiating qualification or upadhi. Thus the M'fmiirh~akas 

say that the above argument is not valid and the above argument cannot prove that 

the Veda is pauru~eya or created by God. 
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But the Naiyayikas say that the Veda is created by God. They say that 'being of 

remembered authorship' or 'smarya-mai}akart~tva' is not actually an upadhi of the 

hetu of the above argument. This is so because 'smaryamiir;akart1:tva' is siidhya-

avyiipaka no doubt, but it is not siidhar;a-avyiipaka. The vitiating qualification or 

upiidhi here is actually siidhaf}a-vyiipaka. Because here we can certainly say that : 

"Whenever there is 'the fact of being a statement', there is 'the fact of remembered 

authorship'>'~ There is actually no uncertainty about the remembered authorship of 

the Veda, as stated by the Mzmiimqakas. There was a definite tradition among the 

sage Goutama and his disciples that the Vedas have divine origin. Depending upon 

a Vedic statement which is 'Tasmiit tepiiniit trayaz1 vediih ajiiyanta' or 'from that 

thinking Being were produced the three Vedas' Goutama and his disciples have 

claimed for ages that the Veda is the word of God. Thus the Naiyayikas have 

rejected the view of the Mfmiimqakas that the Veda is impersonal and they say that 

like other testimony, Veda is also personal and it is God who has created the Veda. 

The Mlmiimqakas again say that the varr;a or letters are eternal. Every literary 

work is a collection of letters. The Veda is a literary work. So it is also a collection 

of letters. Every verbal or written statement is a collection of words and every 

word is a collection of some varnqs. The varr;as are symbolized by different 

letters. Thus, every statement is a collection of letter-sounds. The Mfmiimqakas say 

that the Jetter sounds are eternal. 

A word is a series of letters, which manifest themselves m a close 

succession. But these letters are indestructible.5 
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It seems that they are produced, but actually this is not 'so. It appears that a letter or 

varr}a is the same though the acts of utterance are different. This sense of identity 

of different 'E' sounds appearing at different times is an instance of recognitive 

perception. The sense of identity of different 'E' sounds or recognitive perception 

is admitted as veridical. So we can say that the letter-sounds or varnqs have no 

origin at any particular time. As the letter-sounds or varr}as are not produced at 

any particular time, so they are eternal. The Vedas are the collection of letter-

sounds. So, the Vedas cannot have an origin .. Thus the Mimiim~akas say that the 

Veda, which is a collection of eternal letters, is itself also eternal. The Vedas are 

not created by any person or by God. 

The Naiyayikas do not accept the v1ew that letters or varijas are eternal. 

Annambhatta supports the view that we have definite expenence of the non-

eternal character of the letter-sounds. When a letter-sound 'ga' is uttered then 

there arises the knowledge of its production and just after that moment there arises 

the knowledge of its destruction. Thus the knowledge of non-eternality of letter-

sounds arises in our minds. 

A sound is an effect to be produced by our effort because it is experienced 

by us only when we make an effort so that the air within our body comes in 

contact with a particular part of our body and becomes separated from it. A 

sound is also destructible because it is not experienced after its 

pronunciation. We know that a sound has perished because we do not 

experience it as lasting even for a moment soon after it has been 

pronounced. A sound is an effect because we use it as an object of the verb 

'to make' .6 
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But the Mimiiin~akas try to reject this view with the help of recognitive perception .. 

Annarhbhatta does not reject such type of recognitive perception but he says that 

we should take the sense of 'similarity' of two or more letter-sounds instead of 

taking the sense of 'identity' or 'sameness' of these sounds. We should take the 

view that two or more letter-sounds are exactly similar but not identical. 

Annambhatta says that there is no cogent ground for rejecting the prima facie 

verdict of our experience of the production and destruction of the letter-sounds. 

Annambhatta thinks that in some cases we should not take recognitive perception 

as its face value. He gives the example of the flame of a lamp. It seems to us that 

the flame at every moment is the same. But this experience of us is wrong. Here 

we should call that the flame at every moment is similar, not identical. In different 

letter-sounds like 'a' there is the eternal universal 'a-ness'. The sense of identity of 

different 'a' sounds arises in our ininds due to this eternal universal. So the letter

sounds or variJaS are uttered, at different times are actually not the same. When the 

variJCJS are uttered, they are produced and after that they are destroyed. We think 

them as identical only because the eternal universal which are residing in the 

var1Jas. Annambhatta again points out that a sentence is not a mere collection of 

letter-sounds or var1Jas, but by the serial order of the variJaS a sentence is formed. 

The Vaidika sentiments are also nothing but the serial order of the letter-sounds or 

var1JaS. The serial order of the var1Jas is dependent on the person who is uttering 

them. The serial order of letter-sounds or variJaS of Vaidika statements are thus 

dependent on person. So, Vaidika statements, like other statements cannot be 

eternal. Thus the Naiyayikas refute the view of the opponents that the Veda has no 
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origin. God is the creator of Veda and as Vaidika statements are created by God, 

so they are authoritative. 

)"' Naiyayikas have rejected the Mlmiim~·akas view about sakti. According to 

Mfmiin1.~akas, sakti is something inherent in a word. The Mfmiiri1.~akas say that it is 

not possible for us to subsume sakti under any of the seven categories accepted by 

the Nyaya-vaise~ikas. They say that a word. is a kind of sound, which is a 

substance or dravya. The sakti of a term does not come from outside, but it is 

intrinsic to it. The Mfmiim~akas say that sakti is not identical with the sound-

substance, though sakti is intrinsic to it. We cannot describe the signifying power 

or sakti as a quality because we cannot identify it with any one of the 24 qualities 

accepted by the Vaise~ika school. We cannot subsume sakti under any one of the 

five remaining categories, namely karma, siimiinya, vise$ya, samaviiya and 

abhiiva. So, the Mlmiim~akas have accepted sakti, as a new kind of entity and this 

entity is . different from the seven categories of Nyayayikas. The above view of 

Mfmiim~akas is not accepted by the Nyayayikas. According to the Nyayayikas, 

sakti is nothing but the relation between a word and its meaning. 

This capacity of words to mean their respective objects is called their sakti 

or potency, and it is said to be due to the will ofGod. 7 

Sakti is not inherent in a word. It is extrinsic i.e., it comes from outside. Sakti is 

totally external and is due to some convention. This convention is the desire of a 

conscious being. The meaning of a word is determined by the will of this 

conscious being. 
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Just as Pal}ini has created a convention for his grammar, in which the word 

w:ddhi denotes the three vowels, a, a( au, similarly, in ordinary language, a 

convention is created by the first user of the language in the following 

manner : 'from the word X, the object Y should be cognised', 'let the word 

X designate the object Y'. This usually takes the form of a will on the part 

of the first user of the language. Language learning involves learning this 
. 8 

convention. 

The Naiyayikas say that generally the conscious being on whose desire the 

meaning - relation is based is a super human being or God. In some cases the 

meaning relation may be based on human being. So, the meaning relation is based 

on the will of conscious being, human or Divine. So it is a quality and it is not a 

new category. 

The Mimamqakas say that by signifying power of a term or by the sakti of a term 

directly signifiea a class~character or universal and the particular things which 

have the class-character or the particulars coming under the universal is signified 

indirectly. 

Words denote classes and not individuals. When we say 'bring a cow', we 

do not mean a particular cow, but any animal possessing the features of a 

cow. The word denotes the class or form, since it has action for its object. 

If individuals are denoted by words, a generic idea like "cow" would be· 

impossible. Again, a word cannot denote all individuals, since then it 

would possess as many potencies as there are individuals. It cannot denote 

a collection of individuals, since then it would be undergoing changes, as' 

some individuals die out and others get in. Again, if the word means a 

single individual orily, there cannot be an eternal connection between word 
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and meaning, and- action would be impossible, as it would be difficult to 

decide which individual is meant.9 

This is so because when a term like 'cow' is uttered then we cannot understand 

only an object without any character, but we can understand an object having 

certain characters or attributes. Here what is understood is a complex of some 

'character' and 'something' having. that character. Our understanding ·of 

'something having some character' presupposes our awareness of that character. 

When we are going to understand the meaning of a term like 'cow' then what is 

first presented to our mind is the universal cowness' which is present to all 

particular cows. The knowledge of particular cow having the universal 'cowness' 

arises afterwards. This letter knowledge does not arise directly like the knowledge 

of 'cowness': That means, this latter knowledge of particular cow arises indirectly. 

So, by the amalgamation of two cognitions, one direct and one indirect, we can 

understand the meaning of a term. The Mimam.sakas opine that by the signifying 

power or sakti of a term the first knowledge arises i.e., the knowledge of universal 

arises by the signifying power or .S'akti of a term because the universal is at first 

presented to our mind after hearing a term and the knowledge of particular thing 

coming under the universal arises through implication. Nllakarytha observes that 

thinking about logical economy or laghava the Mimam.sakas take the position that 

the signifying power of a term directly signifies the universal. The Mimarn.sakas 

thought that if this is not so, then we should accept that by the signifying power of 

a term we can understand the particulars. But particulars are infinite in number and 

may exist at past, present and future. So, we should accept that the term 'cow' has 

an infinity of signifying power. From the standpoint of laghava this alternative is 
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not satisfactory. So, the Mlmiimqakas take the position that by the signifying 

power of a term we can understand the universal. 

The Naiyayikas have rejected this view. According to Nyaya, by the signifying 

power or sakti of a term the particulars characterised by class-character is 

signified. Only a class-character or universal is not signified by the signifying 

power of a term. If we accept the lvflmiimqakas view that by the signifying power. 

of a term the class-character or universal is signified then we cannot explain 

satisfactorily how the particulars come before mind. According to Nyaya, 

understanding the meaning of a term is a unitary thing. The lvflmiimqakas view 

goes against this unitary thing. But if we say that the signifying power of a term 

signified the particulars characterised by class-character then we can avoid this 

difficulty. The Naiyayikas have accepted signifying power as a unity although the 

unitary signifying power signified an infinity of particulars. 

