CHAPTER - 1I

Sabda as a Pramdna Distinction between S'akyc"zrtha and Laksyartha. Factors

for Verbal Understanding .

"It is known to us that the Naiyayikas have accepted four sources of valid
cognition. Among these verbal testimon:y or Sabda is one. Ordinarily, the term
‘Sabda’ means ‘sound’. But in the case@f pramana it means a kind of statement.
The knowledge or prama attained through this Pramana is called ‘Sabda-bodha’

‘ or verbal knowledge from testimony. So,‘ Sabda is a pramana and ‘§5bda—bodha’ is

pramd.
Goutama says that word is communication of apra.’

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.?

The statement of a trust worthy person is called sabda pramana (Aptavakyam
$abda).> According to Vatsyayana, word is that by which an object is spoken of or

4
made known.

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, aryas or mlecchas. All

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

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

to signify something.

To discuss the relation between word and meaning philosophers have given
different theories. According to the Vaisesika view, fire is cognised from
smoke by inference (anumadna) 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. ®

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 siitras, 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 apra.’

To Nyaya ‘Sakti’ (power) is not a new category over and above the seven

categories accepted by them. But the Mimamsakas say that we cannot include
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power or Sakti in any of the seven categories accepted by Nydya. So they say that
Sakti is a new category. The Mimamsakas 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
autside. Though the éignifying power is'intrinsic to the sound substance, it is not
identical 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 VaiSesikas. So the
Mimamsakas 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 Mimamsakas. According to
them, the signifying power is nothing but the relation between a word and its
meaning. This relation exists between a word 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
deéire 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.?

¢

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 (ativyapri). We all
know that there is temporal relatioﬁ (Kalikasambandha) 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 saksi 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, Sak#i 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 (visistamati) over and above the separate
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cognitions of different word méanings. 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 visistartha achieved
through relating the meanings of the corhpotent words. Yet vakyartha or
visistartha has no independent objective status apart from the separate

word-meanings.’

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 Mimarmsakas and the
Naiyayikas. Mimamsakas 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 éualities. But to have an awareness of ‘something having
some qualities’ presupposes that we have previous knowledge of those qualities.
So, it is clear that ih 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 Mimamsakas 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 arthapatti. As at first the universal comes to our
(r_\ind by signifying power they feel, we can understand the universal. [f we do not
aépept this view then we should say that by the signifying power we can
understand the particular. But particulars aré infinite in number. So, we should
accept an infinity of signifying power of a .term. For logical economy (laghava)
Mfma“w%sakas 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 (arthapatti).

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 Mimamsa view that the particulars
are known through ir‘nplication_. 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 Mimamsa 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 Goutama, 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,'°

Gautama 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 Gautama in this respect. "'

According to Gangesa, the particular appearing as qualified by the

universal constitutes meaning. '2

The Naiyayikas said that by vrddha-vyavahdra 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 fcome’ and ‘go’

?re 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 agréement 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."”

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 iﬁ 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 laksana or implicative meaning is a property of a term likc_a.
Sakti.
Laksana, the secondary function operates when the primary function or the .

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

cognition a secondary sense related to the primary one.'*

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 (abhidhdna) and the other is that of pointing, signifying or
indicating (laksand). 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 seéond it only

indicates, and a metaphor is born.'?

Like Sakti, we can understand the meaning of a term by laksana. The difference
between Sakti and laksana is that by sakti we can understand the meaning of a term
directly but with the help of laksana we can understand the meaning of a term
indirectly. So Sakti is called ‘direct signifying power’ and laksana is called
‘indirect signifying power’. Through the sakti of a term the understood meaning is
cglled $akya. The Nyaya defines laksana as ‘Sakya-sambandha laksana’.'® That

means, laksana is the relation of a term with its Sakya. Sakti helps us to understand
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tiﬁe meaning of a term directly without the help of any other property, but laksana
helps us to understand the meaning of a term with the help of what is signified by
its Sakti. Through laksana the understood” meaning is called laksya. Gopinath

Bhattacharya wrote, “The signifying relation that is known as ‘laksana’ 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 ‘saksi’>"”

Generally which is directly signified by a term is called Sakyartha. The occasional
indirect meaning of .a term is called /aksyartha. 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 caées 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 Saksi, there we should accept an
indirect signifying power of the term which is calle'd laksana. So, sometimes
laksana 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 ‘Gangd’ we can understand a river. Milkman’s
hamlet cannot be in a river. 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 abqve 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 Sakya. This Sakya has a .
c‘io_se relation with its bank, which is called laksya, and by laksana we can

understand laksya.