The Nyaya holds that a word denotes an individual bearing a genus and 

with a particular form or configuration. The word 'cow' denotes an 

individual cow bearing the genus of cow and with a particular 

configuration or arrangement of parts, e.g., a hunch, horns and a dewlap. 10 

To Annambhatta if we accept the lvflmiimqa view then we cannot understand the 

meaning of such sentences. 'Bring a cat', 'The man is dead' etc., ln the first 

sentence, if the verb 'bring' is applicable to the universal 'catness' then the 

sentence will be meaningless because it is not possible to bring the universal. In 

the same way, the second sentence will be meaningless if the verb 'dead' is 

applicable to the universal 'man-ness'. The above sentences will be meaningful if 

the term 'cat' signifies 'a particular cat having the class-character catness' and the 
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term 'man' signifies a particular man ·having the class character 'man-ness'. Thus~ 

the Naiyayikas prove that by the signifying power of a term what is signified is the 

particulars as qualified by the class-character or universal. 

The Nyayikas have accepted lak~a!Jii. But they have criticised the /vflmari1.~akas 

view of gau!JTvrfti. The Mlmari1.~akas say that sometimes we understand the 

meaning of a term used in a sentence indirectly, but that indirect sense is different 

from the indirect sense which is called la~·aY)ii. They have described such indirect 

sense as gauY)Tvr((i. As for example, "The young scholar is fire". Here the te,rm 

'fire' is used in an indirect sense. Here the term is used not in the sense of 'an 

object, having burning property' but in the sense of 'purity' and 'brightness'. The 

M'fmam~akas have given the opinion that such type of indirect sense is ~ot 

apprehended by la~aY)ii, but by gau!JTvr((i or figurative sense. But the Nyayikas 

have rejected this view. According to Nyaya, gawJivr((i or figurative sense is the 

same thing as la~aY)ii. In Tarkasamgraha Olpika 

Annambhatt:a points out "Gau11T api la~aY)ii eva, lak$dmii11a gu11.a 

savamdhariipa. 11 That means gauY)Tvr({i is related to the qualities of a thing, which 

is understood by the direct signifYing power of a term. According to Nllakantha, 

la~aYJii is constituted by the relation to.the direct significate or sakya-sambandha. 

This sakya sambandha may be of two types- immediate and mediate. In the cases 

of gauYJTvr((l, la~aYJii is a mediate relation to the direct significate, and beside 

gauYJTvrt(i, in all other cases, la~aYJii. is always an immediate relation to the direct 

significate. That means, in the cases of gauYJTvr((i, the sakya-sambandha is 

mediate. But gauYJTvr((i is nothing but fa~aYJa. The term 'Ganga' in the sentence 

"there is hard men's hamlet in the Ganga" is used in the sense of 'the bank of the 
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river Ganga'. The direct sense of the term 'Ganga' is 'a river'. The bank of the 

river is immediately related with the river. In such cases the indirect sense of a 

term is immediately related with its direct sense. But the Naiyayikas say. that in 

some cases the indirect sense may mediately related with the direct sense. For 

example, "The young scholar is fire"·. In this sentence, the ~erm 'fire· is used to 

mean brightness' and 'purity'. The direct sense of the term is 'a burning 

substance'. Purity and brightness present in a burning subsistence. The young 

scholar cannot have any immediate relation with a burning substance. But through 

the properties of 'purity' and 'brightness' the young scholar have a mediate' 

relation with fire. Thus the Naiyayikas say that it is possible to explain the 

instances of gauYJTvr((i by la~·af'Ja.. So, it is not necessary to accept the 

Mimam~akas' view of gauYJTvr((i as a new kind of signifying power. 

The Naiyayikas have not accepted the view of Prabhakara Mimam~·akas about the 

elliptical employment of language. Certain words are found omitted from a 

sentence in such employment. To understand the meaning of such sentence we 

should supply certain words. Prabhakara Mima,:n~a accepts the view of the 

Naiyayikas' that consideration of purport is a uniform condition for understanding 

the meaning of a sentence and says that just as consideration of purport helps us 

to understand the meaning of a sentence, so in case of elliptical statement we 

should supply the significate of a word, but not the word itself. Purport 

consciousness' means the consciousness of what is intended to be conveyed by an 

utterance. Here the things meant by certain words are intended to be conveyed, not 

the words themselves. So Prabhakara ·says that in case of elliptical language, we 
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should at first supply the needful significates to fill up the ellipsis. We can fill up 

· the gaps of an elliptical statement only when we can understand the significance of 

the sentence as a whole. Thus, Prabhakara tries to prove that in case of elliptical 

statements, we should supply the appropriate significates and not the appropriate 

terms. Thus the Prabhakara M"imiimo¥a h<;ts given priority of 'arthiidhyiihiira '. 

The Naiyayikas have rejected this view. They say that we should at first supply the 

words. in case of an elliptical statement. Only by supplying the significates we 

cannot understand the meaning of a statement. If this is so, then we can understand 

the meaning of a statement only by the presentation of the significates of the terms 

by which the sentence is formed. But this is not a case. 

Annambhatta explains this point with the help of an example. To fill up the gaps 

of an elliptical statement like 'dviiram' we should supply the word 'pidhehi '. After 

that we can understand the meaning of the statement. Here only the presentation of 

the significate of the term cannot help us to understand the meaning of the whole 

sentence. Thus, the Naiyayikas have rejected the Prabhakara M"imiim~·a view by 

giving priority to 'sabdiidhyiihiira '. 

The Naiyayikas do not accept the view that syntax difficulty is the occasion for 

accepting la~aYJii. They say that purport difficulty or tiitparyii nupapatti is a 

uniform condition for understanding the meaning of all sentences. 

The Naiyayikas take the lack of c~gnition of purport (tatparyiinupapatti) to 

be the basis of la~aYJii, not the lack of cognition of compatibility 

(anvayiinupapatti). According to them, if the latter (anvayiinupapatti) was 
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the basis of lak$afJii then in many cases lah;afJii would not operate at all 

as there would be no incompatibility. For instance, in the type of lak.r;aYJii 

known as ajahatsvartha (where the primary sense is not totally discarded), 

e.g., 'yastih pravesaya" - admit the staffs. Here the word yasti indicates 

men carrying staffs by lak$a1Jii. But there would be no lack of compatibility 

with the primary sense. 12 

Purport helps us to understand the meamngs of ambiguous terms occur in a 

statement. Purport is the intention of an ·utterance to convey a particular sense. By 

the context or prakarafJa we can understand the purport of a term used in a 

sentence. For example, when someone says, 'Saindhavamanaya' while eating, 

then through the context of eating we can understand that here the term 

'saindhava' is used to mean 'salt'. Actually, the term 'saindhava ' has two 

meanings - 'rock salt' and 'a kind of..hybrid horse'. After hearing the above 

sentence, if someone brings a horse, then the sentence will be meaningless. But 

from the context if someone thinks that here the speaker tries to mean 'a kind of 

salt' and thinking this if the hearer brings salt, then the sentence of the speaker will 

be meaningful. The Naiyayikas say that just like the purport difficulty helps us to 

understand the meanings of ambiguous terms, similarly it also helps us to 

understand in what cases we should accept the indirect sense or lak$afJii of terms. 

We can understand the meanings of such sentences like 'There is the milkmen's 

hamlet on the Ganga', 'People with umbrellas are going' etc. if we can know their 

purport and we can know their purport only if we can take some terms in their 

indirect senses. Thus, where purport difficulty arises, there we should accept 

lak$afJii. 
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The Naiyayikas have also rejected the Prabhakara Mimam~·a v1ew that by the 

signifying power of a term we can understand a thing as related to another thing. 

In the cases of our understanding the meaning of sentences, we can understand a 

complex of related things. Prabhakara says that as beside the terms, there is 

nothing present in a sentence, so we can understand the relations of terms by the 

signifying power or sakti of the terms. That means, by the signifying power· or 

sakti of terms we can understand the meanings of terms and the relations of the 

terms. 

Prabhakara says that a person recognises the meaning of the whole 

sentence by hearing simply the constituent words put together syntactically: 

'connected designation (by any word)' (anvitabhidhana). 13 

The followers of GOlltama have criticised this v·iew. They say that the relation of 

terms is dependent on the order of the terms in which they are arranged in a· 

sentence. We can understand the relations of terms after looking that how the 

terms are arranged in a sentence. So, by the sakti of terms, we cannot understand 

the relations, but our understanding of the relations of terms is dependent on the 

order of the terms. The Naiyayikas have rejected the Prabhakara's view of 

Anvitabhidhanavada and they have supported the view of Abhihitanvayavada. 

The name abhitanvaya is to be interpreted as abhihitana manvayal:i - the 

relation (anvaya) of denoted concepts (abhihita). In other words, isolated 

words· which denotes specific meanings, are combined together to form a 

sentence and the meanings are combined to form the sentential meaning. 14 
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According to them, a sentence is formed by the independent words arranged in a 

syntactical structure and sentential meanTng is a get together of independent 

mea~ings organised in a syntactical meaning - structure. A sentence cannot 

formed without the words. And if we do not know the meanings of words, then we 

cannot ·know the meaning of a whole sentence. The independent meanings of 

words are caught in a syntactical relation just after we know the meanings of 

independent words and then we can acquire the total meaning of a·total sentence. 

To form a building, brick, iron and cement are necessary. But mere 

conglomeration of these objects cannot form a building. To form a building, these 

constituents are arranged and organised in a certain way. There must be a certain 

relation among the objects but the relation is not a constituent of the building. The 

relation helps the constituents to organise. We may extend this analogy in case of 

sentential meaning. In case of sentential me~ning the relations among objects' 

meanings are iikamsii. yogyatii and sannidhi. These relations are the determing 

factors, which help the word meanmgs to organise and to relate together in a 

syntactical structure. The relations of word meanings are not constituent parts of 

sentence meaning. Thus, the Naiyayikas say that a sentence means the totality of 

word-meanings related together in a syntax and a sentence does not mean the 

syntactical relation of word meanings. As the Bhatta Mlmii1i1.~akas believes in 

sentence holism, it is quite natural to them to accept abhihitanvayavada. because 

the meaning of the whole sentence comes to us as a flash. After words, the 

concentration is given to the meaning of individual words in the light of the 

meaning attained as a whole. But the Nyaya tells us that each and every word 

points out some meaning, which ultimately provides us the whole sentence 
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meaning. Each and every word points out something, which remams in the 

external word as a category. Afterwards we get an amalgamated meaning. This is 

due to the· belief in a particular set of presupposition which does not allow them to 

admit sentence- holism. 

K:a.S 
The. spho(a theory was criticised by the Mlmali1!ia~ and the Naiyayikas. The 

Naiyayikas have accepted the views of Kumarila M'imiim!ia against spho(a theory. 

The Naiyayika Jayanta was a formidable critic of spho(a theory and he has also 

followed Kumarila in his criticism ofthis docti-ine. 

Naiyayikas, e.g. Jayanta, followed Kumarila in their critique of the spho(a 

doctrine. 15 

The advocates of spho(a theory says that a word or a sentence is a simple, unitary 

entity. A word or a sentence is a single whole, a single symbol which bears a 

meaning. The grammarians believe in the eternal indivisible word -essence. 

The spho(a is actually the indivisible sentence. Since understandin·g takes 

place through the sentence and the sentential meaning, it is the actual 

spho{a or word -essence. Individual words and individual sounds are non

entities. However, the sentence, although indivisible, is analysed into 

imaginary divisions, i.e., words, and the indivisible sentential meaning or 

pratibha is similarly analysed into imaginary word meaning. 16 

But Kumarila says that a sentence is a composite fact having different words as its 

components and a word is a composite fact having different letters as its 

components. A word or spho{a cannot be different from the constituent letters 

because it is not possible for us to perceive a word or spho(a which is distinct from 
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the letters. If the spho(a is different from the letters then the spho(a would be 

perceived to be a distinct entity without any reference to the letters as its 

constituents. But actually we perceive a group of letters. Our cognition of a word 

results from our cognitions of all the letters taken together by which the word is 

formed. We cannot say that a word is different from its constituent letters. Without 

the cognitions of letters the cognition of word is not possible. A word or a 

sentence is a composite entity and it is not a simple unity but only our cognition of 

this composite entity is a single act. That means, the cognitive act is one though its 

contents are many. By a single cognitive act we may grasp many components. It is 

only an appearance to talk about the unity of word - spho(a or sentence - spho(a. 

Misperception arises when we discuss something as 'x', which is not actually x. A 

word or a sentence is a multiple entity but due to misperception it appears as unity. 

The illusion of the unity of the content arises from the singularity of cognition. We 

think that a word or a sentence is a unity because it is apprehended by our final 

one indivisible cognitive episode. The advocates of the spho(a theory says that our 

perception of letters is misperception because the real word or spho(a appears as 

letters or group of letters. Kumarila says that a word is a composite entity 

consisting of letters and our perception of a word as a unity is actually an illusion. 

MaT)qana Misra says that we cannot perceive indivisible word or sentence without 

the letters as our intelligence is finite. Kumarila has accepted the universal and 

said that the universal is apprehended along with the individual. Just as the cow 

universal is separate from the individual cows, similarly the spho(a is separate 

from the letters. 
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The Mlmiim~akas say that a word is formed by letters and a sentence is formed by 

words. A word is a sequence of letters and a sentence which is a sequence of 

words is also a sequence of letters. According to them, the sound-units or letters 

are eternal. But the sequences of letters are ~an-made. So words or sentences are 

not eternal. This view goes against the usual Mlmam~akas view that like the 

letters, the words and sentences are also eternal. By the contacts of the different 

· parts of the vocal organ, words and sentences are only manifested and these are 

not created by us. Kumarila points out that the sequence cannot be an essential 

qualifier of the letters, and hence 'the sequence of letters' has to be interpreted as a 

group of letters 'superficially indicated' by. a particular sequence. To use the 

Indian logical terminology, the sequence is not the vise~a11a but an upala/cyaf}a. 

The sequence created by the human agency is only a 'pointer' to the word, it is a 

part of it, for the word is uncreated. Therefore, Kumarila asserts, the sequence 

which is non-eternal is not a property of the word (padadharma), and hence the 

wo~d does not become impermanent thereby. 17 

Jayanta and other Naiyayikas in their criticism of ~pho(a theory have followed 

Kumarila Viitsiiyana told that by pratisandhana or 'connective recollective 

cognition' of different heard letters or sound-units a word is determined. The 

heard letters or sound-units are momentary realities. Jayanta said that a sentence is 

a cluster of words and a word is a cluster of letters. Mlmam~akas say that the 

letters are eternal but the letters may be manifested differently depending upon our 

pronunciation of them. But the Naiyayikas do not accept the view that the letters 

are eternal. A word is produced when we utter it and it is destroyed after our . . 
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utterance. So, each utterance of a letter like 'ga' creates a distinct entity. The 

universal g-hood is present in all g. Due to this universal g-hood or due to the 

similarity between two utterances we think that all the gs are the same g. The 

Naiyayikas point out that the Mfmam~akas view that the letters are eternal and the 

difference of utterance is due to the difference of manifestation is very much close 

to the grammarians' view of letter - spho(a. But the lvtima1i1~akas do not accept 

the letter - spho(a. Regarding the concurrence of different letters the Naiyayikas 

have accepted the solution of Kumarila. The solution is : "memory-impressions 

left behind by different utterances of former letters can concur with the direct 

perception of the last letter whence the meaning of the word would be revealed" 18 

or, the word-meaning may be generated from the connective-recollective cognition 

of all letters together in a sequence. 
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CHAPTER- V 

Some problems concerning verbal understanding and its method propounded 
by the Naiyiiyikas and their probable solutions. 

In Indian tradition there are many theories as to the method of the comprehension 

of meaning. I have followed mainly the theories propagated by the older 

Naiyayikas and Navya Naiyayikas. An effort has been made to give probable 

solutions of the problems following the line of the Indian thinkers. Sometimes I 

have shown my departure from the tradition. 

Knowledge is of two types : immediate (pratyak$a) and mediate (parokya). The 

latter type of knowledge is described as 'jnCinakarar;akarYJ jnCinam ', i.e. knowledge 

arising through the instrumentality of another knowledge. The knowledge of 

vyCipti, similarity and word serves as an instrument of inferential knowledge, 

knowledge through comparison and verbal comprehension respectively. 1 From this 

it follows that the knowledge of a pada becomes the instrumental. cause (kiira!Ja) 

of the comprehension of meaning. 2 The recollection of meaning of a term through 

the knowledge of that term is called vyapara.3 Her.e potency or sakti of a term is 

the medium which can favour us by way of making us recollect its meaning or 

denotation (padiirthanukiilavyiipiiradviirCi). In the following sentence 'The jar 

exists (gha{o sti), the meaning of the term 'jar' is known through the term 'jar' 
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and the meaning of the verb 'asti' (to exist) is known through the usage of the 

particular term. 

The above-mentioned definition has been formulated by the Navya Naiyayikas as 

they do not agree with the definition of Gautama as 'aptopodesah sabdaf?' .4 If the 

knowledge of a word or sentence comes from a· reliable person or authority, it is 

called pramarza. But the problem is how aptatva of a person can be determined. 

The description of a apta person is given as having real knowledge of an object, 

having no defect in sense organ etc. In other words, an individual who has no 

illusory cognition (bhrama), no carelessness (pramada), no desire for cheating 

other (vfpralipsa) and weakness in sense organs (indriyapatava) is called apta. 

From this it does not follow that the person is to be taken in confidence. There are 

many individuals who though having the above mentioned features afterwards 

have proved themselves anapta. Hence, word from such a person cannot be taken 

as pramaf!a. Hence, this has been rejected by the Neo-thinkers. 5 

If the meaning of the term 'aptatva' is taken as 'being locus of real knowledge 

which is the cause of verbal usage' ,6 it is tenable. Because, those wh~ have the 

knowledge of words that are used conventionally become apta. Hence, the 

knowledge of word (padaji1ana) becomes the instrument of the knowledge of the 

·meaning of a word and sentence. In other words, padajnana is the instrument, the 

recollection of the meaning of a word is vyapara and the comprehension of 

sentence is the result. 7 
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Though sabda is an independent praman.a, the method through which the verbal 

comprehension occurs is purely inferential in nature. An individual can know the 

particular meaning of a word through convention i.e. verbal usage of the old 

(v(ddhavyavahara). An individual in fact infers a particular meaning of a 

particular word from the verbal usage ofthe.old persons. The Sabdasaktiprakasikii 

gives a beautiful description about how a child infers the meaning. A child comes 

to know the primary relation (sarnketa) of a term with its meaning at first from the 

verbal usage of the old (w:ddha.5ya sabdadhlnavyavaharad eva). When a man who 

is aware of the meaning of a term (vyutpanna) asks another man who also knows 

the meaning of the same term to bring a cow, the person who has been asked to 

bring a cow by the senior person (uttamaw:ddha) brings it after hearing the word 

of the senior and realising he meaning of it On observing the performance of the 

man who has been asked to bring a cow, a child draws the inference in the form : 

"This bringing of a cow is the result of the inclination, as it has got effort ness in 

it, as in the case of my inclination to suck mother's breast". 8 It may be argued that 

as it is a case of inference, there must be vyapti as an instrument. What is the form 

of vyapti? In reply, it can be said that vyapti relation lies between 'c~qtatva' (effort 

ness) and 'prav(ttijanyatva' (being produced by inclination). The form is : 'Where 

there is c~~tatva' , there is prav(ttijanyatva'. The example or udaharana is 

'madiyastanapanadivat' (i.e. as my inclination to suck mother's breast). Then he 

comes to infer the state or condition of being produced by the knowledge of 

feasibility (by one's effort) of which the bringing of a cow has become qualificand 

(gavanayanadharmikakaryatajnanajanyatvam) in respect of the inclination with 

the help of the syllogistic argument in the form : 'The inclination to bring a cow is 
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produced by the knowledge of feasibility (by one's effort) of which tbe inclination 

to the same has become qualifican~, as it is endowed with the property of being an 

inclination, as in the case of my own (inclination).9 Any type of inclination 

presupposes this type of feasibility. Then the child infers : 'The knowledge of 

feasibility (by one's effort) of which the bringing a cow has become qualificand, 

has an uncommon cause, as it is an effect as in the case of a jar. 10 As any type of 

effect has got its special cause, the effect in the form of bringing a cow needs 

some special cause. From this the child comes to know that the knowledge of the 

verbal usage of the old (w:ddhavyavahiira) is the uncommon cause of the 

knowledge mentioned above. 