In the above sentence the term ‘Gangd’ is used to mean the bank of the river
Gangi. The milkman’s hamlet is in the bank of the river Ganga. In this way,

laksana 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
’.s‘akydrtha and the other as /laksyartha. The two meanings of the term are
unconnected._ Here we cannot apply the distinction between sakyartha and
laksyartha because there is no re]afion between the two meanings. Such type of
terms is called ‘equivocal’ and both the meanings of the term are called Sakyartha
because both the meanings are signified by the direct signifying power of the term.
So, in some cases we should postulate a ‘multiple signifying power’ (nana sakti).

Thus, the relation with thing which is signified by the direct signifying power of a
term is called laksand. This relation may be of five types : samipya or proximity,
samyoga or conjunction, samavaya or inherence, vaiparity& or opposite ness and
karya-karanabhdva or cause effect relation. Sakyasambandha may be either

immediate or mediate.
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The Nyaya accepts three types of laksand : jahal-laksana, ajahal-laksana and

Jjahat-ajahal-laksana.

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 ter\m which is intimately related with direct

signi.ﬁcance. This is called jahal-laksana. When we reject the direct significate of

a term totally, then it vis called jahal-laksana. When, therefore, the ‘direct

signiﬁéate’ 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-laksana’, because the

indirect sense is here, ‘wholly exclusive of (jahat) the ‘direct significate’.'®

An example of jahal-laksana 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 of this term we can understandits direct meaning which is a ‘life
less 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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t

aré standing on it can shout. This is jahal-laksana because here we reject the direct
meaning of the term ‘platform’ totally. “There is milkman’s hamlet in the Géngé”
is also an instance of jahal-laksana becausev here also we rgject the direct meaning
of thé term Gangd 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 é river so here we. reject the direct
meaning as signified by the direct signifying power or sakti of the term totally.
Now we take the indirect meaning of the term Gangd. The bank of the river is
related with the river. As sakyasambandha is laksana so here we understand this
meaning (the bank of the river) by laksand'. 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-laksana.

When the direct meaning is not rejected and we take some other things‘\')vith‘ the
direct meaning then it is called ajahal-laksand. By ajahal-laksana 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-
laksana. 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 havé umbrellas, but also the persons who
havé not umbrellas. Thus, we can understand that ajahal-laksana 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 ‘laksana’, 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-laksana and if we
accept the direct sense of a term with some other things then it is called ajahal-
laksana. Beside these two types of laksana the Naiyayikas have also accepted a
third type which is called jahat—ajahal—laksand. Here the direct meaning of a term
is partly accepted and partly rejected. A jahal-ajahal-laksana is such type of
indirect sense that is partly exclusive and partly not exclusive of the direct sense of
a term. This laksana 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 directv

meaning of the same term.

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 totally"fhen also it is not possible for us to
understand the meaning of the sentence wheré tﬁe 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-laksana.
The third type of ‘laksané; has been named -‘jahat-ajahal-laksané’ or an indirect
sense that is ‘exclusive as well as not-exclusive’ of the direct sense of a term. In
otﬁer 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."

The Upanisadic dictum ‘Tattvamasi’ or ‘that art thou’ is an instance of such type
of laksana. 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 ‘“/ar’ or ‘that’ or
by the Sakti of the term ‘tat’ or ‘that’ we can,understand the infinite spirit and by
the c;lirect. signifying power or Sakti-of the term ‘rvam’ or ‘thou’ we can understand
finite spirit. If we accept these direét meanings of the terms then the above
sentence will be meaninglesé because infinite spirit can never be identical with the
finite spirit. To understand the meaning of the above sentence wé 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 gnd 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 = \T hou’ or ‘Tar=Tvam’
becomes intelligible to us. Now the meaning of the above sentence is intelligible

1o us as we have taken the indirect senses of the term (tar and tvam) by rejecting a



45

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 laksana mentioned above. In the
case of jahal-laksana the direct sense of a term is 'rejected and in the case of
ajahal-laksana the direct sense of a term is accepted with other things. On the
other hand, in the case of jahat-ajahal-laksana the_direct sense of a term is partly

accepted and partly rejected.

Mimamsakas have accepted Gaunivrtti 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 laksana. It is already

mentioned in the before that Sakyasambandha laksana i.e. laksana 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 Mimamsakas say that there are some terms
the meanings of which can be attained indirectly though there 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 takg this direct meaning of the terﬁ ‘fire’. Here
the term is used in an indirect sense. This indirect sense is ‘purity’ and
‘brighthess’. This purity and brightness is not rélated 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 laksana. We can understand the meaning of the above
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sentence by taking the indirect senses 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
meaniﬁg of some terms can be understood indirectly. This indirect sense is
different from laksand. The Mfmd;%akas say that in such cases we should éccept a
new signifying power of a term which is called gaunivriti or figurative sense. The
above view is not accebted by the Naiyayikas. The Nalyayikas say that such cases
are also examples of laksana. Laksana may be immediate or mediate.
Sakyasambandha may be immediate or mediate. That means, in some cases we
can understand the meaning of a term indirecﬂy by the immediate relation of the
term with its Sakya and in other cases we cén. understand the meaning of a term
indirectly by the mediate rélation of the term with its Sakya. The immediate
relation of a term with its Sakya may be of five types : samipya (proximity),
samyoga (conjunctionj, samavaya (inherence), Vaiparitya (oppositeness) and
karya-karana (cause-effect relation). An example of the immediate relation of a
term with is Sakya is : There is rr;ilkman’s hamlet in the Ganga. By the sakti or
signifying power of the term “Gang?l’ 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 ‘gaunibriti’, laksana means the immediate relation of a
term with its sakya, but in the cases of ‘gaunivrtti, laksand 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 direct 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 witﬁ 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 laksana. Thus the Naiyayikas try to prove that it is possible to explain in
fhis way the instances of ‘gaunivrtti’ by laksand because in the cases of gaunivriti,
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 gaunivrtti as a separate kind
of signifying power. According to them, the so-called instances of gaunivriti are

nothing but instances of laksana.

Ananda-vardhana and his followers of the ‘Dhvani’ school of Indian povetics have
acceptéd vyafijand or suggestive power of a term. To them some words have
vyafijana or suggestive power which is different from sakti or signifying power

and laksana or indirect signifying power.

According to the Dhvani school, vafijana or dhvani as a function is
primarily divided into two varieties : (a) avivaksitavacya, where suggestion
is based on laksana, and (b) vivaksitGnyaparavacya, where suggestion is

based on abhidha.”®

According to them, we can understand the meaning of some words through
vyaijand. This vyafijana may be of two types. Vyarijand based on the power of a
term (Sabdasaktimiild) and the vyafijana based on the power of what is signified

by a term (artha-saktimula). In the example “There is milkman’s hamlet on the
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Ganga” by the indirect signifying power or lak.:'s:and of the term ‘Ganga’ we can
unders.'tand ‘the bank of the river Ganga. The supporters of the Dhvani school are
of the.opinion that here the term ‘Gangd’ 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 Gangé”.' As the speaker here utters
only the term ‘Ganga’, we should understandthét the speaker here intends to mean
sdmething more than the bank of the river. Tﬁe 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 laksana 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 laksana, so we should accepf a new
signifying of power of a term. This new signifying power is named by the
Dhavani school as vyaﬁjdnd. The above example is an instance of $abda sakiimila
vyarijana because here the above meanings (purit)./,-cool ness etc.) are based on the
power (Sakti) of the term (Ganga). The example of second type of vyafijana is :
Lilakamalapatrani ganayamasa parvati i.e. Pd;‘\);zti easily counted the petels of

the lotus.

The above sentence is taken from Kalidasa’s Kumarsambhava. Here the author
intends:to mean that Pdrvati became ashamed of hearing her own marriage talk.
We can' not obtain this meaning either by the Sakti or by the laksana 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-saktimila vyarijana.