Though the. Navya Naiyayikas have mentioned vrddhavyavahara as the cause of 

verbal comprehension, it, I think, is not completely tenable. Because, the primary 

meaning of a term can be comprehended after being guided by the convention. But 

the secondary or suggestive meaning of a word may not always be comprehended 

from the verbal usage of the old. Because the implicative or suggestive meaning of 

a particular word or sentence is always context-dependent. Hence, this type of 

meaning may be ascertained after depending on the comprehensive capacity of a 

person. The suggestive meaning or implicative meaning of a word may not always 

be the same to all. Hence the intellectual exercise of an individual is inevitable for 

proper understanding of the same. 

If this view IS accepted, one problem may crop up. If convention or 

w:ddhavyavahiira is taken as criterion of comprehending meaning of a word, the 

initial verbal usage of a particular word which is present at the time of the creation 
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of the world cannot be explained due to not having any usage of a particular word. 

The Naiyayikas have come forward to explain the matter after bringing God. This 

is, in fact, one of the proofs for the existence of God. The syllogistic argument 

runs as follows : 'The initial verbal 'usages like jar etc. are done by an 

independent person, as it is a verbal usage, as in the case of the usages of the 

scripts introduced in moderns age'. This independent person is God. 11 

Keeping this view, the Naiyayikas have formulated the theory that a word has got 

some 'power' (sakti) of indicating its denotation which is given by God's desire. 

According to them, God's desire in the form : 'This particular meaning is to be 

understood from this particular word' .12 is the sakti in the form of samketa. If this 

is accepted, another problem is raised in the Dinakarl. If God's desire is accepted 

as samketa, it can give rise to the primary meaning. 13 of the term 'Ganga ' as well 

as the implicative meaning (i.e., bank) of it due to having God's desire, which will 

lead to the non-acceptance of la~a17a. 14 This position is defended in the following 

way. When the primary meaning of the term 'Ganga ' is understood, the sainketa 

in the form of God's desire exists in the primary meaning (Sakyiirtha), but not in 

the implicative meaning (laksyiirtha). When 'the bank' is understood by the term 

'Ganga ', the sarhketa is of that type. Hence there does not arise any question of 

atiprasanga. 

This view, I think, is not tenable. There is no necessity of bringing God in 

determining the meaning of a word or a sentence. The initial verbal usage of an 

object (e.g., jar by the word 'jar') may be introduced by a particular person, which 

may be followed by later generations. In fact, it is found in our everyday life that a 
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new object is initially described by a scientist, or by a researcher with the help of 

some name which is followed by others. Hence, the phenomenon of sabdabodha is 

possible even without accepting the desire of God. 15 Hence, the Navya Naiyayikas 

have said that the desire of an individual (but not God) in the form : 'This meaning 

is to be understood from this word' is samkeia. This power corhes from the 

knowledge of grammar, comparison, dictionary, reliable texts, or statement of 

trustworthy person, from the paraphrase and usages and contiguity of well known 

words. 16 

The Naiyayikas have accepted the knowledge of expectancy (akiin/qa), 

consistency (yogyata) and contiguity (asatti) as causes of the comprehension of 

meaning. Among these, the knowledge akank.ya and asatti are highly essential in 

comprehension of the primary, implicative and. suggestive meanings. So, far as 

'yogyata' is concerned, it is the cause for the comprehension of primary meaning 

(sakyartha). If there is consistency in meaning, it is called yogyata 

(arthaviidhoyogyata). In the example 'He is sprinkling with fire' (vahnina sificati) 

there is lack of yogyata due to not having consistency in meaning. In other words, 

as sprinkling with fire is not consistent, there is lack of yogyata. Though in this 

sentence there no yogyata, it at least points us to the fact that it is an impossible 

phenomenon. Hence, the usages like 'I am building castle in the air' etc. though 

not having yogyata can provide us some meaning through implication. Hence, for 

inverting some implicative meaning the inconsistency in meaning may sometimes 

act as promoter. When the primary meaning of a ·word becomes inconsistent, we 
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search for implicative meaning. Hence, it is not at all true that no comprehension 

of meaning is possible ifthere is lack ofyogyata. 

It may be asked where exactly the faculty of implication exists. Does it exist in a 

particular word of the sentence or in the whole sentence? In reply, it can be said 

that in the single word implication may exist in some exceptional cases where 

smpething else is indicated. When so·meone says after pointing out the door 

'dviiram' (door), it implies asking to close the door. In this case, though the single 

word is uttered (but not sentence), we get the implicative meaning. In the same 

way, if some one calls 'rickshaw' or 'taxi', it means 'rickshaw-puller' or 'taxi

driver' through implication. In most of the cases implication exists in the whole 

sentence. Whether implicative meaning is possible or not depends on the 

inconsistency of meaning. This inconsistency mostly lies in the sentence. When it 

is said 'vahninii' or 'vahninii pacati', there is no inconsistency. But inconsistency 

comes when the verb 'sificati' is used in connection with the term 'vahnina '. 

There does not arise any inconsistency in meaning until and unless the verb 

'sificati' is incorporated. 

In order to get the meanmg of a sentence through implication, there must be 

akanksii and iisatti. If there is lack of expectancy and contiguity in a sentence, how 

can we understand that there is inconsistency of meaning? In order to know the 

arthiivadhatva (consistency of meaning) of the sentence, the structural order of it 

like expectancy etc. must be correct. Otherwise, it will fail to give rise to 

sakyartha of the sentence leading to the non-apprehension of implicative meaning 

because, it is sakyartha (direct significance) ofa word which gives rise to 
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lakzyartha as per definition of la~wza (sakyasambandho la~a11Ci). This is the 

uniqueness of language that it always gives some indication. As per Bhal}:rhari's 

observation, a reality which is not associated with an articulate verbal form cannot 

be the content of our thought and is regarded as fiction. On the other hand, a 

fiction such as hare's horn etc. when expressed through language appears to have 

existence and becomes object to logical prediction. 17 Hence, the absence of an 

object which is absurd (allkapratiyogika abhava) conveys some sense to us. 

Hence, like consistency, inconsistency m meaning sometimes becomes 

'meaningful'. 

When an individual comprehends the implicative or suggestive meaning of a 

sentence, the problem may be raised whether these meanings are properties of the 

sentence or those of speakers or readers or hearers. According to some scholars, 

these are the properties of the sentence. In one sense it is true. Because, the 

sentence must inhere power of la~a1Ja and vyanjana in it. The sentence 'Ganga 

ya11} gho~af?' is capable of providing both implicative and suggestive meaning. 

Hence, the role of language cannot be denied. A sentence though endowed with 

the power la~a1JCi and vyafijana may not be understood by the hearer or speaker. 

Particularly, the suggestive meaning may not always be easy to understand, it 

depends on the intellect of the hearer or speaker also. Moreover, the suggestive 

meaning of a sentence may vary from person to person. Hence, the subjective 

element in comprehension of meaning cannot be ignored. It reminds me the story 

of Lord Buddha who gives advice to his disciples with the single sentence. 'The 

/ Sun is set'. The three disciples having different san1skaras have apprehended the 
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meaning of the sentence in three ways. Hence, in comprehension of meaning the 

role of both language and speaker is highly essential. 

Like akiinks,a, etc. the intention of the spe~ker· is also essential factor m 

determining the meaning of a sentence. The role of tiitparya is emphasised m 

Vedanta and lvfirYJiimsii schools. The Naiyayikas have not laid much importance on 

it. However, it bears a great importance. Some statements may seem to be non

sensical if speaker's intention is not known. 

If a speaker has vivak4'a (intention or desire to say something), it is permissible in 

grammar also. One may use 'kii~(hiini pacanti' (i.e., the woods cook) etc. If one 

desires so (vivaks,iivasiit). It is permissible in language though there is the violation 

of grammatical rules. In Nyaya also the intention or desire of speaker is honoured. 

Not only this, if someone has got strong desire to infer (si~iidhayi~ii), he is 

permitted to do so even in the case of established truth (siddhi). 18 In the case of the 

syllogistic argument in the form : 'ghatiinyonyiibhiivaviin pa(atvat' (i.e., it is 

endowed with the mutual absence of a jar, as it has got cloth ness), one can infer 

bhedatva of a jar from cloth 'intentionally', because the difference is easily known 

after looking at the cloth. If someone says - 'gha(a is kalasa ', the speaker intends 

to say that the two entities are identical (having bhediibhiiva or absence of 

anyonyabhiiva). Some thinkers may have intention to make an artificial difference 

between two identical objects after using the term iva . . In the Viikyapadiya 

Bhatthari has said that two objects, though identical, are demonstrated in such a 

way that one will think of their difference. But this difference is artificial in order 

to show the sameness of object. In ·'indra iva dasyuhii bhava' (like Jndra become 



136 

da,fyu-killer) which is addressed to Indra, the term iva shows the relation of 

standarq and the object of comparison on the basis of, an artificial difference. 

Where a really different object is not available as standard of comparison, the 

speaker may use the object of comparison as the standard in order to bring out its 

incomparability. As for example - 'riimariivaYJayor yuddhm~1 riimariivmJayor 

iva '. 19 Hence, speaker's intention has a prominent role in the use of language and 

in the comprehension of meaning. 

So, we can say that where there is specific use of a sentence, there is some 

intention of the speaker. In other words, when a sentence is used, it indicates 

something. Hence, between sentence and its meaning there is a relation called 

jniipya-jniipaka-bhiiva (indicator-indicated relationship). What IS called 

jniipakatva? Jniipakatva is the property of being an object (vi.sayatva) of the 

knowledge, which has caused another knowledge.20 In the case of the syllogistic 

argument in the form : 'The mountain is fire-possessing, as it has got smoke', 

'smoke' has become an object of the knowledge which has caused the inferential 

knowledge of fire. In the same way, sakyiirtha becomesjniipaka (indicator) to the 

meaning through implication (lak.~yiirtha) : The direct meaning of the term 

'Ganga ' becomes jniipaka of the bank of it (which is jniipya here) through the 

strength of lak.saYJii (lak.saYJii-balena). In the same way, the direct meaning of the 

same word may be jniipaka of saitya-piivanatva (i.e., coolness and purity) of the 

river on the strength of vyanjanii (vyaFijanii-balena). This jniipakatva may be of 

generic and specific type. An object or a sentence (used by speaker) may be 

indicator of another object or some meaning which is completely unknown to the 
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hearer while there. might be some object or sentence which may g1vc us some 

information which is not at all new to us. In the case of imp I icative and suggestive 

meaning the word or sentence is used, where it is informative in the true sense of 

the term. But in the case of tadi.itmya (gha{a is kalasa etc.), the information we get 

from the sentence is not as informative as the earlier sentences, as the identity of 

them is obvious. In spite of this we have to accept the jfii.ipakatva of the sentences, 

as speakers really have desire to indicate (viva~a) something. 

Now, I shall explain the root of la/cya!Ji.i i.e., implicative meaning which is 

accepted by the Naiyayikas and other systems which accept Sabda or verbal 

comprehension as a means of right cognition. An effort will be made to evaluate 

critically the theories that the non-realisability of the intention of the speaker 

(tatparyanupapatti) is the root of la/cyai}i.i, the supremacy of tatparya in the 

phenomenon of verbal comprehension, whether yogyati.inupapatti can be taken as 

a the seed of la/cya!Ja or not etc. 

Implication or lak$a1Ja is a relation to that which is conveyed by the potency of a 

word (sakti) due to the non-comprehensibility of the intention of the speaker 

(La/cya!Jii sakyasambandhasti.itparyanupapattitah). The Naiyayikas have pointed 

out the philosophical significant of intention (tatparya) first in the context of 

enquiring the seed of implicative meaning (la/cya!Ja). To them the non-realisability 

of intention or tatparya (tatparyanupapatti) is the seed of la/cya!Ja i.e. implicative 

meaning. In fact, the implicative meaning of the term Ganga as found in the 

sentence Ganga yam ghosah is 'the bank of the Ganga '. The primary meaning of 

the terms ghosah and Ganga are ghosapalli and a particular flow of water 
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(Jalapraviiha-visesa) respectively. The milk-man-colony cannot remam m a 

particular flow of water and hence there is non-realisability of the relation 

(anvayiinupapatti) between them. This can be removed, if the 'bank of the Ganga' 

is taken as the meaning of the term Ganga through lak:wrJii. In the same way, the 

implicative meaning of the term ghosah is also possible. In the former case 

la/cya1J.ii in the term Ganga is accepted, but not in the term ghosah. In another the 

reverse case is accepted. If laksana is accepted in either of the terms, there will not 

be the non-realisability in respect of relation (anvayiinupapatti). Hence, it is 

admitted that the non-realisability of intention, but not of relation is the root of 

laksana. The importance of the application of lak$a1J.ii lies in the fact of removing 

the non-realisability of intention (tiitparyiinupapatti) of the speaker/' which is 

also supported by Nagesa.22 

Now what is to be understood by the term tatparya? The desire of the speaker 

(vyakturicchii) is tiitparya?3 In other words, I have been stated that when a word 

or a sentence is uttered with a desire to convey something, it is called taparya 

(tiitpratltfcchayii uccaritatvam).24 When there is the utterance of a particular word 

with a desire to convey his own idea to others, this particular desire or intention is 

tiitparya. The 'term uccaritatva is superfluous here on account of the .fact that in 

the written statement of the dumb persons there is tatparya in spite of not having 

utterance of the same.25 Moreover, there would arise the possibility of the non

attainment of the meaning of the Vedic texts uttered by an individual having no 

awareness of its meaning (arthajfiiinasunye'Yapurusenoccaritatvadvedartha pra

tyayiibhiivaprasangiit). 26 
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Hence it is better to accept the former definition (i.e., the intention of the speaker 

is tatparya) which is also supported by the grammarians. 

If a speaker bears a particular intention to express that the fish resides in the water 

and utters the same sentence tGangayam ghosah,: the implicative meaning is to be 

accepted on the term ghosah denoting fish secondarily in order to bring the 

realisability in tatparya. If a speaker, on the other hand, possesses an intention to 

make others aware that the milkman-colony exits on the bank of the Ganga and 

utters the same sentence, the implicative meaning has to be accepted in the term 

Ganga as per the intention of a speaker as well as for the realisability of tatpmya. 

As per the intention of the speaker the implicative meaning of the terms Ganga 

and ghosah are to be taken as 'the bank of the Ganga and 'fish' respectively. 

Hence, the realisability of tatparya but not relation is the seed of lalcym;a. 

Moreover, this point is substantiated when the implicative meaning is accepted in 

the sentence - kiikebhyo dadhi raksyatam (i.e., protect the curd from crow etc.) in 

which there is obviously tatparyanupapatti, but not anvayanupatti. The statements 

like 'We do not smoke here', 'Thanks for not smoking' etc. have no 

incompatibility in the relation (anvayanupapatti), but there IS the 

incomprehensibility of the intention of the speaker which leads to the implicative 

meaning like 'Please do not smoke'. In order to incorporate all types of la/cyar;a it 

is better to accept the non-realisability in respect of tatparya as laf0wJii but not 

otherwise. Had the incomprehensibility of relation or connection 

(anvayanupapatti) been the cause of implication, there would not have any 

implicative meaning in the sentence - 'Admit the stick' (yasthih pravdaya). 

Because the phenomenon of admission is not inconceivable with the stick and 
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hence no anvayanupapatti. If the non-realisability of intention is taken as the seed 

. of la/cya1Jii then the implicative meaning is applicable to such case. As the entrance 

of a stick in the dining hall for a feast is non-realisable. 'the stick holders are to be 

taken by the term 'stick' through implication.27 

Let us see whether the non-realisability of tatparya which is accepted as the seed 

of lak~al}.a belongs to word alone or a group of words. Implication does not belong 

to a word alone but a group of words. As in the case of the example - 'There is a 

milkman-colony on the deep river'' the group of two words 'deep' and 'river' 

refers to the 'bank' through implication.28 

It may be argued that as a group of words does not have any potency or import 

(Sakti), how can it have implication, which is nothing but a form of relation to that 

which is conveyed by potency? In reply, it can be said that implication is the 

relation to that what is conveyed by potency related to a word. Just as the meaning 

of a word is conveyed by potency, the meaning of a sentence is also through it. 

Hence there is no inconsistency.29 

Let us examme whether the non-realisability of the semantic competency 

(yogyatanupapatti) may be taken as the root of implication or la/cya1Jii. The 

semantic competency (yogyata) is the relation of the meaning of a word with the 

meaning of another (padarthe tatra tadvatta yogyata parikzrtita)?0 Such 

awareness is the precondition of the verbal comprehension. The sentence -

'sprinkling with water' (jalena sincati) gives a verbal comprehension due to 
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having semantic competency. It is known to us that the instrumentality of water is 

connected with the other meaning of the word- 'sprinkling'. 

In absence of such yogyata verbal comprehension is not at all possible. In the 

sentence - 'sprinkling with fire' (vahnina sincati) there is no verbal 

comprehension, because fire cannot be an instrumental to the action of 

sprinkling. 31 

If there is the non-realisability of the semantic competency (yogyatanupapatti), it 

may give rise to implicative meaning. Though the sentence- 'sprinkling with fire' 

(vahnina sincati) does not provide any verbal comprehension due to the lack of 

yogyata, it can give metaphorical or implicative meaning due to having the non

realisability of the semantic competency (yogyatanupapatti). We may quote a line 

from the Meghniidvadha by Madhusudanana Datta, which has no semantic 

competency, and for this there is a scope for implicative meani!]g. The sentence 

goes like this - 'jidda! diya kiitila ki vidhata sa/moll tarubare? i.e., does God cut 

the silk-cotton tree called Siilma/1 with the petal of flower? In fact, the petal of 

flower cannot cut the hard tree like Sa/mall and hence it lacks the semantic 

competency. But it has got a power of referring to an implicative meaning. The 

sentence implies that the cutting of the said tree through flower-petal is an 

impossible phenomenon, which is attained through the non-realisability of 

yogyata. In the same way, the statement- 'I am building castle in the air' refers to 

an absurd phenomenon through implication arising from yogyatanupapatti. 
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In this connection it should be kept in mind that yogyatanupapatti may lead us to 

attain the implicative meaning in some cases but not in all. Hence the non

realisability of intention of the speaker (tatparyanupapatti) has been taken as a 

root of all including the place where there is the non-realisability of the semantic 

competency. 

If the intention of the speaker is realised (tatparyopapatti), the primary meaning 

(sakyartha) is known immediately there. The necessity of exploring any 

implicative meaning becomes inevitable if there is the non-realisability of the 

intention (tatparyanupapatti), alone which may of course, be caused by the- non

realisability either of the semantic competency (yogyatanupapatti) or expectancy 

( akiinksanupapatti). 