The above concept of vyafijana or suggestive meaning is not acceptéd by Nyaya.
To the Naiyéyikas, vyafijana is nothing but the extension of laksand. In some
cases when, by the term ‘Ganga’ one intends to mean purity, cool ness etc. then
the term is used n.ot 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 agcomplex indirect sense. By the
complex indirect sense of the term ‘Gangd’ we can understand ‘a cool énd
purifying river bank’. Thus, we can say that in the éentence ‘There is milkman’s
hamlet in the Ganga; when the term ‘Ganga’ is used to meaﬁ ‘a cool and purifying
river bank’ then we can understand the above meanings of the term by complex
indirect sense and not.-by vyafijana. That means, in the cases of Sabda-Sakti-mila

(13

vyafijand a term is used in a complex indirect sense. Annambhatta says,

Vyafijana api $akti - laksanantarbhiita sabda-saktimila.””'
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’.*

The Naiyayikas do not accept artha-saktimila vyaiijand also. 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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hearingfthe sentence “Lilakamala patrani ganyamasa parvati’, at first we can
understand the direct meaning of the sentence which is “Parvati 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 infer_ence that the author
here intends tc; mean “Parvati became ashamed of hearing her own marriage talk”.
In this way, the Naiyayikas say that arthasakiimild vyaiijana can be reduced toA

inference.

The épponents of Nyaya are of the opinion that syntax-difficulty is the case where
we should accept laksana 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 laksana. 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 laksand 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 Gangi. In
this way, where there arises syntax difficulty or semantic incompatibility, we

should accept laksana of the same.

The Naiyayikas do not accept this view. They say that in the case of purport

difficulty (tatparyanupapatti) we should accept laksana. 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 arﬁbiguous 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 produ;:ed 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 (saindhavamanaya). After hearing this sen;tence 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 ;che 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 terfn is taken in the sense of ‘horse’ and not ‘salt’. The proper
understanding (sabda-bodha) of a statement depends then in cases like these on

realising its purport (tatparya) rather than its syntactical property (anvaya).?

Now, it is clear to us that in the cases of ambiguous terms, we should depend on
purport (tatparya), 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
undersfand the purport or fatparya. The Naiyayikas say that it is better to accept a
uniform condition for understanding the meaning of any statement. As tatparya or
purport 1s a condition for understanding the meaniné of ambiguous terms so it is a
condition }’Qr understanding the meaning of any sentence like “There is milkmen’s
hamlet in the Gangd” etc. We can understand this statement by the knowledge of
pilrport or tatparya. To understand the purport of th¢ sentence we should take the
term ‘Ganga’ .in an indirect sense. A term is take;11 in an indirect sense on that
occasion when we cannot understand its purport. So, in the case Qf purport

difficulty we should accept laksana of a term.

It comes to this then that the ‘occasion for taking a term in an indirect sense
(laksana-vija) is furnished by the consideration of purport and not considerations
of syntax-difficulty. If éurport difficulty (tatparyanupapatti) suffices to explain
the employment of a term in an ‘indirect sense’, it is needless to invoke syntax -

difficulty for that purpose.*

In the caée of elliptical employmeﬁt 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 Miamama view that in such cases
we should only supply the significate of a word (arthadhyahara). Mimamsakas
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 terms 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 td the ellipsis of an elliptical
sentence. So, Mimamsakas say that in the case of elliptical sentence, we should
supply the signi_ﬁcate of a term. But the Naiydyikas refute this view. They say that
we cannot understand the meaning of a sentence oﬁly 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 fo us if we utter the sentence
clearly. In the case of elliptical sentence 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 é 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 su‘p-ply here the

significates of the words then we cannot understand the meaning of this sentence.