Now we may see how the non-realisability of expectancy leads us to the 

attainment of implicative meaning. A word must have an expectation with another 

word if the former is not found related without the association of another. (yat 

padena vina yasyanubhavakata bhavet sakiinksa).32 The kiirakas cannot generate 

relation without the help of the verb and hence there is an expectancy of kiirakas 

· with the verb (kriyapadam vina kiirakapadam nanvayabodham janaya!lti tena 

tasyakanksa). 33 If it is said 'The door please' (dvaram), it will provide no meaning 

due to the lack of expectancy with a verb. This non-realisability of expectancy 

gives rise to the non-realisability of intention (tatparyanupapatti). For this reason 

the verb 'close' or 'open' is brought here through implication considering the 

context (prakarm:za) under which it is spoken.34 
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So far as asttyanupapa(ti (non-realisability of contiguity) is concerned, it cannot 

be taken as a pointer to the non-realisability of intention (tatparyanupapatti) 

separately. If there is any such anupapa((i here, it is not different from the non

realisability of expectancy (akiin~anupapatti). I think what is accepted as asa((i or 

contiguity is not essentially different from the expectancy (akanksa). Asa((i is 

defined as the contiguity of the words (sannidhanam tu padasyasattirucyate):35 

In other words, the contiguity of the terms in forms of subjunct and adjunct 

'forming a relation IS called asa((l (anvaya-pratiyogi anuyogipadayora 

vyavadhanamasaasatti). 36 If a word is uttered in the morning and another word 

uttered in the noon, they cannot provide any meaning because they cannot be 

related at all due having a long temporal gap. It is very difficult to apprehend the 

relation of both due to the non-identification of the subjunct-ness and adjunct-ness 

(pratiyogitva and anuyogitva) of the terms in a particular relation. When the first 

word is uttered in the morning, there remains an expectation of the second term 

which, though uttered in the noon, cannot be related to the first one as there no 

criterion or scope to relate this. How do we know that the second word is in 

relation to the first one? The speaker might have uttered many sentences by this 

time about which we are least interested. Hence, if there any lack of asa((i, it is 

nothing but the lack of akiin~a. 

Though the Naiyayikas have accepted four means of verbal comprehension 

expectancy (akiinksa), semantic competency (yogyata), contiguity (asa((i) and 

intention of the speaker (tatparya), I think the fourth factor i.e., the intention of the 

speaker (tatparya) has to be taken as the sole factor for the same. It is shown 

earlier that if there is the realisability of the intention (tatparya-upapatti), there is 
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the primary meaning (sakyiirtha). If there js the non-realisability of the intention 

(tiitparya-anupapatti), the implicative meaning is to be resorted to. Hence the 

tiitparya has got the prime role in understanding the meaning of a sentence, but 

not the other three. The sentence - 'There is a jar in the house (gehe ghata) is 

capable of generating a cognition of the relation of a jar (but not that of a cloth) in 

the house. Hence a sentence is said to mean the relation of a jar (but not that of 

cloth) in the house. It is the intention of the speaker. If a sentence does not have 

expectancy or semantic competency, it is understandable if the tiitparya or 

intention of the speaker is realised or unrealised. In the case of unrealisability the 

implicative meaning is to be explored as said earlier. In fact the non-realisability 

of the intention in the given sentence is the seed of the implicative meaning 

through which the intention of the speaker is realised. In other words, the 

inconceivability of the intention in the primary meaning gives rise to explore the 

implicative meaning, which reveals the true intention (tiitparya upapatti) of the 

speaker.37 

One can deliberately say a sentence which has no semantic competency (yogyatii) 

with a particular intention (tiitparya) in mind or vivaksii (will to speak) in mind. 

An individual can utter, for example, the sentence ---. 'The lake has fire' (h~ado 

vahnimiin) initially to prove indirectly that the lake cannot have fire. This type of 

cognition is called iihiirya-jniina which is defined as follows : 'virodh(jniina

kiil'inecchiiprayojya-jnanatvamaharyajnanatvam' or vadhakallnecchajanyam 

jniinam' .38 That is, the cognition which is generated out of one's own desire at the 

time when there is the contradictory cognition is called aharyajiiana. ln earlier 
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case it is deliberately said that the lake has fire in spite of knowing that the Jake 

cannot have fire. Though there is no direct result for the deliberation of such 

. artificial cognition due to the lack of semantic competency, it plays a great role in 

pointing out the exact nature of the object indirectly i.e. through reductio-ad

absurdum method (tarka), which is the intention of the speaker. The speaker wants 

to argue--- 'Ifthe Jake has fire, it would have smoke also' (yadi ht:ado vahniman 

syat tarhi dhumavanapi syat). It is known through our experience that the lake has 

no smoke and hence it is proved that there is no fire. In the same way, it can be 

said that the usages that are apparently meaningless may bear some intention of 

the speaker. 

The Naiyayikas have pointed out the philosophical significance of intention 

(Tatparya) first in the context of enquiring the seeds of implicative meaning 

(la/cya1Jii). To them · the non-realisability of intention or tatparya 

(tiitparyiinupapatti) is the seed of la/cya1Jii i.e. implicative meaning. In f~ct, the 

implicative meaning of the term, Ganga as found in the sentence Ganga yam 

ghosa/:z is the bank of the Ganga . The primary meaning of the terms ghosah and 

Ganga are ghosapalll and a particular flow of water (jalapravaha-visesa) 

respectively. The milk-man-colony cannot remain in a particular flow of water and 

hence there is the non-realisability of the relation (anvayanupapatti) between 

them. This can be removed, if the bank of the Ganga is taken as the meaning of 

the term Ganga through la/cyalJii. In the same way, the implicative meaning of the 

term ghosaf:z is also possible. In the former case lak$atJii in the term Ganga is 

accepted, but not in the term ghosa/:7. In another, the reverse case is accepted. If 
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laksafJii is accepted in either of the terms, there will not be the non-realisability in 

respect of relation (anvayamnupapatti). If it is argued that the removal of the non

realisability of relation is the result of laksa!Ja, the rule that the implicative 

meaning of the terms Ganga and ghosai"} are to be accepted becomes meaningless. 

In reply, it can be said that the rule becomes contradicted if it is accepted that the 

removal of the non-realisability of relation is both the result and seed of lak~ar.1a. 

Hence, it is admitted that the non-realisability of intention, but not of relation is 

the root of laksa!Jii. The importance of the application of laksa!Jii lies in the fact of 

removing the non-realisability of intention (tatparyanupapatti) of the speaker. 39 

which is also supported by Nagesa.40 

Now what is to be understood by the terms tatparya? The desire of the speaker 

(vakturicchii) is tiitparya.41 In other words, it has been stated that when a word or a 

sentence is uttered with a desire to covey something, it is called tatparya 

(tatpratlticchaya uccaritatvam).42 When there is the utterance of a particular word 

with a desi're to convey his own idea to others, this particular desire or intention is 

tatparya. The term uccaritatva is superfluous here on account of the fact that in 

the written statement of the dumb persons there is tatparya in spite of not having 

utterance of the same. Hence, it is better to accept the former definition (i.e. the 

intention ofthe speaker is tatparya) which is also supported by the grammarians.43 

If a speaker bears a particular intention to express that fish resides in the water and 

utters the same sentence (i.e. Ganga yam gho$ab). the implicative meaning is to be 

accepted on the term 'ghosah' denoting 'fish' secondarily in order to bring the 

realisability in tatparya. If a speaker, on the other hand, possesses an intention to 
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make others aware that the milkman-colony exists on the bank of the Ganga and 

utters the same sentence, the implicative meaning has to be accepted in the term 

Ganga as per the intention of a speaker as well as for the realisability of tiitparya. 

As per the intention of the speaker the implicative meaning of the terms Ganga 

and ghosa/:1 are to be taken as the 'bank of the Ganga ' and 'fish' respectively. 

Hence, the realisability in respect of tiitpmya but not relation, is the seed of 

lakvaYJii. Moreover, this point is substantiated when the implicative meaning is 

accepted in the sentence, kakebhyo dadhi rahyatiim (i.e. protect the card from 

crow etc.) in which there is obviously tiitparyiinupapatti, but not anvayanupapa(!i. 

In order to incorporate all types of lakiaYJii it is better to accept the non

realisability in respect of tiitparya is la/cyaYJii but not otherwise. 

Let us see the role of tiitparya in determining the meaning of an ambiguous 

sentence having various meanings. If someone utters the sentence saindhavam 

iinaya, it may mean the bringing of a horse or salt. The exact meaning of the term 

saindhava is to be determined according to the intention of the speaker uttered 

under a particular context.44 That is why, the knowledge of tiitpmya is taken to be 

the cause of verbal comprehension. If it is so, the question may arise how a hearer 

will be able to know the intention of the speaker. One can know one's intention 

through the contact in the form of conjoined inherence (smnyukta samvaya) with 

the mind. But through this contact the intention of others cannot be known, as such 

contact is not all possible with the intention existing in other selves. 

It can be said in reply that in order to understand the intention of the speaker the 

context (prakararJa), qualifier (visesana), space (desa) etc serve as promoters. If in 
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the context of taking meal the term saindhava is utt:ered, it will mean salt. But if 

the context is otherwise (i.e. going to the battle-field) the same term would mean 

horse.45 

After hearing the sentence of the speaker uttered in a particular context, the hearer 

infers the intention in the following way. The term saindhava existing in the above 

mentioned sentence has got the tatparya in salt as it is uttered in the context takirig 

meal(etadvakyaghatakasaindhavapadamlavanatatparyayakambhojanaprakarance 

prayuktatvat). In the same way, the hearer infers the tatparya of the same term as 

otherwise depending on a different context. In this way, the intention of the other 

person (i.e. the speaker) can be known through inference.46 

Let us consider the intention of different sentence uttered in a different context. If 

a teacher asks his student to do something after uttering the word dvaram (door) 

and pointing out to the door, the student may have confusion due to having 

multiple alternatives such as either closing or opening the door. Let us think of a 

situation when the door remains closed and suddenly there is a power cut. The . . 

teacher utters the term 'door' to a particular student, which would likely imply the 

opening of the door as the context is in favour of this. If the situation is otherwise 

(i.e., the door is open), and suddenly a dusty storm comes and the teacher utters 

the some word 'door' which would refer under this circumstance to the closing of 

the door. Hence, a word can give its accurate meaning only if the proper context is 

known by the hearer. Hence, the role of intention of the speaker dependent on the 

context has also to be accepted as a fundamental basis of verbal comprehension. 
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Dinakara has analysed the concept in the• context of non-ambiguous sentence, 

Tiitparya is the intention of the speaker of conveying the sentences like 'Bring a 

jar' (ghatam iinaya) in which 'jar' has become a prakiira or qualifier, karmatva or 

the property of being an object attached to it has become a qualificand and 

superstratumness (adheyata) has become a relation. When there is the awareness 

of the sentence ghatamiinaya, there is the knowledge ·of a jar, karmatva as denoted 

by the word ghatam ·and as this, being a property, remains in the substance ghata. 

Here the jar is the substratum and karmatva is the super stratum. This is the nature 

of awareness (pratiti) which is the intention of the speaker.47 When a particular 

sentence is uttered in order to convey a particular intention, the knowledge of 

such intention of the speaker is the cause of verbal comprehension.48 Ramarudra 

further raises a different problem. To him ambiguity is of two types: ambiguity as 

involved in the sentences like Saindhavamtmya etc. and as involved in 

ghatamiinaya patamiinaya etc. It may be argued that the intention of the speaker is 

very difficult to understand if two sentences 'Bring a jar', 'Bring a cloth' are 

uttered simultaneously without the copula 'and'. For there are two intentions, 

which leads the hearer to the land of confusion about the real intention of the 

speaker.49 In order to remove this problem it is said that the particular intention of 

the speaker behind the utterance of a particular sentence must be taken as the 

cause of verbal comprehension of it. If it is said sveto dhiivati (i.e. the white runs), 

the intention of the speaker may sometimes be known as the object bearing white 

colour runs or sometimes as 'the dog etc run'. 50 Such an awareness of intention 

serves a~ the main factor for apprehending the meaning. If there is the doubt or 

confusion as to the intention of speaker or if there is the ascertainment of that 
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which is not intended by the speaker, the verbal comprehension from the sentence 

is not at all possible. Hence, the knowledge of .intention has to be taken as the 

cause of the same. 51 

The context and other factors that are the promoters to the apprehension of 

tiitparya cannot be taken as the cause of verbal comprehension due to the absence 

of common connotation in them. In other words, for verbal comprehension 

.sometimes contexts, sometimes proximity and sometimes remoteness becomes the 

~ause and hence there will be no common connotation in them.52 As all these

factors like context etc. (prakaranadi) are the promoters to the origination of the 

knowledge of tiitparya, the common connotation among them is possible. Hence, 

the knowledge of tiitparya becomes the cause of verbal understanding as it comes 

under the law of parsimony. 53 

By the term iidi attached to the term prakara11iidi, the proximity (samyoga), 

remoteness (duratvam) and co-existence (siihaciirya) are to be understood. When 

it is said, 'The jar is to be removed, ' the intention is ascertained in the jar existing 

in front due to having proximity. In the sentence like 'Bring the jar here' the 

intention is ascertained in the jar existing in a distant place due to remoteness. In 

the sentence ' Bring the jar and cloth' the intention is ascertained in both jar and 

cloth due to there co-existence in the same place. 54 Apart from these Bhart~hari 

has accepted a few more criteria for determining tatparya, such as contradiction 

(virodhitii), context (prakarana), sign (lifiga), association of other word 

(sabdasyanyasya sannidhih), space (desa), time (kiilah) voice of an individual 

etc. 55 
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Let us see how the intention of the Vedic sentence and Sukiivakya can be 

understood. Even the Vedic statements contain some intention. God who is 

accepted as the agent of the Vedas is supposed to have such intention. God's 

knowledge of intention can be inferred as the cause of the verbal comprehension 

arising from the Vedic sentences. It may be argued that the knowledge of intention 

of the teacher should be taken as the cause of the said apprehension. This view is 

not tenable, because the knowledge of tatparya of the teacher cannot be the cause 

of the same due to the absence of him before the initial creation. It may, again, be 

argued that if the dissolution is not accepted, the question of initial creation cannot' 

be thought of. This position is also not sound, because the existence of dissolution 

is known from the Vedas and hence there is the initial creation.56 In the same way, 

the Devine knowledge of tatparya can be said to be the cause of the verbal 

understanding of the sentence uttered by a parrot without any intention 'of its own 

and revealing the true picture of reality (samviidi). 57 The knowledge of intention of 

the trainer is the cause of the verbal understanding of the sentence (uttered by a 

parrot) which does not correspond to the reality (visamvadakata) For the property 

of being non-correspondent to the reality (visamvadakatva) lies on the intention of 

the trainer, but not on that of God, as in the intention of God visamvadiNa is not 

possible.58 H~nce, the knowledge of tatparya existing in God cannot be cause of 

verbal understanding ofthe visamvadi statements made by a parrot. 59 

The term samvadi in this context has been introduced to convey that God's 

knowledge of intention becomes the cause of understanding the sentence (uttered 

by a parrot) which is prama. If the parrot, on the other hand, utters the sentence 

vahnina sificati (i.e. watering with fire), God's knowledge of intention cannot be 
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the cause of the same, as God does not posses any intention, which does not 

correspond to the reality (visamvadzccha). In order to exclude such sentence from 

the purview of the Divine intention the term samvadi is introduced.60 

Generally, a speaker of the sentence is supposed to have a volition in favour of 

' 
what is said in the sentence (vakyanukuta). As the Divine volition is. working 

behi'nd each and every effect, it becomes favourable to what is uttered by a parrot 

incidentally. As a parrot cannot have intention of its own, there are no other 

alternatives than to accept Divine intention behind it. 61 

It may be argued that if context, etc are taken as the cause of the potency of a 

word, it (i.e. potency) should be taken as the cause of meaning and hence there is 

no necessity of accepting another distinct cause i.e. tatpmya. 

This view is not tenable. For, when a word or a sentence having double meaning is 

uttered, the intention of the speaker cannot be known due to having potency or 

conveying two meanings, which leads to the impossibility of verbal understanding. 

Hence the knowledge of intention of the speaker has to be accepted as a 

determining factor in verbal understanding, which has been beautifully classified 

by Nagesa. 62 

Moreover, for understanding a non-ambiguous sentence also the intention of the 

speaker plays a prominent role. It determines the potency of word giving rise to 

sentence. 

Human actions in the forms of inclination (praw:{(i) refraining form (niw:({i) and 
' 

being indifferent (upek.$ii) are dependent on the knowledge of the intention of the 

speaker. If someone utters an ambiguous sentence navakambalam anaya (i.e. 
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bring nava blanket or blankets), no praw:tti or inclination of the hearer is possible 

due to the non-understanding of intention on the speaker. In this case, it is not 

clearly known to us what the speaker intends to say by this sentence (i.e. whether 

the speaker intends to have a new blanket or nine blankets denoted by the word 

'nava'), which leads us to the land of inactivity. 

It may be argued that the intention or tatparya of the speaker may be to confuse 

others under certain circumstance. It may happen that the speaker wants to hide his 

own intention by way of confusing others deliberately so that he does not fac~ an 

undesired situation. At this stage, the concealing of his own intention may be 

treated as his own intention. In such cases the sentence cannot provide us with the 

proper understanding though the knowledge of the speaker's intention is known. 

To reply, it can be said that if the speaker bears an intention to hide his own 

intention by using an ambiguous sentence, the sentence cannot give us an accurate 

non-ambiguous meaning. As the speaker's intention in adopting this method of 

confusing others is known to us, it falls under the category of chala. Unless it is 

known or detected, we cannot be successful in philosophical debate, which leads 

to highest good (nihsreyas) of seen (dr:sta) type. To understand the particular 

. intention of the speaker in adopting chala has got a positive role in philosophical 

debate. The philosophical significance of the inclusion of chala under sixteen 

categories lies on the fact that a true debater should not adopt chala in his speech 

unnecessarily, and at the same time it is essential to detect the same in an 

opponent's speech. This detection of chala is also possible through the knowledge 

of intention of the speaker to confuse others. If the intention of the speaker is 
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,tiitparya, it can be described as such and hence it is very much important. in the 

field of philosophical discourse. 

The non-realisability of tiitparya is the seed not only of la/qa!Jii but also of 

suggestive ( vyaiijanii) and metaphorical meaning as accepted by the rhetoricians. 

Moreover, tiitparya is clearly related or. identical to vivaksa (i.e. intention to 

convey something) of the speaker. In other words, it is the vivaksa of the speaker, 

which is the tiitparya of the sentence uttered by him. A sentence which is non

sensical in a particular context may seem to be significant in another context 

depending on the vivaksii of the speaker. A word or a sentence may seem to be 

significant if the speaker wants to .signify something by uttering this. This desire of 

signifying (vivakfii) is the tiitparya of the sentence. Even the sentence signifying 

identity (e.g., 'London is London or 'Bombay is Bombay') may seem to be non

sensical apparently, but somehow this usage finds justification if the speaker wants 

to signify the incompatibility of the cities like London or Bombay through this. If 

this vivaksa is taken into account, this sentence will certainly bear tiitpmya. 