According to the Naiyayikas, significant terms are of four types - yaugika, rudha,
yoga-rudha and yaugika-rudha. Yoga and rudhi are two powers by which we can
determine the meaning of a term. ‘Yoga' means ‘avayava S$akti’. 1t is the

signifying power that abides in the parts of a term. On the other hand, ‘rughi’
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means ‘sa.muddya Sakti’. 1t 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 ;‘abda, as for example,
pacaka. 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 samudaya-sakti, then it is called rudha term. For .example,
thé term ‘go’ means ‘cow’. When avayava-$akti and samudaya $akti of a term
indicates the same thing then the term is called yoga-rudha term. For example,
pankaja. This term has two parts : ‘panka’ and ‘ja'. ‘Pana’ means ‘mud’ and ‘ja'
means ‘that which grows out’. Here from avayava $akti we can understand the
thing which grows out of mud and from samuddya Sakti we can understand ‘ldtus’.
Actually, lotus grows out of mud. So, the above term is called yoga-rudha term.
Again, if the samudaya sakti of a term indi‘cates one thing and the avayavasakti of
it indicates other thing, thén the term is called yougika-rudha term as for example,
udbhid. Here from yogasakti we can understand ‘plant’ and from rudhasakti we
can understand one kind of Vaidika sacrifice. Thus, the Naiyayikas have divided

four types of significant words.

According to Prabhakara Mimamsa, 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 éakti.We can understand a thing which is not
related to another thing. Both of the schools have accépted 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 acceptéd by the both schools that a sentence
is a cc;mplex 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 relatioﬁ 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 Anvitabhidhanavada. But Bhatta Mimamsakas and
Naiyayikas do not accept this viéw. 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 Iike"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 undérstand 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 Abhihitanvayavada.

The Naiyayikas have accepted three conditions for understanding the meaning of a .

sentence. These are : akamksa, yogyata and sannidhi.



Generally, the term akamksa 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 ‘gkdmksa’ is used to mean a conditi)on of sabda-bodha then the term is
not used in the sense of >desire. We cannot say that akamksa is the desire of a
person who is going to understand the meaning of sentence and that desire is a
condition of sabda-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“Padasyapadantaravyatirekaprayuktananubhavakatvam

akamksa>.®

That means, it is the inability of a word, without another word, to produce ém:

apprehension of the relation between the two terms.

By akanksa or expéctancy is meant that qﬁality of the words of a sentence by
which they expect or imply one another.”®

" Again, one word of a sentence depends on another word to produce the relation
between them. This is called akamksa. 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 akamksa 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 akamksa
between the terms. So-, akamksa is a syntactical demand. The term ‘a book’, ‘a
dog’, ‘a tree’ etc. these terms are devoid of akamksa. So, there does not arise

sabda-bodha from these terms.
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Akanksa is this mutual need that the words of a sentence have for one

H 27
another in order to express a complete sense.

Yogyata is also a necessary condition for understanding the meaning of a sentence.
Yogyata means anvaya-yogyatd. 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 j)ogy(ltd”.zg Yogyata is the absence of incompatibility
among what is signified by thc;, 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

- 5 . . 29 . ..
uccaranam sannidhil”.” That means, sannidhi is the utterance of the terms of a



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.”

For example, “He is a man”. If-the words of this senience 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 inlthat case we

cannot understand the meaning of the 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 pramanas 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 pramanas. 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.>'



A reliable or trustworthy person is one who is free from illusion (bhrama), defect
of sense - organs (karanapatavata), desire of cheating others (vipralipsa) etc. Only

those laukika statements are pramana which are uttered by trust worthy persons.

"The Mimamsa 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 éay that like Ramayana, 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 the;e works cannot be eternal.

The argument of Naiyayikas 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 Mimarmsakas 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
atithorship’, then the -above inference may be true. In the cases of the Ramayana,
the Mahabharat 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. Gautama and others l%ad come to know -
through yoga that Veda is the creation of God. There is on the contrary a definite

tradition among Gautama and his disciples that the Veda is of divine origin. They



have been claiming for ages that the Veda is the word of God and they have been
claiming it on the strength of the Vaidika dictum ‘from that thinking (fepana)
being were produced the three Vedas;. (Tasmat tepanat trayah vedah ajayanta)”.>

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 pramanas.

The Vaisesikas do not accept sabda as a separate kind Qf pramana. 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 Vaisesika 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 getti_ng knowledge from sSabda or word. So, the

Naiyayikas have accepted Sabda as a separate kind of pramana.
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