Though Ragnunath does not accept the absence of the absurd entities like 

Sasa.SJ:ngam niisti etc. (which is called alzkapratiyogikabhiiva) as real absence, it is 

known from the ordinary experience that such usages provide us with some 

information. Though the direct meaning (Sakyiirtha) of this is not possible, these 

usages give some implicative meaning due to the tiitparyiinupapatti in the direct 

meaning, which leads to exploration of some secondary meaning. Because it 

signifies something when it is used or uttered by someone secondarily on the 

strength of tiitparyiinupapatti in the direct meaning. Raghunath's position is 
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substantiated by assigning the following reason in favour of him. For 

understanding an absence the knowledge of the absentee (pratiyogi) is the 

precondition, which is not at all possible in the case of absurd entities like Sasas 

t:nga, castle in the air, etc. This view of Raghunatha. I believe, is acceptable so far 

as the direct meaning (Sakyiirtha) of the sentence is concerned. But it cannot be 

denied that these sentences convey us some sense which is available secondarily. 

Otherwise, these would not have been uttered by the speaker. The utterance of a 

. . . 

particular sentence in a particular context by an individual presupposes some 

vivaksa, which is the intention. Considering the particular aspect Dharmakirti has 

accepted the importance of vivahii in- determining the meaning of a word or a 

sentence in the following Kiirika. 

'vaktrvyiipiiravisaye sortho buddhau prakiisate priimiinyam tatra sabdasya 

niirthatattvanivandhanam'. 63 

This is, in the expression of a speaker the corresponding image appears in our 

awareness. It is constituted and evidenced by the words, but not by the meaning of 

the same. When someone says, 'I am building a castle in the air', the intention of 

the speaker is to convey to us some image about some absurd events through this 

sentence, and hence it is not all non-sensical. 

Let us consider whether the intention of the speaker can be treated as a cause of 

verbal understanding only in the case of ambiguous sentences as advocated by a 

section of scholars. This view is not tenable. For, though in an ambiguous sentence 

the intention of a speaker is to be known perfectly, it is also essential for an non-

ambiguous sentence also. Otherwise how can a sentence be known as 'non-
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ambiguous?' As the intention of the speaker is perfectly reflected in the language 

l!Sed by him, it is taken as a non-ambiguous one. When a sentence is uttered, the 

particular intention of a speaker is expressed there (through which he intends to 

convey something). Otherwise the utterance of a sentence would be of no use. 

Hence, the intention of the speaker cannot be denied in providing the sentence 
I 

meaning though it is true that the role of it is much more prominent in the case of 

an ambiguous sentence. The role of tCitparya in non-ambiguous sentences like 

ghatamanaya patamanaya, etc., has already been pointed out. The samyoga, 

distance, co-existence etc., are taken as the indicators (jfiapaka) of a non-

ambiguous sentence. 

The above-mentioned view can be substantiated from the standpoint of Jayanta. 

Tatparya is the knowledge, which is endowed with the capability of expressing a 

particular comprehension (tatpratitijananayogyatva). To him the words of a 

sentence can convey to us their distinct (non-related) meanings like iron-stakes 

and hence their construction or relation among them is not possible. These isolated 

meanings cannot be the meaning of a sentence s they are not related to each other. 

This relation is not possible through abhidhaw:ti. Hence, tiitpmyaw:tti has to be 

accepted as a connecting factor among the word-meanings. The power of Abhidha 

lies on giving rise to primary meaning of a word (Suddhapadartha-visayini) while 

tatparya gives rise to connected meaning. [t has already been accepted that God's 

intention is the cause of the samvadi sentence uttered by a parrot as a parrot cannot 

have an intention of its own. This view again needs thorough review. As God is 

taken as a Nimttakarana of all activities. His intention etc. would have to be taken 

as common cause to all activities, including our utterance of word or the utterance 
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of sentence by a parrot. If God's intention is common cause to the samvadi 

sukavakya, it cannot be taken as an uncommon cause of verbal understanding. In 

fact, the sentences uttered by a parrot though valid bears no intention of its own, 

but on the other hand, it repeats that it imitates from others or trainer and 

samavadakatva is just a co-incident. If there is any intention at all, it is of others 

from which it has learnt and through it the intention of that person is reflected. 

Naiyayikas do not accept suggestive meaning or vyanjana. They say that vyaiijana 

is nothing but the extension of laksana. It is not acceptable to us. Because, 

vyanjana has got a completely different role 111 our day to day communication, 

which is not covered by mere implication. That is why, the role of suggestive 

meaning in literature or literacy form of art is accepted as inevitable. In fact, it is 

suggestion, which takes a piece of writing to the level of creative writing (kiivya). 

When it is said 'Lilakamalapatrani ganayamasa parvati' i.e. parvati easily 

counted the petals of the lotus, it gives rise to the meaning the parvati became 

ashamed of hearing her own marriage talk. This understanding is not merely 

implicative, but more than this. Such understanding is possible, had there been a 

separate category of meaning called vyanjana or dhvani. That which is not 

expressible through words or odd to express can easily be expressed through 

suggestion or dhvani. This suggestion or dhvani is not merely the extension of 

lak$a1?ii. 
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verse No. 84. 
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4 7. Ghatamanayetyadaukarmatvavi.\'esyakadheyatiisamsargakaghat a

prakarakaprat/ticcha vaktustiit{JO!Flln. Dinakari on S.M. on verse llO. R4. 

4S. Tiir/J:.~:ecchayoccorilam idum ''!t k)'O~II i /y(/ kclruk1 1111 .1:n 1/11.11 !tl fli tn ·o~fi7/inam 

.1-iihdahodhe kiiranom. I bid. 

49. T'a 1 racagha 1 am a nay a JHIIU/I)(l/l(l\ 'l'/ i '·~ik1 ·i/(h·m ·u 1 !1'1 n ·ngos/ hul e 

vakturicchiidvayc?Jnanot kosm(/1 \'(th·i/1 kidr.l:us/us\'O hndhn hho\'(tfili 

nirnetuma.\'akyam. Ranwrudrl. 

50. Tatro kadiicidchetagunavi.<-isla.\ya kadclcil kukkuN/derhodlw.1yu !rl!pm~\'O 

ji1iinaniyamyatviit. Dinakari on S.M. on verse S4. 

51. Tiitparyasamsaye vyatirekani.l'atyc vel .\'abdahodhiinudayacchclhdabodhe 

tiitpmyajFiiinam kiiranam. Dinakari on S. on verse 84. 

52. Na ca f.oJpmyagriihakmwm prakaranadinam .i-iibdahodho-

kiiranatvamatvamastvit i Vacyam 1e.1·mnanonugamat. Siddlu117!umuklclva/i on 

Verse 84. 

53. TiitparyajFiiina - janakatvena /esirmanugome 111 liilpmyaji7fmameva 

liighaviit kiiraYJamastu. I bid. 

54. Sam yo gah sclnn idhyam. viyogah dtirulvo m. .)'rl hon11·1 wne kru le.,:m.·rf i 1 vmn. 

Ghalo pasclraniya itycldriu samlposlhe ghal!' rcllpm)'Ogrohoh sr'itnlp)'!tl. 

Ghalamanayetyiidau ghalapadas\10 diJrosrhe ghole tiilpmyiigroho dzlrolval. 

Ghatam pataFiciinayetyadau ghat OfHtlapadayore kaddovr/1 ighotapal ayoh 

siihacaryiit. RamarudrT on Dim/karl on S.tv1. verse R4. 

55. Samyoga viprayoga.\'ca siihacmyam virodhilii or/hal; prakm·m?om /iogam 

sahda.syiinyasya sonnidhih siimarthyomucitoh dc.l;o kii!o vyakt/.1-variidoyah 

· sabda.syiinavacchede vi.\-esasmrtihetavah. Vakyapadlya 2/3 I 5-3 I6. 



163 

56. Itthamca vedasthale 'pi tatparya jananarthamisvarah kalpyate. Na ca 

tatriidhyiipakatiitparyaj niinam kiiraryc.nn i tij niina m' sargadavadhyapa ka bhav 

at. Na ca pralaya eva nastlti kutali sargadiriti vacyam. Pra/ayasyagame.~·u 

pratipiidyatviit. Siddhantamuktavali on verse 84. 

57. Sukzya tiitparyiibhavena agatyii l.~varasya ivava kt1:tva-svlkaradi t i 

mantavyam. RamarudrT on Dinakarl on S.M. verse no. 84. 

58. lsvarecchiiyiim visamviiditvaditviibhaviiditi bhavalr Dinakarl on S.M. verse 

84. 

59. Itthanca sukavyiikyepi zsvarryatiitpmyajiiiinam kiiraryam 

Visamviidisukaviikye tu .l:ik.~·ayitureva tiitparyaji?anam kiirw?am vacyam. 

Siddhiintamuktiivall on verse 84. Henceforth S.M. 

60. Pramiijanaketyarthah idam ca vahnina sincatltisukavakyajanyasa-

61. 

bdabodhe ·zsvarlyatatparyajniinam na hetuh, 

Visamviidicchiip~tteri-tyatastiid~savakyavyudiisiirthamuktam. 

on Diniikari on S.M. verse 84. 

Nvara5ya. 

Riimarudrz 

Viikyiinukiilprayatnavata eva vaktrtvena lsvaraprayamasya 

karyamiitriinukulatvenasukaviikyiinukiilatviiditibhiivah.Suklyatiitparyiibhiiv 

ena agatyii lsvarasyaiva, vaktrtvasvlkiiriiditi mantavyam. Ibid. 

62. Nanu prakaraniidiiiam saktiniyamakatve saktyaiva nh·viihe kim 

tatparyeneti cenna. Asmacchabdiirthadvayavi/;e:,Jlako bodho jiiyate 

arthadvaye saktisattviit tiitparyam kvetijanima ityanubhavavirodhat. PLM. 

63. Pramiinaviirtika. 

Nirapeksaprayogeyahsaliikakalpaniibhiiviit & Tadanvitabhidhiinetu 

padiintaramarthakam & Abhidhiitrmata saktih padiiniim sviirthanisthata 

tesiim tiitparyasaktistu samsargamavadhi. Nyiiyamanjari, pp. 3 70-72, 

Choukhamba 1936. 
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